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Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, |
was stunned this morning to pick up
the newspaper and read in an article in
Newsday dated July 22 that a col-
umnist blew a CIA agent’s cover. That
is the headline of this article. Now,
Robert Novak, who is the columnist
who did this, said they came to me,
they thought it was significant, they
gave me the name and | used it. That
is a criminal offense. To give the name
of an American member of the CIA to
uncover them is a criminal offense.
Somebody in the administration
thought it was important to let that
news out. So they went to Mr. Novak,
he is one of the Republican Party’s
pets in the press, and they knew it
would go right into the press.

But when will the investigation start
in this House by the Republicans of the
Republican administration people who
broke the law? Who in the White House
had the gall to think they were above
the law and they could go down and
take a reporter and say let me give you
the name of one of our undercover
agents who has been operating abroad?
Members may ask themselves why
would they do that? Were they threat-
ening her or did they want other people
to understand, do not talk anything
bad about this administration? This
administration is trying to make the
American people afraid to speak up and
dissent. They did this because she hap-
pened to be the wife of somebody that
the administration sent to Niger to
find out the truth of the forgeries that
the President spoke about here in this
very place. When he came back and
gave his report, his report was ignored
and they insisted upon putting it into
the speech.

Mr. Speaker, the question you have
to ask is, who is writing the laws that
cover the White House and the admin-
istration? Or are they operating on
their own? They could do anything and
the stonewall on the Republican side of
the House of Representatives will never
bring it up. | guarantee Members there
will not be any attempt to have an in-
vestigation by the Permanent Select
Committee on Intelligence; of course,
we trust them, yes.

Today, Mr. Bremer is going to sneak
into this room and they are going to
lock the doors and he is going to tell us
a lot of things. Imagine what would
happen if | or the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. PELOSI) or even the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS)
were to stand in this well and say the
name of an undercover CIA agent. They
would be in the Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct in 15 minutes.
They would be hanging by their
thumbs; but not Mr. Novak and not
those people in the White House. They
get a free pass. They do not operate
under the same laws you and | do. This
is becoming a pretty strange place
where the White House, whose job it is
to enforce the laws of the United
States, that is what the executive
branch is about, right in the bowels of
the White House, we have somebody
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who feels no compunction whatsoever
to go out in the street and hand this in-
formation out. | am waiting for the in-
vestigation.

———

CHILE AND SINGAPORE FREE
TRADE AGREEMENTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 7, 2003, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. SESSIONS) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 4 minutes.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, today |
rise in support of the Singapore free
trade agreement with the United
States. This week we will be debating
and voting on the free trade agree-
ments with Chile and Singapore. |
stand in support of these because | be-
lieve that these agreements will not
only nurture our friendship and rela-
tionship with these great nations, but
also will be in the best interests of the
United States.

In terms of direct economic benefits,
there are three broad areas that | be-
lieve in particular the United States
will gain benefit from with this free

trade agreement with Singapore:
goods, services, and intellectual prop-
erty.

Mr. Speaker, the United States of
America is friends with Singapore, and
we value the relationship we have. The
relationship with Singapore’s ambas-
sador to the United States and also our
relationship with Singapore is one that
needs to be strengthened and nurtured.
By signing this free trade agreement,
we are going to bring into play the op-
portunity for America and Singapore,
who we already share so many good
things in context with from business
relationships, but we are going to cod-
ify this free trade agreement around
the ability we have in our legal sys-
tems to not only work together and
agree with the differences that we may
have, but to be able to do business in
an ever-increasing small world, a world
where the things that we do here in the
United States are the things that are
done in Singapore, and to make sure
these difference are resolved properly.

Intellectual property is one of the
key components of the intelligence and
strength of this country, and | believe
that this free trade agreement will
allow the free flow of not only intellec-
tual property but the things that come
as a result of that. This agreement up-
dates also Singapore’s intellectual
property laws, and as was noted by
Thomas Lipscomb on June 10 in the
Wall Street Journal, “Entertainment
content is now America’s largest ex-
port, and information is the basis of
more than half of our gross domestic
product.”’

Mr. Speaker, | will tell Members that
this free trade agreement with Singa-
pore is going to be one that will benefit
Singapore and the great people of this
Nation. | stand in support of this free
trade agreement. It is about jobs,
about intellectual property, it is about
goods and services. It is about a rela-
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tionship with one of America’s greatest
trading partners and allies, Singapore.

