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I am told the electricity title is now
the subject of a redraft. We have not
had the opportunity even to see this
title yet. I understand it is being draft-
ed; it is going to be one of the most
critical parts of the debate. The longer
we go without having had the oppor-
tunity to see it, the more difficult it
will be to address it ultimately when it
is brought to the floor. It is an under-
statement to say electricity policy is
complicated. All one has to do is look
at the experience over the last few
years in California to know how chal-
lenging and how complicated those
issues involving electricity are.

Last year’s bill included a com-
prehensive framework to address global
warming. The current bill eliminates
those provisions. We think that also is
a very important issue.

There are many other issues, includ-
ing hydroelectric dam relicensing, nu-
clear power subsidies, the Indian en-
ergy programs and policies that remain
unresolved, and of course the energy
tax package that passed out of the Fi-
nance Committee has yet to be in-
cluded in the Energy bill.

That is a lot of work to do in a mat-
ter of a couple of days. I hope we could
take it up this week so we could be
sure we can address all of these issues
in a timely way, in a way that would
accommodate a good and full debate.
Even if we took up the Energy bill this
week and spent the next 2 weeks debat-
ing it, we would still be approximately
a month shorter in the overall consid-
eration of the bill than we were last
year. Last year, we spent 2 full months.
We have spent a little more than a
week debating the bill so far this year.
We are far short from the time dedi-
cated, devoted to the issue of energy
policy last year. If we cut what re-
mains of this month in half and limit
the debate to a matter of a few days, I
am very concerned about our ability to
complete the work. I am very con-
cerned about the ability to address in a
meaningful way many of the out-
standing issues that still remain.

The distinguished majority Ileader
also noted that he would hope that this
Energy bill would add to the economic
portfolio we have attempted to address
this year. He mentioned the checks
that will be going out later this week.
I am still troubled—in fact, I would
hope the whole Senate is troubled—by
the fact that 6 million families with 12
million children were left out when
this bill was signed into law. These
families will not receive child care tax
credit checks. We have attempted to
come to the Senate on several occa-
sions to address this inequity. On an
overwhelming basis the Senate has
committed to addressing the inequity.
Yet our House colleagues and this ad-
ministration have not engaged and
have not weighed in on their behalf to
allow this work to be completed.

We will look for ways to address that
particular issue this week, next week,
whatever length of time it takes be-
cause it is inexcusable that we would
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literally carve out those who would
benefit most. It could generate the
most economic activity were they in-
cluded as we had originally intended.
That, too, is an issue of great concern.

We have to be concerned about the
economy. We have lost, now, 3 million
jobs since this administration has
taken office. We have to go all the way
back to Herbert Hoover to find a time
when any administration has lost jobs.
In every administration since Herbert
Hoover we have actually allowed the
economy to grow to a net gain of jobs
being realized. This is now the first
time in some 70 years where that is not
the case. Many believe that, in part, is
a result of the horrendous fiscal policy
we faced. We are facing indebtedness
now in this fiscal year of some $400 bil-
lion. Take away Social Security and it
is over $550 billion, and that fiscal pol-
icy alone has resulted in this dev-
astating economic circumstance we are
facing.

We will have a lot of discussion, and
there is a great deal of work to be
done. First, on the economy; secondly,
on fairness within the economy espe-
cially for those working families whose
incomes were dramatically affected by
the carveout, intentionally, of many of
our Republican friends as they wrote
the tax bill but on energy, as well.

I hope we could begin sooner than
next Monday so we could address these
issues in a meaningful and constructive
and bipartisan and comprehensive way.

I will certainly talk to the majority
leader about this more directly and
personally as the occasions arise.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. DASCHLE. Yes.

Mr. REID. To put this in proper per-
spective, the distinguished Democratic
leader is aware, to complete this bill in
5 days, would require us to handle 77
amendments a day. That has never
happened in the Senate and never will
happen in the Senate. If we go to a 4-
day week, which we usually do here,
coming late Monday nights, that would
mean 95 amendments a day.

I say to the distinguished Democratic
leader, if we were fortunate enough to
be able to get Senators not to offer half
of those amendments, and worked a 5-
day week, we would still have to do 38
amendments a day, which never has
happened and never will happen.

I know this bill, to me, is very impor-
tant in the sense it has in it an alter-
native section that I think is quite
good. I would like to finish the bill.
But it is not going to be finished when
we have 382 amendments pending, and
we only have 4 or 5 days to complete
this bill. It just is humanly impossible
under any sense of one’s ability to un-
derstand the Senate or even one’s
imagination.

