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Service Medals, the Army Commenda-
tion with Combat Distinguishing De-
vice ‘“V,” four Army Commendation
Medals, three Army Achievement Med-
als, the Army Reserve Components
Achievement Medal, the National De-
fense Service Medal with Bronze Serv-
ice Star, the Armed Forces Expedi-
tionary Medal, the Kosova Campaign
Medal with Bronze Service Star, two
Afghanistan Campaign Medals with
Bronze Service Star, four Iraq Cam-
paign Medals with Bronze Service Star,
the Global War on Terrorism Expedi-
tionary Medal, the Global War on Ter-
rorism Service Medal, the Korean De-
fense Service Medal, the Army Service
Ribbon, three Overseas Service Rib-
bons, the NATO Medal Kosova and the
NATO Medal Combat Action Badge,
and the Basic Parachuters Badge.

At the conclusion of his current tour
in Afghanistan, Lieutenant Colonel
Clark’s next assignment was going to
bring him back to Texas as he was
poised to become the executive officer
or the second-in-command of the Re-
serve Officers Training Core at his
alma mater, Texas A&M University.

In the coming days, Lieutenant Colo-
nel Todd Clark will be laid to rest at
Fort Sam Houston National Cemetery
in West. Our thoughts and prayers are
with the family of Lieutenant Colonel
Todd Clark. He will be forever remem-
bered as an outstanding soldier, hus-
band, and father. We thank him and his
family for their service and sacrifice
for our country. His sacrifice also re-
flects the words of Jesus in John 15:13:
“Greater love hath no man than this,
that a man lay down his life for his
friends.”

God bless our military men and
women, and God bless America.

——

DEFENDING LIBERTY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. GRIF-
FITH) for 30 minutes.

Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia. I stand
here today on the floor of the United
States House of Representatives, and I
come to talk about matters of import
to this country and what should be im-
portant to each and every one of us.

I often look, as I'm sitting on the
floor getting ready to cast votes, down
here at the front. You see ‘‘tolerance’
and ‘‘justice.” And you see the word
“liberty’”’—you may not be able to see
it at home, but there they are carved
into the wood here.

Liberty is extremely important to
this country, and liberty is a fragile
creature which can easily be extin-
guished if we, as citizens of the United
States—and particularly those of us
who are Members of Congress—do not
take the opportunity to defend liberty,
even when it sometimes may seem to
be unpopular.

Now we have, of recent, heard in the
press reports that certain agencies of
the United States Government have
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been accessing all kinds of informa-
tion—phone records, et cetera. I think
this is wrong. I think that the ap-
proach that has been taken is an over-
reach under the PATRIOT Act—al-
though I believe that, when written,
there were gray areas of the PATRIOT
Act which could have been anticipated
that there would be an overreach by
the government. But some have inter-
preted that it’s okay that you gather
information even if it’s just in the
megadata on millions and millions of
American citizens. I do not take that
position. I believe that it is wrong, And
I believe it cuts to the core of liberty
in this country.

Let me explain.

To understand why we do things that
we do, we have to look at the history of
this country and, many times, of other
countries, particularly Great Britain.
When we look at our right not to have
the government intrude into our
homes, into our thoughts, into our very
beings, it goes back to before the
American Revolution. I would point to
the 1760s as being instrumental.

As a student of history at Emory and
Henry College, I learned under Pro-
fessor Raiser there that there was a fel-
low named John Wilkes. Now, John
Wilkes was a rake of a man, and many
times his actions I would not have ap-
proved of. But whether by design or
just by circumstance, John Wilkes
weighs heavy in both America’s history
and in the history of Great Britain.

John Wilkes was from London. He
stood for Parliament, was a member of
Parliament. He began a secret printing
on things that he didn’t think that
George III was doing correctly in the
1760s. One of those he printed in what
was called the paper, the North Brit-
ain.

In North Britain 35, John Wilkes ac-
tually inferred that George III may
have acted dishonestly in reaching a
treaty with the French. Needless to
say, George III was incensed that this
happened, and he issued, through his
ministers, what was known as a gen-
eral warrant—that meaning that they
could go, even though they didn’t have
a specific person, they didn’t have a
specific place, they could go into parts
of London and search house to house,
seizing papers, property, whatever they
thought might lead to the conclusion
of who was printing the North Britain
and responsible in particular for North
Britain No. 45.

