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prices that Americans can afford. Yes 
to American oil. Yes to American com-
mon sense in the rules, and yes to an 
American future of abundant, afford-
able energy that working people can af-
ford to buy. 

I don’t think the Democrats are 
going to be able to continue to fool the 
American people that someone else is 
responsible for the problem that we’re 
now facing. They’re squarely respon-
sible. They continue to say no, Repub-
licans continue to say yes, and I think 
the American people are going to un-
derstand that in the short-term and in 
the long-term. 

Mr. SALAZAR. Madam Speaker, may 
I inquire how much time either side 
has? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
HIRONO). The gentleman from Colorado 
has 30 minutes remaining. The gen-
tleman from Nebraska has 31⁄2 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. SALAZAR. Is the gentleman pre-
pared to close? 

Mr. TERRY. I have closed, and I will 
probably use my 31⁄2 minutes for clos-
ing. 

Mr. SALAZAR. Madam Speaker, 
today I couldn’t agree more with many 
of the comments that my friend from 
Nebraska has made. He comes from 
farming country like I do. We under-
stand the value of the fuel that goes 
into your tractors and the value of the 
fuel that goes into your pick-up trucks 
to run a farming operation. 

I believe that ethanol is a temporary 
fix to our energy independence in 
America. We need to start looking at 
new technologies such as cellulosic- 
based technology. We understand that 
relying on corn-based ethanol is only a 
short-term solution. 

Everything that I believe that my 
colleague has in his motion has been 
addressed in what the conference com-
mittee has brought forward, the higher 
$1 per gallon cellulosic ethanol tax 
credit. I think that these are provi-
sions that Mr. TERRY’s motion has. 

I only have one concern, Madam 
Speaker, is that if we were to adopt 
this motion, I believe that it could po-
tentially delay the passage of the farm 
bill, and so I would ask my colleague, 
Mr. TERRY from Nebraska, to consider 
withdrawing his motion. 

Mr. TERRY. Would the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. SALAZAR. Yes. 
Mr. TERRY. I plan to mouth those 

words at the end of my ending com-
ments. 

Mr. SALAZAR. I would thank the 
gentleman, and with that, Madam 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. TERRY. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Colorado. 

In closing, what we’re faced with is 
restricted supply, ever increasing de-
mand on oil products, on oil and gaso-
line, $124, just shy of $124 per barrel 

today, and my friends, it’s just going 
to keep going up. And we need a plan 
to make sure that we protect our econ-
omy and your budget. 

We know that we can’t continue to 
pay these type of prices at the pump. 
We know that what we’re experiencing 
with our inflation at the grocery store 
is about 80 percent related to those 
high costs of energy. 

We have a solution before us with 
ethanol, corn-based ethanol. Again, 
just in a summary here, the ethanol 
that is blended into the gasoline today 
is actually making it cheaper. That’s 
allowing you to save more. You’re not 
going to be spending as much on gaso-
line if it were not for the blend of eth-
anol in it. 

b 1830 

The argument that food has in-
creased because of ethanol is not accu-
rate. In fact, these are just several of 
the publications that have gone on 
record, Wall Street Journal, CNN, have 
all said that it’s a fallacy that food 
prices are going up because of ethanol. 

So net, it’s helping our citizens, but 
the future isn’t with corn-based eth-
anol, it’s with cellulosic. Cellulosic is 
going to supplement this ethanol. And 
its potential is immense. 

So I’m proud to learn from the gen-
tleman from Colorado that the dollar 
producers credit—I think I called it 
blenders credit a couple of times dur-
ing the statement—but that 101 pro-
ducers credit, coupled with the blend-
ing credit, is what’s going to lift cellu-
losic ethanol for us into the market 
and make it a viable way that we can 
secure our independence from the 
OPEC producers. 

Knowing that that is in the farm bill 
conference report, I feel comfortable, 
then, not instructing the farm con-
ference, especially since there is no 
more conference. 

I ask unanimous consent to withdraw 
my motion to instruct. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the motion is withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 
f 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, and under a previous 
order of the House, the following Mem-
bers will be recognized for 5 minutes 
each. 

f 

SUNSET MEMORIAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. Franks) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Madam Speaker, I 
stand once again before this House with yet 
another Sunset Memorial. 

It is May 8, 2008, in the land of the free and 
the home of the brave, and before the sun set 

today in America, almost 4,000 more defense-
less unborn children were killed by abortion on 
demand. That’s just today, Madam Speaker. 
That’s more than the number of innocent lives 
lost on September 11 in this country, only it 
happens every day. 

It has now been exactly 12,890 days since 
the tragedy called Roe v. Wade was first 
handed down. Since then, the very foundation 
of this Nation has been stained by the blood 
of almost 50 million of its own children. Some 
of them, Madam Speaker, died and screamed 
as they did so, but because it was amniotic 
fluid passing over the vocal cords instead of 
air, no one could hear them. 

