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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina].

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
November 16, 1995.

I hereby designate the Honorable BoB
INGLIS to act as Speaker pro tempore on this
day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

O gracious God, as You have blessed
each person with the miracles of life
and given us opportunities for compas-
sion for others, we pray that by Your
spirit, our motives would be purified
and our intentions made exemplary. As
Your word has commanded us to seek
justice and love mercy, remind us to be
authentic in our aspirations and faith-
ful in Your service that Your message
of respect and understanding will be
seen in our lives and be the symbol of
our humanity. Bless us this day and
every day, we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.

GUTKNECHT] come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance?

Mr. GUTKNECHT led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain fifteen 1-minute
speeches on each side.

SUPPORT AMERICA BY SUPPORT-
ING THE BALANCED BUDGET
ACT

(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, the President must have in-
haled, because last night he asked the
American taxpayers to give him an ad-
ditional $874 billion of their money for
more Government, more taxes, and
more spending.

This proves that once again the
President has no intention of balancing
the Federal budget. He would rather
add billions of dollars to our debt.

What the President is doing is reck-
less. He has replaced leadership, re-
sponsibility, and the wishes of the
American people with big Government
and political games.

If the President is truly for a bal-
anced budget, then he will sign the
continuing resolution and join Repub-
licans by embracing a 7-year balanced
budget bill that will ensure a strong
and secure future for our country.
Americans, once again tell the Presi-
dent to support America by supporting
the Balanced Budget Act.

TEMPER TANTRUM NO BASIS FOR
GOVERNMENT SHUTDOWN

(Mr. GUTIERREZ asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, | had
a traumatic experience on an airplane
Monday. | asked for an aisle seat and
they gave me a window. The pilot
never came back to say hello, and when
we landed, I, a Member of Congress,
had to walk out with all of the rest of
the passengers. So | drafted a bill to
shut down Government until the air-
line apologizes to me. Unfortunately,
as a Democrat, | was ignored.

But there is hope, Mr. Speaker. A Re-
publican is fighting for Congressmen
whose feelings are hurt on airplanes.
NEWT GINGRICH feels bad. He says he
was mistreated on the trip to Israel. |
quote, ‘“Every President we had ever
flown with had us up front. Having to
exit through the rear of the plane is
part of why you ended up with us send-
ing you down a tougher continuing res-
olution.”

Because our President thought that
respecting Yitzhak Rabin’s death was
more important than stroking NEwT’s
ego, we must threaten the services of
our seniors, our veterans, and our stu-
dents.

NEwT, have some decency. The future
of our Nation is more important than
where you sit on an airplane. The next
time you throw a temper tantrum,
leave the American public out of it.

THE PICTURE IS COMING INTO
FOCUS

(Ms. DUNN of Washington asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. DUNN of Washington. Mr. Speak-
er, the Democratic process was never
meant to be a smooth process; that is
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why our Founding Fathers created a
system of checks and balances. That is
why we have a loyal opposition. That is
why we negotiate. But, Mr. Speaker,
there comes a time for closure. That
time is now.

The picture is coming into focus, Mr.
Speaker. One side wants a balanced
budget by a date certain; the other side
is not even certain about a date. On the
one side is Congress, including, as
these folks will not tell you, 48 Mem-
bers of their own conference intent on
balancing the budget in 7 years. On the
other side is the President.

Mr. President, it is time to come to
the table. Do not pick up your walking
stick; come join us now and negotiate
this 7-year balanced budget. Our chil-
dren are counting on us.

NAFTA ACCOUNTABILITY ACT TO
MEASURE AGREEMENT’S IMPACT

(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, today my
colleagues and | introduce the NAFTA
Accountability Act of 1995 to stand up
for the thousands and thousands of
workers across our country who are
being terminated.

NAFTA promised our country a $12
billion trade surplus. This year we will
rack up an historic $40 billion deficit
with our two trading partners on the
continent. NAFTA promised our people
200,000 new jobs.

It has already cost us over 300,000 lost
jobs: Like 3,200 workers at Fruit of the

Loom in Alabama, Louisiana, Ken-
tucky, and North Carolina; like 200
workers at Emerson Electric in Indi-

ana; like 120 workers at Alcatel Data
Networks in New Jersey; like 127 work-
ers at American Manufacturing Co. in
Alabama; like 130 workers at Data
Products in Georgia; like 220 workers
at Woolrich, Inc. in Pennsylvania; like
340 workers at Oxford Industries in
Georgia; like 245 workers at Sara Lee
in Georgia.

Mr. Speaker, we will continue the
list as the week moves on.

TIME FOR THE PRESIDENT TO
COMMIT TO A BALANCED BUDGET

(Mr. NORWOOD asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, today
we will ask only one thing of the Presi-
dent. We will ask that he agree to work
with us to balance the budget in 7
years using the numbers of a non-
partisan Congressional Budget Office.
It is a basic, simple request, but for
some reason he seems very afraid of
this commitment.

Mr. Speaker, the President said last
night he thinks it will hurt America.
Fortunately, some of us know better
than that. The hundreds of people call-
ing my office certainly know better
than that. They know that the best
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thing we can do for this country is to
make an unmistakable commitment to
balance this budget.

That is what we will do. No matter
what the President says, no matter
how long it takes, we are going to bal-
ance this budget in 7 years, and we will
do it by controlling spending, saving
Medicare, and giving the hard-working
people of America back some of the
money that was stolen from them by
the 103d Congress. The people of the
10th District have my word on this.

WHY CAN WE NOT FIND COMMON
GROUND?

(Ms. HARMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, driving
my 1l-year-old to school this morning
she said, ‘““Mommy, | need to write a
term paper, but the D.C. public library
is closed. You worked until midnight
last night. Why can’t you get the Gov-
ernment started again so that my li-
brary will open?”’

Mr. Speaker, why can't we? Why
can’t we stop shouting and issuing
press releases and instead find common
ground? Why can’t we pass a continu-
ing resolution this week and then back
off and go home and talk to our con-
stituents, not about whether to pass a
7-year balanced budget, but about what
should be in it.

There are genuine disagreements
among us. If we come back on Novem-
ber 28 and spend 5 or 6 days having an
enlightened debate about the Medicare
cuts, about tax cuts, about Federal en-
titlements and block grants. | think
our constituents can help us find this
common ground that just might get us
to passing a 7-year balanced budget. |
think we can make our children proud,
not just about what we do here, but
about how we treat each other.

PRESIDENT SAYS ONE THING AND
MEANS ANOTHER

(Mr. CHABOT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, so now
the President tells us he does not want
a balanced budget, and we were wrong
to believe him when he said he did.
Sure, he campaigned promising a bal-
anced budget in 5 years, and sure, at
one point he said he favored a balanced
budget in 7 years but how insensitive,
how downright mean-spirited, of us to
take him at his word. What were we
thinking?

Last night, we passed what the Presi-
dent said he wanted, a clean bill with
simple language reiterating the Presi-
dent’s commitment to a 7-year bal-
anced budget and he’s throwing it back
in the face of the American people.

But it shouldn’t be that surprising.
After all, this is the man who said he
wanted a middle-class tax cut and then
gave us the largest tax increase in his-
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tory. This is the man who said he want-
ed to end welfare as we know it and is
now fighting us as we try to make wel-
fare reform a reality.

So, you know, on second thought,
maybe it’s good that the President
says he’ll veto our balanced budget.
Maybe that means he’ll sign it and the
Government shutdown will end.

REPUBLICANS MEETING IN
SECRET

(Mr. PALLONE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, the Re-
publicans have been meeting in secret
the last few days to hammer out their
differences over the budget bill, which
they will probably bring to the floor
tomorrow. This is the bill that cuts
Medicare and effectively destroys Med-
icare in order to pay for tax cuts for
the wealthy.

Mr. Speaker, they have not allowed
the Democrats to participate in their
secret negotiations, and as a result of
that, a bad budget bill, as the New
York Times says today, only gets
worse.

If | could just read, according to the
New York Times, “The House GOP
budget will take about $900 worth of
benefits on average from families earn-
ing less than $30,000, but only $155 from
families earning above $100,000. At the
same time, it will cut taxes by vir-
tually nothing on the low-income fami-
lies, but cut them by about $1,600 for
high-income families.”

The Republicans work in secret and
they come up with a budget bill that
we will get tomorrow that provides
even more tax cuts for wealthy Ameri-
cans while it destroys Medicare and de-
stroys Medicaid and provides us with a
much worse health care system than
we have now in America.

MISTREATMENT RESULTS IN
GOVERNMENT SHUTDOWN

(Mr. SCHUMER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, when 1
heard last night that NEwT GINGRICH
said he had shut down the Government
because he did not get the right treat-
ment on an airplane, | was amazed. |
could not believe it.

Mr. Speaker, today it is true. Here it
is in black and white in my hometown
paper, the New York Daily News, ““Cry
baby, Newt’s tantrum. He closed down
the government because Clinton made
him sit at the back.”

Well, the only thing one can treat
such statements and actions with is
humor and verse, so with all due re-
spect to Peter, Paul, and Mary and
“Leaving on a Jet Plane,”” here goes.

Well, my bags are packed, I am ready to
go. | am sitting here on Air Force One, but
sitting in the back ain’t much fun. They
wouldn’t give me an aisle seat. The in-flight
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meal was mystery meat. Where is the guy in
charge? | am going to complain. But the
President won’t talk to me. In light of Isra-
el’s tragedy, cutting Medicare is not the first
thing on his mind. I am leaving on a jet
plane, don’t know when you will get paid
again. | am leaving on a jet plane, don’'t
know when you will be paid again.

0O 1015

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF HOUSE RESO-
LUTION 264

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that my name be
removed as a cosponsor of House Reso-
lution 264.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
INGLIS of South Carolina). Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman
from California.

There was no objection.

THE REAL ISSUE

(Mr. WELLER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, today’s
headline really says it all: ““Clinton, No
to GOP Offer To Keep the Government
Open.”’

Mr. Speaker, last night 48 Democrats
joined Republicans, broke ranks and
resisted the strong-arm tactics of the
left-wing liberal Democratic leadership
by voting to keep the Government op-
erating and open, and frankly, also vot-
ing to balance the budget.

That is really what this issue is all
about. Are the American people going
to have a balanced budget? Are the
American people going to have a gov-
ernment that lives within its means?

Calls and letters that I am receiving
from the folks back home are 4 to 1 in
favor of balancing the budget and sup-
porting the Republican Congress.

Kathleen Platek from Manhattan, IL:
“You’re doing a great job. Hang in
there to balance the budget.”

Ardele Ommem from Bradley, IL:
“Support Republican budget. Keep the
Government operating. Tell Bill Clin-
ton to go to work.”

Jacqueline Jordan from Mokena:
““Balance the budget.”’

Mr. Speaker, the folks back home are
watching. They want the Government
to balance the budget. That is what
this issue is all about.

ACADEMY AWARD WINNER

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker,
every year we all await the Academy
Awards. It really captures our atten-
tion to see who is going to be the win-
ner in all the different categories.

Well, there is one category our
Speaker has sewn up. There is abso-
lutely no question that NEWT GINGRICH
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has now absolutely sewn up the cat-
egory of best performance by a child
actor this year. There is only one prob-
lem. The Speaker is not a child.

Now that this country has paid dear-
ly for his temper tantrum and paid
dearly for his shutting down the Con-
gress, shutting down the whole country
because of his little peeve, could we get
a performance that is more statesman-
like? | think that is what this country
would really like.

But congratulations, Mr. Speaker. If
you wanted to be the best child actor,
you got it.

AMERICA IS WATCHING

(Mr. EWING asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, today we
are here, we have lots of cutesy ideas,
we have little statues and we have
posters. But, ladies and gentlemen, the
people see past that. The people of
America know what is stopping this
Government.

All your actions here today will not
block out in their mind that the Demo-
crats and the President are refusing to
work with the Republicans to balance
the budget. The President has a chance
today to reverse that, and he can sign
the new clean CR that we have sent
down to the White House. America is
watching. The antics on this floor
today will not cover up the fact that
they want a balanced budget and they
want us to hang tough until we do it,
for ourselves, for our seniors and for
our children. Let us get to it.

COMPROMISE NEEDED IN BUDGET
BATTLE

(Ms. McKINNEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, if the
Republican leadership is so committed
to balancing the budget, then why do
they not abandon their $245 billion tax
cut? Why is it that seniors, students,
and the poor have to sacrifice to bal-
ance the budget, but America’s
wealthiest corporations and insurance
companies will get a huge windfall?

Clearly, Mr. Speaker, the GOP is
using the balanced budget only as a
pretext to wage their feudal class-war
against seniors and working families.
Why do they not go after the $500 bil-
lion in corporate welfare, as well as
make Germany and Japan pay for their
own defense?

Mr. Speaker, if the Republicans agree
to abandon their tax cuts and elimi-
nate just $200 billion in corporate wel-
fare, then even | will support their
budget.

PRESIDENT CLINTON URGED TO
SIGN THE BILL

(Mr. GUTKNECHT asked and was
given permission to address the House
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, the
debate is now clear and the battle is
joined. As Paul Harvey has said, Amer-
icans hate statistics but Americans
know what they expect from us. They
want us to put government on a diet
and they want us to balance their
budget. We are a Nation that gets up
early, rolls up our sleeves and gets the
job done. To be told that we cannot
balance this budget within 7 years is an
insult to the intelligence of the Amer-
ican people. You promised to balance
the budget in 5 years. Mr. President, if
you meant what you said, then sign
this bill.

THE HORRIBLE WELFARE BILL

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, with
most of the Republican leadership run-
ning for the Presidency right now, and
running on ego and on meanness, it
makes sense that this new majority is
sending President Clinton a welfare
bill that pushes over 1 million more
children into poverty and does nothing,
absolutely nothing, to help recipients
prepare for jobs that pay a decent
wage.

On the other hand, the Democrats
have a welfare reform bill that invests
in education, in job training, in child
care and child support.

Mr. Speaker, when 100 percent of the
House Democrats voted for this legisla-
tion, we demonstrated that conserv-
atives, moderates, and liberals can
agree on reform that guarantees a safe-
ty net for children and gets their par-
ents to work.

| ask, why does the crybaby Speaker
not cry about real babies? Real babies
who are becoming even poorer as a re-
sult of this mean-spirited, whining
leadership. We must veto this horrible
welfare bill.

THE PRESIDENT AND THE TRUTH

(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker,
President Bill Clinton has willfully
misled the American public on his
plans for the future of America.

During his campaign for President,
he said he would support a balanced
budget in 5 years. Two years later, he
refuses to even consider balancing the
budget in seven years.

He said he would end welfare as we
know it. Now he says he will veto a bill
that ends welfare as we know it. He
said he supported tax relief for the
American family. But his first budget
raised taxes on American families.

Mr. Speaker, President Clinton is to
truth what Abraham Lincoln was to
lying.

The American people should not be-
lieve a word he says, because many



H 13040

times Bill Clinton does not believe the
words he is saying.

As President Clinton continues to
refuse to open the Government, | urge
the American people to focus on these
facts. Republicans are going to keep
their promises and offer a real bal-
anced budget. Bill Clinton is going to
break his promises and fight any bal-
anced budget.

