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Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I want
to follow up on what my colleague
from Iowa has had to say. I thank him
for his strength and leadership on this
issue.

As was mentioned, it is a year ago
that Robert Novak published a column
outing a covert CIA agent. The next
day I called for an investigation.

For about a month not much hap-
pened. Then, and I think the record
should underscore this, George Tenet,
head of the CIA, publicly and privately
asked for an investigation, and one
began.

I don’t have any complaints with the
investigation. I think both Mr. Comey
and Prosecutor Fitzgerald have done a
fine job. I have faith in what they are
doing, at least from everything I have
heard. But the bottom line is very sim-
ple. First, this was a dastardly crime.
This is a crime of a serious nature com-
mitted by someone in the White House.
We know that much. Unfortunately,
the attitude of the White House has
not been what it should be. There
ought to be an attitude there that says
this was a terrible crime. To reveal the
name of an agent jeopardizes that
agent’s life and the lives of many oth-
ers with whom they came in contact.
There ought to be every effort to turn
over every stone to find out who did
this.

There is a lot of speculation it was
done for vengeance, to get at Ambas-
sador Wilson. It doesn’t matter what
the reason is, the bottom line is there
is a rule of law in America, and this
crime is a lot worse than a lot of
crimes that we get prosecutions for.
The bottom line is simple. I believe if
the President wanted it to come out,
and said, It doesn’t matter where the
chips fall, we are going to find out who
did it and bring them to justice, it
would have come out already as to who
did it.

Instead, we first had stonewalling—
no investigation. Now we have an in-
vestigation, but everyone is hiding be-
hind the shield laws and other types of
things that say this gets in the way of
the sanctity of freedom of the press.

That is not true. If the President in-
sisted that every person in the White
House sign a statement—not just asked
them to do it, insisted—under oath,
that they did or did not, and then re-
leased the journalists they might have
talked to, we would know who did it.

Ultimately, as Harry Truman always
reminded us, the buck stops with the
President. This is lawbreaking. This is
not just political intrigue, this is not
just payback, this is lawbreaking of a
serious crime. Right now, as we speak,
we are trying to build up human intel-
ligence, which fell too far in the CIA.
Right now, as we speak, there are
American men and women risking
their lives in these undercover activi-
ties. They know that somebody who
did the same has been put at risk, and
there is no strong rush to find out who
did it and punish them.

That hurts our intelligence gath-
ering. It hurts our soldiers. It hurts the
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rule of law. On this first anniversary
we make a plea to the President: It is
not too late. Make every person who
worked in the White House during the
time of the leak sign a statement
under oath either that they did or did
not talk to them. If they will not sign
it, they should not be in the White
House anymore. This is too serious to
treat as everyday politics.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have spo-
ken with the manager of the bill, the
Senator from Texas. He has agreed to
allow Senator KENNEDY to speak for 5
minutes, and Senator REED to go next.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

——
FEDERAL MARRIAGE ACT

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it
speaks volumes that the Senate Repub-
lican leadership has taken this dis-
graceful detour into right-wing cam-
paign politics when so much genuine
Senate business is still unfinished, and
so little time is left to get it done.

We can’t pass a budget. We are far be-
hind in meeting our appropriations re-
sponsibilities. So far, in fact, we have
passed only 1 of the 13 appropriations
bills for the next fiscal year that be-
gins on October 1. We may not see any
of these bills acted on, on or before the
August recess. Even in the wake of the
al-Qaida terrorist threat announced
last week by Secretary Ridge, the Sen-
ate leadership refuses to proceed with
debate and votes on the Homeland Se-
curity appropriations bills.

We know many higher priorities
should be worked on. Since President
Bush took office in 2001, health insur-
ance premiums have soared 43 percent.
Tuition at public colleges has risen 28
percent. Drug costs have shot up 52 per-
cent. Corporate profits have risen by
over b0 percent. Yet private sector
wages are down six-tenths of 1 percent
since President Bush took office, and
there are 3 million more Americans in
poverty.

The Senate Republican leadership
has consistently failed to address these
and many other urgent priorities. It
has taken no action to fix America’s
broken health care system. It has
blocked passage of the Patients’ Bill of
Rights. It has refused to allow a vote
on raising the minimum wage. It has
still not scheduled a vote on renewing
the existing ban on assault weapons,
which will expire September 13.

Rather than deal with these urgent
priorities, the leadership is engaging in
the politics of mass distraction by
bringing up a discriminatory marriage
amendment to the U.S. Constitution
that a majority of Americans do not
support.

Conservative activist Paul Weyrich
explained the partisan GOP strategy in
a recent e-mail newspaper. President
Bush has ‘“‘bet the farm on Iraq’” he
wrote, and the best solution to his de-
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clining poll numbers is to ‘‘change the
subject” to the Federal marriage con-
stitutional amendment. Weyrich ac-
knowledged that doing so might cost
the President votes from gay and les-
bian Republicans, but he is not trou-
bled about it. ‘‘Good riddance,” he
wrote.

We all know what this issue is about.
It is not about how to protect the sanc-
tity of marriage or how to deal with
activist judges. It is about politics. I
might say, of the activist judges, of the
seven judges who drew the decision in
Massachusetts, six of them were ap-
pointed by Republicans.

This is about politics, an attempt to
drive a wedge between one group of
citizens and the rest of the country,
solely for partisan advantage. We have
rejected that tactic before, and I am
hopeful we will do so again.

I am also hopeful that many of our
Republican colleagues, those with
whom we have worked over the years
in a bipartisan effort to expand and de-
fend the civil rights of gay and straight
Americans alike, will join us in reject-
ing this divisive effort. There is abso-
lutely no need to amend the Constitu-
tion on this issue. As news reports from
across the country make clear, Massa-
chusetts and other States are already
dealing with the issue and doing it ef-
fectively and doing it according to the
wishes of the citizens of their State. No
State has been bound or will be bound
by the rulings and laws on same-sex
marriages in any other State.

The Federal statute enacted in 1996,
the Defense of Marriage Act, makes the
possibility of nationwide enforceability
even more remote. Not a single State
or Federal court has called the con-
stitutionality of that act into question.

Furthermore, not a single church,
mosque, or synagogue has been re-
quired or ever will be required to recog-
nize same-sex marriages. As the First
Amendment makes clear, no court, no
State, no Congress can tell any church
or any religious group how to conduct
its own affairs. The true threat to reli-
gious freedom is posed by the Federal
marriage amendment itself, which
would tell churches they cannot con-
secrate a same-sex marriage, even
though some churches are now doing
S0.
Given these indisputable facts, the
proponents of the Federal marriage
amendment have built their case upon
a tower of speculation and conjecture—
an attempt to conjure up a national
crisis where none exists.

This is a wholly insufficient basis for
even considering a proposed constitu-
tional amendment on the Senate floor,
much less voting for it. If it is not nec-
essary to amend the Constitution, it is
necessary not to amend it.

I urge my colleagues to show respect
for our country’s Constitution and its
principles and traditions, and not play
partisan campaign politics with the
foundation of our democracy. I urge
them to reject this discriminatory and
unnecessary proposal.
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