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SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 2005, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

——
HONORING KATLYN MARIE
MARCHETTI  AND STRESSING
THE IMPORTANCE OF SEAT-

BELTS

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

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor the memory of a young
woman whose life tragically was cut
short by her decision not to wear her
seatbelt.

Katlyn Marie Marchetti, known as
Katie to her family and friends, was a
vibrant, loving, community-oriented
high school junior who dreamed of a
career in fashion or interior design.
She encouraged other young women
through her participation in the Ophe-
lia Project, a nonprofit group dedicated
to encouraging middle and high school
girls to believe that an individual’s
true beauty comes from within.

As a junior at Durant High School in
Valrico, Florida, Katie planned to take
the SATs in April and spend her sum-
mer examining colleges. Her commit-
ment to academic achievement and
hard work guaranteed that she would
succeed in whatever field she chose.
Katie’s entire future was ahead of her,
and what a bright one it would have
been.

But it was not to be. On March 3,
2006, Katie was involved in a car acci-
dent that ended up claiming her life
early the following morning. To the
devastation of her loving parents, Vin-
cent and Laura, and her younger broth-
er, Andrew, she was not wearing her
seatbelt. Had she buckled up, March 4
may have been one day closer to real-
izing her dreams. Instead, it was the
day when they were ended.

Unfortunately, Katie’s decision to
forego wearing a seatbelt is not uncom-
mon. Among the entire population,
teenagers are the most likely to ne-
glect this important lifesaving meas-
ure. A study conducted by the National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration
in 2002 indicated that only 69 percent of
16 to 24-year-olds use seatbelts, com-
pared to 82 percent of children and 76
percent of adults. Among 16 to 19-year-
olds, the statistics are more troubling.
Only 40 percent use seatbelts consist-
ently. And the Fatality Analysis Re-
porting System shows that 63 percent
of teens Kkilled in crashes were not
wearing seatbelts.

Data also reveals insights into why
teens neglect to fasten up when they
get in a vehicle. According to a 2003
survey, only 79 percent of teen drivers
reported that they wear a seatbelt all
the time. About 47 percent indicated
that safety belts were as likely to
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harm as to help, and 30 percent said
that crashes close to home were usu-
ally not as serious. Approximately 30
percent affirmed that they would feel
self-conscious if they were going
against the group norm in wearing
safety belts.

Mr. Speaker, these statistics are
troubling. Seatbelt use has proven ef-
fective time and again in saving lives.
According to NHTSA, the wearing of
safety belts saved an estimated 14,164
lives in 2002. Choosing to buckle up is
the best protection against drunk,
tired, or aggressive drivers. And yet
people choose not to take this pre-
caution. What can be done to encour-
age them to do so?

Studies have shown that highly pub-
licized and visible enforcement of safe-
ty belt laws have increased seatbelt
use. Peer-led education and awareness
also hold promise in changing youth
norms and attitudes about seatbelt
use. Parental involvement is abso-
lutely critical. Children who observe
their parents using seatbelts and obey-
ing traffic laws are more likely to
adopt these lifesaving habits.

Vincent and Laura Marchetti im-
parted this wisdom to their daughter
and even prevented her from getting
her license until she was 6 months be-
yond her 16th birthday. They instilled
a sense of responsibility in her and
practiced driving under all sorts of con-
ditions, but it was not enough.

Technological advances have proven
to be one of the most promising cata-
lysts for increased seatbelt use. A
study commissioned by NHTSA found
that while enhanced safety belt re-
minders such as buzzers, lights and
dashboard messages are aimed at the
general population, they may be par-
ticularly effective for teenagers. Be-
cause teens tend to forget to fasten
their seatbelts and are less likely than
adults to disengage warning systems,
they may be more likely to be per-
suaded to buckle up by these annoy-
ances.

Mr. Speaker, I encourage the auto-
mobile industry to help address this
problem by increasing and expanding
the manufacture of vehicles with warn-
ing systems that do not disengage until
the seatbelt is fastened. These systems
may save precious young lives.

