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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There is 1 minute remaining.
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So the resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. ESTES. Madam Speaker, | was not
present for rollcall No. 135, on agreeing to the
resolution, as amended. Had | been present,
| would have voted “aye.”

——————

SYRIA WAR POWERS RESOLUTION

Mr. McCAUL. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to the order of the House of today, I
call up the concurrent resolution (H.
Con. Res. 21) directing the President,
pursuant to section 5(c) of the War
Powers Resolution, to remove the
United States Armed Forces from
Syria and ask for its immediate consid-
eration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FLooD). Pursuant to the order of the
House of today, the concurrent resolu-
tion is considered as read.

The text of the concurrent resolution
is as follows:

H. CoN. REs. 21

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That, pursuant to section
5(c) of the War Powers Resolution (50 U.S.C.
1544(c)), Congress directs the President to re-
move the United States Armed Forces from
Syria by not later than the date that is 180
days after the date of the adoption of this
concurrent resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The con-
current resolution shall be debatable
for 1 hour equally divided among and
controlled by Representative MCCAUL
of Texas, Representative MEEKS of New
York, and Representative GAETzZ of
Florida, or their respective designees.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
McCAUL), the gentleman from New
York (Mr. MEEKS), and the gentleman

from Florida (Mr. GAETZ), each will
control 20 minutes.
GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. McCAUL. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude any extraneous material on the
resolution under consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. McCAUL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the United States is not
at war with Syria. Rather, the United
States is conducting limited but im-
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portant counterterrorism operations in
Syria against ISIS, formerly known as
al-Qaida in Iraq, pursuant to the 2001
counterterrorism AUMF.

Those operations are being reported
regularly to Congress, consistent with
the War Powers Resolution. They are
not new or unique to the Biden admin-
istration.

In fact, let me quote President
Trump about what we are doing here
when he said: ‘“A small presence of
United States Armed Forces remains in
strategically significant locations in
Syria to conduct operations . . . to ad-
dress continuing terrorist threats ema-
nating from Syria.”

“These ongoing operations, which
the United States has carried out with
the assistance of numerous inter-
national partners, have been successful
in seriously degrading ISIS capabilities
in Syria and Iraq.”

When ISIS was at the peak of its
power in 2015, it controlled vast terri-
tory in Iraq and Syria, which it used to
launch attacks in the Middle East and
beyond. Those terrorists ruled with
medieval brutality. We all remember
the graphic videos of ISIS fighters be-
heading journalists and innocent civil-
ians.

These monsters drew thousands of
volunteers to join their ranks in Iraq
and Syria and inspired terrorist at-
tacks around the world.

Our U.S. military, working with a
global coalition and local forces on the
ground, helped to dismantle and de-
stroy this vicious caliphate.

I am proud that our men and women
in uniform answered the call to fight
this menace, which threatened the
United States and the world.

Even though ISIS no longer controls
significant territory, there are still
tens of thousands of hardened terrorist
fighters in Iraq and Syria who are hell-
bent on reestablishing their terror
state.

In fact, in the last quarter of 2022,
ISIS claimed 72 attacks in Iraq and
Syria, including several IED attacks.

Thankfully, our small deployment of
U.S. servicemembers is remarkably ef-
fective at working with local partner
forces to achieve results and ensure the
enduring and complete defeat of ISIS.
Otherwise, these numbers would be
much worse.

In 2022, we were involved in 108 part-
ner and 14 unilateral operations, Kkill-
ing 466 ISIS operatives and detaining
215 others.

None of us want our soldiers overseas
and in harm’s way any longer than is
absolutely necessary. I understand that
the gentleman from Florida has intro-
duced this resolution in good faith and
is well intentioned, and he did it in re-
sponse to a February 17 operation to
kill an ISIS leader, in which four U.S.
servicemembers were wounded.

Any injured or killed servicemember
is a tragedy. We are eternally grateful
for the sacrifice made by our men and
women in uniform and their families
and never take them for granted.

H1173

It is our responsibility as Members of
Congress to reassess, on an ongoing
basis, whether their deployments and
the risk they involve are necessary. In
doing that, we must recall President
Obama’s disastrous decision to pre-
maturely withdraw our troops from
Iraq in 2011.

A few short years later, American
troops returned to fight the deadly
ISIS caliphate, which grew out of the
al-Qaida presence that had not been de-
feated.

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs,
General Milley, was in Syria just days
ago to see our troops and assess the
state of our mission. He went there to
figure out what value this mission
holds for our security. He said: ‘“Unless
you support and devote the correct
amount of resources to it, things will
get worse,” and, ‘“‘If you completely ig-
nore and turn your back, then you are
setting the conditions for a resur-
gence.”’

That is why I strongly oppose this
resolution directing the removal of
United States Armed Forces from
Syria, and I urge my colleagues to do
the same.
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If we withdraw our troops from Syria
now, we could see a resurgence of ISIS
or another lethal successor in a short
time. Withdrawal of this legal, author-
ized U.S. troop deployment must be
based on the total defeat of ISIS.

Let me be clear: Congress’ power to
declare war is one of our most solemn
Article I responsibilities. I understand
why some in this Chamber are uncom-
fortable with using a 22-year-old force
authorization for current operations.

I believe that we should be working
together, in a bipartisan manner, to
have an updated replacement to this
AUMF to address the current threat
environment, while also keeping Con-
gress engaged with our constitutional
responsibilities.

But this resolution does not work to
that end. I believe it would call for an
artificial withdrawal and it would be a
win for the ISIS terrorists committed
to our destruction.

The bottom line is: The premise upon
this resolution—as the Parliamen-
tarian doesn’t make fact-based deter-
minations—the premise of this whole
thing is that there is no authorization
for troops to be in Syria today. It is
just not accurate. In fact, it is wrong.
In 2014, the ISIS threat was addressed
under the Presidential authority of the
2001 AUMF.

I remember being in the White House
with President Trump addressing this
crisis, as well, about what to do about
Syria, and whether we believe our U.S.
troops should remain, in a very small
footprint of 900 soldiers, in Syria.

At that time, President Trump made
the decision that, under the 2001
AUMF, to keep these troops in coun-
try, and I believe that was the correct
decision, and I stand by that.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
join me in this opposition, and I re-
serve the balance of my time.
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Mr. MEEKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
H. Con. Res. 21.

Mr. Speaker, though I oppose an in-
definite U.S. military presence in
Syria, this measure forces a premature
end to our mission at a critical time
for our efforts. Forcing such a pre-
mature removal of U.S. forces not only
endangers our national security, it
threatens that of our allies and part-
ners across the region and beyond and,
most of all, the Syrian Kurds.

Our very small footprint in northeast
Syria, alongside our courageous Syrian
Kurdish partners, continues to serve a
valuable purpose as we partner with
them in ensuring ISIS does not recon-
stitute and again destabilize the region
or use Syria as a base for attacks else-
where.

