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that criminals have contributed. That
is some good news.

Mr. Speaker, we have also started
this year the Victims Rights Caucus. I,
along with the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Ms. HARRIS) and the gentleman
from California (Mr. CoSTA) from the
other side of the aisle, have started the
first-ever Victims Rights Caucus to
raise the profile, the plight of victims
throughout the United States. This is a
good start.

It is important that judges through-
out the United States be on the first
line of defense of our children. What I
mean by that is when individuals are
caught sexually assaulting our children
and they come to court and they have
their day in court and they are con-
victed, judges need to understand they
have a responsibility to punish those
individuals. We need to lock them up.
That is why we build prisons. It may be
important to prosecute thieves and
drug dealers and all those other types
of criminals, but we build prisons to
house and warehouse people who com-
mit sex crimes against our children.
That is why we build those institutions
and judges have an obligation to send
them there.

The cases that I recited earlier, many
of them, they had gone to prison, but
not for long enough because they got
out and did it again. We know the fact
that almost everybody who goes to
prison gets out eventually. We also
know this about sexual predators on
our children, that the overwhelming
number of them, when they leave the
penitentiary, repeat that conduct.

So we have an obligation when they
get out of the penitentiary to keep up
with them, to track them, so they can
no longer haunt our schools, our Boy
Scouts, our churches and our neighbor-
hoods.

That is why I introduced legislation
called the Child Predator Act of 2005.
This legislation requires registration of
sex offenders throughout the United
States. When they cross State lines, we
lose them. They fall through the
cracks. This legislation will require
them to register when they move
across State lines, they must notify
the community; and by failure to no-
tify, they have committed a Federal of-
fense.

This act, this bill, has been incor-
porated in a larger bill sponsored by
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
SENSENBRENNER), sponsors from both
sides of the House, called the Child
Safety Act. This bipartisan legislation,
when hopefully passed this summer, is
a measure that will protect the safety
of children. It will allow for the Inter-
net access of parents and law enforce-
ment of those sexual predators that
live in their communities. States will
be required to notify each other when
an individual who is a sex offender
crosses State lines. There are numer-
ous other provisions that protect chil-
dren from sex offenders. But basically
we will track these individuals when
they leave the penitentiary, and we
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will track them for the rest of their
lives. That is the price they pay when
they choose to commit a crime against
children.

We know this about child predators:
they are slick; they are cunning; they
are evil. And they continue to repeat
their conduct. Most sexual predators
that show up at the courthouse that
have committed sex crimes against
children, it is understood that they
have committed several sex crimes
against that one victim and that there
are at least 10 other victims that they
have committed sex crimes against.

There is a war on terror going on in
this world, and we say it is somewhere
else. We have a war on terror not only
abroad but we have it at home. The
terror here, they are child molesters.
They are the bad guys. And they can no
longer run and hide, because we are
going to keep up with them. We know
that they cannot be rehabilitated. All
statistics show that. So if we do not
keep them in prison, we need to track
them when they leave the peniten-
tiaries.

It is probably the hope of most of us
when we leave this world, when we die,
that we want to be surrounded with the
most important people in our life,
probably our kids. This week I had my
third grandchild born 2 days ago, Eliza-
beth. I have four Kkids, three girls, a
son, and now three grandkids. They are
all very special to me. I hope that when
I die, I am surrounded by those kids.

The worst thing I think that could
ever happen to a parent is to lose a
child and especially lose a child to a
crime of violence. But none of these
children that I talked about tonight
left this world surrounded by the peo-
ple that love them. They were found in
holes in the ground, dumped on park-
ing lots, thrown in rivers and lakes.
Some of their bodies were burned. The
last person they saw on Earth was not
their mother, their father, their broth-
er, their sister, but a sex offender. That
is the last person they saw before they
died.

We need to be sensitive as a people to
our children, not just our own personal
kids but the children down the street,
our neighbors’ kids. We need to watch
for them and protect them. We have
that obligation. We have that moral
and legal obligation as a people. These
kids, these children, they had the right
to life. They had the right to grow up,
play in their backyard, go to school,
have a picnic, run through the fields,
believe in Santa Claus, play sports, be
in the school play, be in the high
school prom, find a mate. All these
things were stolen from all of the kids
that I mentioned to you tonight, and
they were stolen by a child predator.

We must hold these criminals ac-
countable for their conduct. As a judge,
I heard all types of excuses by these
sexual predators about why they did
what they did. Those comments by
those individuals were nothing more
than excuses. Some of them said they
had a bad childhood. Their mom was
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not a nice person. They saw too much
TV violence. They played video games.
They watched the Internet. They con-
tinued to blame something or someone
else for their own personal choices. Mr.
Speaker, we now seem to live in the
land of excusable conduct. All of us are
responsible for the choices that we
make. Every choice we make, we are
personally responsible for that choice.
We are accountable for making those
choices, and those choices must result
in consequences, regardless of what
that crime is.

Our greatest resource in this country
is not our oil, it is not the trees in the
West, it is not other natural resources,
it is not our wealth. The greatest re-
source we have in the United States is
our children. We as a people must real-
ize that. We are not judged by the way
we treat the rich, the famous, the in-
fluential, the important people in our
culture. We are judged by the way we
treat the weak, the innocent, the chil-
dren. Children are our greatest natural
resource. We have a legal and moral ob-
ligation to protect them. The first duty
of government is public safety and pro-
viding safety for children should be our
primary concern and the duty of gov-
ernment.

