H8976

An alliance of activists, Act for Sudan,
plans to picket Fisher’s Washington offices
on Friday. ‘“‘Our government should not be
seeing this as the time to reward the govern-
ment of Sudan,” said Act for Sudan spokes-
man Eric Cohen.

Fisher said in an interview Wednesday that
the objections are misplaced and based on
the erroneous idea that he is working as a
lobbyist. Under the terms of the license
issued by the Treasury Department, which
enforces sanctions against Sudan, Fisher
may only represent the Khartoum govern-
ment in legal matters and is forbidden from
lobbying or engaging in public relations,
records show.

“I am not a lobbyist,”” Fisher said. “I am a
lawyer, and the Embassy of the Republic of
Sudan is my client.”

The State Department has designated
Sudan a state sponsor of terrorism since
1993, when the United States imposed sanc-
tions on the country for harboring terrorists
such as Osama bin Laden. The restrictions
remained amid persistent allegations of
genocide and other crimes during a 20-year
civil war. A fragile peace agreement in 2005
led to the formation this year of the new na-
tion of South Sudan.

The Khartoum regime has long sought
ways to persuade the U.S. government to lift
its restrictions, including the hiring of a
Washington lobbyist in 2005, who was later
prosecuted for working on behalf of the
country in violation of sanctions.

The Washington Post reported in 2009 that
the regime had worked through the nation of
Qatar to enlist the help of former Reagan ad-
ministration official Robert ‘“Bud” McFar-
lane, who is now an adviser to Newt
Gingiich’s presidential campaign.

Documents filed with the Justice Depart-
ment under the Foreign Agents Registration
Act show that Fisher was hired Nov. 1 to
“counsel and assist the Republic of the
Sudan in satisfying appropriate U.S. condi-
tions to reduce and eliminate the Sudanese
Sanctions Regulations and related U.S.
laws.”” A license allowing the deal was issued
by Treasury on Nov. 16, records show.

The fee is $20,000 per month, paid quar-
terly. Fisher’s wife also received a gift of a
purse and two candlestick holders from the
republic on Nov. 2, disclosure records show.

A Treasury official, speaking on back-
ground, said that the agreement adheres to
sanction guidelines because legal representa-
tion, but not lobbying or public relations, is
allowed.

‘“‘Recognizing the importance of due proc-
ess and opportunity for redress, our regula-
tions ensure that even the worst actors have
the opportunity to challenge the blocking of
their property before U.S. government agen-
cies and courts,” the official said in a state-
ment.

Fisher said Sudan’s government needs
legal representation to continue imple-
menting the 2005 peace accord, which in-
cludes complex negotiations over transpor-
tation and other infrastructure issues with
South Sudan.

“Is it controversial? Yes. But is it im-
proper to have counsel under the Sixth
Amendment of the U.S. Constitution? I don’t
think so,” Fisher said. “Why would they not
have a right to counsel like anyone else?”’

———

A “NO” VOTE ON NDAA: LET’S
PROTECT AMERICA BY SHOWING
OUR COMPASSION AND HONOR

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. WOOLSEY) for 5 min-
utes.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Ms. WOOLSEY. Madam Speaker, now
that the war in Iraq is drawing to a
close, this is the perfect moment to
reset our national security strategy, to
change our underlying approach to pro-
tecting America.

Unfortunately, on the very day that
the President visited Fort Bragg to af-
firm our full military withdrawal from
Iraq, this body approved—without my
vote—the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act, which will continue to dedi-
cate billions upon billions of taxpayer
dollars to warfare and weaponry.

While it’s true that the bill rep-
resents some modest attempt at cuts,
authorizing less than current law
spending and less than the President
requested, we’re still talking about $662
billion in defense programs. $662 billion
is a lot of money. It is particularly a
lot of money at a time when the House
majority won’t part with a thin dime
to create jobs and is committed to scal-
ing back unemployment benefits.