We have seen how ISIS has wrought
its brutality, not only on the popu-
lations of Syria and Iraq, especially
against ethnic minority groups, but
also launched brutal attacks, such as
those in Paris, Brussels, Istanbul, and
beyond.

Our military and intelligence leaders
continue to warn publicly about the
potential for ISIS to resurge if they are
given the opportunity, including Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Gen-
eral Mark Milley, who, just last week,
made a public visit to northeast Syria.
He highlighted the importance of fin-
ishing the job against ISIS and empha-
sized, if we ignore and turn our back,
then we are setting the conditions for a
resurgence.

Our presence also serves a critical ad-
visory and assist role as the SDF con-
tinues to administer ISIS detainee fa-
cilities, including those holding experi-
enced, highly trained ISIS fighters, as
the United States, along with our coa-
lition partners, works to safely and hu-
manely repatriate them to their coun-
tries of origin. Pulling the plug now on
this important mission jeopardizes the
important work and support role that
we play.

Finally, while I share the passion of
the cosponsor of this legislation for
Congress reclaiming its war powers, I
do not think this concurrent resolution
is the proper vehicle for doing so.

Last Congress, under my leadership,
the House Foreign Affairs Committee
marked up repeals of three of the four
existing AUMF's that are on the books.
The full House passed each of these
measures as well but, unfortunately,
they languished on the other side of
the Capitol.

We need to continue this work, and I
look forward to working with Chair-
man MCCAUL and the gentleman from
Florida on these efforts. Congress must
repeal outdated war authorizations
once and for all, and I applaud the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee for
their bipartisan vote to repeal the 2002
and the 1991 AUMPF's earlier today.

So we have important work to do. We
should define hostilities in statute, not
because it is an easy fix, but because it
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is a hard question that underpins key
national security issues around the
globe.

Toughest of all, we must repeal the
2001 AUMF and replace it with a nar-
row force authorization that grants the
President authority to combat select
terrorists enumerated in countries
where the United States’ national secu-
rity is at stake. I intend to introduce
such an AUMF later this year.

I believe that the importance of com-
bating ISIS in Syria should be on such
an authorization, and this is part of
why I oppose H. Con. Res. 21.

Mr. Speaker, I encourage my col-
leagues to oppose this resolution, and I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. GAETZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, most Americans don’t
know a single Syrian, and so people
watching this debate might wonder,
how has it come to be that Syria has
become the great platform of great
power competition in the world?

It begins in 2011, during the Arab
Spring, when Assad, who is undeniably
a madman and a despot, opens fire on
his own people protesting. Then part of
the Syrian Army defects; they engage
in warfare against Assad, and all of a
sudden, they have a whole lot of weap-
ons and money being sent from the rich
gulf monarchies, through Jordan, into
Syria.

So Iran is not just going to watch
this. Assad is their ally. They activate
Hezbollah, they then invade Syria. So
now you have Jordan, the gulf monar-
chies, Iran.

But wait, Russia is pitching their vi-
sion of the world as a regime preserva-
tion force, whether you are Maduro or
Assad. So they get involved.

What do they get for their time?

A warm-water port in the Eastern
Mediterranean.

So we have got Russia, the gulf mon-
archies. Israel starts to get worried
about Hezbollah and Iran, so Israel
cuts a deal with Russia to keep Iran
out of southern Syria.

If it doesn’t get any worse than that,
now all of a sudden, you have got the
Kurds who declare war on Syria, and it
makes it a little messy that the Kurds
are also in conflict with Turkiye,
which is a NATO ally.

Then somehow the United States in
2015, says, you know what? We need to
get involved in this mess in Syria.

Since we have been there, we have
seen Americans die. We have seen tens
of billions of dollars wasted.

What is hilarious about the 2001
AUMF—that the neo-conservatives
wave around like some permission slip
for every neo-conservative fantasy of
turning an Arabian desert into a Jef-
fersonian democracy—is that that very
2001 AUMF would justify attacking the
people that we are fighting against and
the people we are funding because both
have ties to al-Qaida and, of course, the
2001 AUMF dealt with al-Qaida.

All this talk about a reemergence of
ISIS; I would encourage my colleagues
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to go read the inspector general’s re-
port of the last quarter that indicates
that ISIS is not a threat to the home-
land. And with the Turks conducting
operations in Syria against ISIS, with
Assad and Russia having every incen-
tive to create pressure on ISIS, I do not
believe that what stands between a ca-
liphate and not a caliphate are the 900
Americans who have been sent to this
hellscape with no definition of victory,
with no clear objective, and purely ex-
isting as a vestige to the regime
change failed foreign policies of mul-
tiple former Presidents.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. McCAUL. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Mon-
tana (Mr. ZINKE).

Mr. ZINKE. Mr. Speaker, I stand be-
fore you today in strong opposition to
H. Con. Res. 21 to pull forces out of
Syria.

Like many in this distinguished
Chamber, I have served in the region. I
spent 23 years as a Navy SEAL. I have
hunted war criminals. I have disman-
tled terrorist cells, and I have fought
for freedom on foreign shores.

There are several self-evident truths
in Syria. First, the U.S. troops are au-
thorized by Congress.

Second, I do believe that we should
review those authorizations. They may
need to be reviewed. We should have
answers on objectives, on failures, on
victories, on a plan for ultimate suc-
cess. I agree.

But there is no doubt that Syria also
remains a center for radical Islamic
forces and terrorism, like ISIS, like
PKK. These are organizations that will
never stop, ever. They are committed
to destroying this Nation and our al-
lies, and we should be aware of their
objectives.

Lastly, the hard truth is this: Either
we fight them in Syria or we will fight
them here. Either we fight and defeat
them in Syria, or we will fight in the
streets of our Nation.

To understand the scope of the mili-
tary presence, we are talking about 900
troops. That is 900 troops that have to
have the capability for intelligence col-
lection, self-defense, surveillance, tar-
geting. In case our troops get in trou-
ble, that force must be sufficient to get
them out of trouble because every sail-
or, soldier, airman, and marine, de-
serves nothing less.

Nine hundred military personnel is
an objectively small contingent. When
you look at it, that is about the size of
a Walmart which employs, on average,
300 people.

So I agree with many of the sup-
porters of the resolution that Congress
has the powers, and these powers
should be reviewed. We should ask the
hard questions: What is the path to vic-
tory?

What are the resources that are being
spent? Are they being spent in the
right spot?

Is there a clear path to victory, and
what are the interests of the United
States?
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But believe me, Mr. Speaker, I under-
stand the burden of war. I have lost a
lot of friends. I understand the con-
sequences of war on foreign shores,
both to the servicemen and our fami-
lies, which is why I call on my col-
leagues today to ask the right ques-
tions, but to reject this well-intended,
but really, really bad idea.

Mr. MEEKS. Mr. Speaker, I am glad
to yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. NADLER), the
ranking member of the House Judici-
ary Committee.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

I rise in opposition to this resolution,
and I want to associate myself with the
remarks of the chairman and the rank-
ing member of the Foreign Affairs
Committee.

For all those reasons, we cannot
withdraw our 900 troops now because of
what was said about ISIS.