Mr. Speaker, I close the way I began
this comment, because I think the
names of these people, these real peo-
ple, these children, are names that we
should not forget.

Dru Sjoden, 22, North Dakota.

Cary Ann Medlin, 8, Tennessee.

Nicole Parker, 8, California.

Chris Byers, 8, Arkansas.

Sherrice Iverson, 7, Nevada.

Amanda Brown, 7, Florida.

Christina Long, 13, Connecticut.

Michelle Vick, 14, Washington.

Samantha Runnion, 5, California.

Maryann Measles, 13, Connecticut.

Polly Klaas, 12, California.

Amber Hagerman, 9, Texas.

Adam Walsh, 6, Florida.

Megan Kanka 7, New Jersey.

JonBenet Ramsey 6, Colorado.

Sarah Lundy, 13, Florida.

Danielle Van Dam, 7, California.

Carlie Brucia, 11, Florida.

Jessica Lunsford, 9, Florida.

Dylan Groene, 9, Idaho.

Wonderbaby, 6 months,
Texas.

Houston,

———

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Sherman
Williams, one of his secretaries.

ON THE OUTING OF A CIA AGENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BoUSTANY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 4, 2005, the
gentleman from Washington (Mr. INS-
LEE) is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I have
come to the Chamber this evening to
address what many of us consider a
very serious breach of our national se-
curity. The outing of a covert agent
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serving the Central Intelligence Agen-
cy is something that should not have
happened, and now this House needs to
get to the bottom of why it happened
and how it can be prevented in the fu-
ture.

We have many agents serving in a
covert or undercover capacity who are
serving with distinction in the United
States, as we speak, around the world.
These are men and women who have
contributed and honored us with their
service to try to provide for our safety,
our personal safety. They sometimes
live in tough circumstances. When they
are covert, undercover agents, they fre-
quently take great personal risks.
They play one of the most potentially
fatal games, which is to attempt to ob-
tain information for the United States
to protect us safely in our homes in
this country. I think it is fair to say
that on a bipartisan basis we honor
their service and we respect their serv-
ice, and we ought to protect them by
not divulging their identity to anyone.
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Their identity is something that
must be held closely for their personal
safety, for their family’s personal safe-
ty, for our ability to pursue our intel-
ligence in an effective manner, and
even for the safety of the people around
the world with whom they deal. Be-
cause when one blows the cover of an
undercover agent, they put not only
potentially their own lives in danger,
but they endanger everyone they have
ever had lunch with in these foreign
countries who now become suspected
potentially CIA operatives of the
United States as well.

So I think it is fair to say that the il-
licit wrongful outing of a CIA covert
agent is something very serious, some-
thing the U.S. Congress needs to be
concerned about. And in this particular
sad and sordid affair, we need to be
concerned about. And that is why I
would like to address this evening in
my comments what happened in the
outing of a particular covert agent by
the executive branch of the United
States.

And as many people know now, we
have experienced a case in the last 2
years where the executive branch of
the United States Government, the
people who work by, for and now very
closely to President George Bush were
apparently responsible for blowing the
cover of an undercover agent who
worked with distinction with the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency. This is a very
serious matter not only for the safety
potentially of this agent but for our
ability to maintain the integrity of our
security services of the United States.
And on a bipartisan basis, we need to
commit the U.S. Congress to see to it
that those things do not happen again.
And to start that process, we need to
know how it happened in this case.

Briefly, if I can summarize, and
many people know these facts, but for
purposes of a summary, I would like to
summarize what happened in this situ-
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ation. What happened is that, leading
up to the Iraq war, the President of the
United States went before the Amer-
ican people to try to build a case for
the Iraq war. And one of his assertions
that he wanted Americans to believe
was that Iraq was on the cusp of ob-
taining nuclear weapons, and he and
his Secretary of State and others
brought a specter of a mushroom cloud
frequently. And one of the things he
did in the State of the Union, he stood
right behind me in the Chamber, ad-
dressing the Joint Session of Congress,
and told the American people that, es-
sentially Saddam Hussein, that mur-
derous thug in Iraq, had obtained ura-
nium yellow cake, the material from
which one would build fissionable ma-
terials, the heart of a nuclear weapon.
And he told the American people that
our intelligence had learned that Iraq
had obtained uranium yellow cake
from Niger, a country in Africa. And he
did not say this was questionable; he
said it was a fact. And he issued 16
words that later turned out to be false.
And some time thereafter, we found,
through an article written in the New
York Times by Ambassador Joseph
Wilson, that, in fact, Ambassador Jo-
seph Wilson had been sent to Niger at
the request of the Central Intelligence
Agency. They requested Ambassador
Joe Wilson, who had previously served
in Africa and had knowledge of the Af-
rican situation, to go to Niger to at-
tempt to find out whether there was
any truth to the fact whether or not
Niger had sent uranium yellow cake to
Iraq. And we subsequently learned and
Ambassador Wilson had the courage,
the foresight, the gumption to notify
America that this was false, that, in
fact, he had gone to Niger at the re-
quest of the CIA, fulfilled his patriotic
duty; had the gumption to go into this
difficult place, which is not exactly the
Club Mediterranean, fulfilled his duty;
and came back and reported to the CIA
that this assertion that yellow cake
came from Niger was, frankly, wrong,
that it was highly unlikely that the
documents were accurate that someone
had relied upon to suggest this ura-
nium yellow cake had come from
Niger. And he reported that these were
likely forgeries.