Mr. Speaker, I didn’t know Katie per-
sonally, but through my discussions
with her parents and brother who are
in Washington this week, I know what
a special young woman she was. I
grieve with them and the rest of their
family for their loss. I admire the
strength and perseverance of the
Marchettis to channel this grief into
educating teenagers and their parents
about the importance of seatbelt use
through the Katie Marchetti Memorial
Foundation. I rise today to join their
call and to plead with all Americans to
“‘cross it, click it and live.”

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is
recognized for 5 minutes.
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(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

THE BIG CHILL IN WASHINGTON,
D.C.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to speak out of
turn.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. MCDERMOTT) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, it is
awfully cold in Washington, D.C. these
days, and the arrival of spring is not
going to change the frigid temperature
beginning to grip the Nation’s Capital.

No matter how much we stand in the
bright sunlight, Washington, D.C. is
fast becoming a cold, cold place under
this President and administration.

The Big Chill is on and it is becoming
an ice age for the ‘‘People’s-Right-to-
Know.”

The New York Times and The Wash-
ington Post recently won Pulitzer
Prizes for breaking through the admin-
istration’s secrecy to inform the Amer-
ican people about secret prisons and se-
cret wiretapping.

In response, the administration
wants journalism stopped. It just gets
in the way of the administration tell-
ing people only what they want them
to know.

Maintaining this veil of secrecy is so
important that the administration di-
rected the Attorney General to see if
he might invoke the 1917 Espionage Act
as a way to make the first amendment
disappear. By controlling what you
know, they hope to control what you
think.

It is the solution to their Iraq di-
lemma. You don’t have to mislead the
people, as the President did, if the peo-
ple simply don’t know anything at all.
That is what this assault on free
speech is all about.

I seek permission to enter into the
RECORD an editorial promoted by the
Washington Times by Nat Hentoff enti-
tled ‘‘Chilling Free Speech.”

The President and his administration
are doing everything possible to impose
censorship. They know that secrecy is
the fastest, most effective way to si-
lence dissent.

If the American people know what
they are doing, the American people
could make them accountable for what
they are doing. But there is no ac-
countability for their actions, so they
hide them under a blanket of secrecy.

The President cried ‘‘shameful” that
the Pulitzer Prize-winning journalism
had reunited the American people with
the truth about secret prisons and se-
cret wiretapping ordered by the Presi-
dent and his administration.

In other words, the truth made it out
into the open, and that was not part of
their plan. The only way to account for
it was to attack those responsible for
telling us. It is the centerpiece of the
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Republican playbook. Attack anyone
who disagrees. I know those tactics
firsthand.

But the cracks are beginning to show
in the Republican wall of silent acqui-
escence.

0 1945

A rubber stamp is still being used in
this Congress by the Republicans, but
many of my colleagues, my Republican
colleagues, know that their mandatory
vote at the discretion of the President
is not in the best interest of the Amer-
ican people, and the people are begin-
ning to listen to other voices, when
they can hear them above the clatter
of the Republican noise machine. Here
is the proof.

David Wise in the Los Angeles Times
recently wrote an article entitled, ‘‘Se-
crecy’s Shadow Falls on Washington.”
I ask permission to enter this article in
the RECORD. To help the American peo-
ple understand how pervasive secrecy
in the administration is, let me read a
short excerpt from Mr. Wise’s article,
quote, ‘“‘The National Archives and
Records Administration have been em-
barrassed by the revelation that at
least 55,000 documents formerly avail-
able to researchers have been with-
drawn and reclassified under secret
agreements with the military and the
CIA. The deals were so secretive that
the documents simply disappeared
from the shelves.” That is the end of
the quote.

At least temporarily the head of the
National Archives has suspended the
disappearance of American history. It
doesn’t mean the threat has passed; it
just means someone is fighting to keep
America free. We have two choices, the
free flow of information or the outright
control of information. America is
strong because of the protections with-
in the free flow of information. It is
guaranteed by the first amendment.