And all of them had at least four things in 
common. First, they were each just little ba-
bies who had done nothing wrong to anyone, 
and each one of them died a nameless and 
lonely death. And each one of their mothers, 
whether she realizes it or not, will never be 
quite the same. And all the gifts that these 
children might have brought to humanity are 
now lost forever. Yet even in the glare of such 
tragedy, this generation still clings to a blind, 
invincible ignorance while history repeats itself 
and our own silent genocide mercilessly anni-
hilates the most helpless of all victims, those 
yet unborn. 

Madam Speaker, perhaps it’s time for those 
of us in this Chamber to remind ourselves of 
why we are really all here. Thomas Jefferson 
said, ‘‘The care of human life and its happi-
ness and not its destruction is the chief and 
only object of good government.’’ The phrase 
in the 14th amendment capsulizes our entire 
Constitution, it says, ‘‘No State shall deprive 
any person of life, liberty or property without 
due process of law.’’ Madam Speaker, pro-
tecting the lives of our innocent citizens and 
their constitutional rights is why we are all 
here. 

The bedrock foundation of this Republic is 
the clarion declaration of the self-evident truth 
that all human beings are created equal and 
endowed by their Creator with the unalienable 
rights of life, liberty and the pursuit of happi-
ness. Every conflict and battle our Nation has 
ever faced can be traced to our commitment 
to this core, self-evident truth. 

It has made us the beacon of hope for the 
entire world. Madam Speaker, it is who we 
are. And yet today another day has passed, 
and we in this body have failed again to honor 
that foundational commitment. We have failed 
our sworn oath and our God-given responsi-
bility as we broke faith with nearly 4,000 more 
innocent American babies who died today 
without the protection we should have given 
them. 

Madam Speaker, let me conclude in the 
hope that perhaps someone new who heard 
this Sunset Memorial tonight will finally em-
brace the truth that abortion really does kill lit-
tle babies; that it hurts mothers in ways that 
we can never express; and that 12,890 days 
spent killing nearly 50 million unborn children 
in America is enough; and that the America 
that rejected human slavery and marched into 
Europe to arrest the Nazi Holocaust is still 
courageous and compassionate enough to 
find a better way for mothers and their unborn 
babies than abortion on demand. 

So tonight, Madam Speaker, may we each 
remind ourselves that our own days in this 
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sunshine of life are also numbered and that all 
too soon each one of us will walk from these 
Chambers for the very last time. 

And if it should be that this Congress is al-
lowed to convene on yet another day to come, 
may that be the day when we finally hear the 
cries of innocent unborn children. May that be 
the day when we find the humanity, the cour-
age, and the will to embrace together our 
human and our constitutional duty to protect 
these, the least of our tiny, little American 
brothers and sisters from this murderous 
scourge upon our Nation called abortion on 
demand. 

It is May 8, 2008, 12,890 days since Roe 
versus Wade first stained the foundation of 
this Nation with the blood of its own children, 
this in the land of the free and the home of the 
brave. 

f 

U.S. FOREIGN POLICY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. SHERMAN) is recognized for 
60 minutes as the designee of the ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the leadership for allocating 1 
hour to me of floor time. 

As a senior member of the Foreign 
Affairs Committee and as Chair of the 
Subcommittee on Terrorism and Non-
proliferation, I will take the next hour 
to focus on our foreign policy and to 
see whether it is focused correctly on 
the threats that face us in the first 
quarter of the 21st century. Then, if 
time permits, I will discuss an issue— 
some would say a threat—that will face 
us in the second and third quarters of 
the 21st century. 

Madam Speaker, I believe that our 
foreign policy has been adrift since the 
end of the Cold War because we have 
been unable and unwilling to prioritize. 
Our national case of ADD forces us to 
focus on whatever international objec-
tive flits across our consciousness. 

We have an enormous national ego 
which causes us to believe that we can 
simultaneously and successfully pursue 
all our objectives, and that we can de-
feat evil everywhere we choose to no-
tice it. As a Nation, we punish politi-
cians and pundits who dare to deflate 
our enormous national ego. 

Our bureaucracy opposes any effort 
to prioritize our objectives because 
that effort conflicts with the bureau-
cratic imperative to please every one 
of its bureaus. Imagine having to go to 
the Moldova desk in the State Depart-
ment and say that Moldova’s sov-
ereignty over its Transdniestra region 
cannot be a major national priority. 
The State Department is pretty much 
on autopilot, with each of its bureaus 
focusing on the bureau’s function, the 
bureau’s priority, with no one setting 
overall national priorities. 

As a Nation, we have sacrificed 4,000 
of our finest, and untold treasure. We 
did so in Iraq because our leaders told 

us it was necessary in order to protect 
ourselves from weapons of mass de-
struction, weapons that did not exist. 
But just because we are able to sac-
rifice treasure and lives to protect our-
selves from a nuclear program that did 
not exist does not mean that we can 
sacrifice our national ego and our bu-
reaucratic imperatives to focus on real 
threats that do exist. 