He then reported to the American
people that this was wrong. And it
turns out that, actually, there were at
least two other reports that had been
circulated in the CIA suggesting that
what the President said was wrong. So
the American public learned that what
the President said in the State of the
Union Address was wrong; it was false.

At that point, the response from the
administration was that Ambassador
Joe Wilson was correct. It was wrong,
and that it was a mistake, that this
should not have been in the State of
the Union Address. It was an error. It
was, in fact, false, and that Ambas-
sador Joe Wilson was correct. And now
Secretary of State Rice and others
were very candid at that point, saying
that what the President said never
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should have been said. And they essen-
tially admitted that Ambassador Wil-
son was correct in his report to the
CIA.

But then, what did this administra-
tion do? It turns out that, instead of
thanking Ambassador Wilson for his
work, instead of calling him up and
saying, Thanks, Joe, for your work in
Africa, we are sorry we made a mis-
take, glad it got cleared up, what did
they do? It turns out that someone in
the executive branch of the United
States with secret information about a
secret agent of the United States Gov-
ernment blew the cover of Joe Wilson’s
wife, thereby potentially endangering
an undercover agent, thereby destroy-
ing the integrity of our national secu-
rity information, thereby jeopardizing
others for whom Joe Wilson’s wife had
worked and possibly violating the
criminal laws of the United States of
America.

Not exactly the kind of response Joe
Wilson got from the first President
Bush, because in our disclosure, for a
moment, I would like to introduce Am-
bassador Joe Wilson to those who may
be listening about who this gentleman
is. He is a fellow who served with dis-
tinction in the Foreign Service of the
United States in several countries, in-
cluding Africa. He was our last Foreign
Service agent in Baghdad before the
first Persian Gulf War. And he was a
pretty gutsy guy when he was in
charge of the affairs of our embassy in
Baghdad; gutsy enough that when Sad-
dam Hussein threatened to hang or
execute any American who tried to get
Americans out of the country, Saddam
was going to threaten to hold them
hostage, to try to prevent the attack
on the forthcoming attack in the first
Persian Gulf War, threatened to Kkill
anyone who tried to preserve and pro-
tect Americans there, Ambassador Wil-
son’s response was to hold a press con-
ference with a noose around his neck
and basically said, Come and get me,
Saddam, I will be the first to challenge
you because I am taking my people
home safely. And Ambassador Wilson
did. We did not lose a Foreign Service
person, extricating them from Iraq be-
fore the first Persian Gulf War hap-
pened. And one of the reasons that hap-
pened, one of the reasons, is that we
had Ambassador Joe Wilson on the job
to challenge Saddam Hussein, to stand
up to that murderous thug, and deliver
his people back to America without a
single loss of life. He showed some
courage then.

In fact, the then President Bush, who
effectively hired him, who gave a press
conference, on October 22, 1990, telling
the world that we had a very capable,
effective person there, Joe Wilson, that
Saddam can talk to. Later, on January
30, 1991, the first President Bush wrote
a handwritten note to Ambassador Wil-
son, and it is in a book that the ambas-
sador wrote; a handwritten note from
the first President Bush said, ‘‘Dear
Joe, both Barbara and I appreciate
your note of January 25. Even more, we
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appreciate your service to your coun-
try and your courageous leadership
while you were in Baghdad. Good luck.
Many thanks.” Signed personally,
“George Bush.”

The reason I note this is that, very
unfortunately, we have seen a cir-
cumstance now where the people who
could have been thanking Ambassador
Wilson for bringing the White House’s
error to their attention and to the
public’s attention instead are running
around, and I do not know how else to
categorize them other than attack
dogs, trying to destroy the credibility
of Ambassador Wilson. And it is very
unfortunate because this is a gen-
tleman who was honored by the first
President Bush, served with distinc-
tion, and really did not deserve to have
his wife attacked, his wife’s career
damaged, if not destroyed, really did
not deserve to have the entire force of
the administration of the TUnited
States come down on him and now
have these multiple attacks on his rep-
utation going on across this country; a
person who has supported Republicans
in the past, gave money to the first
Bush campaign, was a bipartisan per-
son before someone in this President’s
administration tried to destroy his
wife’s career, and did so. And now we
have this very unfortunate attack on
Ambassador Joe Wilson going across
this country.

Why is that? Well, the reason is that,
fortunately, Ambassador Wilson had
the temerity to tell the truth. He had
the temerity to stand up to the admin-
istration and blow the whistle on some-
thing they did that was wrong. And
what they did that was wrong was to
tell Americans that Saddam had ura-
nium yellow cake from Niger. They ad-
mitted that they were wrong but now
are trying to attack the credibility of
the person who told the truth. It is
very unfortunate. And they are embar-
rassed by that; rightfully so. And how
do we know that? Well, we know what
the response has been for the last year
and a half while questions have been
asked as to whether or not the Presi-
dent’s close confidants were respon-
sible for this outrage of blowing the
cover of a secret agent. How do we
know that?