Needless to say, after rounding up
roughly 50 people and going into a
number of houses, they did arrest Mr.
John Wilkes, along with a number of
other people, and it was ultimately de-
termined that Mr. Wilkes was in fact
responsible for the writing that the
King found so inappropriate.

It’s also interesting to note that, as a
part of this, in his legal defense, John
Wilkes raised the issue of whether or
not general warrants were in fact legal.
The courts would later rule that they
were not. The courts would later rule
that they were not.
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Now, it’s interesting—and I’ll pull
out a wonderful treatise on British his-
tory, just hits the highlights, the His-
tory of the English-Speaking Peoples
by Winston Churchill. Winston Church-
ill, in talking about—and he acknowl-
edges the faults of Mr. Wilkes, but he
also points out the court’s reasoning
on this matter.

The question of general warrants be-
came a big issue. The radical-minded
Londoners welcomed the rebuff of the
government. It goes on to talk about
what Wilkes did, but it also goes on to
tell us what the courts ruled.

Let me see if I can find it here, if you
will bear with me for just a minute. I
appreciate your patience as I look for
the exact quote. Here is Churchill talk-
ing about what the justices said:

The officials pleaded—that would be
the government officials of George,
III—that they were immune from a suit
by Wilkes because they were acting
under government orders. Churchill
says this large and sinister defense—
the defense would be that they could
use the general warrants—this large
and sinister defense was rejected by the
chief justice in words which remain a
classic statement on the rule of law,
quoting now the Chief Justice Lord
Camden:

With respect to the argument of
state necessity or a distinction which
has been aimed at between state of-
fenses and others, the common law
does not understand that kind of rea-
soning, nor do our books take notice of
any such distinction.

Wilkes was heralded as a hero of 1lib-
erty. And there’s a great controversy
in history as to whether he was a true
patriot, a true lover of liberty, or one
who merely happened to fall into the
circumstances at the time. I prefer to
think he was a hero of liberty.

Notwithstanding the fact that he ul-
timately prevailed in England, he was
also seen across the pond in what
would later be the United States, in
the Colony—particularly in Massachu-
setts, but in other Colonies—as a hero
of liberty. He was in communication
with Sam Adams and the Sons of Lib-
erty.

At the same time, almost identical to
this, there was a thing called Writs of
Assistance. Now, those were writs that
were used in naval terms dealing with
trade. They said that whatever the
King’s people needed to do for assist-
ance, they could have, very much like
a general warrant, and some would
argue that they were the same.
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In Massachusetts, about this same
time, there was a James Otis, Jr.—this
was pointed out, I must let you know,
earlier today to me by Congressman
NADLER. Mr. Otis argued the same
things that were being argued in the
Wilkes case in Great Britain. Sam
Adams was present for those argu-
ments, so he was communicating with
John Wilkes and he was listening to
the arguments against general war-
rants or writs of assistance made by
Mr. Otis.
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What this ultimately led to was the
fact that in our country we have long
held it dear that we do not issue gen-
eral warrants. And to read the Patriot
Act, to say that you can obtain the
phone records of millions of Ameri-
cans—if, in fact, that be true, and it
appears to be the case—that you can
use that act to sort of back door a gen-
eral warrant on information on most, if
not all, American citizens, is to forget
that we have a right against search and
seizure because of the reasoning of our
Founding Fathers and the work of Mr.
Otis and the work of Mr. Wilkes. They
cannot be seen just in a vacuum on
that.

Churchill later goes on to acknowl-
edge that the work of Wilkes—because
Wilkes was pushing the issue of ‘‘free-
dom of press’—that the entire
Wilkesite movement not only led to an
expansion in Great Britain of the free-
dom of the press but also underscored
for the Founding Fathers of this Na-
tion that ‘“‘everyone should have the
right to speak their mind, and that
they should be able to do so without
having to worry about a government
that finds their actions just for speak-
ing their opinion to be intolerable.”

So, ladies and gentlemen, I have
come here this evening—because 1
think it’s important that we under-
stand—that notwithstanding this inter-
pretation or that interpretation of the
Patriot Act, if we allow the govern-
ment to have the right to collect even
the megadata—as they call it—on each
and every one of us, that is a violation
of the spirit of our Constitution, and I
would submit to you a violation of the
Constitution itself.