But the President and his majority
want to tell you what to think through
the outright control of the informa-
tion. Geoffrey Stone, author and law
professor at the University of Chicago
wrote an article in the New York
Times the other day called, ‘‘Scared of
Scoops.” Again, I ask to enter it in the
RECORD.

As the writer points out, the admin-
istration’s primary tactic is intimida-
tion. When in doubt, they try to make
you afraid. When unpopular, they try
to make you afraid. When they are los-
ing their hold on power because of
their record, they tend to make you
afraid. The only reason you know this
President has no energy policy for
America is because he can’t hide the
price of gasoline at the pumps. He
would make it a secret if he could.

Don’t be surprised if the President
tries to classify the price of gasoline as
a national security matter. That is his
method of accountability to the Amer-
ican people. None. In a Nation where
free speech is the last defense against
absolute power, they don’t want you to
know because the more you know, the
worse they look.
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[From the Washington Times, May 8, 2006.]
CHILLING FREE SPEECH
(By Nat Hentoff)

Beyond the firing of CIA officer Mary O.
McCarthy for leaking classified information
to the press is a much larger story of the ad-
ministration’s increasing investigation of
other such press leaks as a possible prelude
to an American version of Britain’s stringent
Official Secrets Act. In February, CIA Direc-
tor Porter Goss told the Senate Intelligence
Committee of the need for a grand jury in-
vestigation including reporters who receive
these leaks.

The charge against Miss McCarthy, which
she denies, is that she was a source of highly
classified information for Dana Priest’s re-
port in The Washington Post on CIA secret
prisons in Eastern Europe. Miss Priest, a 2006
winner of a Pulitzer award for the story, has
been writing about the CIA’s ‘‘black sites”
since late 2002; and Sen. Pat Roberts, chair-
man of the Senate Intelligence Committee,
continually refuses to authorize an inves-
tigation of the CIA’s violations of American
and international laws in its prisons wholly
hidden from our rule of law.

Miss Priest is already subject to a Justice
Department investigation, as are New York
Times reporters James Risen and Eric
Lichtblau for their disclosure of the presi-
dent’s secret approval of the National Secu-
rity Agency’s warrantless surveillance of
Americans. (Those reporters have also re-
ceived Pulitzers this year, despite the presi-
dent’s characterization of their reporting as
‘‘shameful.””)

The administration’s position has been
clearly stated by FBI spokesman Bill Carter
(The Washington Post, April 19): ‘““Under the
law, no private person (including journalists)
may possess classified documents that were
illegally provided to them. These documents
remain the property of the government.”’

The law Mr. Carter cited is this adminis-
tration’s expansion of the Espionage Act of
1917, which is now before the courts in a case
that can greatly diminish the First Amend-
ment rights of the press—and the right of
Americans to receive information about such
lawless government practices as the CIA’s
secret interrogation centers and the presi-
dent’s violation of the Foreign Intelligence
Surveillance Act in unleashing the National
Security Agency.

This espionage case—United States of
America v. Lawrence Anthony Franklin,
Steven J. Rosen and Keith Weissman—is the
first in which the federal government is
charging violations of the Espionage Act by
American citizens—who are not government
officials—for being involved in what until
now have been regarded as First Amend-
ment-protected activities engaged in by hun-
dreds of American journalists.

Messrs. Rosen and Weissman, former staff
members of the American Israel Public Af-
fairs Committee (AIPAC)—who have since
been fired—are accused of receiving classi-
fied information from Defense Department
analyst Franklin regarding U.S. government
Middle East and terrorism strategy. Messrs.
Rosen and Weissman are charged with then
providing that classified information to an
Israeli diplomat—and a journalist.