So I very much appreciate the Sen-
ator being here for those of us who
want an Energy bill. We want one with
some debate or we will not have an En-
ergy bill. We have too many important
issues that simply have to be debated.
So I extend my appreciation to the
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Senator for recognizing we cannot do
approximately 77 amendments a day.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, the as-
sistant Democratic leader makes a
very compelling argument. No one
knows the management of the Senate
floor better than he does. He is here
every day, and he is right. You can’t
deal with 15 or 20 amendments a day,
much less 70 or 80.

I think it minimizes, in some ways it
demeans the debate about energy pol-
icy in this country. To say about im-
portant issues such as the ones we have
outlined again this morning on renew-
able fuels, on conservation, on nuclear
energy, on electricity, on taxes, that
we are going to have debates about
those extraordinary policy questions
and condense them somehow in a mat-
ter of a few hours as we debate energy
policy that could affect us for the next
generation—that is not the way to leg-
islate, certainly not the way to manage
an important bill such as this.

These issues deserve attention. They
deserve our careful consideration, and
they will simply not have that if we
wait until next week to address these
issues. So, again, I thank the Senator
for his calculations about the manage-
ment of these amendments. I hope we
could entertain this bill a lot sooner
than next Monday to accommodate
that very problem.

I yield the floor.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, it is my un-
derstanding the distinguished majority
leader’s time is not part of morning
business. Is that right?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is correct.

Mr. REID. I am sure, if the Repub-
lican leader were here, he would ac-
knowledge that morning business
should be divided fairly. The Demo-
cratic leader’s time has been cal-
culated as in the Democrats’ half of the
morning business; is that right?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is correct.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that for fairness, the Republican lead-
er’s time be calculated as in morning
business, along with that of the Demo-
cratic leader. That way the time will
be divided fairly.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The Senator from Illinois.

——————

MISLEADING THE AMERICAN
PEOPLE

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, last
week there was a historic meeting of
the Senate Intelligence Committee, of
which I am a member. Director Tenet
of the Central Intelligence Agency
came before us. There has been a lot
written and said about that meeting of
the Intelligence Committee.

I think what is important is we re-
flect on what has occurred since that
meeting because I think it speaks vol-
umes about where we are in America
when it comes to the issue of being
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critical of this administration, its poli-
cies, and its use of intelligence.

At issue, of course, were 16 words in
the President’s State of the Union Ad-
dress last January. This address on
January 28 included the following
statement by the President of the
United States:

The British government has learned that
Saddam Hussein recently sought significant
quantities of uranium from Africa.

This sentence was part of a speech
delivered by the President, the most
important speech any President deliv-
ers in the course of a given year, at a
time in our Nation’s history when we
were asked to rally behind our troops
and our President to invade the nation
of Iraq. This was a moment, of course,
of great consequence because not only
was America’s foreign policy about to
be decided in relation to the Middle
East, but families across America were
going to be asked to send their sons
and daughters, husbands and wives, and
loved ones into harm’s way. The words
have to be measured carefully because
the consequences of those words are so
serious.

Many people have said, What was
wrong with the President’s statement?
The British intelligence was insisting
that they had evidence that, in fact,
Iraq had tried to obtain uranium,
fissile material to build nuclear weap-
ons from Niger, an African nation. It
turns out there was much more to the
story. In addition to the efforts of Brit-
ish intelligence, our own intelligence
agencies had been looking closely at
the same issue and had come to the op-
posite conclusion. They decided that
the evidence presented did not make
the case. In fact, in October of 2002,
when President Bush was going to give
a very important speech in Cincinnati,
OH, outlining the reasons he believed
we should be mindful of the threat of
Iraq, White House staffers—Mr. Hadley,
who was with the security portion of
the White House—wanted to include in
that speech the same reference to this
sale of uranium from Niger to Iraq. He
was cautioned by the Central Intel-
ligence Agency in October not to in-
clude it because the sources of the in-
formation, according to the American
intelligence agency, were not credible;
the claim was dubious. So the charge
was taken out of the President’s Cin-
cinnati speech in October.

Then comes the President’s State of
the Union Address in January. Once
again, the same White House staff—I
am not alluding to Mr. Hadley again,
but someone on the White House staff
came forward and said these words
should be included, even after being
warned 3 months earlier that they were
not accurate.