GOVERNMENT SHUTDOWN

(Mr. DOGGETT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, NEwWT
GINGRICH and Medicare, the three
words you need to understand this
mess in Washington. He may really be
a crybaby, but NEwWT GINGRICH wants to
demonstrate he is king of the moun-
tain. And what better way to do that
than to issue a royal decree cutting
Medicare, even if it takes the tax-
payers having to pay for 800,000 Federal
employees to have a taxpayer paid va-
cation. And since the king expects lob-
byists to come bearing tribute, it is
only natural Speaker GINGRICH would
be doing everything he can today to
Kill our ban on gifts from lobbyists to
Members of this Congress just as he
killed real lobby regulation last ses-
sion. And before this week’s shutdown
and NEwT’s paid vacation for 800,000
Federal employees, we already had
shut down one institution of this body,
shut down with lethargy, shut down
with delay.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, point of
order. Is it parliamentary to call the
Speaker of the House a crybaby?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Such re-
marks are not in order and Members
should refrain from using such lan-
guage.

The gentleman may proceed in order.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, par-
liamentary inquiry. Is it proper to
refer to the front page of a newspaper
that calls him a crybaby?

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, point of
order. The chart is demeaning to the
House.

Mr. VENTO. Regular order, Mr.
Speaker. The gentleman should state
his point of order, Mr. Speaker, if he
has a point of order.

Mr. HOKE. My point of order is that
we are not to have demeaning charts.

Mr. VENTO. Point of order, Mr.
Speaker. That is not a point of order.

Mr. HOKE. That is a point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman suspend?

The Chair rules it is a legitimate
point of order. The Chair also rules
that the Members must be respectful of
other Members and must avoid such
referencing of other Members on the
floor.

Mr. HOKE. Would the Chair please
instruct the Member to take the chart
down?
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman must proceed in order.
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker,
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, so that
I may comply with the rules of the
House, | understand then that | am not
to refer to the Speaker as a crybaby.
May | use the term “NEwWT’s tantrum’’?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In an-
swering the gentleman’s question, the
Chair would point out to the gen-
tleman that the gentleman should be
respectful of all Members of the House
and the Speaker as well. The gen-
tleman may not use demonstrations to
be disrespectful to any Member or to
the Speaker.

Mr. DOGGETT. But the Chair is not
suggesting that this Daily News ‘“‘cry-
baby’’ front page has to come down at
this point?

Mr. HOKE. Regular order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair is suggesting that it should be
removed if it is intended to bring dis-
respect toward a Member of the House.

Mr. DOGGETT. It is not on the
House, Mr. Speaker. How much time do
I have remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman’s time has expired.

Mr. DOGGETT. With the parliamen-
tary inquiries? Not with my 1 minute.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. No, with
the gentleman’s use of time.

Mr. DOGGETT. | thank the Speaker.

par-

BALANCE THE BUDGET

(Mrs. SEASTRAND asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, last
night in an interview, President Clin-
ton was asked this question by Dan
Rather: ““Are you saying, flat out, that
you will veto a bill sent to you that
contains only the insistence to balance
the budget, you’ll veto that?”’

The President said, ‘““Yes.”’

Mr. Speaker, the President has di-
vulged what Republicans in Congress
have been saying all along. That is,
President Clinton is too closely aligned
with the liberal Washington establish-
ment to do what is right for the Amer-
ican people. He is more concerned
about spending more money on Govern-
ment than balancing the budget, and
he is more concerned about bureauc-
racy than our children’s future.

The responsibility for this Govern-
ment rests squarely on the shoulders of
President Clinton. He asked for a clean
bill. He has one. Now he says he will
veto it.

Folks back home have been calling
me to hang in there, balance the budg-
et. Well, now it is time for the folks
back home to call President Clinton.
The number is 202-456-1414.
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A GRAVE ERROR

(Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Acting Speaker, | have not myself been
a great defender of the real Speaker.
Indeed, | thought the American people
were right when they found him to be
the most unpopular elected official in
America.

But yesterday | was ready to jump to
his defense. 1 do not think people
should be disrespectful of the Speaker.
When | heard people suggest that
Speaker GINGRICH had said that he was
going to be tougher in negotiations and
do more to shut down the Government
because the President had been rude to
him, | was ready to leap to his defense.

| said, how can you accuse Speaker
GINGRICH, as much as | disagree with
him on policy, of being so petty, of
being so personal as to say that be-
cause the President did not distract
himself from the Middle East peace
process to come and talk to him and
take his mind off having to sit with
some other Republicans, how could you
claim that this man would then use
that as a reason to help shut down the
Government?

Of course we have this problem be-
cause the Republicans have not passed
the appropriations bills. It is their own
lack of ability that has led the Health
and Human Services Department and
the Labor Department not to be there.
To compound that with insensitivity is
a very grave error.

CHARACTER OF MORNING’S
DEBATE

(Mr. HOKE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, what is in-
credible about this debate this morn-
ing, if we call it a debate, is that what
we see finally is that the Democrat
rhetoric has been reduced simply to
petty, the pettiest of ad hominem at-
tacks on the personality of the Speak-
er.
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And they are doing this because of
two things: No. 1, they are embarrassed
by the fact 48 of their own Members
last night, quite correctly, cast their
vote, including a couple that have been
down here this morning, although they
did not mention it.

And, second, because they are out of
ideas, they know it has finally come to
showing the liberal agenda against the
commonsense agenda.

The only difference in the continuing
resolution of last night was a 7-year
balanced budget, a commitment to
come to the same agreement that
every one of these people, when they go
back to their districts, talk about. This
is the moment of truth, 7 years, scored
honestly with honest numbers in an
honest way, working together.
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The Washington Post got it abso-
lutely right when they said the Demo-
crats, let by the president, chose in-
stead to present themselves as the
demagogues that they are.

WHY IS THE GOVERNMENT SHUT
DOWN?

(Mr. MILLER of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, the country is asking today:
Why is the Government shut down?

The President has made it clear the
Government is shut down because he
will not yield to the blackmail on Med-
icare, on Medicaid, on school lunch, on
student loans.

What we did not understand is why is
the Speaker, why is the Speaker going
forward to shut down the Government?

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. KINGSTON. Point of order, Mr.
Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
INGLIS of South Carolina). The gen-
tleman will suspend. The gentleman
makes a point of order.

Mr. MILLER of California. Why is
the Speaker going forward? Because he
is angry about his treatment.

Mr. KINGSTON. Point of order, Mr.
Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will suspend. The gentleman
from California will suspend.

Mr. MILLER of California.
minute to speak.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will suspend.

Mr. MILLER of California. He is
upset.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will suspend.

For what purpose does the gentleman
from Georgia rise?

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, point
of order. Was it not the opinion of the
Chair that the chart in the gentleman’s
hand is out of order?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is correct.

Mr. DOGGETT. Point of order, Mr.
Speaker.

Mr. MILLER of California. May | be
heard on the point of order?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will suspend.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, since it
is obvious the Democrat Party does not
want to play by the rules of the House,
would it not be in order to remove the
chart from the floor?

Mr. MILLER of California. If | may
be heard on the point of order.

Mr. DOGGETT. Point of order, Mr.
Speaker. | would like to state my point
of order.

Mr. MILLER of California. The point
of order——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will suspend. The gentleman
from California may be heard on the
point of order.

I have 1
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Mr. MILLER of California. The point
of order, | believe, is to suggest what,
that | am holding the cover of the front
page of the New York Daily News?

Mr. KINGSTON. Point of order, Mr.
Speaker. He is trying to debate. My
point of order and question to the
Chair was: Should not that chart be re-
moved from the Chamber, since the
Democrats obviously do not have the
self-discipline to follow the rules of the
House?

Mr. MILLER of California. On the
point of order, Mr. Speaker, this chart
is in order under the House rules be-
cause this chart provides and has pro-
vided to 800,000 New Yorkers the expla-
nation of why the Speaker shut down
the Government.

Mr. DOGGETT. Point of order, Mr.
Speaker; point of order, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair is prepared to rule on the point
of order.

All Members should not use charts
that are demeaning to other Members,
in order to preserve the decorum of the
House.

Mr. DOGGETT. Point of order, Mr.
Speaker.
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.

Speaker, parliamentary inquiry. When
we had a previous objection——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will suspend. The gentleman
from Texas was on his feet first.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, under
the rules of the House, if the gen-
tleman or any of the other gentleman
of the majority wish to object to this
chart, instead of continuing to inter-
rupt our speakers who use it, the prop-
er approach under the rules is to state
an objection. Then we can have a vote
on it in the House, and | raise a point
of order against these continued ob-
structions of the orderly debate and
ask them to state their objection, if
that is what they want, and get a rul-
ing from the Chair.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas will suspend.

The Chair is prepared to rule. The
Chair ruled in this case on the point of
order that the chart was not in order
because it was demeaning to another
Member, the Speaker.

Mr. DOGGETT. You have ruled it is
out of order? Are you directing us to
remove it from the floor?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is
correct.

Mr. DOGGETT. Then | ask for a vote
on that.

Mr. Speaker, | appeal the ruling of
the Chair. | appeal the ruling of the
Chair that the chart of the front page
of the Daily News is out of order.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, | move
to table the motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question, first, is, shall the decision of
the Chair stand as the judgment of the
House?

The gentleman from Georgia moves
to lay the appeal on the table.

The question is on the motion to
table offered by the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. KINGSTON].

H 13041

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, | object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. On that,
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 231, nays
173, not voting 28, as follows:

[Roll No. 803]
YEAS—231

Allard Gallegly Moorhead
Archer Ganske Morella
Armey Gekas Myers
Bachus Gilchrest Myrick
Baker (CA) Gillmor Nethercutt
Baker (LA) Gilman Neumann
Ballenger Goodlatte Ney
Barr Goodling Norwood
Barrett (NE) Gordon Nussle
Bartlett Goss Oxley
Barton Graham Packard
Bass Greenwood Parker
Bateman Gunderson Paxon
Beilenson Gutknecht Petri
Bereuter Hancock Pombo
Bilbray Hansen Portman
Bilirakis Hastert Pryce
Bliley Hastings (WA) Quillen
Blute Hayes Quinn
Boehlert Hayworth Radanovich
Boehner Hefley Ramstad
Bonilla Heineman Regula
Bono Herger Roberts
Brownback Hilleary Rogers
Bryant (TN) Hobson Rohrabacher
Bunn Hoekstra Ros-Lehtinen
Bunning Hoke Roth
Burr Horn Roukema
Burton Hostettler Royce
Buyer Houghton Salmon
Callahan Hoyer Sanford
Calvert Hunter Saxton
Camp Hutchinson Scarborough
Canady Hyde Schaefer
Castle Inglis Schiff
Chabot Istook Seastrand
Chambliss Jacobs Sensenbrenner
Chenoweth Johnson (CT) Shaw
Christensen Johnson, Sam Shays
Chrysler Jones Shuster
Clinger Kasich Skeen
Coble Kelly Smith (MI)
Coburn Kim Smith (TX)
Collins (GA) King Smith (WA)
Combest Kingston Solomon
Cooley Klug Souder
Crapo Knollenberg Spence
Cremeans Kolbe Stearns
Cubin LaHood Stockman
Cunningham Largent Stump
Davis Latham Talent
Deal LaTourette Tate
DelLay Laughlin Tauzin
Diaz-Balart Lazio Taylor (MS)
Dickey Leach Taylor (NC)
Doolittle Lewis (CA) Thomas
Dreier Lewis (KY) Thornberry
Duncan Lightfoot Tiahrt
Dunn Linder Torkildsen
Ehlers Livingston Traficant
Ehrlich LoBiondo Upton
Emerson Longley Vucanovich
English Lucas Waldholtz
Ensign Manzullo Walker
Everett Martini Walsh
Ewing McCollum Wamp
Fawell McDade Watts (OK)
Flanagan McHugh Weldon (FL)
Foley Mclnnis Weller
Forbes MclIntosh White
Fowler McKeon Whitfield
Fox Metcalf Wicker
Franks (CT) Meyers Wolf
Franks (NJ) Mica Young (AK)
Frelinghuysen Miller (FL) Young (FL)
Frisa Molinari Zeliff
Funderburk Montgomery Zimmer
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NAYS—173
Abercrombie Geren Obey
Ackerman Gibbons Olver
Andrews Gonzalez Ortiz
Baesler Green Orton
Baldacci Gutierrez Owens
Barcia Hall (OH) Pallone
Barrett (WI) Hall (TX) Pastor
Bentsen Hamilton Payne (NJ)
Berman Harman Payne (VA)
Bevill Hastings (FL) Pelosi
Bishop Hefner Peterson (FL)
Bonior Hilliard Peterson (MN)
Borski Hinchey Pickett
Boucher Holden Pomeroy
Brewster Jackson-Lee Poshard
Browder Jefferson Rahall
Brown (CA) Johnson (SD) Rangel
Brown (FL) Johnson, E. B. Reed
Brown (OH) Johnston Richardson
Bryant (TX) Kanjorski Rivers
Cardin Kaptur Roemer
Chapman Kennedy (RI) Rose
Clayton Kennelly Roybal-Allard
Clement Kildee Rush
Clyburn Klink Sabo
Coleman LaFalce Sanders
Collins (IL) Lantos Sawyer
Conyers Levin Schroeder
Costello Lewis (GA) Schumer
Coyne Lincoln Scott
Cramer Lipinski Serrano
Danner Lowey Skaggs
de la Garza Luther Skelton
DeFazio Maloney Slaughter
DeLauro Manton Stark
Dellums Markey Stenholm
Deutsch Martinez Stokes
Dicks Mascara Studds
Dingell Matsui Stupak
Doggett McCarthy Tanner
Dooley McDermott Tejeda
Doyle McHale Thompson
Durbin McKinney Thornton
Edwards McNulty Thurman
Engel Meehan Torricelli
Eshoo Meek Towns
Evans Menendez Velazquez
Farr Mfume Vento
Fazio Miller (CA) Visclosky
Filner Minge Ward
Flake Mink Watt (NC)
Foglietta Moakley Waxman
Ford Mollohan Williams
Frank (MA) Moran Woolsey
Frost Murtha Wyden
Furse Nadler Wynn
Gejdenson Neal Yates
Gephardt Oberstar
NOT VOTING—28
Becerra Fields (TX) Spratt
Clay Kennedy (MA) Torres
Collins (MI) Kleczka Tucker
Condit Lofgren Volkmer
Cox McCrery Waters
Crane Porter Weldon (PA)
Dixon Riggs Wilson
Dornan Shadegg Wise
Fattah Sisisky
Fields (LA) Smith (NJ)
O 1055

Mr. OBERSTAR and Mr. POSHARD
changed their vote from ‘‘yea” to

nay”’.
So the motion to table the appeal of
the ruling of the Chair was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Miss COLLINS of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
during rollcall vote No. 803 on tabling the ap-
peal of the Chair, | was unavoidably detained.
Had | been present, | would have voted “no”.
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers will proceed at this point for four
more 1-minute speeches on each side.

CUTE AND CLEVER SPEECHES

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, you
know, the Democrats are being so clev-
er today that it makes you think they
borrowed some of that $40,000 Hazel
O’Leary spent on a PR firm to come up
with some good 1-minutes, and | con-
gratulate them only for being cute and
clever today, $133,000 a year, and they
get their reading material from car-
toons. They go to college, they grad-
uate, they go to law school, and what
do we get? We get tabloids and car-
toons.