Let us look at what the White House
has done, whether they feel some po-
tential embarrassment about this. Has
the White House been forthcoming and
straight with us about the involvement
of people, including the Deputy Chief
of Staff of the White House? Let us find
out. Let us look at some quotes by the
President’s spokesperson. His name is
Scott McClellan. He is the official
spokesperson for President George
Bush. Mr. McClellan was asked on July
22, 2003, the question: ‘‘Scott, has there
ever been an attempt or effort on the
part of anyone here at the White House
to discredit the reputations or report-
ing of former Ambassador Joe Wilson,
his wife, or ABC Correspondent Jeffrey
Kofman?”’

McClellan: ‘‘John, I think I answered
that yesterday. That is not the way
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that this White House operates. That’s
not the way the President operates. No
one would be authorized to do that
within this White House. That is sim-
ply not the way we operate, and that’s
simply not the way the President oper-
ates.” Really?

Continuing, he was asked if Karl
Rove did that, and Mr. McClellan re-
sponded, ‘‘I haven’t heard that. That’s
just totally ridiculous. But we’ve al-
ready addressed this issue. I just said,
it’s totally ridiculous.”

Was that a slip of the tongue by Mr.
McClellan? No. In fact, Mr. Rove joined
in that. On September 29, ABC News,
Owen asked him, Mr. Rove: ‘“Did you
have any knowledge or did you leak
the name of the CIA agent to the
press?’”’ Rove: ‘“No.”” At which point Mr.
Rove shut his car door and bid adieu.
Really?

On September 29, 2003, a question was
asked to Mr. McClellan: ‘‘Has the
President either asked Karl Rove to as-
sure him that had he nothing to do
with this or did Karl Rove go to the
President to assure him that he . . . ”

McClellan: ‘I don’t think he needs
that. I think I’ve spoken clearly to this

publicly . .. I've just said there’s no
truth to it.”
Question: ‘“Yes. But I'm just won-

dering if there was a conversation be-
tween Karl Rove and the President or
if he just talked to you and you’re here
athis. . .”

McClellan: ‘“‘He wasn’t involved. The
President knows he wasn’t involved.”

Question: ‘““‘How does he know that?”’

MecClellan: ‘“The President knows.”

Well, the question is, as was fa-
mously put, what did the President
know and when did he know it? Be-
cause for a year and a half now, this
White House and this administration
and this President have been telling us
that neither the Deputy Chief of Staff
nor anyone else he knows of was re-
sponsible for this outrage. Really?

So we continue with this litany.
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Scott McClellan: ‘I have made very
clear from the beginning that it is to-
tally ridiculous. I have known Karl for
a long time, and I didn’t even need to
go ask, because I know what kind of
person that he is, and he is someone
that is committed to the highest stand-
ards of conduct.”

Continuing, September 30, 2003: When
asked, ‘“What would George Bush do if
he found out someone was responsible
for this?”’ And the President said, ‘‘Lis-
ten, I know of nobody, I don’t know of
anybody in my administration who
leaked classified information. If some-
body did leak classified information,
I'd like to know it and will take the ap-
propriate action.”

Well, we are waiting for the appro-
priate action, because we since have
been told by the Deputy Chief of Staff’s
lawyer that, in fact, he told a press
agent himself personally that Joe Wil-
son’s wife was working for the Central
Intelligence Agency shortly after Am-
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bassador Wilson came forward and told
the American people the truth, I think
3 days before Mr. Novak printed an ar-
ticle to that effect.

We now know that, in fact, the Dep-
uty Chief of Staff was involved in a dis-
closure that Joe Wilson’s wife was, in
fact, working for the CIA. But it was
not just a few of those comments. We
look at Mr. McClellan’s comments
later on.

On October 10, Mr. McClellan was
asked, Question: ‘‘Scott, earlier this
week you told us that neither Karl
Rove, Elliott Abrams, nor Lewis Libby
disclosed any classified information
with regard to the leak. I wonder if you
could tell us more specifically whether
any of them told any reporter that Val-
erie Plame worked for the CIA.”

McClellan: ‘I spoke with those indi-
viduals, as I pointed out, and those in-
dividuals assured me that they were
not involved in this. And that is where
it stands.”

Question: ‘“‘So none of them told any
reporter that Valerie Plame worked for
the CIA?”

McClellan: ‘“‘They assured me that
they were not involved in this.”

That was not the case. Mr. McClellan
was either told inaccurately by at least
the Deputy Chief of Staff, or Mr.
McClellan has told us a story that is
not true. We do not know what it is at
this point, but we do know a couple of
central facts that are pivotal here. We
know that a war started. Mr. Speaker,
1,700 Americans-plus of our sons and
daughters will never come home from
the sands of Iraq. We know that the
reason for that is the President of the
United States told Americans that a
mushroom cloud could be imminent be-
cause, in part, Iraq had uranium yellow
cake. We know that that was false.

We know that Ambassador Joe Wil-
son, sent by the CIA to report on that
told the CIA that that was false. We
know that when he told the American
people the truth, that, in fact, a false-
hood that had been told that is partly
responsible for a war that has resulted
in 1,700 Americans dead and 13,000 of
our sons and daughters seriously in-
jured. We know that he has now suf-
fered the slings and arrows of an out-
raged administration that blew the
cover for his wife who was a covert
agent for the CIA.