But in addition to that, we are de-
fending the Kurds against certain
slaughter at the hands of the
Peshmerga if we were to withdraw our
troops.
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The Turks, as we know, are sup-
porting the Peshmerga. In addition to
which, if we were to withdraw our
troops, that increases the worry that
Israel has to have about Iran, and that
increases the odds of a conflict between
Israel and Iran, which is the last thing
the Middle East needs or the world
needs.

For all these reasons, I strongly urge
this body to reject this resolution. We
truly should review all of the AUMFs
we have lying around. I didn’t know we
had one from 1991. This resolution is
the wrong vehicle, and it is productive
of chaos and probably slaughter. I,
therefore, oppose it.

Mr. GAETZ. Mr. Speaker, my patri-
otic colleague, Mr. ZINKE of Montana,
gave up the game when he said ISIS
will never be gone. So, presumably, the
position of those holding that view-
point is that we have to stay in Syria
forever, maybe make it the 5lst State.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman  from Georgia (Ms.
GREENE), a member of the Homeland
Security Committee and the House
Oversight Committee.

Ms. GREENE of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I have the great privilege of serving
with many veterans here in Congress,
and to them, I am so grateful for their
service. This is also why I rise in sup-
port for this resolution, to pull our
great military from Syria.

I would point out, on the official
website for the U.S. Department of De-
fense, when it tells who the Depart-
ment of Defense is on the ‘‘about”
page, it says: We are your defense. The
Department of Defense is America’s
largest government agency. With our
military tracing its roots back to
prerevolutionary times, the Depart-
ment has grown and evolved with our
Nation. Our mission is to provide the
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military forces needed to deter war and
ensure our Nation’s security.

That is the job of our Department of
Defense, not to wage war in foreign
lands and foreign countries at the ex-
pense of the American taxpayer. It is
to deter war.

It is also the role of the Department
of Defense to ensure our Nation’s secu-
rity, but our border is being ignored.
Every single day, our border is invaded
by thousands, and over 300 Americans
die daily from fentanyl brought into
our country by Mexican cartels. I
would say those are the enemies we
need to be focusing on, not in a coun-
try called Syria where no one in my
district ever demands: ‘‘Marjorie, we
must go to war in Syria.”” I never hear
that request from anyone who voted
for me.

As a matter of fact, the veterans in
my district say: We are sick and tired
of foreign wars. We are fed up with it,
and too many of our American military
have died in foreign lands serving their
foreign borders and their foreign
causes.

I thank my colleague, MATT GAETZ,
for introducing this resolution, and I
strongly encourage all of my col-
leagues to support it.

Mr. McCAUL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
WILSON), a member of the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee.

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in opposition to H. Con.
Res. 21.

Stopping the resurgence of ISIS now,
before more attacks on American fami-
lies, is critical. My appreciation of
military service is as a 3l1-year Army
veteran myself, but I am particularly
grateful that I have had four sons:
Alan, who served in Iraq; Addison, who
served in Iraq; Julian, who served in
Egypt; and my youngest son, Hunter,
who did a tour in Afghanistan. So I
know personally the significance of
military service.

I think of the last 20 years that our
military, because of 9/11, has stopped
attacks in the United States. So this
strength must be maintained.

At the height of ISIS’ reign of terror,
Operation Inherent Resolve was for-
mally launched in October of 2015 to
counter the terrorist network’s rapid
expansion in Iraq and Syria. Upon de-
feat of the physical caliphate in
Baghouz in 2019, the United States con-
ducted a drawdown of forces.

Currently, there are approximately
900 U.S. soldiers in northeast Syria.
The remaining troops assist the Syrian
Democratic forces in deterrence of con-
tinued terrorist threats from Iranian-
backed terror organizations and main-
tenance of facilities containing—amaz-
ing; this is incredible; the American
people need to know—10,000 hardened
ISIS prisoners who are dedicated and
trained mass murderers, along with
thousands of their radicalized family
members.

While the American-led coalition was
successful, the threat of ISIS and the
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extremism in the region remain. Re-
porting indicates that ISIS is making
significant efforts to reorganize in
Syria and Iraq. Iranian-backed terror-
ists, who back up the murderous re-
gime of Bashar al-Assad, also continue
attacks on U.S. forces at Al-Tanf and
pose a tremendous destabilizing effect.
Upon withdrawal, terrorists would also
have unfettered access to the Omar oil
field.

A full withdrawal of the efficient
forces remaining would completely
open the region to the resurgence of
ISIS and other terrorist organizations
whose mission is the destruction of
American families.

Such a threat to American national
security would warrant intervention.
Uprooting the small contingent of
troops who have successfully main-
tained order to the extent possible
would simply ensure that we will be re-
turning to a much larger, more com-
plex problem at a higher cost and
threat to Americans worldwide.

The resolution, we know, is well-in-
tended, but deterrence is cheaper and
more effective than facilitating a full-
scale response after the fact. We don’t
need to repeat 9/11. Peace is best main-
tained through strength.

Mr. MEEKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. CROW).

Mr. CROW. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in opposition to H. Con. Res. 21.

Now, I have been one of the most
vocal proponents in this Congress on
reasserting congressional authority in
matters of war and peace, because the
Constitution delegates to this body the
decision to debate and decide when to
send our men and women into harm’s
way.

Now, Congress after Congress has ab-
dicated that authority to both Repub-
lican and Democratic administrations.
Yes, it is time to pull it back, and it is
time to reassert our authority and to
have the debates that have been long
overdue for many, many years. I join
my bipartisan colleagues in that en-
deavor, because it is a right, true, and
just endeavor, and we owe our con-
stituents nothing less.

There is a good way to do it, and
there is a wrong way to do it. I rise in
opposition to this concurrent resolu-
tion, because it is the wrong way to do
it for three reasons.

Many of us have spent the morning
in the Foreign Affairs Committee re-
hashing the disaster of the 20 years in
Afghanistan and hearing about the
moral stain of our partners and allies
that we have left behind in Afghani-
stan. I am not willing to make that
mistake again, of saying that we will
leave behind the Kurds and the Syrian
Democratic forces and our other part-
ners who have fought side-by-side with
us in years past and again today.

Number two, the dangers that ISIS
poses to the American people are well
documented, and we are not prepared
yet to abdicate and turn our back on
that threat.
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Number three, any military person
knows that retrograde operations or
withdrawal operations are the riskiest
operations that you can conduct. Set-
ting an arbitrary timeline on a retro-
grade that is not tied to defined bench-
marks or operational requirements is
the wrong way to do it and puts our
men and women at risk.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
oppose this measure.

Mr. GAETZ. Mr. Speaker, before
yielding to my colleague, I would ob-
serve that we have done a lot for the
Kurds: $1.5 billion. We can love the
Kurds, but it is not a marriage. It is
not until death do we part. It seems as
though the Kurds have made book with
Assad and that that would provide a
structure for them to continue to exist.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MILLS), a
patriotic American who served in our
military, who served in Iraq and Syria,
a member of the House Armed Services
Committee and my colleague.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, the 2001
and 2002 Authorizations for Use of Mili-
tary Force licensed the executive
branch to conduct broad military oper-
ations, and Congress has disregarded
its constitutional oversight powers as a
result. Repealing these outdated
AUMFs restores Congress’ constitu-
tional check on executive fiat.