O 1100

Mr. Speaker, | give my one-minute
on this side of the aisle today, and al-
though there are only a few yards dif-
ference between these lecterns, often
there are miles and miles and huge
canyons of philosophical distance.

I think it is important that we start
talking bipartisanship. Last night, 48
of your Members joined 241 of our
Members in saying we are going to put
partisan sniping behind us. We are
going to put the Federal employees
who are out of work back to work. We
are going to end the furloughs. We are
going to reopen the Social Security
services office, the Passport office. We
are going to reopen the National
Parks, and most of all, 48 of your Mem-
bers in a bipartisan fashion said yes to
balancing the budget in 7 years. In
doing this, they did not sell out on wel-
fare; they did not compromise on taxes.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, you all come
over to our side; we will talk.

QUIT PLAYING GAMES

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day, Speaker GINGRICH threw a tan-
trum and revealed the real reason he
has shut down the Government—be-
cause the President did not pay enough
attention to him on Air Force One. The
Speaker’s outburst at breakfast, gives
new meaning to the phrase whine and
dine.

Meanwhile, |1 got a call yesterday
from a small businessman who told me
that he will have to lay off employees
because his business relies on contracts
from the Department of Energy and
Department of Defense that have not
been paid.

Across the country, 56,000 seniors and
workers have been denied Social Secu-
rity benefits, 15,000 veterans have been
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unable to file compensation, pension
and education benefit claims—all be-
cause the Speaker did not get his ego
stroked on Air Force One.

The Speaker’s massive ego gets
bruised, so he puts people out of work
and denies seniors and veterans their
benefits. Mr. Speaker, quit whining,
quit playing games with people’s lives,
and do your job.

THE STRATEGY OF THE LIBERALS

(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, the strat-
egy of the liberals is very clear here.
Let us distract the House. Let us focus
on the real issues today. We want to
get Government workers back to work.
We want to see a balanced budget in 7
years. But | know it is going to be dif-
ficult with the Cabinet that the Presi-
dent has.

For example, Secretary O’Leary has
been wasting money. According to the
GAO, her agency has been ineffective.
Then there was Vice President Gore’s
report that said she was inefficient.
Then there was a first class travel, tak-
ing a large contingency. Then there
was a private investigatory firm that
was going to cost us $46,500 of taxpayer
dollars, this year.

Well, now we find out she has also
hired a media consultant at $277 a day,
at taxpayers’ expense, to improve her
image. She spent $200,000 on this.

Mr. Speaker, it is time for Secretary
O’Leary to resign. We need for her to
do that just to balance the budget and
get these Government workers back to
work.

GINGRICH GOP THEME CHANGE

(Mr. VENTO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, what we
are seeing today is a Gingrich Repub-
lican theme change. A new tune. First
of all, the Gingrich Republicans were
indifferent and noncaring about the
fact that the Government was closing
down and that 2.3 million workers were
being sent home. But today, that tact
that theme of attaching to the nec-
essary funding resolutions because the
Republican Congress did not do their
work in the first place, now attached
to that was the death penalty, environ-
mental problems, Medicare cuts, and
other policy changes.

The fact is that now, of course, they
are saying they have a clean resolu-
tion, a different theme but the fact is,
it is just a shell and a pea game. Under
this guise of these funding resolutions
the Gingrich GOP are attempting to
force the same kind of Medicare cuts,
the tax breaks for their wealthy friends
and the injection of special interests in
this process.
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The thing is, get your work done,
present these policy questions hon-
estly, do not try to cement these provi-
sions and advantages in place to cut
Medicare, and to cut education, and
the other programs that are so impor-
tant to American families.

The Gingrich Republican theme
change is not going to work. The
American people understand what is at
the base of the goals no matter how
you hide them and note the whining by
the Speaker, because he was not treat-
ed right on Air Force One. The poll
numbers speak for themselves, the
American people are not with the Ging-
rich Republicans. You do not have the
economics or the public opinion on
your side. So let us pass a truly clean
resolution and get on with the real
work of this Congress and pass a just
budget.

ELIMINATE THE DEPARTMENT OF
COMMERCE

(Mr. CHRYSLER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CHRYSLER. Mr. Speaker, there
has been a lot of talk about essential
and nonessential Federal employees.
Many of my constituents are asking
why the Federal Government hires em-
ployees who are not essential in the
first place. | did not.

The Department of Commerce re-
cently sent two-thirds of its employees
home because they were deemed non-
essential. My bill to dismantle the
Commerce Department only eliminated
one-third. | guess | did not go far
enough, but that is because I am con-
servative and not extreme.

A recent survey by the Greater De-
troit Chamber of Commerce in my
home State of Michigan indicated 89
percent of the business leaders there
support the dismantling of the depart-
ment. Business Week magazine agreed
by a 2-to-1 margin. When the Clinton
administration, former Commerce Sec-
retaries, Michigan business leaders,
and the Nation’s senior business execu-
tives all agree that most of the Depart-
ment of Commerce is nonessential,
then it is time to put the Department
of Commerce out of business.

MEMBERS SHOULD NOT BE
DENIGRATED

(Mr. WILLIAMS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, | count
myself among the majority in the
House who agree that none of us should
denigrate any Member of this House,
and | personally think that includes
showing charts that denigrate Mem-
bers of this House.

I thought it was therefore ironic
when Speaker GINGRICH complained
about his seat on Air Force One. We all
understand, | believe, that the hall-
mark of his membership in this House
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has been verbal abuse, and the denigra-
tion of this President and Democratic-
elected officials. NEwT GINGRICH has
used these words about President Clin-
ton, a previous Speaker of this House,
or other Democrats: Sick, nuts, trad-
ers, corrupt, thugs. We all remember
how he referred to the First Lady of
the land. Frankly, NEWT GINGRICH is
lucky to even get invited to ride on Air
Force One.

GIFT BAN AND LOBBY
DISCLOSURE

(Mr. SHAYS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, on another
note, today we will be taking up Gift
Ban and Lobby Disclosure, two bills
that were passed by the Senate a num-
ber of months ago. My plea to this
Chamber is that on a bipartisan basis
we can pass both bills. | salute the
Democrats for pushing these issues be-
fore the Chamber, and my Republican
colleagues who want to move forward.

I encourage them to vote against the
Burton amendment, which, in my view,
is a gutting amendment, and will keep
things basically the way they are. | en-
courage them to support the Senate
proposal or even better, a total ban, as
the Speaker has proposed. On lobby
disclosure, we need no amendment to
that bill; we can send it on to the
President. | understand a number of
my colleagues on the Democratic side
want to send it to the President. | en-
courage a number on my side to oppose
any amendment and finally get lobby-
ists to register.

STATUS REPORT NEEDED FROM
COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF
OFFICIAL CONDUCT

(Mr. PETERSON of Florida asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Today,
Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. JoHNsTON] and | will introduce
a privileged resolution calling for a re-
port from the Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct concerning the
standing complaints against Speaker
GINGRICH in that committee. Those
complaints have been languishing in
that committee for over 14 months. We
have no intention to prejudice the out-
come of the investigation, nor do we
set a timetable for action. We only ask
for a status report.

Mr. Speaker, it has been rumored
that the majority leader will move to
table this resolution today. We hope
that we have a good debate on this
issue and a vote on this resolution. |
remind the Members of this House, the
Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct is our committee. It does not
belong to the Speaker. They owe it to
us to have a report as to the findings of
their work.
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WAIVING POINTS OF ORDER
AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT
ON H.R. 2126, DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1996

Mr. McCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, | call
up House Resolution 271 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 271

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the
conference report to accompany the bill
(H.R. 2126) making appropriations for the De-
partment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1996, and for other pur-
poses. All points of order against the con-
ference report and against its consideration
are waived. The conference report shall be
considered as read.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
INGLIS of South Carolina). The gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. MCINNIS] is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. FRosT], pending which
I yield myself such time as | may
consume. During the consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

House Resolution 271 is a straight-
forward resolution. The proposed rule
merely waives all points of order
against the conference report and
against its consideration. This resolu-
tion was reported out of the Committee
on Rules by voice vote.

Mr. Speaker, members of this House
often stand on the floor and debate
whether various programs should be
conducted by Federal, State, or even
local government. However, Mr. Speak-
er, if there is one thing that the State
governments cannot do, or one thing
the local governments cannot do, that
is to provide for the national defense,
the national security, and the intel-
ligence requirements of the United
States of America. The Congress and
the President, as Commander in Chief,
alone have this obligation. | urge my
colleagues to support this rule.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
support this rule. As every Member is
fully aware, this is the second con-
ference agreement on the Department
of Defense appropriation. And, while
not every Member will agree with
every provision in this conference re-
port, the conferees have attempted to
address at least one of the major objec-
tions to the original report, that being
the question of abortion.

Mr. Speaker, we are all well aware
that the original conference report was
defeated because of opposition from
those Members who felt funding levels
were too high, as well as those Mem-
bers who opposed the provisions relat-
ing to the abortion. The conferees have
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modified the abortion language to only
allow the procedure to be performed in
military hospitals in the cases of rape,
incest, and to save the life of the moth-
er. This action has thus removed an ob-
jection voiced by at least some of the
opponents of the original conference
report. While | would have preferred
that the conference report maintain its
original language on this matter, | do
support the conference report and |
would urge all Members to do likewise.

The provisions of this report track
closely those originally passed by the
House and deserve our support. | do not
have to tell any Member how impor-
tant it is to pass this appropriations
bill. And, | need not remind Members
of our responsibility to act on each and
every one of the remaining appropria-
tions bills in order that the Federal
Government might be funded for the
fiscal year. In spite of the passage of a
short-term continuing resolution by
the House last night, which may very
well be vetoed, we must continue to
press forward to fulfill our constitu-
tional responsibilities.

Mr. Speaker, Democrats want to
solve this impasse. And | cannot deny
that my Republican colleagues share
that goal. We—Democrats and Repub-
licans—can go a long way toward re-
solving this situation by passing this
conference report this morning.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

0O 1115

Mr. Speaker, | yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY],
the ranking member of the Committee
on Appropriations.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | cannot be-
lieve what we are about to do in this
House. Last night, amid much pontifi-
cating, this House told the American
people that we were going to be com-
mitted to balancing the budget within
7 years. Today, as the very first legisla-
tive act after that promise, we are
being asked to vote for an appropria-
tion bill which adds $7 billion to the
President’s budget.

That money does not go to the
troops. That money does not go to
readiness. Because if we in fact take a
look at what is happening in this bill
on O&M, the major readiness account,
it is actually lower than the Presi-
dent’s for that account by half a billion
dollars, once we deduct Coast Guard
funding, which is really a transpor-
tation function, once we deduct the ad-
justment that was made on inflation in
this bill but not made on the estimates
in the President’s budget, and that ad-
justment should have been made in
both legislative vehicles, and once we
deduct the contingency fund, $650 mil-
lion.

This added money is put largely in 3
areas: One is in procurement; well, it is
put in two areas largely, procurement
and pork.

On procurement, this committee is
insisting that we go ahead with the
congressional demand to buy 40 B-2
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bombers even though the Pentagon it-
self only wants 20. The cost of one of
those bombers is about $1.2 billion.
That would pay the undergraduate tui-
tion for every single student at the
University of Wisconsin for the next 11
years.

We are being asked to buy the F-22,
years early, at a total cost eventually
of $70 billion. And people say, oh, we
need this, we need a strong defense.
Well, of course we need a strong de-
fense, but this chart demonstrates
what has happened to our military
budget versus Russia’s since the Berlin
Wall fell.

The red chart shows that the Russian
military budget has dropped by about
70 percent. The United States military
budget, by that same token, has
dropped by about 10 percent. That is
hardly reacting to reality.

People say, well, we have to worry
about somebody besides Russia. Okay.
Let us take every single threat that
has been suggested to the United
States, from Russia, from China, from
Syria, Iraqg, Iran, Libya, North Korea,
that well-known military powerhouse,
Cuba. Add all of the money together,
and you know what? We still outspend
them militarily by 2% times. That does
not count our NATO allies, and you
know, the last time | looked, they were
on our side.

So we are being asked to provide this
huge bill, yet we are being asked to cut
back on housing, cut back on edu-
cation. We are being asked to squeeze
the life’s blood out of Social Security
and Medicaid, knock hundreds of thou-
sands of Americans out of health insur-
ance because of Medicaid.

This is indeed where the rubber hits
the road. Last night was a nice generic
promise, but today you have an oppor-
tunity to demonstrate whether you
were serious or whether you are going
to blow a hole in that promise one day
after you made it.

This country cannot afford to spend
$7 billion more than President Clinton
wants us to spend on the military
budget, if it intends to get to a bal-
anced budget in 7 years. If anybody be-
lieves you can do that, you are smok-
ing something that ain’t legal.

So | would urge you to recognize re-
ality, recognize that if you are going to
make the tough choices that were
talked about last night, you might as
well start now. You might as well start
on this bill. We ought to vote this bill
down and keep it down until we get a
bill back that reflects the financial cri-
sis which the House declared we were
in last night.

I urge Members to vote against this
bill. 1 have talked to the President’s
chief of staff, 15 minutes ago, and he
has told me he is going to veto this
bill. There is no sense sending this bill
to him. It is a mission in futility. We
cannot afford it. We should not be en-
gaged in wasted motion. This bill is a
dead duck, and it ought to be.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.
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I would suggest to the gentleman
that just preceded me that to reduce
the defense budget in the proportions
that he is talking about means we are
going to have to have fairly dramatic
cuts in personnel. Obviously the larg-
est expenditure in the defense budget is
personnel. It is a little ironic to hear
the gentleman on one night speaking
about how the deficit is making Fed-
eral employees be furloughed and the
next day suggesting huge cuts in per-
sonnel in the military budget.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. FRANK].

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, | yield to the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. | would like to correct a
statement just made by the previous
speaker. The fact is the President’s
budget does not contain any reductions
in personnel. We are not asking for any
reductions in personnel. We are asking
for reductions in the F-22, the B-2, we
are asking for reductions in procure-
ment items. We are not asking for one
dime in reduction in personnel.

You have said it—not you but people
on your side have said it time and time
again. It does not matter how many
times you say it. You are wrong each
time.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, | yield to the gentleman from
Colorado.

Mr. McINNIS. | thank the gentleman
from Massachusetts for yielding.

If the gentleman is going to get any
kind of cuts proportionate to the com-
parisons on those charts that he is
making with Russia, tell me how you
are going to get those kinds of cuts by
just cutting out the B-2 bomber. You
cannot do it.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. | yield
to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. What proportion is the
gentleman talking about? I am not
suggesting we cut our budget the same
as Russia.

Mr. MCINNIS. Why is the gentleman
using the chart?

Mr. OBEY. | am using the chart to
show that we can afford, given the fact
that we spent 2% times as much as our
enemies, we can afford to hold the
budget to the amount the President
has asked for. That is $7 billion out of
a more than $250 billion budget. That is
hardly a big slasher.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Re-
claiming my time, Mr. Speaker, this is
a very important debate, because we
have been told that we can balance the
budget within 7 years and we should
vote for that concept of a balanced
budget within 7 years and then we can
debate how to do it.