Now, in addition to these long-stand-
ing institutional and psychological 
barriers to prioritization, at present we 
face three practical barriers that also 
prevent us from focusing on the na-
tional threats that we should really 
focus on, that we should give our pri-
ority to. The first of these is our 
unhealthy fixation on Iraq. This fixa-
tion began with President Bush. It now 
afflicts us all. 

Now, we are told that morally we 
must stay in Iraq because we ‘‘broke 
it,’’ but we are told this by the same 
people who rightfully point out that 
whatever shape Iraq is in today and 
whatever shape we leave it in is still 
superior to where it was under Saddam. 
Remember, Saddam killed hundreds 
and hundreds of thousands of Iraqis 
through his policies. We’re told we 
must stay in Iraq because we risk a hu-
manitarian problem if we leave, while 
at the same time this Nation ignores 
actual humanitarian holocausts that 
are going on in places like Somalia, 
Chad and Congo. Those humanitarian 
holocausts don’t count because CNN 
isn’t there. And CNN isn’t there be-
cause our troops aren’t there. So our 
troops must stay in Iraq because CNN 
is in Iraq, and CNN is in Iraq because 
our troops are in Iraq. So we must stay 
there because we are there. This is no 
way to prioritize our foreign policy. 

We are told that if we leave Iraq, ter-
rorists could meet there and plot 
against us. Imagine how big a national 
ego we must have to think that we 
could possibly deprive our enemies of a 
conference room. The fact is that ter-
rorists can and do plot against us in 
Somalia, in Yemen, in countless other 
places, but of course these don’t count 
because CNN isn’t there. Remember, 
however, that 9/11 was plotted in an 
apartment building in Hamburg, Ger-
many, which makes you wonder why 
we are staying in Iraq to make sure 
that terrorists don’t have a place to 
plot against us. So our fixation with 
Iraq prevents us from prioritizing our 
foreign policy, prioritizing the need to 
protect Americans from nuclear at-
tack. But that is just one of the obsta-
cles we face. 

The second obstacle we face is an 
unhealthy fixation on our reflexive, un-
thinking and implacable anti-Russian 
attitude. Now, I don’t mind being anti- 
Russian. I do mind being implacably, 
unthinkingly, and reflexively anti-Rus-
sian. Now, part of this stems from our 
great national hubris. Our foreign pol-
icy establishment doesn’t like Mr. 

Putin or his so-called successor, and we 
don’t think that we should have to ac-
commodate anybody we don’t like. The 
fact is that sometimes you do have to 
do business with people you don’t like 
if you want to carry out a reasonable, 
prioritized foreign policy. Our politi-
cians tell us that we are at war. Well, 
the last truly great wartime leader of 
the United States was President Roo-
sevelt, and he did business with Putin’s 
most venal predecessor. 

Now, this reflexive, anti-Russian at-
titude grew up in large part because of 
the individuals who are making our 
foreign policy decisions today. These 
are people who spent their lives plan-
ning and studying and writing their 
theses on how to surround and defeat 
the Soviet Union. Old habits die hard, 
but yesterday’s priorities should not 
dictate tomorrow’s priorities. 

Now, Putin has given us much to be 
angry about, but let us take a look at 
whether this new Cold War, at worst, 
or very cold peace, at best, started 
with Moscow or started in Washington. 

Now, one issue that has faced us 
throughout foreign policy is the doc-
trinal battle between the doctrines of 
self-determination and territorial in-
tegrity. Self-determination, the right 
of a group of people within a country 
to split up, split off, and form their 
own country; territorial integrity, the 
right of a nation to continue to have 
and to possess and to control its terri-
tory. 

In fact, the two great wars fought on 
American soil were on opposite sides of 
this doctrinal distinction. Our first 
great war on our own soil was our war 
for self-determination, our war for 
independence. The second great war 
was the war to protect our territorial 
integrity from those who sought south-
ern independence. So we have been on 
both sides of this doctrinal divide. We 
face this same divide now, territorial 
integrity versus self-determination. 

Let us examine eight places in the 
general neighborhood of Russia where 
this doctrinal conflict has come up. 
You see, we are for self-determination 
of Kosovo just as we were for the self- 
determination of the Slovenes and the 
Croats, which led to the split up of 
Yugoslavia, and we were for the self-de-
termination of the various republics 
that made up the Soviet Union. Four 
times that we were for self-determina-
tion—Kosovo, Slovenia, Croatia, and 
the Soviet Union itself. 

But we are against self-determina-
tion and instead for territorial integ-
rity in at least four areas also close to 
Russia. We are against self-determina-
tion of the Transdniestra region of 
Moldova. We are against self-deter-
mination for the northern part of 
Kosovo that would like to self-deter-
mine itself out of Kosovo and rejoin 
Serbia. And we are against self-deter-
mination for two regions of the Repub-
lic of Georgia, Abkhazia and South 
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