We know those central facts, because
the Deputy Chief of Staff’s attorney
now has told us the truth after a year-
and-a-half of falsehoods from this ad-
ministration, of giving America false
information about how this outrage oc-
curred.

Now, that was wrong. We had to have
a bipartisan consensus, and I think
there is in this Chamber, that both Re-
publicans and Democrats believe it is
wrong to blow the cover of an agent.
The reason we believe this is very sim-
ple. We think there is a bipartisan con-
sensus in this Chamber and in this
country that secret agents ought to re-
main secret, and no President of either
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party or anyone working for the Presi-
dent with access to the secret informa-
tion ought to blow that cover. That
happened here.

So we have to ask, Were there ex-
cuses for that? Are there excuses that
we should accept that? Are there ex-
cuses that we should buy? Are there ex-
cuses that allow our secret agents and
our national security to be jeopard-
ized? Well, some people are saying this
should be excused, it should be swept
under the rug, Congress should not
look into it, we have no business ask-
ing hard questions of the administra-
tion. The White House has suggested
they are not going to talk about it.
They were happy to talk about it when
they said they were not involved, but,
boy, as soon as they found out they
were involved, they do not want to talk
about this and they want Congress to
just shrink away and go home quietly
and not find out what happened here.

We think we need to find out what
happened here. So let us see what the
excuses are that they have proposed. I
have been listening carefully to the
White House, people now working for
the President. I have been listening
carefully to their political allies
around the country. What excuses do
they proffer for this misconduct?

I really see three. First, they argue
that because the Deputy Chief of Staff
did not spell out the names, the letters
of the name of this secret agent, that
he should be excused from destroying
her covert status, because he did not
use the name Valerie Plame or Valerie
Wilson, he did not use those letters. All
he said was, it was Joe Wilson’s wife.

Well, Mr. Speaker, when you think
about it, unless Joe Wilson was a po-
lygamist, we knew exactly who he was
talking about. If somebody says your
wife is an undercover agent, it is pretty
clear to the neighbors in the neighbor-
hood and where she works, you know
who he is talking about. In fact, it is
interesting that during my comments
of the last few minutes, I have been re-
ferring to the Deputy Chief of Staff of
the White House. I never said the name
Karl Rove. Never spelled out the K and
the R, but we know who I am talking
about. That is why anyone who wanted
to know whether Valerie Wilson is a se-
cret agent knows exactly who we were
talking about and anyone she has ever
talked to in her covert capacity around
this world knows exactly who we are
talking about, and everyone who she
had lunch with in her work, working on
weapons of mass destruction in the
CIA, knows who he was talking about.
That dog just will not hunt.

It is, frankly, insulting to the Amer-
ican people that their administration
and their political allies argue that it
is okay to out a CIA agent, as long as
you do not use their name or their So-
cial Security number. You can tell
them whose wife it is, you can tell
them where they work, you can tell
them where they live, you can show a
picture of them, but as long as you do
not spell out their name, it is hunky-
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dory with the American people. It is
not. It is wrong. It is terrible. It is an
abuse of democracy and the people who
work for us as undercover agents, and
it will not stand.

The second excuse they use, they say,
well, the Deputy Chief of Staff was just
being innocent here; he was just trying
to clear up some confusion about who
ordered or asked Mr. Wilson to go to
Africa. We know it was the CIA and,
frankly, how the CIA made a decision,
I am not sure is of any particular im-
portance to anyone. I mean, what im-
portance is it who ordered Mr. Wilson
to go to Niger? If it was one person,
does that change the fact that we have
1,700 dead in Iraq? Does it justify the
President in using false information to
precipitate a war? Does that make it
okay? I frankly do not understand
what difference it made, except for an
effort to damage Ambassador Wilson’s
credibility, which apparently was going
on here, sadly.

But be that as it may, let us just ask
ourselves, if the Deputy Chief of Staff
wanted to clear it up and said it was
not the Vice President who precip-
itated this expedition to Niger, he did
not have to mention Joe Wilson’s
name, his wife’s name or identify her.
He simply could have said it was not
the Vice President, it was someone else
at the CIA.

Now, ask yourself, why did the Dep-
uty Chief of Staff not simply tell the
reporter it was somebody else at the
CIA instead of what he did say, which
was, it was Joe Wilson’s wife? Why did
he not do that? I would like to know
the answer to that question, and Con-
gress deserves an answer to that ques-
tion.

That is why the Deputy Chief of Staff
ought to come to Congress under oath
and answer these questions about what
happened in these circumstances. That
is why we have filed today, with the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT)
leading this effort, a resolution of in-
quiry that would simply compel the
White House to turn over, and the Sec-
retary of State and the CIA and the De-

fense Department, documents per-
taining to this whole affair.
Because, frankly, there may be a

whole bunch of other people besides the
Deputy Chief of Staff of the White
House responsible for this outrage. Mr.
Novak said there were at least two peo-
ple within the administration who
identified Valerie Plame as an opera-
tive. An operative means undercover
agent. In Mr. Novak’s own lexicon, you
can check it out and do a Nexus search
and find out when he says operative, he
means undercover agent. But we know
that is what happened. But there may
be others involved in this, and this
Congress needs to get to the bottom of
who those people are and how that hap-
pened, to make sure it does not happen
again. Because, frankly, Americans
have a right to be disenchanted with
the President’s failure here of not get-
ting to the bottom of this.