But if you pass this appropriations
bill today with the excessive and un-
necessary procurement that is in it,
that the gentleman from Wisconsin has
talked about, if you commit to the
weapon systems he talked about in
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those numbers, then you are guaran-
teeing that if you balance the budget
within 7 years, you will drastically re-
duce spending for a whole lot of areas.

We are in a zero sum game. We all
agree that the budget is going to be
balanced. There is some question about
when. But this is partly why some of us
have a problem with being told, “Well,
just agree to a balanced budget in 7
years and then we can work it out.”

If this appropriation passes, we are
committed to a level of expenditure for
weapon systems procurements in the
tens of billions that will inevitably
have to come out of other programs.

What we have is the worst case of
cultural lag | have ever seen. For more
than 50 years, the United States sen-
sibly led the free world to defend
against enemies who were powerful
enough to deprive us of our freedom.
Fortunately, today in the world, as the
gentleman from Wisconsin has docu-
mented, we do not have any threat to
our physical existence. Yes, it would be
convenient to do this, it would be bene-
ficial to do that, but there is a quali-
tative difference.

What we have here is the old cold war
argument where our survival was at
stake. Now we have had a transfer. We
are not talking about survival. Indeed,
people on the other side are opposed to
many of the uses for the military. We
have the paradox where people on the
other side want to spend more and
more on the military and use it less
and less. | think there is reason to use
it less and less.

My final point is this: This is the real
foreign aid bill. More money is spent
by U.S. taxpayers through this bill to
subsidize the economies of other na-
tions than in the foreign aid bill many
times over, except that we do not have
poor nations here. This is a subsidy to
wealthy nations.

The military budgets of Japan and
Germany and England and France and
Denmark and Norway and the other
wealthy nations are a fraction of what
they should be. Yesterday’s, Tuesday’s
New York Times has an article about a
book which says one reason the rapidly
increasingly prosperous Asian nations
have done so well is that America has,
for free, provided them with defense.
So we subsidize their defense while
they build up big trade surpluses. We
continue, in this bill, the pattern of
greatly excessive spending, not for
America’s military security but in part
as a form of foreign aid to the wealthy
nations of Europe and Asia.

As a consequence, if you pass this
bill, you get into a situation where
every dollar spent for the B-2 bomber,
for unneeded weapons, weapons the
Pentagon does not want, it is only log-
ical it has to come out of medical care,
out of education. It is why the Repub-
licans are voting to raise the rents of
older people in public housing, which is
part of their legislative package.

If we adopt this conference report, we
then make it very clear that a bal-
anced budget will consist in substan-
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tial part of excessive spending on the
military, subsidies to the budgets of
Western Europe, subsidies to the budg-
ets of our Asian trading partners. So
we defend them, and in return we will
make up for those subsidies by cutting
medical care, cutting education, cut-
ting housing. It is a very bad deal.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, one of the benefits of
this job is the excitement that we get
when we have the opportunity to en-
gage in general debate. But | am a lit-
tle curious. The gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts of course has the oppor-
tunity to vote ‘‘no”” on the conference
report, and the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts is going to have an oppor-
tunity certainly to engage in bringing
his points forward in general debate.

I would yield to the gentleman for an
answer to the question: Do you have an
objection to the rule passed on voice
vote up in the Committee on Rules?

This is the rules debate. Do you have
an objection, and the same with the
gentleman from Wisconsin, to the spe-
cific rule?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MCINNIS. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.
Speaker, | would say two things.

First, | am debating now because we
only have an hour on the overall bill,
so | am glad to sue the debate time.

But do | have an objection to the
rule? In this sense, no rule, no bill. So
I object to the rule because of the com-
pany it keeps, and if the rule is going
to hang around with a bill like that, it
is going to damage its reputation.

I would ask the gentleman from Colo-
rado, who has the time, if he would
yield to my friend from Wisconsin.

Mr. McCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | reclaim
my time and yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for asking that question.
The fact is that when this bill was be-
fore us originally, we had a time limit
imposed that prevented us from raising
many of the issues that we wanted to
raise at that time. So the only time we
have had an opportunity to raise these
issues has been on the rule today.
When we deal with the conference re-
port shortly, we will only have about 20
minutes during which we can explain
our concerns about the bill. So that is
why we are taking the time on the rule
to explain our concerns about the bill.

Mr. McINNIS. Reclaiming my time,
the gentleman still has not answered
the question: When the final tally
comes, do you object to the rule?

I yield for a response to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | frankly ac-
cept the fact that the rule is going to
pass. I am simply legitimately using
the rule on the bill to discuss what is
at stake. In my view what we ought to
do is defeat the rule so that this bill
can go back to committee and get
fixed.

Mr.

Mr.
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Mr. FROST Mr. Speaker, | yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. VENTO].

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
opposition to this bill. This rule obvi-
ously would not be necessary with an
appropriation bill if we were following
the proper procedure, but that seems to
be sort of forgotten in the actions of
this House in this session.

I rise in opposition to this because |
think it is fundamentally a question of
misplaced priorities in terms of this
Congress and our budgets. The fact is
that we do not need just smart weapons
in this Nation in order to defend our
national security. We need smart peo-
ple. We need smart soldiers and sailors
not just smart weapons.

Look what is happening in this budg-
et. Look at what is happening. We are
disinvesting in our total budget in peo-
ple, in education programs. We are tak-
ing the House budget that was passed,
removed $10 billion in the next 7 years
from scholarships and assistance in
terms of education at a time when, you
know, the world of work is changing;
the world of national security is chang-
ing.

\9Vhat does this bill do? This bill tips
the balance in terms of weapons sys-
tems. The weapons systems that have
tentacles that stretch into every State
in this Nation, all of us have employers
and some jobs that are related to put-
ting the weapon systems together. But
who is going to run those systems?

Economists will tell you, if you want
to make your national economy work,
you need to have capital, you need to
have research and you have to have in-
vestment in people. You have to have
human resource.

What is happening in our military
today is they basically have to take on
this task of training themselves. What
this bill does is cuts the operation and
maintenance budget. You buy all sorts
of new weapons systems. In order to
keep them bill does is cuts the oper-
ation and maintenance budget you buy
all sorts of new weapons systems. In
order to keep them in the air, keep
them functioning, you have to can-
nibalize those particular aircraft, those
weapons systems, to keep them going
because of shortfalls in operations and
maintenance.

What do you do in terms of the main-
tenance for the systems. Then there is
the question of operation. Who is going
to operate them? We have to take up
the training task, when we do not have
recruits and individuals that have the
ability to do the job we will have prob-
lems, in the security of this Nation.

So the fact is you shortchange by
overload the appropriation with more
weapons systems and too little oper-
ations and maintenance. You are short-
changing the operations and mainte-
nance. We all know we can end up buy-
ing an aircraft carrier, we can end up
buying more B-2 bombers. Who is going
to take care of them? They are not
going to be readiness ready. They are
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not going to have a readiness factor in
terms of being ready to serve the func-
tion in the field. It has been pointed
out that in years past, the past 50
years, one could arguably State that
we needed the high defense spending
many nuclear weapons and other types
of weapons systems. That argument, in
light of what has happened in recent
years, you cannot escape what is the
demise of the cold war is not relevant
has occurred today.

These weapons systems are becoming
obsolete as we go forward. We are set-
ting a policy path to build more of
them in a world environment where
many of these sophisticated weapons
systems, and | am pleased they will not
be used, | hope they will not be used,
we cannot use them, but it is a time in
history where we need to call on others
around the globe to start picking up
their own responsibility in terms of
their own national defense.

The weapons systems and sophisti-
cated systems that have been under
our control in the past are not applica-
ble to many of the situations we have,
whether in the former Yugoslavia,
whether in North Africa, whether in
many other place of conflict around
the globe.

It is time, | think, to say ‘““no,” to
say we do not want this continued
American buildup and spendup. We
need to bring this in line. We have to
bring this in line, in other words, to
get into the retrenchment and realign-
ment—the downsizing of the U.S. mili-
tary budgets.

Yesterday, in Minnesota, 3M Co.,
which headquarters is in my district,
announced the fact they were going to
eliminate 5,000 jobs from their com-
pany, many of them jobs in Minnesota,
good jobs. The fact is that the U.S.
military should be facing the same
plight we have given them the time, we
have given them the dollars.

If these dollars were being spent on a
builddown, if they were being spent
only on the base realignment and clos-
ing and actually moving forward in
terms of building it down so we could
have a soft landing for many of the
people in the military, that would be
one thing.

But that is not what this measure is
doing. What you are doing is you are
shortchanging, you are shortchanging
the operation and maintenance in
these type of adjustment dollars that
should be present. They have been
stripped out of this bill. They are no
longer there to help the communities
that are impacted. The Nunn-Lugar
program to take a part the former So-
viet nuclear facilities isn’t funded.

That is why | am rising today. You
have abandoned that particular process
in Russia and in terms of our American
communities so that we can get to this
with less pain and less risk.

We would like to work with you and
help you, but this bill does not do it,
and it deserves to be defeated today on
this floor.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
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gentleman from Florida [Mr. YOUNG],
the chairman of the subcommittee.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the distinguished gentleman
for yielding me this time.

I did not intend to be involved in the
debate on the rule, because that is not
what this debate is even about. This is
a good rule, a bipartisan rule. We ought
to just go ahead and expedite the rule
and get to the conference report.

But | really cannot leave unchal-
lenged the issue that we reduced readi-
ness. That is just totally erroneous. We
reduced some of the operations and
maintenance accounts. That is correct.
In fact, we reduced these particular ac-
counts by about $1.7 billion.

Let me tell you where we reduced.
Then I want to tell you where we added
back for readiness. We reduced the
technology reinvestment program. It
may be a good program, but it should
not necessarily be funded by the De-
partment of Defense. That is one of the
reductions that this previous speaker
talked about.

We reduced consultants and research
centers by $90 million. You know, they
refer to them as Beltway Bandits some-
times. We cut that.

The Nunn-Lugar funding to convert
Soviet, former Soviet, military indus-
tries, well, our understanding is that a
lot of that conversion went to a new
type of Russian military industry. So
we took the money out of that.

The U.N. peacekeeping assessment,
$65 million; we should pay our peace-
keeping assessments, but it should not
come out of this bill. It ought to come
out of the State Department bill or it
ought to come out of the foreign aid
bill, but not the Defense bill.

Another large reduction, $129 million
for travel, support aircraft operations.
We made these reductions because of
Members on that side of the aisle who
asked us to do it, and we agreed to
those amendments. So, yes, we did
make those kinds of reductions.

What did we add back for real readi-
ness and quality-of-life issues for our
personnel? We added over $2 billion.
The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY] does not like me to repeat this,
but | will. We did provide money for
the pay raise for the members of the
military.

We added funds for housing allow-
ances for members of the military.

We added $322 million to upgrade bar-
racks facilities that are a tragedy. Peo-
ple who might have to go to war and
risk their lives should not have to live
like that.

We added $170 million for training
shortfalls, training moneys that had
been borrowed in advance for other
contingency operations that had not
been approved by Congress, inciden-
tally.

We created a new initiative that even
the President thinks is a good idea
now, paying for the known contingency
operations as we go, to deny access to
the air of Saddam Hussein’s air forces
and to provide comfort for those non-
Saddam supporters in Iraq.
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We added $647 million for that be-
cause that contingency is ongoing, and
we ought to pay for it as we go. We
ought to be up front and be honest.

So the truth is, yes, we did reduce
the operations and maintenance ac-
counts on one hand but we increased
them by adding real readiness and
quality-of-life on the other hand, and |
think that, as we discuss these issues,
we really ought to be accurate, and |
will do my very best and | know my
colleague, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. MURTHA], will, to make
sure the debate remains as accurate as
possible.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. DURBIN].

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, let me
commend the chairman of the sub-
committee and the ranking minority
member for many, many good things in
this piece of legislation.

But let me also say there are things
in here which I find very troubling. We
are in the midst of a budget deficit de-
bate here which involves almost impos-
sible choices of things that we have to
cut. There are proposals from the Re-
publican side of the aisle for deep cuts
in the Medicare Program, deep cuts in
programs providing health care for
poor children, for elderly people in
nursing homes, cuts in education pro-
grams, cuts in environmental pro-
grams. And here we have a bill where
we are being asked to spend $7 billion
more than the administration re-
quested.

Let me focus on one particular item
of expenditure, the B-2 bomber. The B-
2 bomber was designed to fight the So-
viet Union. The Soviet Union, as we
knew it, no longer exists, and yet the
contractor that builds the planes has
enough political muscle in the House of
Representatives to force us to add in
this bill 20 new B-2 bombers at a cost
of $31 billion.

Let me tell you about the B-2 bomb-
er. First, it does not work. This bomb-
er, despite the money we have invested
in it, its radar cannot tell the dif-
ference between a cloud and a moun-
tain. Now, that is a very difficult prob-
lem facing a pilot when you cannot tell
the difference.

Second, it costs too much, at least
$1.5 billion to $2 billion per plane.

Third, we do not need it, since the
Soviet Union is gone.

And, fourth, the Pentagon says they
do not want it. But we are still press-
ing forward with this defense pork bar-
rel for one contractor, $31 billion.

We have to make choices in politics.
Let me tell you what | would do with
the $31 billion. Personally, | would
more than double the investment we
make each year in the National Insti-
tutes of Health medical research. |
honestly believe that families across
America would feel much more secure
at home knowing that we are spending
money looking for a cure for cancer,
looking for a cure for AIDS, fighting
diseases which ravage families across



November 16, 1995

America and around the world. That is
a much more important investment
than more B-2 bombers.

Second, | would make certain we do
not make the education cut called for
by the Gingrich Republicans. They
want to cut college student loans by
$10 billion while we are building these
B-2 bombers. Kids from working fami-
lies find it tough enough to afford col-
lege today. The Republicans are in-
creasing the cost of that college edu-
cation. Take the $10 billion they would
cut, put it into college education.

And, finally, | would give full deduct-
ibility to self-employed people, I am
talking about small businesses here
and farmers, for their health insurance.
More and more Americans are starting
their own businesses, and that is good
for our economy. The biggest single
problem they face is the cost of health
care. We allow big corporations to duck
the full cost. Small companies should
be allowed to.

You do those three things with the
B-2 bomber money, and | think this
country is better off.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

First of all, | think that the previous
speaker points out that the President’s
budget that this conference report
comes out above that, | think he
should kind of paint the entire picture.

No. 1, this conference report is $746
million less than the House report. No.
2, nearly $400 million less than the bill
that we passed a year ago.

Paint the entire picture.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 1¥2 minutes to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DORNAN].

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Illinois and | have always
gotten along. He is a good, robust de-
bater. I like to think | am, too.

But we must be very careful on
health issues not to give false hope to
people across this country on the AIDS
crisis that has now Kkilled more young
men in the prime of life than died in
combat in World War Il. There will
never be a cure for the AIDS virus.

| called Dr. Tony Fauci, the head
man up at National Institutes of
Health. We have to get saying this cor-
rectly. We can only hope for a vaccine
to keep the humano-immunodeficiency
virus locked inside the T-cells for the
rest of your life, but once that virus is
inside that microscopic T-cell, it is
never coming out.