Government official Franklin has pleaded
guilty and been sentenced to prison. But de-
fense attorneys for Rosen and Weissman de-
clare: ‘“Never (until now) has a lobbyist, re-
porter or any other nongovernment em-
ployee been charged . . . for receiving oral
information the government alleges to be
national-defense material as part of that (ac-
cused) person’s normal First Amendment-
protected activities.”

In an amicus brief to the U.S. District
Court for the Eastern District of Virginia,
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the Reporters Committee for the Freedom of
the Press (with which I am affiliated) says:

“These charges potentially eviscerate the
primary function of journalism—to gather
and publicize information of public con-
cern—particularly where the most valuable
information to the public is information that
the government wants to conceal’” so that
the public cannot ‘‘participate in and serve
as a check on the government.” (That’s why
the First Amendment’s freedom of the press
was added to the Constitution in 1791.)

But the judge now hearing this espionage
case, T.S. Ellis III, already said in March:
“Persons who come into unauthorized pos-
session of classified information must abide
by the law. That applies to academics, law-
yers, journalists, professors, whatever.” Re-
cently, the judge appears to be backing off.

However he decides, and it’s uncertain,
Steven Aftergood—head of the Project on
Government Secrecy at the Federation of
American Scientists—says: ‘“To make a
crime of the kind of conversations Rosen and
Weissman had with Franklin over lunch
would not be surprising in the People’s Re-
public of China. But it’s utterly foreign to
the American political system.” (This cen-
sorship of the press was cut out of the Espio-
nage Act of 1917.)

If the Supreme Court agrees with the Bush
administration on this case, we will, as Mr.
Aftergood says, have to build many more
jails—and disarm the First Amendment.

[From the Los Angeles Times]

SECRECY’S SHADOW FALLS ON WASHINGTON

(By David Wise)

Unencumbered by a First Amendment,
Britain for almost 100 years has had an Offi-
cial Secrets Act to prevent leaks to the
media and to prosecute offenders, including
journalists.

Some Bush administration officials and
members of Congress are casting a longing
eye at the British law. If only the United
States had a similar law, their reasoning
goes, the reporters who revealed CIA-run
prisons in Eastern Europe and the National
Security Agency’s warrantless wiretapping
of terrorism suspects would be prosecuted in-
stead of receiving Pulitzer Prizes.

The U.S. Constitution remains a barrier to
those who would restrict the flow of informa-
tion to the media—and thus to the public.
But administration policies are chipping
away at its protections. The nation is in dan-
ger of having an Official Secrets Act not
through passage of a law—although that is a
possibility—but through incremental steps.

The evidence is mounting: Judith Miller,
as a reporter for The New York Times, spent
85 days in jail after refusing to name a con-
fidential source in the investigation by Spe-
cial Prosecutor Patrick J. Fitzgerald into
the leak of the name of CIA officer Valerie
Plame. Miller and half a dozen other report-
ers have been questioned by the prosecutor.

Two former staff members of the American
Israel Public Affairs Committee, or AIPAC, a
pro-Israel lobby, are on trial in federal court
on charges of conspiring to violate espionage
statutes by obtaining defense information
from a Pentagon official. Both lobbyists are
civilians, and the government does not claim
they received any documents, classified or
otherwise.

The National Archives and Records Admin-
istration has been embarrassed by the rev-
elation that at least 55,000 documents for-
merly available to researchers have been
withdrawn and reclassified under secret
agreements with the military and the CIA.
The deals were so secretive that the docu-
ments simply disappeared from the shelves.

Historian Matthew Aid, who discovered the
reclassification, pointed out that because he
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possesses some of the documents, he might
be in violation of the Espionage Act. Allen
Weinstein, who heads the National Archives,
has halted the documents’ reclassification.

The FBI is seeking access to the papers of
the late muckraking columnist Jack Ander-
son to seize classified documents in his files.
Anderson broke many stories the govern-
ment tried to keep secret. His family, citing
the First Amendment, has refused the agen-
cy’s request. It is unclear how far the FBI
plans to push the matter, or whether the
government will try next to examine the
files of other journalists, dead or alive.