So Director Tenet came before us
last week to explain what happened,
why words that were disqualified from
the President’s earlier speech were
then included in this State of the
Union Address. As the Director came
before us, we knew several things. A
week before, the President of the
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United States said the words should
not have been included in the speech,
and Director of the CIA, Mr. Tenet,
said he took personal responsibility for
not removing them; that the Central
Intelligence Agency, responsible for re-
viewing that kind of wording in the
speech, should have stopped the Presi-
dent from using those remarks a sec-
ond time in the State of the Union Ad-
dress.

I said publicly and on the floor of the
Senate that what Director Tenet told
us was important, but equally impor-
tant was the question as to what indi-
vidual or group of individuals within
the White House was so adamant in
their pursuit of including this impor-
tant language in the speech, in the
President’s State of the Union Ad-
dress—particularly after the White
House had been told not to say that in
an earlier Presidential speech.

I made that point after the hearing. I
certainly did not disclose the name of
the White House employee given to us
during the course of the Intelligence
Committee hearing. I said, as I believe
now, that as a result of that hearing it
was clear that when we make this in-
quiry, all roads lead to 1600 Pennsyl-
vania Avenue. We have to really look
to the White House staff and the role
they played in pushing for and putting
this language in the speech which led
the President to mislead the American
people.

I have said and repeated, there is no
evidence or indication that President
Bush knew this statement was wrong—
none. If that comes out at some later
time, so be it. I am not making any al-
legation about the President’s motive
of including it. But I will say this, un-
equivocally. The President was let
down by his staff in the White House.
They had a responsibility to make cer-
tain what he said to the American peo-
ple was true, and they knew better. In
October, they had been warned by the
CIA that this information was not ac-
curate, was dubious, could not be
backed up. Yet they persisted in Janu-
ary in including these same remarks.

After I made the statement, it was
interesting the reaction from the
White House. The next day, the White
House Press Secretary, Mr. Scott
McClellan, called my claims nonsense
and went on to say that because I voted
against the use of force resolution
when it came to the invasion of Iraq
when it was before the Senate last Oc-
tober, that I was, in fact, trying to jus-
tify my vote by the statements I was
making.

That was the White House interpre-
tation of my remarks. They did not go
to the heart of the issue, obviously, as
to whether there was anyone in the
White House staff insistent or per-
sistent when it came to including these
remarks and what action might be
taken by the White House to take that
staffer off the case, perhaps to remove
them completely from the White House
because they had misled the President.
No, that was not the issue. The issue
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was this Senator and my credibility.
Well, I understand that. Politics isn’t a
bean bag. I was not born yesterday.
You have to have a tough mental hide
if you are going to aspire to this office
and be in a national debate. But it was
interesting, on the first day, when the
time came to address the issue, instead
of attacking the problem, they at-
tacked me. So be it.

But then there was more to follow.
On the following day, on Friday, the
White House press operation started
floating the story that there were Sen-
ators in this Chamber who were asking
for my removal from the Senate Intel-
ligence Committee because of the
statements I had made. And when
pressed as to what those statements
were, the White House said DURBIN has
disclosed classified information and,
therefore, should be removed from the
Senate Intelligence Committee.

Now, that is a very serious charge. I
can think of perhaps only once or twice
in my entire congressional career that
I have ever heard a similar charge. So,
of course, the reporters who called said
to the White House: What did he dis-
close? And they said two things: First,
he disclosed the name of the White
House staffer who was responsible for
writing this speech. And, secondly, on
the floor of the Senate, at this very
desk, he said there were 550 suspected
sites of weapons of mass destruction in
Iraq identified by the U.S. Government
before our invasion.

The White House said: Both of those
items are classified, DURBIN disclosed
them, and he should leave the Intel-
ligence Committee.

Well, the facts are these: No. 1, I
never disclosed the name of the White
House staffer—to this day—who was in-
volved in the preparation of the speech.
And, secondly, the information I gave
on the floor of 500 suspected sites of
weapons of mass destruction had been
declassified a month earlier, declas-
sified and made public. So the White
House allegations to back up my re-
moval from the Intelligence Com-
mittee, attacking my credibility, say-
ing that I disclosed classified informa-
tion, were, in fact, false and inac-
curate.