Dr. Fauci himself has slipped over
the years. | called him, and he apolo-
gizes. The word c-u-r-e can never be ap-
plied to the AIDS plague. We hope for
a vaccine to extend peoples’ lives.

Mr. McCINNIS. If the gentleman will
yield, may | ask the gentleman’s posi-
tion on the bill?

Mr. DORNAN. | am going to support
this bill because of what the gentleman
from Illinois missed is the importance
of a balanced defense budget in har-
mony with domestic budgets. However,
I will fight like hell for reportability
on rape in the military. If a woman or
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a dependent is raped, how can any Sen-
ator tell me that when the Uniform
Code of Military Justice is violated,
you do not have to report who raped
you for your trip home? Outrageous.
Never again. This time, yes.

O 1145

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Col-
orado [Mrs. SCHROEDER].

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Mr. Speaker, with all this gray hair
and 23 years on the Committee on Na-
tional Security, let us talk about this
budget. At a time when dollars are so
precious, this thing is $7 billion more
than the Joint Chiefs, the President,
than anyone asked for; $7 billion more.
It is more than the rest of the world is
spending on defense. And what are we
buying with it? We are buying all sorts
of hardware, because those are the spe-
cial interests with the most gravitas in
this town, and that is wrong, at the
time we are cutting student loans and
cutting health research and cutting all
sorts of things.

Now, one of the things that stands
out of that whole list of add-ons that
we are buying is the B-2 bomber. The
B-2 bomber is the son of the B-1 bomb-
er. | was here when Carter said no to
the B-1 bomber, and then President
Reagan moved in and turned that
around and we built this whole fleet of
B-1 bombers. Anyone seen them? Any-
one seen them anywhere? No, no, no.
Every time they take off, it seems they
fall out of the sky. Actually, this last
weekend we did see them. According to
the paper, one B-1 bomber was used as
a float on Fifth Avenue during the vet-
erans parade. This has to be the most
expensive parade float in the history of
America.

Now we are going to add 20 more
B-2’s than anybody wanted into this
budget, and make the American people
pay for it. Will the American people
feel more secure with their children in
college, or having more B-2 bombers?
Will the American people fell more se-
cure with health care research funded,
or more B-2 bombers? We could go on
and on and on with those issues.

Are we really going to stand here and
say we have to make tough decisions in
every other area of the budget, and
then add more to this budget, when we
never did that even during the cold
war? | never remember adding more to
the defense budget than was asked for.

Please, one cannot be a fiscal con-
servative and vote for this bill.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | think that is some-
what of an exaggeration by the preced-
ing speaker, that every time the air-
craft take off, they fall out of the sky.
I think that deserves a correction.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Maine [Mr. LONGLEY].

Mr. LONGLEY. Mr. Speaker, if one
looks at the last 24 hours on this floor,
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it is incredible. We are now advised the
President has no intention of balancing
the budget. But there is another aspect
of that as well. He does not have a
budget, he does not have a plan.

I compliment the committee for com-
ing together with a solid approach to
dealing with our defense needs; a plan
that, despite the fact that defense has
been cut 35 to 40 percent in the last 10
years, is stabilizing defense spending
and in fact leveling it and decreasing it
over the next 7 years.

But we are doing so in the context of
a balanced budget. We are recognizing
that, yes, there are limits. We cannot
spend unlimited amounts of money on
everything. We are going to set prior-
ities and spend money where we need
to spend it, on the most important is-
sues that we have determined as a Con-
gress.

I think an issue that also needs to be
addressed here is that we are going to
balance the budget, as remarkable as
that may seem to the other side of the
aisle.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY].

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, | believe very strongly in a
strong national defense. | think this
country ought to have a defense that
allows us to protect all of the interests
of the United States of America. | just
think that when we look at the reality
of what the world is today, we need to
recognize that our defense budget this
year, this year, before we add an extra
$7 billion that the military really did
not ask for into the defense budget,
will outspend all of our NATO allies,
all of the former Soviet States, all of
the Eastern European countries, all of
the former Soviet Union itself, all of
China, all of both Koreas, all of Japan,
and the entire Third World. If you put
all of their defense budgets together,
the United States will spend more.

I would think that maybe we could
slide by on $270 or $280 billion a year.
But, no, no, that is not good enough,
because somehow the Republicans have
come up with a notion that if they
stand for a stronger national defense,
no matter what the number the Demo-
crats put up, as long as you put up a
few billion dollars more, you can go
out to the American public and say you
are for a stronger national defense
than the Democrats are for.

You pretend to try to balance the
budget, when you know that if you
look at the defense needs of this coun-
try, the military itself will tell you
that the F-22 is not the airplane it
needs. The B-2 bomber, we are going to
spend money for an extra 20 B-2 bomb-
ers this year. Who are the B-2s going to
go against? We are going to spend an
extra $3.5 billion for star wars.

I am all for theater based national
defense systems. We wanted to protect
our troops when they go into battle,
that is fine with me. | think we ought
to do it. We ought to put the research
money into making certain we have a
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good theater based defense system. But
a space based star wars system? No-
body in their right mind, not even
some of the most radical right-wing
Republicans will tell you that star
wars will work. It will cost trillions of
dollars to defend ourselves against a
threat that nobody believes is going to
take place.

Why in God’s name would anybody
send a missile at the United States?
They have to send a whole platoon of
them in order to be effective. Why
would they possibly do that? If they
can put a bale of marijuana into a ship
and bring it into New York harbor, why
would they bother to put all these
bombs on a missile? The truth of the
matter is, that if we want to have a
strong national defense, we ought to go
out and build one. But we ought to
build one in recognition of what the
real threat to the United States Iis
today.

What we are doing is we are spending
billions and billions of dollars in na-
tional defense that we do not need to
spend, and at the same time we are
gutting and cutting and hurting the
working class people of this country
and the poor.

We are saying we do not have enough
money for the Healthy Start Program,
which deals with the fact we now have
children in the United States of Amer-
ica that are dying at rates higher than
in most Third World nations. We are
willing to jack up the price of the Med-
icare premium, we are willing to go
after the hot meals for senior citizens,
we are willing to go after vulnerable
people in this country and say we do
not have enough money in the budget
to help them. But we do have plenty of
money in the budget to assist in build-
ing some of the most sophisticated
weapons systems that this country
does not need.

We ought to build a strong national
defense, but we ought not to waste
money on national defense that could
in fact be making this country much
stronger in the long run by investing in
our most important resource, the
American people.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | guess | need to make
a couple points, particularly with some
of the background that | have got with
North Korea. | should advise the pre-
ceding speaker that if North Korea, for
example, were to launch a nuclear
weapon into Tokyo, or, as science pro-
gresses and they gain the ability,
which they will gain within a very
short period of time, to launch a nu-
clear weapon into the center of San
Francisco, it will not take a ‘‘whole
platoon’ of missiles to be effective.
The preceding speaker ought to be ad-
vised just one of those type of missiles
anywhere could be very effective.

I would also like to advise the pre-
ceding speaker that when he talks
about the working class, first of all,
most people | know are in the working
class. When | talk to them, they want
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a strong defense. | agree with the pre-
ceding speaker that we need some bal-
ance, but | think that some of the re-
marks are somewhat exaggerated by
the speaker, especially in regards to
the missile.

I am very curious, hearing the strong
comments about this budget, to see
just exactly where the preceding speak-
er thinks the money is going to come
from for the deployment by the Demo-
cratic President for troops in Bosnia,
putting ground troops into Bosnia? |
would be interested to see how his vote
comes down on the deployment by our
President to put those troops in
Bosnia.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 10 seconds to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
KENNEDY].

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, | would like to point out if
our true concern is a single missile
going from Korea into Japan, maybe if
the gentleman wants to build up a
strong Japanese national defense, why
do not you ask the Japanese to pay for
it, instead of what your budget does,
which is to allow us to subsidize it?

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the key here is we are
being absolutely ignorant, and in fact
we are being malfeasant in office, if we
refuse to acknowledge the fact that we
have to prepare for defense against
missiles. We lucked out, frankly, in
Irag and the Persian Gulf situation. We
were able to stop some of those mis-
siles. We need to improve that tech-
nology. It is going to happen again.

I might also add, the gentleman and
I periodically see each other working
out. | would add that the person work-
ing out who is in the best shape and
who is the strongest person in the fa-
cility is the person who spends the
most time on it.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. YOUNG].

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Mr. Speaker, the previous speaker
mentioned the great investments that
we have. We have a lot of great invest-
ments. The greatest investment that
we make in our national defense are
the young Americans, men and women,
who wear the uniform, who train to de-
fend this country or our national inter-
ests. And one reason that our defense
costs are so high is we have an all-vol-
unteer service. We do not have a draft
or a conscripted army or military like
the other nations that the gentleman
is referring to.

In fact, of this $240 billion bill, half of
it, nearly half, $120 billion-plus, goes to
pay salaries, allowances, and medical
care for those young Americans who
are prepared at a moment’s notice to
be deployed wherever the President of
the United States might choose to de-
ploy them, and the salaries of the DOD
civilian workforce.

So, yes, our costs are higher, because
we do not have a draft. We have an all-
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volunteer military, and we ought not
to make those people live like paupers.
There are too many of them today who
are married and have families that
have to rely on food stamps to get by,
and that is not right.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. | yield to the
gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | agree with you whole-
heartedly. | offered an amendment to
try to deal with the fact that we have
got too many of our military not being
paid enough money. If these funds were
dealing with that issue, | would be
more than happy to vote for it. | am
talking about the $7 billion additional
funds that the military itself did not
ask for that are put into this budget
because of a lot of pork going back into
Members’ districts.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
reclaiming my time, when we get to
the debate on the bill, we will be happy
to address that very specifically. We
ought to go ahead and get this rule
passed so we can get to the real debate
on what is right for the national de-
fense.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | would just add that
the previous speaker on my side of the
aisle is absolutely correct. This debate
right now is not the general debate on
the military expenditures, and that is
probably where the rest of this would
be more appropriate. This debate is
about the rule.

I would remind all of my colleagues
in the House Chamber this rule was
passed by voice vote in the Committee
on Rules when we had a recorded vote
on it. It is a conference report, but
when the bill came up, it was passed by
an overwhelming bipartisan majority. |
think it is appropriate to move this on,
get to a vote, and go into general de-
bate.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. MURTHA].

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, | just
want to reiterate what the gentleman
said about this rule. It should be a bi-
partisan rule. I hope it will pass quick-
ly so that we can move on with the de-
bate on the bill itself.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY].

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, |
rise in support of the rule, and | also
will support the bill. | serve on the
Committee on National Security. |
think this is a good bill. It gives us a
strong defense. | hope Members will
support the rule and the bill.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SoLo-
MON], the chairman of the Committee
on Rules.

O 1200

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, first of
all, the reason I am at the Democratic
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podium is because | used to be over
here, back when John F. Kennedy was
a great President, and he stood up for
America, and he supported a strong de-
fense.

Mr. Speaker, | have been sitting here
very patiently listening to this debate
and getting ready for the other things
we are going to be bringing up in the
Commitee on Rules, such as the bal-
anced budget bill and other things.
However, | just heard my good friend,
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY], and the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. DURBIN], and others talking about
how the Republican plan cuts all of
these programs.

When | was debating the balanced
budget earlier on as Chairman of the
Committee on Rules, | insisted that all
of the alternatives that were brought
to the floor must bring about a bal-
anced budget, and we told the Demo-
crats that they would have to present
one. We told ourselves, we told the
President, and when we wrote a rule
and brought these alternatives to the
floor, all of them were balanced. What
a change in concept over what had been
happening over these last 40 years.

The Republican budget does balance
the budget in 7 years, but as | look
through it, | cannot find all of these
cuts that everybody is talking about.
When you talk about school lunch pro-
grams, when you talk about WIC, a
very important program, when you
talk about Head Start, all of them, | do
not find cuts. | find increases in all of
these programs. What | do find is that
we have really cut the bureacucracy,
we have really shrunk the power of the
Federal Government and returned it to
the States, and to the counties and the
towns and the cities and villages and to
the local school districts and to the
private sector where it belongs.

In other words, getting rid of this
huge Federal bureaucracy, that is
where you will find the cuts in here, |
say to my colleagues, the real cuts, not
in programs for the needy.

Mr. Speaker, | heard somebody up
here complaining because there was a
B-2 bomber on display in a parade in
New York City. Well, Mr. Speaker, |
support that, because we need to pro-
mote pride and patriotism and vol-
unteerism and the love of God. We need
to really push those intangibles in this
country. That is what Ronald Reagan
did. That is what made him a great
President.

Mr. Speaker, speaking of Ronald
Reagan, | heard my good friend, the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
KENNEDY], who does not talk like John
Kennedy did, complaining because
there is $7 billion in this budget that
the military did not ask for. Let me
tell the gentleman why the military
did not ask for it, because they were
intimidated into not asking for it by
the President of the United States, the
President of the United States who, by
his own admission, never had much use
for our military. Of course, that, over
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the years, has always turned my stom-
ach.

Mr. Speaker, you go back to why this
country was formed over 200 years ago,
and it was formed as a republic of
States. It is not a democracy, as such,
not a federalist government, it is a re-
public of States that were joined to-
gether, and read the preamble to the
Constitution, for the purpose of provid-
ing a common defense for these States.
For my State and your State. That is
really why we are here. Yet this Gov-
ernment has grown so much over the
years where we have 37,000 employees
in the Department of Commerce, in a
Department of Commerce which is no
longer an advocate for business and in-
dustry, but is there to regulate busi-
ness and industry.

We have a Department of Energy
with 17,000 employees, and has it pro-
duced a quart of oil or a gallon of gas?
Not in my State, it has not. We have a
Department of Education with 6,000 to
7,000 employees. Has that improved
education? No, it has not.

The problem with the Republican
budget is it does not go far enough.
Here is mine that is a 5-year balanced
budget, and let me tell you, it cuts
those things, the Department of Com-
merce, the Department of Education,
the Department of Energy, but it pro-
tected the defense budget of this coun-
try.

Mr. Speaker, let me say to my col-
leagues what the budget bill does be-
fore you. Let me go back to 1979. Our
military preparedness had reached such
an all-time low that our military per-
sonnel, overseas, and even in this coun-
try, were on food stamps, and we were
losing all of our qualified commis-
sioned officers and noncommissioned
officers. They could not afford to stay
in our military.

Mr. Speaker, we changed all of that
in 1981 with the election of Ronald
Reagan, and we brought about a con-
cept of peace through strength which
rebuilt our military. No longer would
we see what happened in 1979 when
Jimmy Carter, in order to try to rescue
some hostages out of Iran, had to can-
nibalize 14 helicopter gunships just to
get 5 that would work and 3 of those
failed, and so did the rescue attempt.

You turn that around and look what
happened after we brought down the
Iron Curtain and to what happened in
the gulf war. Our military personnel
went over there with the very best that
we could give them. The night vision
gear that our troops had that theirs did
not allow us to see them. They could
not see us, and the casualties were
practically zero, because we gave them
the very best.

Well, I say to my colleagues, do not
think for a minute that the dangers are
not out there. Somebody asked, why do
we need a B-2 bomber? Well, if North
Korea launches a missile into Japan,
who is going to be there? We are the
world leaders, we have to protect them.