The United States military forces are
present in the Middle East pursuant to
an Authorization for Use of Military
Force that was enacted more than 20
years ago. At that time, Congress did
not conceive that these authorizations
would sanction an endless military
commitment.

The United States is not the world’s
policeman, and it is incredibly unwise
to promote this level of involvement in
international disputes. However, Dem-
ocrat and Republican Presidents alike
have abused the powers of war granted
under the 2001 and 2002 AUMFs, and
Congress must act to reign back the
executive branch’s war authorities.

Further, continuing to dump trillions
of dollars into these endless wars is ir-
responsible, runs contrary to American
economic and security interests, and
unnecessarily places American lives in
jeopardy.

It is clear that the basis for the
AUMF's currently in force have long ex-
pired, and Congress must fulfill its con-
stitutional responsibility and ensure
we are conducting proper oversight of
the executive branch’s military oper-
ations.

Now, I hear my colleagues on the left
talking about leaving the Kurds and
withdrawals, but yet, I note these are
the exact same individuals that their
party argues that it was time to with-
draw from Afghanistan and leave our
allies and Americans behind, some-
thing I know about, since I am the only
Member of Congress who actually con-
ducted the first overland rescue of
Americans out of Afghanistan after
they were left behind.

I also note that these are the same
people saying that pulling away is
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going to increase ISIS’ presence. Is this
not the exact same government that
said that nation building was a great
strategy for Iraq? Is this not the same
government who utilized and helped to
implement the 2005 Iraq Constitution
that implemented Article 76 that sets
forth a sectarian democracy giving rise
to Iran’s political stronghold?

I have spent 7 years of my life in
Iraq, almost 3 years in Afghanistan,
Kosovo, Pakistan, northern Somalia,
been blown up twice in 2006, a Bronze
Star recipient, and a proud combat vet-
eran. I can tell you that in the 20-plus
years that we served in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan, had it been a counterterror-
ism operation or counterinsurgency
strategy, I could have fully gotten be-
hind that. But we continue to play po-
litical football, and that is exactly
what the dangers of AUMFs are. They
allow people to basically do carte
blanche with warfare, and that is not
the intent.

In fact, I would argue that we have
already lost the advantage, and we
should be refocusing our efforts on
what is happening at our southern bor-
der, where just a day ago, we had two
Americans who were killed by what I
would consider to be a worthy adver-
sary, which is the cartels.

So we sit here today, and I am not
going to talk about the arguments of
the $86 billion that we left behind when
we talk about the ISIS buildup.

Let’s talk about the ISIS buildup.
What about ISIS-Khorasan? What
about the Haqqani network? What
about the Taliban, who has $86 billion
in weapons, armament, defense prod-
ucts, millions of dollars of pallets of
cash? They are now the closest to being
a true caliph with an actual sov-
ereignty in its borders and a recognized
government. That is who we need to be
concerned with.

When I went to Afghanistan, I
thought it was to help to fight from
this becoming a safe haven of ter-
rorism. Instead, we have actually pro-
moted, funded, trained, and actually
made it a safe haven of terrorism.

The American people are not about
endless wars. The American people are
about us being involved in things that
we have control over. Unfortunately,
due to the political football and the
fact that it was the suits, not the
boots, making the decisions, we have
no clear military objective, and that is
why this has continued to be a failure.

Mr. McCAUL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, let me just say to my
colleague, who serves with me on the
Foreign Affairs Committee, we are a
lot in agreement. I think the 2001
AUMF is outdated, and it should have
been sunsetted. Congress has a con-
stitutional responsibility to address
this. Now, as chairman, that is my in-
tention, and I hope to work with the
gentleman on this.

But the point is, this is a privileged
resolution under the War Powers Act
5(c), section (c¢), that basically says if
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U.S. forces are engaged in hostilities
without authorization, such forces
shall be removed by the President, if
directed by a congressional concurrent
resolution.

We have authorization here, and it is
the 2001 AUMF. We may not like that.
We can debate whether we need to up-
date this thing, and I think we do. The
ranking member and I have had these
discussions, as well. But that is really
the centerpiece of what we are talking
about on this privileged resolution.

So when this is all said and done, I
hope we can perhaps work on updating
this outdated authorized use of mili-
tary force to what is the modern-day
threat.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. LAWLER).
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Mr. LAWLER. Mr. Speaker, before I
begin, I acknowledge and thank my
colleague, the gentleman from Florida,
for his service and for his insights,
which are invaluable to our committee
and the work that we are doing. I
thank him.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
H. Con. Res. 21, which would remove
the United States Armed Forces from
Syria.

While the situation in the Middle
East remains complicated and volatile,
we must not forget the critical role
that the United States plays in fur-
thering peace and combating inter-
national terrorism in the region.

As the chairman just pointed out, the
use of military force is authorized
under the 2001 agreement. We must ful-
fill our obligations in rooting out al-
Qaida and its direct successors in ISIS.

As a resident of New York who was in
his fifth day of freshman year of high
school on September 11, I will never
forget the events of that day, what oc-
curred and the aftermath of it, and our
obligation to combat and confront ter-
rorism wherever it rears its head.

ISIS may no longer hold territory,
but they are still a threat. They were
responsible for 72 terrorist attacks in
Iraq and Syria in the last quarter of
2022 alone. Just last month, TU.S.
Forces killed a senior ISIS leader in
Syria.

ISIS once held territory the size of
Great Britain, but thanks to our ongo-
ing efforts, it no longer does. A com-
plete withdrawal of U.S. Forces, how-
ever, will have the same disastrous
consequences as our rapid withdrawal
from Afghanistan, a topic on which our
committee is holding a hearing today.
Without U.S. Forces in Syria, our en-
emies will return; they will regrow;
and they will come after our allies and,
potentially, the United States.

While I appreciate and support the
desire to prevent any further loss of
American life and limb, there is no
doubt in my mind that if we let inter-
national terrorist groups run rampant
in Syria and throughout the Middle
East, especially in the wake of a dev-
astating natural disaster that the
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country just experienced, we are abdi-
cating our responsibility to keep the
American people safe from harm.

Not only that but by maintaining our
troop presence in Syria, we can con-
tinue to support our allies in the re-
gion and work toward a more stable
and peaceful Middle East, including
supporting and growing the Abraham
Accords.

Of course, we must always prioritize
the safety and well-being of our mili-
tary personnel, and any decision to
maintain a true presence in Syria must
be carefully considered and strategi-
cally planned. The Biden administra-
tion must be cognizant of this fact and
not allow our true presence in Syria to
go the way of the disastrous Afghani-
stan withdrawal.