OPPOSING FREE TRADE
AGREEMENTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 7, 2003, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. RYAN) is recognized during morn-
ing hour debates for 4 minutes.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
rise in opposition to the free trade
agreement which has been discussed
here today for a variety of reasons. |
think Members understand that we
need to trade and understand that we
have an obligation to trade, and for our
citizens to have an ability to trade and
to buy goods and services. | think
many people in this Chamber under-
stand the concept of comparative ad-
vantage where certain countries have
certain strengths and that we need to
tap into those strengths; but | cannot
understand, I am having a difficult
time as | listen to the previous speak-
ers talk about intellectual property,
talk about copyrights, talk about pi-
racy, talk about customs, these are pri-
orities when we negotiate these agree-
ments.

The intellectual property has become
our priority, and we need to protect
them, but why when we are negotiating
these agreements can we not put the
same energy and the same conviction
into our environmental standards, into
labor standards, that we believe in in
this country and that we have stood for
for many, many vyears, the great
strides through the last century that
we have made in the environment, for
our labor standards, protection of
workers, and we are beginning to see
the race to the bottom where manufac-
turing jobs leave this country, they go
to Mexico? They leave Mexico and they
go to China because the labor stand-
ards there and the environmental
standards there are so low that the
capital begins to chase to the lowest
common denominator.

That is the problem | have with these
agreements. And the other speakers
kept talking about the intellectual
property and kept talking about the
copyrights, and that is because those
people who want those aspects of the
agreement protected are sitting at the
table. They are the ones sitting there
negotiating these agreements, and so
they are making sure that their inter-
ests are protected. When are the inter-
ests of the environment going to be
protected in these agreements? When
are the interests of the labor folks and
the workers that are being taken ad-
vantage of, when are they going to be
at the table?

Mr. Speaker, until they are, I am not
going to support these agreements. We
have an obligation in this country to
support and to promote our values. The
last speaker talked about what the
U.S. will gain. They will gain goods,
services, and protections in intellec-
tual property. I want to see trade
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agreements that not only protect our
corporations and protect our intellec-
tual property and our copyrights be-
cause we recognize that those are sig-
nificant aspects of our society and sig-
nificant aspects of our economy, but I
want to see America illustrate its val-
ues, what we stand for. At this time,
especially in this country, what do we
stand for?

| believe the citizens of this country
stand for a strong commitment to our
environment and a strong commitment
to the working people, the average peo-
ple who at this point in the world are
being taken advantage of. We talk
about free trade, but we do not talk
about it when we are talking about the
African farmer or when we are talking
about labor and environmental stand-
ards.

| think it is time to even the playing
field out, give our workers a chance,
and let us start exporting what we
stand for in this country and that is a
commitment to the values and the
freedoms that we have established over
many years, and that is the environ-
ment and the labor standards. We have
the political capital to do it; now we
just need the political will to do it.

——
IRAQ RECONSTRUCTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 7, 2003, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. STEARNS) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 4 minutes.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, as our
forces persevere in lraq, working to
stabilize and rebuild this country
which has been devastated by a violent,
oppressive regime for 35 years, we con-
tinue to be flooded in the press by
charges of America being an impe-
rialist empire. Such a charge is wrong.

The United States is indeed the lone
super power in the world. However, this
was not our goal. We now have the job
that most countries do not want, and a
burden that most are not capable of
shouldering. We are requested to inter-
vene in disputes affecting other coun-
tries. Kofi Annan, the Secretary Gen-
eral of the United Nations, is urging
the U.S. to deploy troops to Liberia im-
mediately.

The fact remains that when security
and influence is needed, it is the United
States that is called upon to act. Given
this fact, | continue to find it difficult
to understand the charges levied
against the United States, particularly
with our involvement in Iraq. When we
are facing a world where the majority
of nations do not have the capability or
the desire to ensure the safety and
basic freedoms of individuals is not
lost, we are then faced with a choice of
whether or not to act.

As stated recently in the Atlantic
Monthly, ““The consequences of attack
by weapons of mass destruction are so
catastrophic the United States will
have no choice but to act preemptively
on limited evidence exposing our ac-
tions to challenge.”
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It is precisely that opportunity, to
challenge a government’s actions, that
Iraq lacked for so long. Of course we
read stories of protests in Najaf or
other areas of Iraq. However, these pro-
tests represent the kind of free speech
in a country for which less than 6
months earlier a person would have
been greeted with a gunshot to the
head. The fact is that the United
States freed people that other nations
outside of our coalition refused to do.
These nations were content to continue
to allow Iraqg to descend into a culture
of violence.