If Iran or Iraqg launches a missile into
Israel, do you want Israel to pay for it?
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Just think about this, | say to my col-
leagues. If you want to preserve this
republic of States, we have to provide
for a strong military. This budget does.
This budget before you gives 9 and 10
and 11 percent increases in readiness,
in manpower so that we can keep the
young men and women, these great
young men and women, so talented, in
our military today. It provides for re-
search and development.

I would say to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. YouNG] that | just admire
the gentleman for what he has done
there, for the procurements so that we
can guarantee, should our troops have
to go into Bosnia, 25,000 of them which
will go there over my dead body, but
should they have to go there, damn it,
they better go there with the very best.
That is what this bill does, and that is
why | want everybody in this Chamber
to come over here, and | want you to
vote for this rule and vote for the bill,
because you are going to be doing it for
the young men and women that you
will be voting some day to put in
harm’s way, and you’ve got to give
them the best to do it.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. WOOLSEY].

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, speak-
ing of women in the military, last week
the new majority actually let the
House of Representatives go a whole
week without an overt attack on wom-
en’s reproductive rights, but now they
are back at it again. Today, the
antichoice forces are hoping to score
another victory by denying military
women, women who happen to be sta-
tioned overseas, access to a safe and
legal abortion in a military hospital,
even when they will use their own
money.

Military women defend our country
with their lives. Now their lives will be
in jeopardy when they are forced into
Third World clinics and unsafe back
alleys. Is that what you would want for
your daughters? Is that what you
would want for your granddaughters?
Another day in Washington, another
attack on Roe versus Wade. Stand up
for military women, for their constitu-
tional right to choose. Vote no on this
rule.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I am amazed by this
testimony. | yield 30 seconds to the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. YOUNG],
and ask the gentlewoman from Califor-
nia [Ms. WooLSEY] to stay on the floor.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
yesterday we passed a Treasury-Postal
conference report on the appropria-
tions bill, and the language that the
gentlewoman objects to today was the
identical language that was in that bill
yesterday, which she voted for. | just
think that consistency does have some
value.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume,
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simply to say that | agree with the
gentleman from Florida, that if one is
going to vote one way and talk another
way the next day, that is not very con-
sistent.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. WoOOLSEY].

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day, rather than not vote for a bill that
was good in general, | was able to vote
against my conscience for women. | did
not like doing it; | did it. | do not want
to do it again, and | hope the rest of
the Congress will not either.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE].

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Texas for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise to say that | am
going to vote for the rule, because | be-
lieve that there has been a very favor-
able compromise on that. However, |
am going to take this time to say that
this bill is not the right bill for Amer-
ica, because this bill does not do what
we think it does.

Mr. Speaker, | believe in readiness,
military readiness, | believe in sup-
porting the military personnel, but | do
not believe in excess and waste. If this
House voted last night for a 7-year bal-
anced budget, it is important to tell
the American people that this bill is $8
billion more than the Defense Depart-
ment needs and $8 billion more than
they requested.

If there is anything that | hear when
I go home, the question becomes, why
are we spending money for the defense
of Germany and Japan and many other
places? Not because we are not their al-
lies and friends and would not rise with
them in a time of real need—not peace
time—but the reason why their budgets
can be so low is because we are bolster-
ing their defense, and it is certainly
pursuant to our historical relationship
during World War I1.

Mr. Speaker, we are finished with

World War Il, and have since finished
with the Korean war. So | ask my col-
leagues on this bill, it is important to

be prepared, it is important to have the
support of military personnel that are
well trained. We saw that in Bosnia
with the U.S. Captain who was shot
down and his acknowledgement of the
good training that the military gave
him, and | will support that. But not $8
billion extra in trinkets that are not
needed.

So | think it is important that we de-
feat the bill, because we are not doing
what we said we would like to do, and
that is to balance the budget. We are
taking it out of education, we are forc-
ing 1 million of our children and mak-
ing sure they cannot eat because of the
proposed mean welfare reform package.
We are taking money from Medicare
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and Medicaid, and we are not dealing
with a reasonable defense program.

Mr. Speaker, listen to the thorough
work of the Defense Department. |
think they make a lot of sense. They
know how to get us ready for war, if
necessary. They told us they did not
need this extra $8 billion. Let us get
some common sense. Let us defeat this
bill when it comes to the floor.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to com-
pliment the gentlewoman from Texas,
because she has distinguished correctly
the difference between this debate and
the next debate. She did state that she
was going to support the rule, and that
is what this debate is about.

As we are nearing the vote, | would
urge Members to remember that this is
on the rule. We are going to have the
general debate in a few minutes.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. MicA].

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker and my col-
leagues, | think it is important that we
pass this rule, and we pass it by a large
margin. Let me say why.

Mr. Speaker, we just heard the pre-
vious speaker say that we should take
the advice of the military on the spend-
ing issues. Under the Constitution, the
most important role of this Congress is
to provide for our national defense, to
provide for our security. We do not
need a Congress if we let these deci-
sions be made by our Department of
Defense.

Let me tell my colleagues why we are
making these decisions. Just look at
the experience we had with lIraqg. If
they were launching Scud-type missiles
with intercontinental ballistic capabil-
ity at the United States, there would
be a whole different theme here today.
If we took into consideration the situa-
tion with Iran that has bought dozens
of submarines. If we took into consid-
eration the dismantling of the former
Soviet Union and the largesse arms
sales of not just weapons, but weapons
systems.

If we look at the policies of this ad-
ministration who are now talking
about selling intercontinental missile
parts from the former Soviet Union, re-
publics, on the world market, then we
see that this Congress has a respon-
sibility to make those decisions, and if
we just remember the experience of the
Gulf war when our friends would not
even let us fly over their areas or their
territories, we see the importance of a
B-2 bomber, a B-2 bomber which is
going to replace dozens of men and
women who would be put at risk who
are flying planes that are older than
the pilots. We make those decisions.
That is the purpose of this Congress,
not to listen to people in the Depart-
ment of Defense or people who want to
spend money on other programs that
do not provide for national security.

So this is our most important respon-
sibility under the Constitution. That is
why this rule is important, and that is
why we must pass it by a large margin
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and send a message to the White
House.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self the remainder of my time.

Mr. Speaker, there are differences of
opinion on this side of the aisle. Some
of our Members are for this conference
report, others are not. | urge a yes vote
on the rule, and | personally urge a yes
vote on the conference report, and |
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Again, the rule was passed by voice
vote. We have just heard the comments
from the gentleman, and of course, the
ranking member on the Committee on
Rules. I would urge my colleagues to
vote for the rule. We can move right in,
get past that, and get into a very
healthy general debate.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time and | move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 372, nays 55,
not voting 5, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 804]
YEAS—372

Abercrombie Bryant (TX) Deal
Ackerman Bunn Delauro
Allard Bunning DelLay
Andrews Burr Diaz-Balart
Archer Burton Dickey
Armey Buyer Dicks
Bachus Callahan Dingell
Baesler Calvert Dixon
Baker (CA) Camp Doggett
Baker (LA) Canady Dooley
Baldacci Cardin Doolittle
Ballenger Castle Dornan
Barcia Chabot Doyle
Barr Chambliss Dreier
Barrett (NE) Chapman Duncan
Bartlett Chenoweth Dunn
Barton Christensen Edwards
Bass Chrysler Ehlers
Bateman Clay Ehrlich
Beilenson Clayton Emerson
Bentsen Clement Engel
Bereuter Clinger English
Berman Clyburn Ensign
Bevill Coble Eshoo
Bilbray Coburn Everett
Bilirakis Coleman Ewing
Bishop Collins (GA) Farr
Bliley Collins (MI) Fawell
Blute Combest Fields (TX)
Boehlert Condit Flake
Boehner Cooley Flanagan
Bonilla Costello Foglietta
Bonior Cox Foley
Bono Coyne Forbes
Borski Cramer Ford
Boucher Crane Fowler
Brewster Crapo Fox
Browder Cremeans Franks (CT)
Brown (CA) Cubin Franks (NJ)
Brown (FL) Cunningham Frelinghuysen
Brown (OH) Danner Frisa
Brownback Davis Frost
Bryant (TN) de la Garza Funderburk
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Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden

Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee

Kim

King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink

Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette

Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Collins (IL)
Conyers
DeFazio
Dellums
Deutsch
Durbin
Evans
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Frank (MA)
Furse
Gutierrez
Johnston

Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHale
McHugh
Mclnnis
MclIntosh
McKeon
McNulty
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Reed
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers

NAYS—55

Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Markey
Martinez
McCarthy
McDermott
McKinney
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Minge
Nadler
Oberstar
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Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose

Roth
Roukema
Royce

Sabo
Salmon
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schumer
Scott
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stokes
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thornton
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli
Traficant
Upton
Visclosky
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise

Wolf

Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

Obey

Olver
Owens
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Rangel
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sanders
Schroeder
Stark
Studds
Thurman
Towns
Velazquez
Vento

Waters Williams Yates
Watt (NC) Woolsey
Waxman Wyden
NOT VOTING—5
Fields (LA) Pombo Volkmer
Moran Tucker
0O 1236

Mr. HILLIARD AND Mr. PALLONE
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’” to
“yea.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
| ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the further conference report
on the bill H.R. 2126 and that | may in-
clude extraneous and tabular matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CHAMBLISS). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2126,
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 1996

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
pursuant to House Resolution 271, |
call up the conference report on the
bill (H.R. 2126), making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1996,
and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 271, the fur-
ther conference report is considered as
having been read.

(For further conference report and
statement, see proceedings of the
House of November 15, 1995, at page
H12415.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. YouNaG] will
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MURTHA] will be recognized for 30 min-
utes.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, it is my un-
derstanding the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania is not opposed to the further
conference report. If that is the case,
then | would ask, under clause 2 of rule
XXVIIl, to control one-third of the
time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the
gentleman from Pennsylvania oppose
the further conference report?

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, no, |
support the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] will
be recognized for one-third of the time.

Mr. OBEY. | thank the Chair.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. YOUNG].

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as | may
consume.
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Mr. Speaker, we are presenting a
good national defense appropriations
bill today. | would say that it did not
come easy. It is the work product of a
lot of hours on the part of a lot of very
serious and credible Members of this
Congress in making this bill come to-
gether.

We had some 1,700 differences be-
tween our bill and the bill passed by
the other body, and we were able to re-
solve all of those without too much dif-
ficulty, with one exception that | will
mention in just a minute.

But | want to call attention to the
members of the subcommittee who
worked so diligently in making this
possible today. I will mention the gen-
tleman  from Pennsylvania [Mr.
McDADE], the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations, the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. LIVINSGTON], the
gentleman from California [Mr. LEwWIS],
the gentleman from New Mexico [Mr.
SKEEN], the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
HoBsoN], the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BoONILLA], the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. NETHERCUTT], the
gentleman  from Oklahoma  [Mr.
IsTooK], and the very distinguished
ranking member and former chairman
of this subcommittee, who has been a
tremendous partner in a bipartisan ef-
fort all the way through, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. MuR-
THA], and the gentleman from Washing-
ton [Mr. Dicks], the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. WILSON], the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. HEFNER], the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO],
and the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY], as the ranking member on the
full committee who serves ex-officio on
our subcommittee.

We had a lot of difficult decisions to
make, and we did that, and to be as
brief as | can, Mr. Speaker, this bill,
this conference report, is very much
similar to the conference report we
presented about 7 weeks ago.

But there are two differences | would
like to call to your attention. One is
the Army is having difficulty meeting
the end strength that was directed to
them, and if we did not provide the ad-
ditional money for the Army end
strength issue, they would have had to
release members of the Army without
advanced notice and just put them on
the street. So we provided the funding
necessary to have the Army meet its
end strength targets gradually. We did
not add any new money to the bill. We
just took the money out of one account
and put it into the other account. So
we took care of that problem for today.

The big issue and the one that caused
us difficulty on the floor the last time
this bill was before us was the language
dealing with abortion. Now yesterday,
when the Treasury-Postal appropria-
tions bill was adopted, it included cer-
tain language dealing with abortion.
After that passed the House, we went
back to our conference and adopted the
identical language, and so the language



H 13052

dealing with abortion in this con-
ference report today is the same as it
was.

That language, Mr. Speaker, in this
conference report today, is identical to
that which we passed yesterday on a
vote of 374 to 52, and so we believe that
the major controversies have been re-
solved now and we can move expedi-
tiously to deal with this bill.

I might say just briefly, Mr. Speaker,
that this has been a bipartisan effort.
This legislation provides funding for
the defense of our Nation and our na-
tional interests. Almost half the
money in this bill goes to pay the sala-
ries and the allowances, housing, medi-
cal care, et cetera, for those who serve

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

in our military in uniform who are
trained and prepared to defend this Na-
tion’s interests wherever they might
be.

Today, while the world looks at
Bosnia and is wondering what is going
to happen, the President of the United
States has suggested that he intends to
send some 20,000 Americans to Bosnia.
Those young people need to be taken
care of properly, and nearly half of the
money in this bill goes to pay their sal-
aries, their housing allowances, medi-
cal care, and things of this nature. This
has always been a bipartisan effort to
provide for national defense.

November 16, 1995
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It is a little unfortunate that this ef-
fort has been allowed to become em-
broiled in the larger issues of the budg-
et reconciliation, the budget bills, the
continuing resolutions. It does not
really belong there, because defense
properly should be strictly nonpoliti-
cal, it should be bipartisan in nature.

The bill we present today is just
that. It is nonpolitical, it is bipartisan,
and it addresses the needs, as we see it,
that our national defense establish-
ment needs to be prepared for whatever
contingency there might be.