I agree with my colleagues about the
need to reevaluate and look at the
AUMFs, reform the process, and move
forward, but we need to do so in a de-
liberative manner. This is not the way
to go about it. For those reasons, I can-
not in good conscience support this.

Mr. Speaker, it is my hope that this
body will reject this resolution and
allow our committee to do the work
that it needs to do to reform this proc-
ess.

Mr. MEEKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MOULTON).

Mr. MOULTON. Mr. Speaker, the
safety and security of the United
States over 21 years since 9/11 is no ac-
cident. It is due to the sweat, toil, and
blood of thousands of young Ameri-
cans.

Many Americans have enjoyed the
fruits of this labor with not contrib-
uting anything to the cost. As a vet-
eran of the war on terror myself, I
stand here today and, from the bottom
of my heart, genuinely wish I could tell
you, Mr. Speaker, that I could tell my
colleagues: ‘‘Mission accomplished. We
can go home.” I truly wish I could say
that, but the mission is not accom-
plished yet. It is not finished. There is
still work to do, which our troops in
Syria carry on today.

ISIS remains the deadliest terrorist
threat in the world. The work that
these troops do day in and day out is a
relatively small investment in our se-
curity and the security of our allies.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. MEEKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield an
additional 30 seconds to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. MOULTON. Mr. Speaker, I share
the general consensus that we should
re-debate the AUMF. That is Congress’
job. I have voted for measures similar
to this in the past that will force that
debate. We should force Congress to de-
bate the AUMF, but we should not
force our troops to withdraw.

Mr. GAETZ. Mr. Speaker, Repub-
licans and Democrats alike have been
citing the 2001 AUMF. It is important
to note that there are Americans fight-
ing in Syria today who were not born
when the 2011 AUMF was approved.
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About 9 out of every 10 of us in the
House of Representatives weren’t here
to vote on it.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. BIGGS).

Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. GAETZ)
for sponsoring this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, there is no legal author-
ity for the U.S. to be involved in the
Syrian civil war. There is no authority.

Section 5(c) of the War Powers Act
does not say, and I am quoting the
chairman now, it does not say, ‘‘with-
out authorization.” That is not the
language. The language says, ‘‘specific
statutory authorization.” You either
declare war or you have specific statu-
tory authority.

Do you know what that 2001 AUMF
says? It says those who ‘‘aided the ter-
rorist attacks that occurred on Sep-
tember 11, 2001.” It doesn’t say “‘ISIS.”
It doesn’t say ‘‘Syria.” It is talking
about the events of 2001, as the gen-
tleman from Florida just referenced.

It is a quaint idea to say we are going
to rely on that 2001 AUMF. I thought
they were going to say they were rely-
ing on the 2002 AUMF. Either way, nei-
ther one works. You don’t have author-
ity, and you are going to be there and
put U.S. soldiers in harm’s way. This is
a civil war.

One Syrian analyst said this re-
cently: “Until we see the externals
confront each other directly rather
than on the Syrian ground, I don’t see
an actual end to the Syrian conflict.”

Do you know who the externals are?
The U.S., the Russians, and Iran. That
is the externals, and we have no au-
thority to be one of those externals.
The analyst went on to say this is a
proxy war. That is what is happening.
It is another U.S.-Russia proxy war.

When the Syrian civil war began with
protests during the Arab Spring of 2011,
U.S. President Obama went to the re-
gime in Syria and said: ‘““The future of
Syria must be determined by its peo-
ple, but President Bashar al-Assad is
standing in the way. For the sake of
the Syrian people, the time has come
for President Assad to step aside.”

Is that our objective—regime change?
Is that what it is? No. We don’t know
what the objective is. You can’t even
define what the exit ramp is.

Assad responded that time by fueling
the civil war, the exacerbation of that
problem, and it has just grown. Now,
you have us with our allies the Turks
and our allies the Kurds. They are
fighting against each other. They don’t
want each other.

ISIS, in 2019, was declared to be de-
feated. Even the inspector general re-
cently said they don’t have an ability
to cause damage and fear and harm in
the homeland.

The result is, in the last 13 years, the
U.S. has spent more than $15 billion on
humanitarian aid, and we don’t even
know what we have spent in Depart-
ment of Defense costs. Do you know
why? Because they are grouping it with
what is going on in Iraq. We tried to
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obtain information. How much have we
spent? Nobody will tell us.

When General Milley says—by the
way, he was the architect of that disas-
trous Afghanistan retreat, and he is a
believer in a ‘‘however long, no matter
the cost” approach in Ukraine. He in-
sists we prolong our involvement in the
civil war in Syria in order to help our
allies.

General Milley, who are our allies? Is
it the Kurds? Is it the Turks? Who is
it? Is it the Assad regime?

He can’t tell you. No one can tell
you.

All of this is being done, though,
without legal authority. It is time for
us to stop fighting proxy wars. It is
time for us not to say next time we
will take care of these AUMFs. We
have had time. This is the time to get
rid of them. I urge us to vote for this.

Mr. McCAUL. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. MEEKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Vir-
ginia (Ms. SPANBERGER).

Ms. SPANBERGER. Mr. Speaker, I
stand here today as a Member of Con-
gress who has proudly worked to fight
and defeat terrorism as a CIA officer. I
worked with my colleagues to protect
the lives of the American people, our
servicemembers, and our interests
around the world.

I fully agree that we need to revisit
our Authorizations for Use of Military
Force. I have worked with Members of
Congress, including the esteemed gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. GAETZ), to
raise this issue. I am proud to see that
we are actually seeing progress toward
the repeal of the 1991 and 2002 AUMPF's.
That is encouraging.

However, that does not mean that we
should abandon ongoing operations
that keep the United States safe that
are authorized under the 2001 AUMF.
Should we discuss it? Should we debate
it? Should we look toward reforming
it? Perhaps. Should we order the men
and women in uniform to come home
over the next few months? Absolutely
not.

We should not encourage a resur-
gence of ISIS. We should not abandon
our work with the Kurdish fighters on
the front lines. We should understand
the implications for the long-term sta-
bility of the Middle East and the ac-
tions we take here today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman has expired.

Mr. MEEKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield an
additional 30 seconds to the gentle-
woman from Virginia.

Ms. SPANBERGER. Mr. Speaker, for
these reasons, I oppose the resolution
to withdraw quickly from Syria, and I
look forward to earnest, bipartisan,
forward-looking conversations about
how we can reassert our constitutional
role and protect our ongoing work to
defeat terrorism and keep the home-
land safe.

Mr. GAETZ. Mr. Speaker, Syria is
such a mess. We are sometimes funding
both sides in the same battle.
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Mr. Speaker, I include in the RECORD
an L.A. Times piece titled: ‘“‘In Syria,
militias armed by the Pentagon fight
those armed by the CIA.”

[From the L.A. Times, Mar. 27, 2016]
IN SYRIA, MILITIAS ARMED BY THE PENTAGON
FIGHT THOSE ARMED BY THE CIA
(By Nabih Bulos, W.J. Hennigan, Brian
Bennett)

Syrian militias armed by different parts of
the U.S. war machine have begun to fight
each other on the plains between the be-
sieged city of Aleppo and the Turkish border,
highlighting how little control U.S. intel-
ligence officers and military planners have
over the groups they have financed and
trained in the bitter five-year-old civil war.