Porter J. Goss, director of the CIA, has tes-
tified that ‘it is my aim and it is my hope”’
that reporters who receive leaks on intel-
ligence subjects are hauled before a grand
jury and forced ‘“‘to reveal who is leaking
this information.”” The CIA dismissed Mary
O. McCarthy, a senior official, for allegedly
having unauthorized contacts with the
media and disclosing classified information
to reporters. The agency let stand the im-
pression that she had leaked the story of the
CIA secret prisons for terrorists in Eastern
Europe to Dana Priest of The Washington
Post, who won a Pulitzer Prize for her ac-
count. McCarthy’s attorney says she was not
the source of the story and has never leaked
classified information.

Congress is considering legislation that
would enable intelligence agencies to revoke
the pensions of employees who make unau-
thorized disclosures. The measure also would
allow the CIA and NSA to arrest suspicious
people outside their gates without a warrant.

Although the indictment of the two lobby-
ists for the American Israel Public Affairs
Committee is replete with references to
‘‘classified information,”” the espionage laws,
with one narrow exception, refer only to ‘‘in-
formation relating to the national defense.”
The spy laws were passed in 1917 during
World War I. A 1951 presidential executive
order created the current system of
classifying documents.

There is no law prohibiting leaks, so the
government has used the espionage laws to
combat the practice. President Clinton ve-
toed anti-leak legislation passed in 2000 that
would have made it a crime for a government
official to disclose classified information.

To criminalize leaks of government infor-
mation simply because the information is
marked ‘‘classified” is absurd. In 2004, the
most recent year for which figures are avail-
able, the government classified over 15.3 mil-
lion documents. It is hardly likely that the
government has that many real secrets to
withhold from its citizens.

Unnecessarily classifying documents is a
fact of life in Washington. Many bureaucrats
know that unless they stamp a document
‘“‘secret’ or ‘‘top secret,” their superiors may
not even bother to read it. One agency classi-
fied the fact that water does not flow uphill.
During World War II, the Army labeled the
bow and arrow a secret, calling it a ‘‘silent
flash less weapon.”

The government’s theory in the lobbyists’
prosecution could, if it stands, change the
nature of how news is gathered in Wash-
ington and how lobbyists and academics
interact with the government.

“What makes the AIPAC case so alarm-
ing,” said Steven Aftergood, director of the
Project on Government Secrecy of the Fed-
eration of American Scientists, ‘‘is the de-
fendants are not being charged with being
agents of a foreign power but with receiving
classified information without authoriza-
tion. Most Americans who read the news-
paper are also in possession of classified in-
formation, whether they know it or not. The
scope of the charges is incredibly broad.”’

Officials in Washington talk to reporters
every day about matters that may, in some

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

government file cabinet, in some agency, be
stamped with a secrecy classification. How
would a journalist be expected to know that
he or she was a ‘‘recipient” of classified in-
formation and, in theory, subject to prosecu-
tion under a law that was meant to catch
spies?

The original British Official Secrets Act,
passed in 1911, allowed the crown to pros-
ecute anyone, even a journalist, who pub-
lished a railroad timetable. The act was
made less draconian in 1989, but still carries
tough provisions and can apply to journal-
ists.

Until recently, the U.S. government ap-
plied the espionage laws to officials who
leaked, not to the recipients.

““Otherwise,” Aftergood said, ‘“‘Bob Wood-
ward would not be a wealthy, bestselling au-
thor. He would be serving a life sentence.”’

[From the New York Times]
SCARED OF SCOOPS
(By Geoffrey R. Stone)

While tensions between the federal govern-
ment and the press are as old as the Republic
itself, presidential administrations have
never been inclined to criminally prosecute
the news media for publishing information
they would rather keep secret. In recent
weeks, however, the Bush administration
and its advocates, including Attorney Gen-
eral Alberto Gonzales, have spoken of pros-
ecuting The Washington Post and The New
York Times for publishing Pulitzer Prize-
winning exposés of the administration’s se-
cret prisons in Eastern Europe and secret
National Security Agency surveillance of
Americans.