Sadly, what we have here is a con-
tinuing pattern by this White House. If
any Member of this Senate—Democrat
or Republican—takes to the floor,
questions this White House policy,
raises any questions about the gath-
ering of intelligence information, or
the use of it, be prepared for the worst.
This White House is going to turn on
you and attack you. They are going to
question your patriotism. They are
going to question the fact of whether
or not you are living up to your oath of
office here in the Senate. And they are
going to question as to whether or not
you belong in this debate on intel-
ligence; whether, for instance, you
should be a member of the Senate In-
telligence Committee. I think that is a
very serious outcome. It is one that all
of us should reflect on for a moment.
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This morning, Paul Krugman has an
article in the New York Times. I ask
unanimous consent the article be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the New York Times, July 22, 2003]

WHO’S UNPATRIOTIC NOW?
(By Paul Krugman)

Some nonrevisionist history: On Oct. 8,
2002, Knight Ridder newspapers reported on
intelligence officials who ‘‘charge that the
administration squelches dissenting views,
and that intelligence analysts are under in-
tense pressure to produce reports supporting
the White House’s argument that Saddam
poses such an immediate threat to the
United States that pre-emptive military ac-
tion is necessary.” One official accused the
administration of pressuring analysts to
‘‘cook the intelligence books’; none of the
dozen other officials the reporters spoke to
disagreed.

The skepticism of these officials has been
vindicated. So have the concerns expressed
before the war by military professionals like
Gen. Eric Shinseki, the Army chief of staff,
about the resources required for post-war oc-
cupation. But as the bad news comes in,
those who promoted this war have responded
with a concerted effort to smear the mes-
sengers.

Issues of principle aside, the invasion of a
country that hadn’t attacked us and didn’t
pose an imminent threat has seriously weak-
ened our military position. Of the Army’s 33
combat brigades, 16 are in Iraq; this leaves
us ill prepared to cope with genuine threats.
Moreover, military experts say that with al-
most two-thirds of its brigades deployed
overseas, mainly in Iraq, the Army’s readi-
ness is eroding: normal doctrine calls for
only one brigade in three to be deployed
abroad, while the other two retrain and refit.

And the war will have devastating effects
on future recruiting by the reserves. A wide-
ly circulated photo from Iraq shows a sign in
the windshield of a military truck that
reads, ‘‘One weekend a month, my ass.”’

To top it all off, our insistence on launch-
ing a war without U.N. approval has deprived
us of useful allies. George Bush claims to
have a ‘‘huge coalition,” but only 7 percent
of the coalition soldiers in Iraq are non-
American—and administration pleas for
more help are sounding increasingly plain-
tive.

How serious is the strain on our military?
The Brookings Institution military analyst
Michael O’Hanlon, who describes our volun-
teer military as ‘‘one of the best military in-
stitutions in human history,” warns that
‘““the Bush administration will risk destroy-
ing that accomplishment if they keep on the
current path.”

But instead of explaining what happened to
the Al Qaeda link and the nuclear program,
in the last few days a series of hawkish pun-
dits have accused those who ask such ques-
tions of aiding the enemy. Here’s Frank
Gaffney Jr. in The National Post: ‘“Some-
where, probably in Iraq, Saddam Hussein is
gloating. He can only be gratified by the
feeding frenzy of recriminations, second-
guessing and political power plays. . . .
Signs of declining popular appreciation of
the legitimacy and necessity of the efforts of
America’s armed forces will erode their mo-
rale. Similarly, the enemy will be encour-
aged.”

Well, if we’re going to talk about aiding
the enemy: By cooking intelligence to pro-
mote a war that wasn’t urgent, the adminis-
tration has squandered our military
strength. This provides a lot of aid and com-
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fort to Osama bin Laden—who really did at-
tack America—and Kim Jong II—who really
is building nukes.

And while we’re on the subject of patriot-
ism, let’s talk about the affair of Joseph Wil-
son’s wife. Mr. Wilson is the former ambas-
sador who was sent to Niger by the C.I.A. to
investigate reports of attempted Iraqi ura-
nium purchases and who recently went pub-
lic with his findings. Since then administra-
tion allies have sought to discredit him—it’s
unpleasant stuff. But here’s the kicker: both
the columnist Robert Novak and Time maga-
zine say that administration officials told
them that they believed that Mr. Wilson had
been chosen through the influence of his
wife, whom they identified as a C.I.A. opera-
tive.

Think about that: if their characterization
of Mr. Wilson’s wife is true (he refuses to
confirm or deny it), Bush administration of-
ficials have exposed the identity of a covert
operative. That happens to be a criminal act;
it’s also definitely unpatriotic.

So why would they do such a thing? Part-
ly, perhaps, to punish Mr. Wilson, but also to
send a message.

And that should alarm us. We’ve just seen
how politicized, cooked intelligence can
damage our national interest. Yet the Wilson
affair suggests that the administration in-
tends to continue pressuring analysts to tell
it what it wants to hear.