The fighting has intensified over the last
two months, as CIA-armed units and Pen-
tagon-armed ones have repeatedly shot at
each other while maneuvering through con-
tested territory on the northern outskirts of
Aleppo, U.S. officials and rebel leaders have
confirmed.

In mid-February, a CIA-armed militia
called Fursan al Haq, or Knights of Right-
eousness, was run out of the town of Marea,
about 20 miles north of Aleppo, by Pentagon-
backed Syrian Democratic Forces moving in
from Kurdish-controlled areas to the east.

“Any faction that attacks us, regardless
from where it gets its support, we will fight
it,” Maj. Fares Bayoush, a leader of Fursan
al Haq, said in an interview.

Rebel fighters described similar clashes in
the town of Azaz, a Kkey transit point for
fighters and supplies between Aleppo and the
Turkish border, and on March 3 in the Alep-
po neighborhood of Sheikh Maqgsud.

The attacks by one U.S.-backed group
against another come amid continued heavy
fighting in Syria and illustrate the difficulty
facing U.S. efforts to coordinate among doz-
ens of armed groups that are trying to over-
throw the government of President Bashar
Assad, fight the Islamic State militant group
and battle one another all at the same time.

“It is an enormous challenge,” said Rep.
Adam Schiff (D-Burbank), the top Democrat
on the House Intelligence Committee, who
described the clashes between U.S.-supported
groups as ‘‘a fairly new phenomenon.”’

“It is part of the three-dimensional chess
that is the Syrian battlefield,” he said.

The area in northern Syria around Aleppo,
the country’s second-largest city, features
not only a war between the Assad govern-
ment and its opponents, but also periodic
battles against Islamic State militants, who
control much of eastern Syria and also some
territory to the northwest of the city, and
long-standing tensions among the ethnic
groups that inhabit the area, Arabs, Kurds
and Turkmen.

“This is a complicated, multi-sided war
where our options are severely limited,” said
a U.S. official, who wasn’t authorized to
speak publicly on the matter. ““We know we
need a partner on the ground. We can’t de-
feat ISIL without that part of the equation,
so we keep trying to forge those relation-
ships.” ISIL is an acronym for Islamic State.

President Obama this month authorized a
new Pentagon plan to train and arm Syrian
rebel fighters, relaunching a program that
was suspended in the fall after a string of
embarrassing setbacks which included re-
cruits being ambushed and handing over
much of their U.S.-issued ammunition and
trucks to an Al Qaeda affiliate.

Amid the setbacks, the Pentagon late last
year deployed about 50 special operations
forces to Kurdish-held areas in northeastern
Syria to better coordinate with local mili-
tias and help ensure U.S.-backed rebel
groups aren’t fighting one another. But such
skirmishes have become routine.
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Last year, the Pentagon helped create a
new military coalition, the Syrian Demo-
cratic Forces. The goal was to arm the group
and prepare it to take territory away from
the Islamic State in eastern Syria and to
provide information for U.S. airstrikes.

The group is dominated by Kurdish outfits
known as People’s Protection Units or YPG.
A few Arab units have joined the force in
order to prevent it from looking like an in-
vading Kurdish army, and it has received air-
drops of weapons and supplies and assistance
from U.S. Special Forces.

Gen. Joseph Votel, now commander of U.S.
Special Operations Command and the incom-
ing head of Central Command, said this
month that about 80 percent of the fighters
in the Syrian Democratic Forces were Kurd-
ish. The U.S. backing for a heavily Kurdish
armed force has been a point of tension with
the Turkish government, which has a long
history of crushing Kurdish rebellions and
doesn’t want to see Kurdish units control
more of its southern border.

The CIA, meanwhile, has its own oper-
ations center inside Turkey from which it
has been directing aid to rebel groups in
Syria, providing them with TOW antitank
missiles from Saudi Arabian weapons stock-
piles.

While the Pentagon’s actions are part of an
overt effort by the U.S. and its allies against
Islamic State, the CIA’s backing of militias
is part of a separate covert U.S. effort aimed
at keeping pressure on the Assad govern-
ment in hopes of prodding the Syrian leader
to the negotiating table.

At first, the two different sets of fighters
were primarily operating in widely separated
areas of Syria—the Pentagon-backed Syrian
Democratic Forces in the northeastern part
of the country and the CIA-backed groups
farther west. But over the last several
months, Russian airstrikes against anti-
Assad fighters in northwestern Syria have
weakened them. That created an opening
which allowed the Kurdish-led groups to ex-
pand their zone of control to the outskirts of
Aleppo, bringing them into more frequent
conflict with the CIA-backed outfits.

“Fighting over territory in Aleppo dem-
onstrates how difficult it is for the U.S. to
manage these really localized and in some
cases entrenched conflicts,’”’ said Nicholas A.
Heras, an expert on the Syrian civil war at
the Center for a New American Security, a
think tank in Washington. ‘‘Preventing
clashes is one of the constant topics in the
joint operations room with Turkey.”

Over the course of the Syrian civil war, the
town of Marea has been on the front line of
Islamic State’s attempts to advance across
Aleppo province toward the rest of northern
Syria.

On Feb. 18, the Syrian Democratic Forces
attacked the town. A fighter with the
Suqour Al-Jabal brigade, a group with links
to the CIA, said intelligence officers of the
U.S.-led coalition fighting Islamic State
know their group has clashed with the Pen-
tagon-trained militias.

“The MOM knows we fight them,” he said,
referring to the joint operations center in
southern Turkey, using an abbreviation for
its name in Turkish, Musterek Operasyon
Merkezi. “We’ll fight all who aim to divide
Syria or harm its people.” The fighter spoke
on condition of anonymity.

Marea is home to many of the original
Islamist fighters who took up arms against
Assad during the Arab Spring in 2011. It has
long been a crucial way station for supplies
and fighters coming from Turkey into Alep-
po.
“Attempts by Syrian Democratic Forces to
take Marea was a great betrayal and was
viewed as a further example of a Kurdish
conspiracy to force them from Arab and
Turkmen lands,” Heras said.
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The clashes brought the U.S. and Turkish
officials to ‘‘loggerheads,” he added. After
diplomatic pressure from the U.S., the mili-
tia withdrew to the outskirts of the town as
a sign of good faith, he said.

But continued fighting among different
U.S.-backed groups may be inevitable, ex-
perts on the region said.

““Once they cross the border into Syria,
you lose a substantial amount of control or
ability to control their actions,” Jeffrey
White, a former Defense Intelligence Agency
official, said in a telephone interview. ‘“‘You
certainly have the potential for it becoming
a larger problem as people fight for territory
and control of the northern border area in
Aleppo.

Mr. GAETZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida (Mrs. LUNA), a veteran and also
a military spouse of one of our brave
patriots who fought in Syria.