The NDAA includes funding for the
continued prosecution of the war on
Afghanistan—a disastrous policy that
proves to be a bigger failure with each
passing day. We continue to spend
enormous amounts of the American
people’s money on a war the American
people don’t support, and in so doing,
more young Americans are either
killed or maimed.

And to what end? For what benefit?
For a policy that has emboldened the
insurgents, inflamed anti-Ameri-
canism, and done little to bring peace,
security, and stability to Afghanistan.

The authorization of military spend-
ing flies through the Congress while
the domestic investments we need to
put our people back to work are dead
on arrival on the other side of the
aisle. The authorization of war spend-
ing—exorbitant, excessive amounts of
war spending—is rubber-stamped by
this body when we could be spending
pennies on the dollar to protect Amer-
ica more effectively with diplomacy,
development, and other SMART Secu-
rity tools.

To make matters even worse, the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act in-
cludes unacceptable provisions relating
to the handling of detainees. It grants
the President—any President—and the
military broad powers to throw a U.S.
citizen in jail indefinitely for suspected
terrorist ties: without a swift civilian
trial, without full rights of due process,
without the proper presumption of in-
nocence.

I emphatically reject the idea,
Madam Speaker, that defending the
Nation requires an assault on civil lib-
erties and the rule of law. Madam
Speaker, it makes no sense to say we
are defending freedom by undermining
freedom, to say we’re going to defeat
authoritarian forces by adopting au-
thoritarian tactics of our very own.

Just the opposite, in fact.

We protect American interests and
values by showing our Nation’s com-
passion and honor—the better angels of
our nature and not our darkest in-
stincts.
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United States security depends on
winning hearts and minds around the
world, but we’ll never do it with mili-
tary occupations and repressive deten-
tion policies. We’ll do it by bringing
our troops home and by immediately
adopting the principles of a smarter se-
curity policy.

——
ISRAEL, TOGETHER WE STAND

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. MURPHY) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania. A few
months ago, Prime Minister of Israel
Benjamin Netanyahu addressed a joint
session of Congress in this very Cham-
ber.

He was welcomed by Members with a
standing ovation. Several times during
his speech, Congress responded with ap-
plause. When a person in the gallery
attempted to disrupt his speech, the
entire House stood and applauded to
show support for the Prime Minister
over the disruption.

The Prime Minister noted that peo-
ple can speak out in a democracy that
supports free speech. We all know what
happens when citizens challenge their
governments in Syria, Iran, Libya, and
other repressive countries. The Prime
Minister clearly laid out his concerns
for the Middle East, support for a two-
state solution and a clear and un-
equivocal message against Iran’s nu-
clear weapons development.

And following his speech, the joint
session of Congress gave the Prime
Minister a closing standing ovation.

Recently, New York Times columnist
Thomas Friedman commented on Con-
gress’ response to the Prime Minister.

He said: ‘I sure hope that Israel’s
Prime Minister, Benjamin Netanyahu,
understands that the standing ovation
he got in Congress this year was not for
his politics. That ovation was bought
and paid for by the Israel lobby.”

Now, Madam Speaker, I don’t know if
Mr. Friedman was in the Chamber at
the time, and I do not know if he inter-
viewed Members of Congress following
the Prime Minister’s speech. I cer-
tainly know he did not speak with me
nor many of my colleagues before he
came to this wrong conclusion. So for
the record, I wanted to make it clear
why I and others stood when the Prime
Minister of Israel addressed the joint
session of Congress.

I rose for the Prime Minister because
he is a leader of state. We always show
respect for such leaders—but in this
case, there were greater reasons for our
action.

I also rose because Prime Minister
Netanyahu is the leader of a nation I
respect, of a people I admire, and of a
culture that I cherish.

I stood up in support of a nation that
protects religious freedom for all reli-
gions even when they are surrounded
by other nations that will not permit
Christian churches nor synagogues to
be built and are surrounded by those
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