Specifically, the president and some of his
supporters say reporters and publishers have
violated a provision of the 1917 Espionage
Act, which provides in part that anyone in
unauthorized possession ‘‘of information re-
lating to the national defense, which infor-
mation the possessor has reason to believe
could be used to the injury of the United
States’” who willfully communicates it to
any person not entitled to receive it ‘‘shall
be fined under this title or imprisoned not
more than 10 years, or both.”

But for at least three reasons, such threats
are largely empty. First, the provision was
never intended to be used against the press.
When the Espionage Act was proposed by
President Woodrow Wilson, it included a sec-
tion that would expressly have made it a
crime for the press to publish information
that the president had declared to be ‘‘of
such character that it is or might be useful
to the enemy.” Congress overwhelmingly re-
jected that proposal, with members of both
parties characterizing it as ‘‘un-American”
and ‘‘an instrument of tyranny.”

Second, if the 1917 act were meant to apply
to journalists, it would unquestionably vio-
late the First Amendment. Laws regulating
speech must be precisely tailored to prohibit
only speech that may constitutionally be
proscribed. This requirement addresses the
concern that overbroad laws will chill the
willingness of individuals to speak freely.

Not surprisingly, because the act was
drafted before the Supreme Court had ever
interpreted the First Amendment in a rel-
evant manner, it does not incorporate any of
the safeguards the court has since held the
Constitution requires. For example, the pro-
vision of the act is not limited only to pub-
lished accounts that pose a ‘‘clear and
present danger’ to the nation. For this rea-
son, it seems clear, any prosecution of the
press under it would be dismissed out of hand
by the judiciary.

Third, if Congress today enacted legisla-
tion that incorporated the requirements of
the First Amendment, it could not apply to
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articles like those published by The Times
and The Post. Such a statute would have to
be limited to articles that, first, do not dis-
close information of legitimate and impor-
tant public interest and, second, pose a clear
and present danger. Nobody could deny that
articles like those on secret prisons and elec-
tronic surveillance of Americans clearly con-
cerned matters of legitimate and important
public interest; nor could the administration
show that such disclosures created a clear
and present danger of serious harm to the
national security.

I do not mean to suggest that the govern-
ment has no interest in keeping military se-
crets or that it may never punish the press
for disclosing classified information. To the
contrary, the government may take many
steps to keep such information secret, in-
cluding (in appropriate circumstances) firing
and even prosecuting public employees who
unlawfully leak such information.

Moreover, in narrowly defined cir-
cumstances, the government may prosecute
the press for disclosing classified national
security information. Such a prosecution
might be consistent with the First Amend-
ment, for example, if a newspaper revealed
that the government had secretly broken an
important Qaeda code, thus causing that
group to change its cipher. But revelations
like those in The Times and Post revealed
significant government wrongdoing and
therefore are essential to effective self-gov-
ernance; they are at the very core of the
First Amendment.

Although the threats of the White House
are largely bluster, they must nonetheless be
taken seriously. Not because newspapers are
really in danger of being prosecuted, but be-
cause such intimidation is the latest step in
this administration’s relentless campaign to
control the press and keep the American peo-
ple in the dark.)

———

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

(Mr. MCHENRY addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

DON FRANCISCO

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to claim Mr.
MCHENRY’s time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

There was no objection.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
am so proud to rise today to honor the
20th anniversary of the television per-
sonality Don Francisco and his wildly
popular show Sabado Gigante.

This show was created and is still
hosted by Mr. Mario Kreutzberger, bet-
ter known as Don Francisco, and is
watched every Saturday evening by,
get this, more than 100 million people
worldwide.

Don Francisco’s Spanish language
international television show Sabado
Gigante was recognized by the
Guinness Book of World Records as the
world’s longest-running variety pro-
gram.

After a successful 24-year run in
Chile, the show’s operations were
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