I, for one, cherish our liberties. And
in that balancing act that every gov-
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ernment must face between security
and liberty, I say we side on liberty,
because we can never make society
completely safe. The only way a gov-
ernment can guarantee you complete
safety, ladies and gentlemen, is if they
assign each and every one of us a pad-
ded room to live in: We’re only allowed
out in the Sun a certain amount of
time so that we don’t end up getting
skin cancer. They determine what we
eat, they determine what we breathe,
they determine what we do. That is not
a society that I choose to live in, nor
one which I will stand idly by and
allow it slowly to creep in on us. And
while I don’t think anybody in the ad-
ministration would want to go that far,
anyone who argues that we must have
all of this information in order to be
secure forgets that having security
may not be worthwhile if we don’t have
liberty.

So, ladies and gentlemen, I ask that
you study the issues, you study the his-
tory, you study this carefully. Do we
really want a government that knows
all about us? Do we really want a gov-
ernment that can take away our free-
dom to converse with other people who
may not agree with the government?
I'm not talking about people who are
plotting schemes against the govern-
ment, but I'm talking about the right
to talk to people who may have dif-
ferent ideas. In fact, many would argue
we should do more talking here on the
floor of the House.

So, ladies and gentlemen, I ask you
to study these issues. I ask you to go
look at the arguments of Mr. Otis, look
at the arguments of Mr. John Wilkes,
look at the arguments that were made
at a time when people understood that
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liberty was precious and it could easily
be extinguished. I hope that you will
join me in doing a little illumination
on our country by talking about these
issues everywhere you go, and making
it clear to people that liberty is worth
fighting for, and being willing to say—
when I say fight, I mean stand up and
say your peace—and that it’s worth us
taking a little bit of risk in order to
preserve those liberties that have been
fought for and won throughout the
ages, beginning in the 1760s, culmi-
nating in the Constitution, and forward
to this day.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to address their re-
marks to the Chair.

————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. LAMBORN (at the request of Mr.
CANTOR) for today on account of per-
sonal reasons.

Mr. BIsHOP of New York (at the re-
quest of Ms. PELOSI) for today.

———

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GRIFFITH of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 5 minutes p.m.),
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until tomorrow, Wednesday,
June 12, 2013, at 10 a.m. for morning-
hour debate.

EXPENDITURE REPORTS CONCERNING OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL

Reports concerning the foreign currencies and U.S. dollars utilized for Official Foreign Travel during the first and sec-
ond quarters of 2013 pursuant to Public Law 95-384 are as follows:

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, DELEGATION TO THE UNITED KINGDOM, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN APR. 18 AND APR. 23, 2013

Date

Per diem !

Transportation

Other purposes Total

U.S. dollar

U.S. dollar U.S. dollar U.S. dollar

Name of Member or employee Artival Departure Country Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent Foreign equivalent
v partu currency or US. currency or US. currency or US. currency or US.
currency? currency 2 currency? currency 2
Hon. Nancy Pelosi 4/18 4/23  United Kingdom 2,025.80 1,180.40 3,206.20
Andrew Hammill 4/18 4/23  United Kingdom 2,180.10 1,180.40 3,360.50
Wyndee Parker 4/18 4/23  United Kingdom 2,175.80 1,180.40 3,356.20
Kate Wolters 4/18 4/23  United Kingdom 2,171.57 1,180.40 3,351.97
Committee total ... e 855327 i 4,721.60 13,274.87

LPer diem constitutes lodging and meals.

2|f foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

HON. NANCY PELOSI, May 23, 2013.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, DELEGATION TO EGYPT, JORDAN, AND ISRAEL, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN APR. 27 AND

MAY 3, 2013

Date

Name of Member or employee

Arrival Departure

Per diem !

Transportation

Other purposes Total

U.S. dollar
equivalent
or US.
currency ?

Country Foreign

currency

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent
or US.
currency 2

U.S. dollar
equivalent
or US.
currency?

U.S. dollar
equivalent
or US.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

Foreign
currency

Robert Story Karem

Mariah Sixkiller

Egypt 547.23

547.23

Jordan 774.10

774.10

Israel 1,470.00

1,470.00

Egypt 547.23

38,967.36 8,967.36

547.23

Jordan 774.10

774.10

Israel 1,470.00

1,470.00
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