Mr. DURBIN. This morning, in the
New York Times, Paul Krugman wrote
about another episode. I would like to
read from it because I think it indi-
cates what I have been through over
the past several days is not unique.

We are aware of the fact that Ambas-
sador Joe Wilson, who has served the
United States, was called on by this ad-
ministration to go to Africa and to es-
tablish whether or not the sale of ura-
nium took place. He came back, and it
is my understanding he made an oral
report to the administration ques-
tioning whether or not there was any
background evidence to support the
claim that Iraq had tried to obtain or
had obtained uranium fissile material
from Niger. He made the report to the
administration, which is part of the cu-
mulative evidence of the weakness of
this assertion by British intelligence.

And, of course, a week or two ago, in
the New York Times, Ambassador Wil-
son published a column indicating the
timeline and substance of his involve-
ment with this issue, and making it
clear that based on the request of the
administration, he had gone to Africa,
came back with the information, and
told the administration he could not
make this claim.

Let me read from Paul Krugman’s ar-
ticle today about Ambassador Joe Wil-
son and what has happened to him
since he went public with the fact that
he had warned this administration that
saying anything about the uranium
coming from Africa was really not
credible, of dubious background. Here
is what Krugman writes:

And while we’re on the subject of patriot-
ism, let’s talk about the affair of Joseph Wil-
son’s wife. Mr. Wilson is the former ambas-
sador who was sent to Niger by the C.I.A. to
investigate reports of attempted Iraqi ura-
nium purchases and who recently went pub-
lic with his findings. Since then administra-
tion allies have sought to discredit him—it’s
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unpleasant stuff. But here’s the kicker: both
the columnist Robert Novak and Time maga-
zine say that administration officials told
them that they believed that Mr. Wilson had
been chosen through the influence of his
wife, whom they identified as a C.I.A. opera-
tive.

Think about that: if their characterization
of Mr. Wilson’s wife is true . . .

And Krugman writes that Wilson re-
fuses to confirm or deny it—

Bush administration officials have exposed
the identity of a covert operative. That hap-
pens to be a criminal act; it’s also definitely
unpatriotic.

So why would they do such a thing? Part-
ly, perhaps, to punish Mr. Wilson, but also to
send a message.

And that should alarm us. We’ve just seen
how politicized, cooked intelligence can
damage our national interest. Yet the Wilson
affair suggests that the administration in-
tends to continue pressuring analysts to tell
it what it wants to hear.

End of quote from this Krugman arti-
cle.

Mr. President, I am going to ask the
chairman of the Senate Intelligence
Committee and the ranking member to
investigate this matter. This is an ex-
tremely serious situation. If, in fact,
administrative officials have publicly
disclosed the identity of Mr. Wilson’s
wife, who is allegedly, according to
these news articles, working for the
CIA, this is an extremely serious mat-
ter. In their effort to seek political re-
venge against Ambassador Wilson for
his column, they are now attacking
him and his wife, and doing it in a fash-
ion that is not only unacceptable, it
may be criminal. And that, frankly, is
as serious as it gets in this town.

I would say to my colleagues in the
Senate, understand what this is all
about. If you come to the floor of this
Senate, or stand before a microphone,
and are critical of this administration
for their policy or use of intelligence,
be prepared for the worst. You are in
for a rough ride.

Certainly what happened to me was
minor league compared to what hap-
pened to Ambassador Wilson. In my
situation, they merely questioned my
integrity and asked I be removed from
the Senate Intelligence Committee. In
Mr. Wilson’s situation, they have set
out to destroy the career of his wife.
That speaks volumes of where this ad-
ministration has gone when it comes to
this essential issue.

People have asked me: Why are 16
words so important? Why does it make
any difference if the President hap-
pened to make a mistake? And maybe
technically he didn’t. He attributed
this information to British intel-
ligence. Tony Blair was here last week
and says he still stands by it.

I think it is important in this re-
spect: We spend billions of dollars each
year accumulating important intel-
ligence information to protect Amer-
ica. We can count on the dedicated men
and women in intelligence agencies
around the United States and around
the world to keep us safe. They risk
their lives to do it. They are as fine
and patriotic as any man or woman
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who has ever served this country in
uniform. And they try to bring this
gathered information together, to sift
through it, establish what is credible
and what is not, and to alert the policy
leaders—the President and others—as
to the steps we need to take as a na-
tion to defend ourselves.

That is always an important job, but
in a war on terrorism it is essential.
That intelligence becomes increasingly
important. Without that intelligence
data, how can we possibly protect this
Nation from another 9/11?