Mrs. LUNA. Mr. Speaker, I will start
out by saying ISIS has been destroyed.
A few hundred troops will not stop the
next terrorist dot-com, and that is
never going to end. I am, frankly, tired
of hearing the sentiment on both sides
that if we do not fight them there, they
will come here. There are way too
many countries to apply that logic.

If we are so concerned, then why is
the majority of the U.S. Government
stagnant on the southern border where
it matters. Terrorists are literally
walking in.

Better yet, if that is a true concern,
then why did we leave billions of dol-
lars in equipment during a botched
withdrawal in Afghanistan? Do you
really think terrorist dot-coms aren’t
going to use that equipment like ISIS
did?

Peace is accomplished through supe-
rior firepower, strong leadership, and a
plan, not blunders of failed foreign pol-
icy literally repeating itself.

We have zero strategic advantage and
zero reason to be in Syria. In fact, they
don’t even want us there.

Al-Assad and Putin are tight. If you
check out some of Russia’s naval war-
ships, they are actually hanging out in
the western port of Syria. What we
need to be focusing on is a bigger issue
like China.

Syria is a very dangerous place for us
to be leaving a few hundred Americans.
We are better off sending those troops
to places like South America, where we
can build stronger and useful allies
who will actually work with us.

Make no mistake, if we take China at
their word, a near-peer fight is coming.
It will require 100 percent of our mili-
tary and more than the American peo-
ple are going to pay for it. That is why
I support this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, if I can also add, to
those of my colleagues that had men-
tioned the Kurds, our NATO ally
Tirkiye, who is not the best NATO
ally, might I add, has deemed them a
terrorist organization. After the take-
back of Mosul, we actually turned our
back on them after promising to recog-
nize them as a nation at the United Na-
tions.
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Mr. MEEKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. JACKSON LEE).

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker,
first of all, let me thank the ranking
member of the committee and the
chairman of the committee, and my
colleague from the Judiciary Com-
mittee, the gentleman from Florida,
because this is a thoughtful initiative
dealing with a question that Congress
must confront, and that is the AUMF
in its totality. We have had it since
2001, and I believe that is an important
discussion.

I would like to distinguish, however,
what I think is an area that does not
warrant the removal of 900 of our
troops. It is a tough area. It is an area
in Syria where if you talk to Syrian
Americans, Mr. Speaker, they want the
people of Syria to be protected.

In my meetings with the President of
Syria so many years ago, I had hoped
for a new vision with Syria. I had
hoped for an ally with Syrians.

Syrian Americans want democracy.
In this instance, we are on the border
in a very tough location, and I have to
look at the humanitarian question. I
have to look at the issue of the protec-
tion of women and children as well as
the Kurds. The Kurds have no one but
us, and the opposition has a strong ally
as well.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman has expired.

Mr. MEEKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield an
additional 30 seconds to the gentle-
woman from Texas.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. I recognize the
fact that we all want peace, but in this
instance—also in the midst of the crisis
of the earthquake—we knew the stories
and heard the stories that the Syrians
in that area were not getting help be-
cause of the conflict and fighting. That
is tragic that we allow people to be des-
perate and need humanitarian aid be-
cause they cannot get the protection
they need.

It is important for the stability of
that area, for the protection of women
and children, and to save lives that at
this time we do not withdraw our
troops.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to
oppose the underlying legislation and
to respect the gentleman for the dis-
cussion that I think we should have.

Mr. GAETZ. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire as to my remaining time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida has 5 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. GAETZ. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. McCAUL. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. MEEKS. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. GAETZ. Mr. Speaker, I would
ask my colleagues how many more re-
maining speakers they have and are
they prepared to close?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas has 2 minutes re-
maining.
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The gentleman from New York has
7% minutes remaining.

The gentleman from Florida has 5
minutes remaining.

Mr. MEEKS. Mr. Speaker, I am pre-
pared to close.

Mr. GAETZ. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, much of the discussion
today has revolved around whether or
not withdrawing from Syria will ignite
some new ISIS caliphate. We have
pointed out time and again to inspec-
tor general reports saying that is un-
likely.

I am not entirely sure that our hav-
ing troops in Syria deters ISIS more
than it is a recruiting tool for ISIS.

Moreover, President Trump said that
if Russia wanted to kill ISIS, then we
should let them. I think there is wis-
dom in that.

Both Assad and Turkiye are in
stronger positions today to put down-
ward pressure on ISIS. Maybe if we
weren’t giving weapons to people
shooting at Assad, then Assad would
have every incentive to be able to en-
gage ISIS in a way to ensure that it
doesn’t come back.

We have to also acknowledge Syria
and Iraq are the two countries on the
planet Earth where we have done the
most to fund ISIS. We give weapons to
these so-called moderate rebels—which
I actually thought was an oxymoron—
and it turns out that they are not so
moderate. Sometimes the rebels we
fund to go fight Assad turn around and
raise the ISIS flag.

So it is quite silly to be saying we
have to withdraw to stop ISIS when it
is our very presence in Syria in some
cases that has been the best gift to
ISIS.

There are groups like al-Nusra and
associated entities that are like our
frenemies when they are in Syria, and
then they cross over the border into
Iraq and they become full-fledged
jihadists posing a so-called threat to
the homeland. There are 1,500 different
groups in Syria, so today’s friend is to-
morrow’s ISIS.

There is no real clear delineation as
to what the enduring defeat of ISIS
means.

Do we have to keep 900 Americans in
Syria until the last heartbeat stops of
the last person who holds some sym-
pathy for ISIS?

I would certainly hope not. It would
mean we would have to be there for-
ever.

Israel has made their deal with Rus-
sia to be protected, the Kurds have
made their peace with Assad to be pro-
tected, and what we see among this
quagmire is that there is really not a
role for the United States of America
in Syria.

We are not a Middle Eastern power.
We have tried this time and again to
build a democracy out of sand, blood,
and Arab militias, and time and again
the work we do does not reduce chaos.
Oftentimes it causes chaos, the very
chaos that then subsequently leads to
terrorism.

H1179

My colleagues and my staff who have
served in Syria and my constituents
tell me that often these anti-ISIS raids
are just raids of local thugs and drug
dealers who have some cousin that is in
ISIS, and it is not appropriate to put
Americans at risk.

Often our Americans are guarding
these oil fields where the Iranians are
sending Kamikaze drones, and I am
shocked that we have mnot had
escalatory accidents or even more cas-
ualties for our U.S. servicemembers.

So if this is all one big Georgetown
School of Foreign Service essay exam
about great power competition in
Syria, then you go tell that to the par-
ents of the Americans who have to
sleep tonight in Syria, and who have to
guard oil fields with Iranian drones
coming at them, that they are nec-
essary to preserve the balance of
power. That is not true.