At this point | would like to submit
for the RECORD tables summarizing the
conference agreement.
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H.R. 2126 - DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS, 1996
Conference
FY 1905 FY 1008 compared with
Enacled Estimate Houee Senate Conference enacted
TME|
MILITARY PERSONNEL )
Military Personnel, Amy 20,870,470,000 18,721,408,000 19,884,008,000 18,778,587,000 16,648,187,000 -824,283,000
Milkary P f, Navy. 17,752,237,000 17,008,383,000 16,978,208,000 17,008,563,000 ~743,874,000
Milnary P i, Marine Corps $5,800,071,000 §8,877,740,000 5,928,340,000 5,888,540,000 5,885,740,000 +85,806,000
Milluy P.nonnol Air Force 17,388,578,000 17,108,120,000 17,264,820,000 17,158,443,000 17,207,743,000 -180,838,000
Py 3 Nmy 2,188,120,000 2,101,388,000 2,122,508,000 2,102,486,000 2,122,408,000 ~43,054,000
R P 1,411,400,000 1,348,223,000 1% 1,348,323,000 1,3685,523,000 -55,8080,000
F\nom Pcnonnol. Mlﬂnt Corps . 380,048,000 381,751,000 308,103,0 384,381,000 378,151,000 +28,303,000
P i, Aie Fﬂl’ﬂ 771,634,000 782,761,000 783,388,000 783,861,000 784,588,000 +12,982,000
Nlﬁonll Guard P f, Army 3,350,506,000 3,218,258,000 3,240,856,000 3,222, 422,000 3,242,422,000 -108,083,000
National Guard P i, Air Force 1,238,429,000 1,248,427,000 1,254,827,000 1,288.827,000 1,258,827,000 +21,168,000
Total, title i, Military Personnel 71,101,502,000 88,800,083,000 88,231,882,006 88,881,026,000 988,181,008,000 -1,910,484,000
TITLE W
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
Operstion and M , Ay, 18,443,888,000 18,134,738,000 18,008,131,000 17,047,228,000 18,321,065,000 -121,723,000
(By transfer - National Defense Stockpile & DBOF} 150,000,000) 50,000,000 {50,000,000) {50,000,0004 (50,000,000  .cccureecnremmsencaseieece
Operation and Malnk 21,476,170,000 21,175,710,000 20,548,710,000 21,198,301,000 21,278,425,000 ~196,745,000
(By transfer - National Defense Stocipile & DBOF)..........vveee.. 50,000,000} {£0,000,0004 150,000,000 50,000,000)  ccoererrrssmarsrmssssnens
Operation and Maint , Marine Corps 2,021,715,000 2,200,722,000 2,508,822,000 2,341,737,000 2,392,522,000 +370,807,000
Operation and Mai Alr Force 19,813,827,000 18,208,507,000 18,873,793,000 18,202,437,000 18,581,267,000 -1,052,880,000
23,500,000}
50,000,000} {50,000,000) {50,000,000)  ..ocoeereceeesmersssrssossons
10,308,782,000 $,908,810,000 9,804,008,000 10,388,585,000 -88,808,000
1,008,501,000 1,118,191,000 1,068,312,000 1,118,181,000 -117,818,000
826,042,000 841,585,000 826,042,000 839,542,000 +12,823,000
90,203,000 102,079,000 90,283,000 100,283,000 +18,421,000
1,4808,947,000 150,267,000 1,488,847,000 1,516,287,000 +47,782,000
2,304,108,000 £,554,487,000 2,361,708,000 2,440,808,000 +15,920,000
2,712,221,000 2,737,221,000 2,724,021,000 2,7786,121,000 +3,163,000
-2,544,000
6,521,000 6,524,00C 8,521,000 6,521,000 +305,000
1,622,200,000 1,422,200,000 1,487,000,000 1,422,200,000 58,000,000
15,000,000 15,000,000 15,000,000 15,000,000 +800,000
3,000,000
TB,790,000 .uovcrrinimcniaresaenes 80,000,000 ....conecmrimirennen -85,000,000
371,000,000 200,000,000 325,000,000 300'0001000 80,000,000
665,000,000
30,000,000 eenerenens 50,000,000 +50,000,000
Total, title I, Operation and 82,819,085,000 80,800,230,00C 81,483,817,000 78,840,008,000 81,552 727 000 -1,208,358,000
(By transter) {173,300,000) {180,000,000¢ {150,000,000} {150,000,000) {150,000,000} 23,500,000}
TIME W
PROCUREMENT
Aircraft Pr t, Army 1,028,753,000 1,223,087 000 1,488,067,000 1,468,823,000 1,558,805,000 +530,052,000
Missile P t, Army - 813,795,000 676,430,000 842,830,000 848,555,000 883,555,000 +51,780,000
Pre of Wi and Ti d Combet Vehicles, Army.. 1,151,814,000 1,296,908,000 1,/510,004,000 1,396,264,000 1,852,745,000 +500,831,000
Procurement of Ammunlﬁon Ay 1,125,321,000 795,015,000 1,018,315,000 1,000,681,000 1,110,685,000 ~14,838,000
Other Proct , Army 2,848,348,000 2,256,801,000 2,570,128,000 2,780,002,000 2,780,443,000 + 120,008,000
Alrcraft Procurement, Navy. 4,827 845,000 3,800,488,000 4,310,703,000 4,807,383,000 4,580,294,000 -38,251,000
Weapons Procurement, Navy 2,168,080,000 1,747,121,000 1,738,211,000 1,771,421,000 1,868,827,000 486,253,000
Procurement of Ammunition, Navy and Marine Comps................ AT A £ T o O — 482,778,000 vomsenses 430,053,000 +12,274,000
Shipbuiiding and C: ion, Navy 5,412,404,000 5,051,835,000 5,577,958,000 7,082,001,000 6,643,958,000 +1,231,404,000
By for) {1,200,000,000 - - {-1,200,000,000
Other Procurement, Navy 3,328,171,000 2,308,080,000 2,480,670,000 2,304,260,000 2,483,581,000 -845,590,000
Procurement, Marine Corps 422,410,000 474,118,000 480,852,000 997,138,000 458,847,000 +38,537,000
Arcraft P t, Air Force 8,352,482,000 6,183,808,000 7,140,703,000 7,183,2558,000 7,367,983,000 +1,015,821,000
(Transfer to O & M, Alr Force). £23,500,0004 {+23,500,000}
Missile Pro: W, Air Force 3,500,762,000 3,647,711,000 3,223,208,000 3,550,182,000 2,843,831,000 518,831,000
Procurement of Ammunhion, Alr Force................ BB A0L000 ..o cenerenmeenenosarenn 218,000  ..cvciiianne S 338,200,000 +50,308,000
Other Pr t, Alr Force 8,008,101,000 8,804,808,000 6,540,651,000 6,284,230,000 874,871,000
P t, Def -Wide 2,068,230,000 2,179,917,000 2,187,088,000 2,114,824,000 2,124,375,000 +88,148,000
National Guard and Reserve EQUIPMeNt ..........aeeserersanionsasrsns - TPIOL00,000  ..ooeeeeccecmcecacorscneces £08, 125,000 777,000,000 777,000,000 +7 /000,000
Total, title IlI, P 43,124 838,000 38,052,049,000 42,878,405,000 44,400,774,000 44,088,318.000 +544,880,000
(By transfer) {1,178,500,0004 {-1,178,500,000}
TMEWV _
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND EVALUATION . .
Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, Amy.................... 5,478,413,000 4,444,178,000 4,742,180,000 4,836,131,000 4,870,084,000 807,729,000
Research, Devsiopment, Test and Evaluation, Nawy ..............c.. 8,727,3588,000 8,204,530,000 8,715,481,000 8,282,051,000 $,748,132,000 +20,784,000
Research, Development, Test and Evaluation, Air Force ............. 12,011,372,000 12,568,438,000 13,1 10,336,000 13,087,908,000 13,120,587 000 +1,115,186,000
Research, Devsiopment, Test and Evalustion, Defense-Wide ..... 8,082,642,000 8,802,581,000 8,026,008,000 $,198,784,000 $,411,067,000 +748,115,000
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Confersncs

FY 1908 FY 1908 compared with

Enacted Estimate House Senale Conference enacted

Developmental Test and Evaluation, Defense...........c.c e 238,003,000 256,341,000 250,341,000 248,082,000 251,082,000 +13,079.000
Operational Test and Evaluation, Dek 12,501,000 22 587,000 22,587,000 22,587,000 22,587,000 +10,088,000

Total, title IV, Research, Development, Test and Evaluation...  36,130,596,000 34,331,863,000 36,478,580,000 -38,474,024,000 38,430,108,000 +1,2008,510,000

TMEV
REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS
Defense business operations fund 945,238,000 878,700,000 1,573,800,000 1,178,700,000 878,700,000 -B8, 538,000
National Defense Sealift Fund “ 724,400,000 974,220,000 974,220,000 1,024,220,000 1,024,220,000 +268,820,000
(Transfer out, prior Year funds - SCN) .....eessueemsessorssmsssssssssase {-1,200,000,000) {+1,200,000,000}
Total, title V, Revolving and Manag: t Furds 1,006,838,000 1,852,820,000 2,548,020,000 2,202,920,000 1,802,820,000 +233,282,000
TME VI
OTHER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE PROGRAMS
Defense health program:
Operation and maintenance 8,014,370,000 8,885,52%5,000 8,917,125,000 6,008,525,000 6,838,325,000 +323,955,000
Procurement 326,589,000 288,033,000 288,033,000 263,033,000 288,033,000 ~4 1,556,000
Total, Defense Health Program 9,943,856,000 10,153,588,000 10,206, 158,000 10,190,568,000 10,220,368,000 +282,208,000
Chemical Agents & Munitions Destruction, Defense: 1/
Operation and maintenance 385,784,000 363,880,000 363,850,000 353,850,000 353,850,000 -1,834,000
Procy t 164,985,000 200,448,000 290,448,000 224,448,000 265,000,000 +86,035,000
Research, development, 1o, and eVAILSHION. ..........ovsveimsivsesas 20,700,000 53,400,000 33,400,000 33,400,000 83,400,000 +32,700,000
Total, Chemical Agents 575,448,000 748,008,000 748,008,000 831,008,000 872,250,000 +86,801,000
Drug Interdiction Defense 721,266,000 680,432,000 688,432,000 880,432,000 888,432,000 ~32,834,000
Office of the inspector General 140,872,000 138,226,000 178,226,000 139,226,000 178,220,000 +37,354,000
Total, title VI, Other Department of Defense Programa........... 11,381,548,000 11,715,814,000 11,818,514,000 11,847,014,000 11,768,268,000 +383,720,000
TIMLE Vil
RELATED AGENCIES
Central Intelligence Agency Retirement and Disabliity Sysiem
Fund 186,000,000 213,900,000 213,000,000 213,900,000 213,800,000 + 15,900,000
G ity Manag 1t Account. $2,884,000 3,283,000 75,083,000 68,263,000 90,683,000 -2,001,000
National Security Education Trust FUnd ........seesesssssssnsssssas, " 8,500,000 15,000,000  ..coocinirasnsresasnasassnns 7,800,000 7,500,000 -1,000,000
Total funding aveilable (78,000,000}  cecvmuemmenssssanerneraeens {-78,100,000 {+75,000,000)
Rescission -12,276,000
Kahc'olawe Island y and Envi ntal Restoration
Trust Fund $0,000,000 28,000,000 25,000,000 -25,000,000
Total, title Vil, Related agencies 349,184,000 322,183,000 277,304,000 344,883,000 337,083,000 -12,101,000
‘ TITLE Vit
GENERAL PROVISIONS
Additional fransfer &UthOHtY {S€C. B00S).........c.wreeemerseesrressesssssss {2,000,000000)  (2,000,000,000)  ({2,000,000,000}  (2,400,000,000)  {2,400,000,000)  {+400,000,000}
FFRDCs labs (Sec. 8046) S20588,000  ....coornimironsosnsionien -80,087,000 -80,000,000 -80,000,000 +430,588,000
Overseas Military Fac. Invest. R Y 7,088,000 -7,088,000
Guard and Resétve “Overbiiling” 87,000,000 -B7,000,000
National Science Center, Army (Sec. 8074).........ocovvsmsissssrenssans 45,000 85,000 85,000 85,000 25,000 +40,000
Sports account, reappropriation 800,000 -800,000
Chivil-Mil coop program 8,000,000 -8,000,000
Rongeiap Resettioment Trust Fund 5,000,000 5,000,000
Coast Guard W AIT000  .cocrnrsirmssssrasrenen. . 44,000,000 -36,407 000
Mil retirement fund (COLA accel) 376,000,000 378,000,000
Deft jon SMOCTA reapprop 10,000,000 -10,000,000
Phila Naval Shipyard Uty Reconfig Proy ..........ccceceracnaracens 14,200,000 -14,200,000
Contr to international Organizations ~4,581,000 +4.581,000
Payments to the Asia Foundation. 5,000,000 5,000,000
Procurement {reacission) -304,000,000 +304,800,000
Alrcraft procurement, Navy (resc). -200,000,000 +200,000,000
Burdensharing contribution, misc. FEORIRS..........ceu.mvceermerseemmsoner -360,000,000 - +360,000,000
Contractor ADP (Sec. 8101) =30,000,000 ...cccovsemensensuisossnnse -30,000,000 -39,000,000
Transfer of funds {Sec. 8118) £200,000,000¢ ]
Military Techni $8,080,000
Reacissions (Sec. 8083) -232,244,000 -581,217,000 -581,217,000
Inflation Reestimate (Sec. 8125 -832,000,000 832,000,000

Management efficlencies (Sec. 8128) -442,000,000 442,000,000
VCX lease termination costs (Sec. 8126)

Total, title VIll -857,422,000 85,000 -76,012,000 ~228,106,000 -1,053,132,000 -1,087,710,000
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H.R. 2126 - DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS, 1996

Conferance
FY 1908 FY 1806 comparad with
Enacted Estimale Houese Senale Confetence enacted
TITLE X
MANAGEMENT FUNDS -
Emergency Response Fund, FY84 supplemeniai..................... 299,300,000 -290,300,000
Grand total 245,018,085,00C 238308,017,000 244,030,500,000 M2,725,841,000 243.293,297,000 -4,724,771,000
BUDGET SCOREKEEPING ADJUSTMENTS

Flscal yoar 1905 adjustments: -

Oisposal & lease of DOD reat property (Sec. 8055) 8,000,000 8,000,000 8,000,000 8,000,000 8,000,000  .ocesrcrerrenrresransnssess
Adjustment for unapprop'd balance transfer {Stockpile) ............. " 150,000,000 -150,000,000
Stockpik Hections (unappropriated) -150,000,000 + 150,000,00¢

Response Fund, FYS4 suppk ntal -290,300,000 +288,300,000
Rescission of unabligated balances:

Procurement 1603/1964 -517,000,000 + 517,000,000

ROTAE, 1904 -131,800,000 + 131,800,000
Sec, 115 of P.L. 104-8:

Missile proci , Alr Force {:76,900,000) {+76,900,000)

ROT&E, Al Force. (78,800,000) {-78,800,000)
Emergency funding, FYB5 SURPIOMBNTAL ...c.cceiissssissermmssssnsssns ~2,473,087,000 +2,475,087 000
Burdensharing contribution, misc. receipts -50,000,000 50,000,000 50,000,000 -50,000,900 50,000,000
Travel and administrative reduction (H.R. 1944)....ccnrerieisunsesnenn 80,000,000 +50,000,000

Total adjustments -3,484,997,000 42,000,000 a,doo,ooo ~42,000,000 -42,000,000 +3,422 987,000

RECAPITULATION

Title | - Military Personnel . 71,101,502,000 69,806,683,000 98,231,892,000 88,881,026,000 89,161,008,000 -1,610,484,000
et -Upsratron wrib dnimon TLEROLEE BLESLREC L DNECOUNEST FOHBLOELCBET B4GEE2, TR0 LIRS ARE LD
Title Il - Pri it % 43,124,638,000 * 38,082,048,000 42,878,408,000 44,480,774,000 44,0898,318,000 + 844,880,000
Title V - Ressarch, Development, Test and Evaluation................. 35,130,508,000 34,331,953,000 38,879,560,000 35,474,024,000 38,430, 108,000 +1,290,510,000
Thie V - Revoiving and Manag % Funds 1,000,8638,000 1,852,920,000 2.548,.020,000 2,202,820,000 1,902,920,000 +233,282,000
Title VI - Other Depart t of Dek Programs. 11,381,548,000 11,718,0614,000 11,618,314,000 11,847,014,000 11,785,288,000 +383,720,00¢
Title VIl - Related agenci 348,184,000 322,183,000 277,304,000 344,883,000 éa7,oea.ooo -12,101,000
Title VII} - General provisk 857,422,000 85,000 76,012,000 -226,100,000 -1,655,132,000 ~1,087,710,000

{Additional transfer authority) {2,000,000,000} {2,000,000,000} {2,000,000,000} {2,400,000,000} {2,400,000,000) {+ 400,000,000}

Thie IX - Manag it Funds 206,300,000 -200,300, 000

Total, Department of Defense 245,018,088,000 236,388,017,000 244,030,500,000 242,725.841,000 243,293,287,000 -1,724,771,000

S ping adjust k -3,484,907,000 -42,000,000 -42,000,000 -42,000,000 -42,000,000 +3,422,667,000

Grand total 241053071000 208344017,000 243.967.500,000 242883841000 243,251,287.000  +1,688,2206,000
Allocation recap {sec. 602b):

Mandatory 198,000,000 213,800,000 213,900,000 213,800,000 213,900,000 + 15,800,000

Discretionary:

Non-defense 381,430,000 -381,435,000

Defense 240,673,632,000 236,130,117,000 243,7832,800,000 242,406,541,000 243,037,387,000 +2,083,765,000

Total di lonary 241,355,071,000 236,130,117,000  243,783,000,000 242,400,941,000 243,037,387,000 +1,882,326,000

Grand total 241,553,071,000 206,344,017,000  243,997,500,000 242,683,841,000  243,251,267,000 +1,808,226,000

1/ Included in budget under Procurement titie.
2/ FY 1905 Enacted inciudes Supplemental P.L. 104-8 {+$2,709,867,000 in new BA and -$2,250,966,000 in Rescissions}.
3/ FY 1665 Enacted includes Rescissions P.L 104-12 of -$30,000,000 in BA and -$37,500,000 in outiays for Trawe! reductions.
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Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, as | said in debate on
the rule about an hour ago, last night
this House voted to promise to the
American people that we would have a
balanced budget within 7 years. Yet
today this bill is coming before us $7
billion above the budget request of the
Pentagon and the President. We are
being required this year to reduce do-
mestic discretionary spending by $24
billion. This bill is $1.7 billion above
last year.