Second, there is a question as well;
that is, not only whether we are gath-
ering accurate intelligence but wheth-
er that intelligence that we have gath-
ered and that information is being ac-
curately and honestly reported to the
American people. What is at issue is
not just the intelligence data but the
honesty and credibility of the policy-
makers who use it and portray it.

The question we have before us is
whether the intelligence information
in this important statement about nu-
clear weapons in Iraqg was somehow
spun, hyped, or exaggerated. If that is
true, what was the motive? How far up
the chain does it go? Is it only one
zealous White House staffer who was
trying his best to put this information
in a speech or is it more? It is an im-
portant question. It is one which I am
certain the administration doesn’t
want to face. But in this age where in-
telligence is more important than ever,
it has to be faced.

Let me go into the chronology of how
the White House has responded as we
have questioned whether those 16
words should have been included in the
State of the Union Address. This is
over a span of about 5 or 6 weeks.

On June 8, 2003, on Meet the Press,
National Security Adviser Condoleezza
Rice said that the uranium claim in
the State of the Union address was
“mistaken,” but that the White House
had not known about intelligence
doubts until afterward. Rice claimed,
“We did not know at the time—no one
knew at the time, in our circles—
maybe someone knew down in the bow-
els of the agency, but no one in our cir-
cles knew that there were doubts and
suspicions that this might be a for-
gery.” Since then, it has been shown
that the National Security Adviser
Condoleezza Rice was indeed aware of
deep doubts regarding this claim. In
fact, the CIA prevented one of Dr.
Rice’s chief deputies from including
the uranium reference in an October
2002 speech the President gave in Cin-
cinnati.

When Dr. Rice said on June 8, 2003, on
‘“Meet the Press” that, “We did not
know at the time—no one knew at the
time in our circles’ that there were op-
portunities and suspicions that this
might be a forgery, that ran in direct
contradiction of the simple facts that
have been disclosed. The CIA had ad-
vised the White House and the national
security portion of the White House
not to include the same words in the
speech 3 months earlier.
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Let us go to July 7, 2003.

Prompted by a New York Times op-
ed article in which Joseph Wilson,
former U.S. ambassador to Gabon, con-
tended that the Bush administration
ignored—and possibly manipulated—
his findings regarding an Iraq-Niger
uranium connection, the White House
acknowledged that Bush should not
have made the claim because of con-
cerns about the intelligence behind it.
Then White House Press Secretary Ari
Fleischer tried to shut down the story
in its tracks, insisting it was old news.

On July 10, 2003—Four days into the
controversy, as Bush was dogged with
questions while visiting Africa, Sec-
retary of State Colin Powell said there
was no intention to deceive and called
the outcry ‘‘overwrought and over-
blown and overdrawn.” In defending
the process by which the President al-
lowed such a statement in the State of
the Union speech, he said ‘“There was
sufficient evidence floating around at
the time that such a statement was not
totally outrageous.”

Is that the standard? It was not to-
tally outrageous?

Frankly, it is interesting that a few
days after the President’s State of the
Union Address when Secretary of State
Colin Powell was in careful preparation
of his presentation before the United
Nations Security Council, he con-
sciously decided not to include that
same reference in the speech to the
United Nations Security Council. He
knew better, and he knew that the
standard of credibility of America is
not whether something is or is not to-
tally outrageous.

On July 11, 2003: first Condoleezza
Rice, then President Bush himself,
pointed fingers at the CIA for not re-
moving the claim while vetting the
speech.

Rice:

There was even some discussion on that
specific sentence, so that it reflected better
what the CIA thought. And the speech was
cleared. Now, I can tell you, if the CIA, the
director of Central Intelligence, had said,
““Take this out of the speech,” it would have
been gone, without question.

President Bush said:

I gave a speech to the nation that was
cleared by the intelligence services. And it
was a speech that detailed to the American
people the dangers posed by the Saddam Hus-
seln regime.

At that point, July 11, CIA Director
George Tenet made his statement con-
cerning this particular episode. He said
in a statement that CIA officials re-
viewing the draft remarks of the State
of the Union ‘‘raised several concerns
about the fragmentary nature of the
intelligence with National Security
Council colleagues. Some of the lan-
guage was changed.”” The change in-
cluded using British intelligence as the
source of the information. The CIA,
however, continued to doubt the reli-
ability of the British claim, and in fact
doubted the credibility of the state-
ment made by the President of the
United States, which is certainly as-
serting the same claim.
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Between July 11 and July 14, a new
line of defense was established by the
White House. Dr. Rice and Secretary of
Defense Don Rumsfeld appeared on
three Sunday talk shows to offer a new
explanation: Bush’s remark was tech-
nically accurate because he correctly
described what British intelligence had
reported:

It turns out that it’s technically correct
what the president said, that the UK did say
that and still says that. Even though the
words should not have been included in the
speech, they’re not necessarily inaccurate.
The British say they believe that it is accu-
rate, and that may very well be the case. We
will just have to wait and see.