Mr. Speaker, the President has been
working about 3 feet from the Deputy
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Chief of Staff for a year-and-a-half and,
as far as we know, has never said, Karl,
what went on here? What was the deal
here? Were you involved in this in any
way? As far as we know, the President
has never asked the person working
with him on an hourly basis what hap-
pened here. It does not look to me like
a President who wants to get to the
bottom of this whole thing and clear
out this nest of subterfuge as quickly
as he can. The American people deserve
that. That second excuse just does not
pass the laugh test.

The third excuse that I have heard
proffered by the attack dogs defending
this abuse is that Mr. Wilson did not
vote for President Bush this time. He is
a member of this loathsome, under-
world group called Democrat. Well, I
am not sure it is actually true, since
Ambassador Wilson supported the can-
didacy financially of actually both Re-
publicans and Democrats in the past.
He has actually supported them about
equally, since he got a congressional
letter from the guy who hired him, the
first President Bush because of his cou-
rageous work in Baghdad. He does not
look like a particular pacifist to me
that is sort of on the left wing of the
spectrum at all.

Now, after the administration of
President Bush destroyed the career of
his wife and jeopardized her safety, he
probably did not vote for this current
President, but I am not sure that is a
reason to violate the security laws of
the United States potentially and blow
the cover of a covert agent.

I guess what these people on the
right wing are saying is that it is okay,
it is acceptable, it is consistent with
American ethics to go after a man’s
wife as long as he is a Democrat. It is
okay to destroy the covert and pro-
tected status of our secret agents, as
long as they are related to somebody
who might have voted for a Democrat
in their life. I disagree with that. I dis-
agree. I believe that covert agents who
are putting their lives on the line for
America ought not to be abused, I do
not care what their political situation
is. I do not care if they have held signs
calling for the removal of President
George Bush from the White House.

This is not the way America is sup-
posed to act. We expect more of our ad-
ministrations. No administration has
the right to punish political activity in
this country, and no political adminis-
tration has the right to punish an
American who told the truth to power,
who pointed out that an administra-
tion started a war based on a falsehood.
Nobody has that authority in a democ-
racy.

I, frankly, do not care what Ambas-
sador Joe Wilson’s political inclina-
tions are, because I know one thing, I
know one thing for sure: Americans de-
serve to be treated fairly. And when
this administration attacked a man’s
wife and exposed her to danger and vio-
lated the national security and re-
moved the integrity of our national se-
curity, it was wrong. I do not care what



July 14, 2005

party Joe Wilson is in. It was simply
wrong.

So we have now looked at three ex-
cuses that the administration has of-
fered for the outing of a covert agent in
the United States of America. This
identity thing is a laughable argument.
They clearly destroyed the cover of
this agent. The argument that some-
how they were simply innocent does
not wash, because here is another rea-
son I have not addressed: it does not
matter what the motivations were for
the Deputy Chief of Staff to blow the
cover of a secret agent. It may have
been virtuous; it may not have been
virtuous. It does not matter. The fact
of the matter is, the national security
of the United States has been jeopard-
ized.

O 1900

This secret agent’s covert status has
been blown. We really do not, perhaps
should, care what the motivation was.
We know that at least two people, if
Mr. Novak was, assuming he is telling
the truth, there are at least two ad-
ministration officials who willfully
blew the cover of this agent. Whether
they were angelic or demonic does not
matter. It was wrong. It damaged our
security, and it should not stand.

And the third thing is that Ambas-
sador Wilson should be punished.
Rightfully, he got what he deserved
and his wife got what she deserved, be-
cause he did not vote for George Bush
this time. That does not comport with
American values of democracy. So
these excuses, they have been offered,
do not remove the necessity for the
United States Congress to act in our
oversight role of the executive branch.
The judicial system is not the only
branch of Government that has an obli-
gation to protect Americans from the
train of abuses of the executive branch.

We know there is a pending inves-
tigation of the criminality of this mat-
ter. Whether this is criminal or not, by
the way, there may be no indictments
ever filed in this case; I do not know
the answer to that. But even if there
are no indictments filed in this case, I
am convinced, and I think a number of
my colleagues are convinced, that this
was not good for the national security
of the United States. It was unfair. It
was wrong. It was unjustified. There is
no excuse for it.

It violates, if not the felony laws of
the United States, the code of democ-
racy and the way we expect our admin-
istration to handle national security.

So we need to get to the bottom of
this, and Congress needs to act. I also
may note that we will hear the argu-
ment that Congress should not act be-
cause there is an ongoing criminal in-
vestigation. I am sensitive to that. I
am a former prosecuting attorney. And
I am sensitive to that.

Fortunately, we are told that that in-
vestigation has now completed inter-
views of people in the administration
they sought to interview. And it should
be in no way difficult in pursuing the
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Congressional investigation of what
happened in this case on a two-track
basis. And it is necessary, not just
from a national security standpoint; it
is necessary from a democratic stand-
point, with a little d, the democracy
for all of us, in all parties. The reason
is, we have seen this movie before.