Today, the people of Irag have the
ability to choose a future of their own.
We are helping them to rebuild, teach-
ing them to police their citizens with-
out torture, and teaching them to gov-
ern and rebuild a destitute economy.
Yet we continue to encounter criticism
of our efforts and strategy in a post-
war lIraq, and the length of time to re-
turn the governing of Irag to its peo-

le.

P Let us look at history for a moment.
At the end of World War II, it was be-
lieved that the occupation of both Ger-
many and Japan would be brief. How-
ever, the reality was that Japan’s occu-
pation lasted over 6 years, and a di-
rectly military government in Ger-
many lasted 4 years. Both situations
faced humanitarian crises as a result of
the war. Each nation’s wealth was se-
verely weakened, and a large percent-
age of each country’s population was
homeless; but reconstruction efforts re-
sulted in functional democratic insti-
tutions. Constitutions were drafted
with civil liberties that did not exist
prior to the war in these countries. And
today, both Germany and Japan are in-
tegral to the world economy and rep-
resentative of the success of properly
administered civil reforms. The situa-
tion in Iraq is not dissimilar.

Our troops do face a continued threat
by terrorists, and security situations
are very tense. But looking at our his-
tory, what Americans have accom-
plished in the past, how much more
vast are our resources, our ingenuity
and our compassion, we are making
progress in lIraq. The new governing
council may soon be recognized by the
United Nations, small provincial gov-
ernments are operating in smaller Iraqi
towns, mass media is available where
only state-run news previously existed.
We are giving the Iraqgi people a
chance.

Prime Minister Tony Blair spoke be-
fore us recently. He said, ‘“How hollow
would the charges of American impe-
rialism be when these failed countries
are seen to be transformed from states
of terror to nations of prosperity, from
governments of dictatorship to exam-
ples of democracy, from sources of in-
stability to beacons of calm.” He went
on to say, “Why America? The only an-
swer is because destiny put you in this
place in history in this moment of
time, and the task is yours to do.”

The United States did not ask for the
world role in which we find ourselves.
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The simple truth is we are the ones
that are willing and capable to bring
about a positive change in the world;
and with help from our friends and pa-
tience from our citizens, we will do just
that.

TRADE DEFICIT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 7, 2003, the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. DEFAZzIO) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 4 minutes.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, when
you are in a deep hole in Washington,
D.C., what do you do? You dig it a lit-
tle deeper. That is what my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle are pro-
posing with the Chile and Singapore
free trade agreements.

The United States ran a record $435.7
billion trade deficit last year, up from
$358.3 billion in 2001, and we are headed
toward a new record this year. We have
a failed trade policy. We are exporting
millions of jobs every year while Amer-
icans cannot find work. But this one is
even better. This is truly a
groundbreaking agreement.

The Bush administration has gone
further than the losers in the Clinton
administration who pushed free trade
and the Bush administration | and the
Reagan administration, 20 years of
failed trade policy in this country. This
one is even better. We are going to ex-
port jobs and import workers. It has a
little provision they snuck in, and Con-
gress is not allowed any amendments
in these trade agreements, that will ac-
tually import skilled workers to the
United States. They are only coming
on a temporary basis, only take away
jobs on a temporary basis. We are
going to export all those obsolete in-
dustrial jobs, they say. | think we need
those industrial jobs, but that is the
theory on that side of the aisle. They
say do not worry, we will retrain peo-
ple for these new jobs, the high-tech
jobs, the skilled jobs.

Now the estimates are that we are
going to export 3.3 million highly
skilled high-tech jobs over the next 5
years. And under this trade agreement,
we are going to import workers to do
the few that are left here. This is really
great. This is wonderful. What a great
country.

Mr. Speaker, if the American people
could only have a voice on this issue.
They will not get a voice here in the
House, and it is very unlikely they will
get a voice in the United States Sen-
ate. We are exporting $1.5 billion a day
in U.S. wealth. We are continuing to
drag down the economy.

The output of our economy over the
last decade, according to credible
economists, has been drug down by 35.2
percent over 10 years because of our
trade deficit. What will this legislation
do with Chile and Singapore, which is
the forerunner for massive new free
trade agreements all up and down
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