Dancing on the head of a pin, the
Secretary of Defense, moving back and
forth between whether this statement
is accurate or not, says that the Brit-
ish intelligence discredited by our in-
telligence agency said maybe we have
to take a wait-and-see attitude and see
maybe if they are right and maybe if
they are wrong.

Again, is that the standard for state-
ments by the President of the United
States in preparation for a war where
we are about to risk American lives? 1
certainly hope the standard is much
higher.

On Monday, July 14, White House
Press Secretary Ari Fleischer empha-
sized that the British could be right.
He said:

We don’t know if [British intelligence
claims were] true but nobody—but nobody—
can say it was wrong. The fact of the matter
is whether they sought it from Africa or
didn’t seek it from Africa doesn’t change the
fact that they were seeking to reconstitute a
nuclear program.

That was a statement made in his
Monday press briefing. Now they are
basically saying it really doesn’t make
any difference whether what we said
was truthful or not. According to Ari
Fleischer, we all knew they were set-
ting out to reconstitute a nuclear pro-
gram. But it turned out that this was
one of the two major pillars the Bush
administration was using to argue that
nuclear weapons were a threat from
Iraq.

First, the aluminum tube con-
troversy, which went in circles many
times as to whether or not these tubes
would be used for nuclear weapons or
conventional munitions and the fissile
material and uranium coming from Af-
rica. What we have here is a situation
where they are trying to build the case,
and build it with the shakiest evidence
already discredited by the CIA and
other intelligence agencies.

Between July 10 and July 18, there
came a new strategy from the White
House on the issue. Scott McClellan,
who succeeded Fleischer as White
House spokesman, also tried to dismiss
questions. Over four days, he told re-
porters 20 times that the particular
question they were asking had already
been ‘‘addressed.”

On July 16, 2003, Scott McClellan said
claims by Senator DURBIN that White
House officials applied pressure on the
CIA to keep the uranium reference in
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the speech were ‘‘nonsense’” and ac-
cused skeptics of trying to ‘‘politicize
this issue by rewriting history.” At the
same time, the White House tried to re-
direct the debate onto the overall dan-
ger posed by Saddam’s chemical and bi-
ological weapons—uranium or not—and
onto Bush’s resolve in acting to con-
front that threat.

On July 17, 2003, McClellan cautioned
that Senator DURBIN—and possibly
other Democrats—were ‘‘lying about
the little things’ related to CIA Direc-
tor George Tenet’s testimony before
the Senate Intelligence Committee.
The ‘‘little thing”’ was whether Tenet
has named names of these responsible
at the White House.

Although I refused to disclose any
names mentioned by the CIA Director,
I will say this: I stand by my state-
ment.

Let me explain for a moment the
issue at hand. We have made it clear
that Director Tenet would appear be-
fore the Intelligence Committee. That
was public knowledge. The fact is that
Director Tenet sat at the committee
table in the Senate Intelligence Com-
mittee with several people from his
agency. What he said, of course, was
given to the members of committee.
Questions from members of the com-
mittee were directed to appropriate
members of the staff, and he would in-
dicate which member might give an an-
swer to a question.

I took great care in commenting
about his testimony to limit any ref-
erence to anyone in the room, specifi-
cally to Director Tenet, so that I would
not even disclose the names of the CIA
employees who were in the room. Per-
haps I was over cautious. But that cau-
tion on my part was then used against
me by the White House. Because when
we asked Director Tenet pointblank
who was the White House staffer re-
sponsible for the State of the Union
Address—in fact, it has now been pub-
licly disclosed by the CIA and others—
he turned to Alan Foley, an assistant
who worked on the speech, and Allen
Foley gave the name to the committee
with a nod by Director Tenet. So my
caution and care not to even disclose
the name of Alan Foley who sat at the
table with the CIA Director was turned
and used against me by the White
House, saying that I was lying to the
American public as to whether Direc-
tor Tenet disclosed the name.

The fact is, Director Tenet was testi-
fying. He turned to Mr. Foley, his as-
sistant, who said the name. Whether
Director Tenet repeated the name, only
the record of the hearing can reflect.
But what I was establishing was the
fact that the identity of the person in-
volved was disclosed during Director
Tenet’s testimony. I stand by that.