You know, when administrations,
when they have the whistle blown on
them, when they are not totally being
candid with the American people, they
very frequently go into this defensive
crouch. And the defensive crouch is,
they do two things, maybe three: First,
they do not share the honest informa-
tion with the American people. Second,
they say things to the American people
that are not true. And third, and this is
what I think happened in this case, 1
believe they try to destroy the credi-
bility of the people who are criticizing
the administration.

This happened in my lifetime in one
egregious case where Daniel Ellsberg
published the Pentagon Papers that ex-
posed the multiple falsehoods of Rich-
ard Nixon’s administration. President
Nixon was not being candid to the
American people about the War in
Vietnam, and Mr. Ellsberg and other
whistle blowers disclosed the truth
about the Vietnam War.

And the Nixon administration’s re-
sponse was immediately to attack Mr.
Ellsberg. And what they did in that
case, they burglarized Daniel Ellsberg’s
psychiatrist to try to get, you know,
the psychiatric records on Mr. Ellsberg
to damage his credibility. And it was a
reaction to Daniel Ellsberg telling the
truth.

Now, in this case, what happened,
and we cannot pry into one one’s moti-
vation 100 percent, but it certainly
makes me suspicious, at least, that
what we are seeing is an attack on the
credibility of Ambassador Joe Wilson
by attacking and punishing his wife.

Is that the way America is supposed
to work, that when you tell the truth
about an elected official, and it turns
out that you were right and the elected
official was wrong, that the President
of the United States, his administra-
tion attacks your wife?

Is that the way America is supposed
to be? To try to damage you through a
shot across the bow, to make sure ev-
eryone else in the CIA and everybody
else with information knows if you say
anything bad about this administra-
tion, look at what we are capable of
doing to your family.

Pretty good intimidation. Did not in-
timidate Ambassador Joe Wilson. He
was not intimidated by Saddam Hus-
sein, and he was not intimidated by the
Deputy Chief of Staff of this adminis-
tration. He is not easily intimidated.

So the fact of the matter is, what is
sad about this situation is, instead of
the White House saying, you know, in-
stead of the President saying, I am
going to get an affidavit from 20 of my
top lieutenants, I am going to demand
them to have an affidavit on my desk
by b5 o’clock tonight telling me exactly
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what they know about this so I can
make a decision about whether they
get fired or not; the President said, I
am not going to do anything about it.
I'm going to let the criminal prosecu-
tion go ahead and hope that the Fifth
Amendment and Miranda and grand
jury secrecy rules and everything can
delay this as far as possible, and so far,
it has taken a long time.

Yes, we have these issues. We have
had to work through the investigation.
So I guess, to some degree, it has not
worked, but what is sad about this is
that the attacks on Ambassador Wilson
continue today.

Now, remember, Ambassador dJoe
Wilson is the guy who had the courage
to point out a falsehood in the State of
the Union address. That is not easy.
You got to understand, when you chal-
lenge the most powerful man in the
world, President George Bush, it is not
easy, to point out that in this par-
ticular instance the President was
wrong in what he told the American
people. And he was right.

We know that because Secretary Rice
has said on multiple occasions that, if
the President had known what Ambas-
sador Wilson reported, they would
never have put this in the State of the
Union address. Now, we are told that
what Ambassador Wilson reported
never got to the President. That is
most unfortunate. But the point is, it
took a lot of gumption for Ambassador
Wilson to point this out to Americans.

And yet, today, this administration
has condoned, clearly condoned the
majority party operatives, the political
operatives in a national attack on Am-
bassador Joe Wilson for just doing his
job.

His job was to go to Niger and report
the truth. He went there and did that.
It was no picnic. He was right. He
pointed out to the American people
what was true about this situation.
And what was his reward from the ad-
ministration?

It reminds me of a quote from Shake-
speare, if I do not botch it: Cry havoc
and let slip the dogs of war. And that is
what they are waging right now on
Ambassador Joe Wilson.

I think it is most unfortunate. In-
stead of joining forces on a bipartisan
basis today for Congress to get to the
bottom of what happened here, they
have started this smear campaign
against Ambassador Joe Wilson, a per-
son who has conducted himself with
honor and has done great service to the
United States.

And they did perhaps even worse to
his wife, the former but no longer able
to act as a covert agent for the CIA.
And I think that is sad. And it is not
consistent with what we should expect
from our presidents or from our admin-
istrations. We can do better, Repub-
licans, Democrats, Independents, they
all deserve better in this situation. We
cannot let this happen again.

President Bush is never going to
stand for reelection again. His elec-
toral prospects are not important in
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this. Politics are not important in this.
What is important for Congress to do is
to find out a away to prevent this from
happening again, to make sure that fu-
ture administrations know that these
excuses are not going to be acceptable
to the American people. It is very im-
portant that Congress go on record say-
ing that presidents in the future can-
not just wink and say, well, go ahead,
go ahead and blow the cover for this
agent because it might help us politi-
cally in one way or another. Just do
not spell their name, because then we
can get away with it.