The Kurds have an opportunity to
pave their path. Let’s pave ours. And if
we are so worried about threats to the
homeland, how about we actually focus
on our true point of vulnerability,
which is not the emergence of some ca-
liphate, it is the fact that terrorists
are crossing our southern border on a
daily, weekly, and monthly basis. We
seem far less concerned about that
than we undeniably should be.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to
support this resolution to reassert Con-
gress’ power to speak on these matters
of war and peace. So often we come to
the floor and we debate frivolities. This
is one of the most important things we
can be talking about: how we use the
credibility of our fellow Americans,
how we spend America’s treasure, and
how we spill the blood of our bravest
patriots.

We have stained the deserts in the
Middle East with enough American
blood. It is time to bring our service-
members home.

Mr. Speaker, I encourage my col-
leagues to support the resolution, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. MEEKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time to close.

Mr. Speaker, there is one thing that
is clear from this debate that I think
we all can agree upon: We need to de-
bate and look at AUMFs and that Con-
gress must assert its authority that
the Constitution has given us. I think
that that is something that we can all
agree and work together on.

Chairman McCAUL and I had these
conversations last year in the last Con-
gress, and we will continue to have
them on the House Foreign Affairs
Committee, I am sure, because it is im-
portant.

For me, the toughest votes that I
have had as a Member of Congress is to
determine whether or not we should
send our women and men into combat.
So I should not now, because it is a
tough vote, yield that to anyone be-
cause it is my responsibility and our
responsibility as Members of Congress
to make that decision.

I, again, call on Members to oppose
this measure as such a forced pre-
mature end to our presence and joint
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efforts in northeast Syria because this
not only threatens to give ISIS an op-
portunity to resurge and again use
Syria as a launchpad for attacks
throughout the region and beyond, but
it also leaves our Syrian partners out
to dry.

Any withdrawal of U.S. forces must
be done in close coordination with our
coalition allies and partners because
our courageous Syrian opposition
friends need to be a part of this, and we
need to talk to them in a manner that
ensures our national security.

I hope my colleagues will join me as
I oppose this resolution and look for-
ward to a future debate on AUMF
issues.

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

Mr. McCAUL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, let me say, it has been
a good debate. There is nothing more
important in this body than issues of
war and peace and what we have been
talking about today.

I was a counterterrorism Federal
prosecutor after 9/11 and the chairman
of the Homeland Security Committee
when ISIS and the caliphate were at
their strength with external operations
and, yes, the southern border and the
threat that that poses. We can talk
about the merits some more, and I ap-
preciate this discussion.

But at the heart of this under the
War Powers Resolution privilege is,
and I am quoting directly: ¢ . . . that
United States Armed Forces are en-
gaged in hostilities . . . without a dec-
laration of war or specific statutory
authorization, such forces shall be re-
moved by the President if the Congress
so directs. . . . ©

The authority is there, and if you
look under the AUMF of 2001 ““ . . . to
prevent any future acts of inter-
national terrorism. . . . ¢

I want to close with what President
Trump said. I was a part of this deci-
sion with him on June 9, 2020. He said:

Since October 7, 2001, United States Armed
Forces have conducted counterterrorism op-
erations against al-Qaida. Since August of
2014, they have targeted the Islamic State of
Iraq and Syria, otherwise known as ISIS, for-
merly known as al-Qaida in Iraq.

These ongoing operations have been suc-
cessful in seriously degrading ISIS capabili-
ties in Syria and Iraq.

If we want to start having a debate
without repealing and replacing the
2001 AUMF, then I would just argue to
my colleagues that that would be the
productive route to fix this issue of
whether the United States should be
present in the Middle East at all.

And to close, our Afghanistan hear-
ing, what a mess we have left behind
and what a threat that has become, as
well.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
oppose this, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired. Pursuant to the
order of the House of today, the pre-
vious question is ordered on the con-
current resolution.
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The question is on adoption of the
concurrent resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. GAETZ. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.
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PROTECTING SPEECH FROM
GOVERNMENT INTERFERENCE ACT

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. COMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have b legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and insert extra-
neous material on H.R. 140.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GROTHMAN). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 199 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for consider-
ation of H.R. 140.

The Chair appoints the gentleman
from Nebraska (Mr. FLOOD) to preside
over the Committee of the Whole.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 140) to
amend title 5, United States Code, to
prohibit Federal employees from advo-
cating for censorship of viewpoints in
their official capacity, and for other
purposes, with Mr. FLOOD in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the
bill is considered read the first time.

General debate shall be confined to
the bill and shall not exceed 1 hour
equally divided and controlled by the
chair and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Oversight and Ac-
countability or their respective des-
ignees.

The gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.
COMER) and the gentleman from New
York (Mr. GOLDMAN) each will control
30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. COMER).

Mr. COMER. Mr. Chair, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chair, I rise in support of H.R.
140, the Protecting Speech from Gov-
ernment Interference Act. This legisla-
tion is clearly needed.

During the Oversight and Account-
ability Committee’s February 8 hear-
ing on protecting speech from govern-
ment interference and social media
bias, the Oversight and Accountability
Committee learned just how easy it
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was for the Federal Government to in-
fluence a private company to accom-
plish what it constitutionally cannot,
and that is limit the free exercise of
speech.

At the hearing, we heard hours of
witness testimony that revealed the
extent to which Federal employees
have repeatedly and consistently com-
municated with social media platforms
to censor and suppress the lawful
speech of Americans.

The hearing exposed just how much
the Biden administration attempted to
normalize a policy of Federal censor-
ship. Biden administration officials
have publicly called upon and privately
coordinated with private-sector social
media companies to ban specific ac-
counts viewed as politically inconven-
ient.

During our February 8 hearing, one
of our witnesses, a former FBI official
and former Twitter employee, called
for Federal legislation that would rea-
sonably and effectively limit govern-
ment interactions with private-sector
platforms.

I agree with him. It is inappropriate
and dangerous for the Federal Govern-
ment to decide what lawful speech is
allowed on a private-sector platform.

My bill, the Protecting Speech from
Government Interference Act, makes
this type of behavior an unlawful activ-
ity for Federal officials to engage in,
subjecting those who attempt to censor
the lawful speech of Americans to dis-
ciplinary actions and monetary pen-
alties.

The Federal Government should not
be able to decide what lawful speech is
allowed. We have the First Amendment
for a very good reason. Federal offi-
cials, no matter their rank or re-
sources, must be prohibited from coerc-
ing the private sector to suppress cer-
tain information or limit the ability of
citizens to freely express their own
views on a private-sector internet plat-
form.

Former White House Press Secretary
Jen Psaki, for example, should not
have been free to use her official au-
thority to openly call for Facebook or
any other social media company to ban
specific accounts or types of speech
from its platform. That was not an ap-
propriate use of the authorities or re-
sources of a senior executive branch of-
ficial.

Further, Federal employees should
not feel empowered to infringe on the
independence of private entities by
pressuring them to complicate or
change their community guidelines
and content modernization policies.

If the Biden administration needs to
express its policy positions or political
preferences, it has immense commu-
nication resources of its own through
which to engage in the public square
and offer its information and argu-
ments.

If the administration feels it is losing
the policy argument and the public’s
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