On July 18, on Friday, the White
House press staff began leaking word
that one of the leading White House op-
ponents, Senator DURBIN of Illinois,
had released classified material regard-
ing names of those involved in the con-
troversy and the number of suspected
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WMD sites in Iraq. As a result, the
White House said some Senators were
contemplating having me, Senator
DURBIN, removed from the Intelligence
Committee.

Our office pointed out to reporters
that no classified material had been re-
leased by this Senator. I had refused to
name the White House staffer or char-
acterize specific witness testimony.
And the number of suspected Iraqi
WMD sites, 550, which I disclosed on
the Senate floor, had been declassified
this year in June. It is public informa-
tion.

The White House, when they were
confronted with the fact that their ac-
cusations against me were not true
said, they would ‘‘Look into that.”

After attacking my honesty and in-
tegrity and suggesting I be removed
from the Senate Intelligence Com-
mittee, they were unable to produce
any evidence of the disclosure of classi-
fied information. I have gone to great
lengths to avoid that, and I will con-
tinue.

Then on July 18, that same day, the
White House took the rare step of de-
classifying and releasing eight pages of
a 90-page top secret national intel-
ligence estimate that was used to write
the questioned portions of the State of
the Union Address. Instead of putting a
lid on the controversy, the document
showed prewar divisions within the
U.S. intelligence community that were
glossed over by administration spokes-
men. The State Department, for in-
stance, termed the reports that Sad-
dam Hussein was shopping for uranium
in Africa as ‘‘highly dubious.”

That is the chronology. It is an im-
portant chapter in our political his-
tory. It is an important chapter in the
history of the collection and use of in-
telligence here in the United States.

I am glad the Senate Intelligence
Committee will continue its investiga-
tion. It is my understanding the chair-
man and ranking Democrat have said
they will call White House staffers be-
fore the committee to ask what led up
to this situation and why we are in the
position we are today.

I can recall times in the past when
the Intelligence Committee and its
members had been challenged as to
whether they disclosed classified infor-
mation and called on to take poly-
graphs for fear they may have said
something that was top secret and
should not be public knowledge. I un-
derstand the concern of the adminis-
tration. That should be the concern of
every American. We have to take care
not to disclose classified information.

But I have to ask the obvious ques-
tion: How can this administration de-
classify things, drop certain items into
the press that are complimentary and
positive from their point of view and
get away with it and not be held to the
same standard as members of the com-
mittee? When we are in a situation
where we are given a body of informa-
tion and draw a conclusion from that
but cannot speak to that publicly,
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while the administration discretely
drops into the public domain informa-
tion they think is helpful to their side
of the case, that is a one-sided argu-
ment. It does not serve this Nation
well, and the administration is pushing
the envelope when they do it.

I am glad the Senate Intelligence
Committee is going forward. There is a
lot more we need to do. I will say to
my colleagues in the Senate, please do
not back off from our responsibility.
We have a responsibility to the people
who elect us and to the American peo-
ple at large to hold this administra-
tion—indeed, every administration—
accountable for honesty and accuracy
when they speak to the American peo-
ple, particularly in areas of the discus-
sion of intelligence information which
could lead to military action which
could, in fact, endanger the lives of
Americans and their families. That is
our most serious and sacred duty. We
should not back off of it because of
threats from the White House or efforts
by the White House to silence us.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Delaware.

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, before
Senator DURBIN leaves the floor, I want
to say that the concerns he has raised
are serious and grave. They deserve se-
rious attention, not just of this body
but of the people in this country. I
thank him for bringing them to us
today and join him in voicing the grav-
ity of the situation. The kind of ac-
tions he has described, if they are true,
should not be permitted. They should
not be countenanced.

(The remarks of Mr. CARPER per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1443
are printed in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER
ENzI). The Senator from Iowa.

——

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that morning busi-
ness be extended for 7 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

——
WELFARE REFORM

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise
to speak on another subject, but I
think it is appropriate for me to re-
spond to the Senator from Delaware
only in a general way, not to the spe-
cific points he made.

I do take very seriously his efforts at
what we call welfare reform, moving
people from welfare to work, because
not only as Governor did he dem-
onstrate leadership in that area, but in
the short time I have served with him
in the Senate, he has talked with me
frequently about various aspects of
welfare, and I know he has been work-
ing with others on his side of the aisle,
as well as Republicans.

(Mr.
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