It is for Congress to say, that is inex-
cusable. It is important for Congress to
say that whether you are a Republican
or a Democrat in this country, if
you’ve got a close family member who
is a covert agent, it does not matter
who you voted for, it does not matter
who they voted for, it is wrong to blow
their cover and create personal danger
for them.

It is important for Congress to say
that. It is important for my Republican
colleagues to join me in saying that. It
is important that this be a bipartisan
statement. And I am hopeful that this
resolution of inquiry, I am hopeful that
my Republican colleagues will have the
gumption to join us in saying, you
know, what we need to do to get to the
bottom of this.

There is actually a little bit of hope-
ful signs that I can report to Ameri-
cans, and that is that there was a sug-
gestion by a Republican chairman the
other day that he may entertain hear-
ings that would look at issues per-
taining to breaches of national secu-
rity, including this one.

This may not be the only issue we
have in maintaining confidentiality of
our national security. I think that is a
positive sign. I hope that it is followed.
I hope that we can fulfill our congres-
sional responsibilities jointly, in a bi-
partisan fashion.

So, in conclusion, I am just here to
state one central American principle:
Top secret spies serving the United
States need to stay secret. No adminis-
tration, no matter how powerful, no
matter how popular, of either party
should ever be able to get away and
offer excuses for blowing the cover for
an agent in this regard.

I am here to say that the United
States Congress owes an obligation to
the American people to get to the bot-
tom of how this happened. We need to
make sure that this does not happen
again, to make sure that Congress
draws a line in the sand, to indicate
how serious this issue is, and that this
country can move forward in a bipar-
tisan way to make sure that our na-
tional security is protected for all
members of the greatest country in the
world, which is America. And one of
the reasons it is the greatest country
in the world is that Congress has ful-
filled an obligation to blow the whistle
on executive branches of government
when they have abused either the na-
tional security or the rights of Ameri-
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cans. And we need to make sure that
job gets done.

REPORT ON PALESTINIAN SECU-
RITY SERVICE AND OTHER PAL-
ESTINIAN AUTHORITY RE-
FORMS—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 109-44)

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Miss.
McCMORRIS) laid before the House the
following message from the President
of the United States; which was read
and, together with the accompanying
papers, without objection, referred to
the Committee on International Rela-
tions and ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

Consistent with section 2106 of the
Emergency Supplemental Appropria-
tions Act for Defense, the Global War
on Terror, and Tsunami Relief, 2005
(Public Law 109-13), and in order to
keep the Congress fully informed, I
herewith submit the enclosed report
prepared by my Administration pro-
viding information on matters relating
to the Palestinian Security Services
and Palestinian Authority reform.

GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, July 14, 2005.

———

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

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

Ms. CARSON (at the request of Ms.
PELOSI) for today on account of busi-
ness in the district.

Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan (at the
request of Ms. PELOSI) for today.

Mr. OBEY (at the request of Ms.
PELOSI) for today before 1 p.m. on ac-
count of airline delays.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. SCHIFF) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. ScHIFF, for 56 minutes, today.

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 56 minutes, today.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. EMANUEL, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. EDWARDS, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-
utes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. GINGREY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. MACK, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. FITZPATRICK of Pennsylvania, for
5 minutes, today.

Ms. Foxx, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. PAUL, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. GINGREY, for 56 minutes, today.

Mr. GUTKNECHT, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5
minutes, July 18, 19, 20, and 21.

(The following Member (at her own
request) to revise and extend her re-
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marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)
Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.

———

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. Trandahl, Clerk of the House, re-
ported and found truly enrolled a bill
of the House of the following title,
which was thereupon signed by the
Speaker:

H.R. 3071. An act to permit the individuals
currently serving as Executive Director,
Deputy Executive Directors, and General
Counsel of the Office of Compliance to serve
one additional term.

————

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. INSLEE. Madam Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 14 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, July 18,
2005, at 12:30 p.m., for morning hour de-
bates.

———————

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

2688. A letter from the Executive Director,
Commodity Futures Trading Commission,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Investment of Customer Funds and Record of
Investments (RIN: 3038-AC15) received June
21, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Agriculture.

2689. A letter from the Executive Director,
Commodity Futures Trading Commission,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
In the Matter of the New York Mercentile
Exchange, Inc. Petition To Extend Interpre-
tation Pursuent to Section 1a(12)(C) of the
Commodity Exchange Act — received June
21, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Agriculture.

2690. A letter from the Executive Director,
Commodity Futures Trading Commission,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Revision of Federal Speculative Position
Limits (RIN: 3038-AC24) received June 21,
2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Agriculture.

2691. A letter from the Executive Director,
Commodity Futures Trading Commission,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Distribution of ‘‘Risk Disclosure Statement”
by Futures Commission Merchants and In-
troducing Brokers (RIN: 3038-AC16) received

June 21, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

2692. A letter from the Acting Adminis-
trator, Agricultural Marketing Service, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the
Department’s final rule — Onions Grown in
Certain Designated Counties in Idaho, and
Malheur County, OR; Decreased Assessment
Rate [Docket No. FV05-958-1 IFR] received

June 17, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

2693. A letter from the Acting Adminis-
trator, Agricultural Marketing Service, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the
Department’s final rule — Irish Potatoes
Grown in Certain Designated Counties in
Idaho, and Malheur County, OR; Relaxation
of Handling Regulations [Docket No. FV05-
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