Because of the size of this bill and be-
cause this is a zero sum game on the
appropriations side of the budget, what
that means is that the reductions in
domestic programs—for things like
education, job training, housing, re-
search—those reductions are 50 percent
larger than they would have to be if we
did not have this budget $7 billion
above the President and $1.7 billion
above last year.

Now, as | said earlier, the money in
this bill above the President’s budget
did not go into readiness, it did not go
into operation and maintenance. It
went into procurement, and it went
into pork: the double P’s.

This chart, as | mentioned before,
demonstrates what has happened to the
Russian military budget since the Ber-
lin Wall came down. The red bars dem-
onstrate that the Russian military
budget has declined by 70 percent since
1989. The U.S. military budget has de-
clined by 10 percent.

Do | think we ought to cut our budg-
et to the level of Russia? No. Do |
think that this demonstrates that we
have a little margin of safety? You
betcha.

Now, people will say, “Well, we have
to worry about more than Russia.”” So,
again, as | said during the rule, this
chart demonstrates how our military
spending stacks up against all of the
military spending for our potential
military adversaries. Russia, China,
Syria, Iraq, Iran, Libya, North Korea,
and good old muscle-bound Cuba. We
spend 2.5 times as much as they do.
That does not count the spending by
our NATO allies, and | think it is safe
to say they are on our side.

So | make that point to demonstrate
that there is no military emergency
that requires this expenditure of
money under these tough financial sit-
uations. | do not think we should be
buying twice as many B-2 bombers as
the Pentagon wants. | do not think we
should be buying the F-22 years early
at a cost of $70 billion. I especially do
not think we ought to be loosening up
on loopholes which allow executive
compensation at military contractors
corporate headquarters to be paid for
by the taxpayer, rather than out of cor-
porate profits.

I have a GAO report which indicates
what has happened to executive com-
pensation at corporations that provide
military hardware to the United
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States. We, until this year, limited the
amount of that compensation that
would be paid for by taxpayers to
$250,000 per executive. That is equal to
the compensation for the President of
the United States, for God’s sake. Any-
thing above that amount, the company
was supposed to pay for out of its prof-
its.

This year, this House adopted an
amendment lowering that amount to
$200,000. But in conference, they adopt-
ed a loophole which provides an excep-
tion if the Office of Federal Procure-
ment Policy establishes in the Federal
acquisition regulation’s guidance gov-
erning the allowability of individual
compensation, and those words were
added to the conference report, which
in effect opens the door to charging
taxpayers a whole lot more than
$200,000 per executive.

Now, if you take a look what those
contractors are paid, you see that a
number of these contractors are paid
more than $1 million, some $1.6 mil-
lion, one of them $2.7 million. 1 would
ask, why should those executive sala-
ries be financed to such a gross level by
the taxpayers of the United States? We
have one corporation, for instance,
where the top executive in 1989 was
paid $634,000. Today their top paid exec-
utive is paid $1.6 million. Another cor-
poration, which laid off 20,000 workers
earlier this year, in 1989 they were pay-
ing their top executive $764,000. Today
they are paying him $2.1 million. Hard-
ly the kind of action you would expect
to see in a corporation that is having
huge layoffs of average workers.

I do not think the taxpayer wants
Uncle Sam to be financing these huge
increases in corporate executive sala-
ries for defense contractors when their
workers are being laid off. This bill
contains a loophole that allows that to
happen.

My motion to recommit will simply
say that we are going to reimpose the
hard limit that this House first pro-
posed; namely, $200,000. Anything
above that, if the company wants to
pay it, they pay it out of their own cor-
porate profits, not out of taxpayers’
pockets.

So that is what I will have in the mo-
tion to recommit. | would urge that
Members vote for the motion to recom-
mit and against this bill, because given
the so-called promise that was made
last night to balance the budget in 7
years, we simply cannot afford the
spending in this bill.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, one of the things we
do every year in the hearings is to try
to adjust the bill, depending on what
we consider is the threat, and we work
hard at that. | do not think we can de-
pend on our allies to come to our aid in
any circumstances. | think we learned
after World War | and World War 11
that if we are not prepared for what we
consider the immediate and long-term
threat, we could have a problem.

We have cut the defense budget sub-
stantially over the years. As a matter
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of fact, most of the cuts made to the
Reagan and Bush budget were made in
defense. We cut $155 billion out of de-
fense over that 12-year period. | think
that the Irag war, the war in Saudi
Arabia, shows we did cut it in a very
sensible way. We cut it in a way that
we still had good troops, quality peo-
ple, and good technology.

Now, lately, we have allowed pro-
curement to start to slip. The reason
we had a low number of casualties was
the fact that we had superior tech-
nology, superior training, and superior
troops. And that was a tribute, | think,
to the House, and the House can be
proud of what happened.

This year, we are starting to get be-
hind again in a number of areas. Real
property maintenance, there is a $12
billion backlog. In depot maintenance,
there is a $2 billion backlog. All those
things are important to readiness.
Now, we try periodically to overcome
those, but we take the amount of
money allocated to us by the budget
resolution, and we do the best we can.

The area where we saw slipping dra-
matically was procurement. We have
reduced procurement from $120 billion
over a 6- or 7-year period to about $40
billion. Now, $40 billion is a lot of
money, and we feel it is well spent, be-
cause if we do not keep our industrial
base, if we do not have the most mod-
ern technology, our people are at risk.
Even in an operation like Bosnia,
which is not an all-out war, but an area
where you need technology to protect
our troops, we want to make sure we
have the finest equipment available to
our troops and there is a minimal risk
to them.

I remember in Iran when we sent a
helicopter to Iran, we had to borrow
spare parts; we had a disaster where a
number of Americans were killed be-
cause the training was inadequate. As
a matter of fact, at that period of time,
half the combat aircraft in our arsenal
were dead-lined because of lack of
spare parts. We do not want that to
happen again.

| assess the type of deployments that
we have been making is what will con-
tinue. Our troops have been denied for
long periods of time away from home,
the same troops over and over again.
Our AWACS airplanes, we have 10,000
people in the Adriatic supporting this
long-term commitment we have for hu-
manitarian airlift to Bosnia.

As a matter of fact, it is the longest
airlift in the history of the United
States. Without that, people would
have been starving. We have a commit-
ment there. We have upheld our com-
mitment. But the airplanes are wear-
ing out. As a matter of fact, the 141’s,
we are flying the wings off of them. We
have to reengine a number of KC-135’s.
As the C-17’s come into the arsenal, we
need to continue to upgrade the 135’s
and the 141’s.

So we have a problem with procure-
ment. We have a problem with mod-
ernization, and we have tried to bal-
ance that out.
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We also set aside, and this was a sug-
gestion of the chairman, we set aside
money for the operations as they go
on, for continual flights, the operations
in the Adriatic, the continual flights
into Bosnia. That is the kind of thing
we should be doing so the American
people and the Congress know what is
going on.

So our military is ready. It is
stretched thin, but | think that the
amount of money we have appropriated
here is just about the right amount.
One thing for sure, if the Defense De-
partment does not agree, they will
come back and ask for rescissions, and
we will adjust that as the year goes on,
as they always do.

So | think we have a good bill, and 1|
hope Members will vote for the bill.

One of the issues that came up in the
passage of the bill was an issue that
the gentleman from Vermont [Mr.
SANDERS] brought up. The gentleman
got up and brought to our attention
the fact that there were a number of
people at the highest level being reim-
bursed because of the build-down and
consolidation of these defense compa-
nies.

The gentleman was absolutely right.
The gentleman believed that we should
do something about it. The gentleman
believed that in the conference, and we
accepted that language, and in the con-
ference we have tried to address that
language.

The Defense Department at first did
not agree with us. They felt that it was
appropriate what they had done. We
pointed out to them, the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. YOuNG], the chair-
man, and | pointed out that we felt this
was not only bad public policy, but it is
something we felt needed to be
changed.

We have been negotiating with those
folks. We think that we have done the
best we could do in order to comply
with what the gentleman from Ver-
mont wanted. I would be glad to an-
swer any questions that the gentleman
may have about that issue. We appre-
ciate the gentleman’s suggestion.

Mr. Chairman, | yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Vermont [Mr. SANDERS].
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Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the chairman, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. YouNGg], and | thank very
much the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia [Mr. MURTHA] for their cooperation
on this issue.

I think the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania correctly described the situa-
tion. It seemed to me, and | think vir-
tually every Member of the U.S. Con-
gress, that there was something wrong
in the process when the taxpayers of
America were asked to supply $31 mil-
lion in executive bonuses to the high-
est ranking officials, who are very,
very well paid, of Lockheed and Martin
Marietta when they merged.

When | brought that issue to the
floor, the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
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YOUNG] was very gracious, and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. MuR-
THA] was very gracious, and they ac-
cepted the amendment. Since then, we
together fashioned perfecting language
to make absolutely clear that the Pen-
tagon ought not to spend $1 of appro-
priated funds for the Lockheed-Martin
payments or any such future payments
pursuant to the merger of defense con-
tractors.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
described the fact that during the con-
ference, as | understand it, the Penta-
gon was a little bit vague abut their
willingness to accept this provision.
What | would like to do right now is
enter into a colloquy with both Mr.
YOUNG and Mr. MURTHA, just to make
it absolutely clear on the RECORD that
our intent is to make certain that not
one penny of taxpayer money goes to
the merger of Lockheed-Martin and to
the bonuses that those chief executives
are going to receive.

Would the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. YOUNG] want to comment on that?

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, | would
ask the gentleman from Vermont to let
me comment first.

The conferees included a general pro-
vision, section 8122, which is intended
to ensure that no taxpayer funds be
used to pay for special executive bo-
nuses triggered by corporate mergers.
The conferees directed the Department
to promptly revise its policies and reg-
ulations to make it absolutely clear no
taxpayers’ funds shall be used to reim-
burse any contractor for special execu-
tive bonuses or any other special reten-
tion incentive, payments for executives
triggered by the corporate merger ac-
quisition, or any other change in cor-
porate control.

Now, this was agreed to by all the
conferees. Since the, | guess even be-
fore then, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. YouNG] and | had written to the
Secretary of Defense and pointed out
that we are very serious about this lan-
guage and we expect it to be carried
out, and they have said to us in private
conversations they intend to carry out
our direction.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, 1 would
just ask the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania, then, it is his understanding
that from the highest levels of the Pen-
tagon there is an assurance that not
one penny of taxpayers’ money will go
to the merger of Lockheed-Martin?
That is your understanding? No golden
parachutes for those guys?

Mr. MURTHA. That is exactly right.

Mr. SANDERS. Well, Mr. Speaker, |
just want to thank both the chairman
and the ranking member for their sup-
port on this issue.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, | reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished

gentleman from California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM] who himself is an ace
fighter pilot.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]
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states that Russia has no Stinger any-
more. Last year they dropped five Ty-
phoons——

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. | will be happy
to yield to the gentleman’s time after-
wards.

Mr. OBEY. | did not say that. Quote
me accurately.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California is recognized.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker,
Russia dropped five typhoon nuclear
submarines last year. | do believe the
gentleman says we do not need to fund
the F-22 now, instead of later.

Russia has built, developed, and is
flying currently the SU-35. The SU-35
is superior to our F-14 and F-15’s
today. It cruises at about 1.4 Mach. The
F-22 cruises at 1.4 mach. The F-22 car-
ries advanced AMRAAM missile. The
SU-35 carries the AA-10, which is much
superior to our AMRAAM missile. And
when Russia is still developing arms
and engaged in global warfare, then,
yes, we do have a threat.

If we go to Bosnia for 1 year, esti-
mates are between $3 billion and $6 bil-
lion to the United States. The bottom-
up review is review that was set forth
after the scale-down of our military,
the bare bone minimum to be able to
fight two conflicts. The GAO has put us
at $200 billion below the bottom-up re-
view—$200 billion. And my colleagues
on the other side wonder why we are
trying to increase defense a little bit.

Mr. Speaker, many of us have given
blood and been shot, and a person does
not much care what the machine costs
if it gives them an advantage over our
enemy, if it will bring them home alive
instead of in a body bag.

I think what the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. MURTHA] and what
the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
YOUNG] have done is appropriate to
protect our men and women in the
armed services. And, by the way, |
would say to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. OBEY], it is in the Constitu-
tion to do that.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self 1 minute.

I would simply point out, the gen-
tleman can talk about all the new Rus-
sian fighters he wants. My question is
how many of them: 1, 2, 5, 10? We have
700 F-15’s and we are going to buy an-
other 400 F-22’s. He has to be kidding.
Come on.

The other thing | would say is, if the
gentleman thinks that the Russian
military power is such a powerhouse
these days, | have a one-word reply for
him, Chechnya. They could not even
handle that one.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
FRANK].

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, | thank the gentleman from
Wisconsin for yielding me time.

I believe it is essential to send this
bill back to conference to save at least
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several billion dollars. In the first
place, we should be very clear. My
friend from Pennsylvania said we can-
not count on our allies coming to our
aid. No one has even suggested that.
What this says is that America should
go to everybody else’s aid.

There is a fundamental confusion we
have today. We are not now talking
about our survival against enemies like
the Nazis and the Soviet Union that
threatened our very ability to main-
tain free societies. We are talking
about places where it might be useful
to intervene, where it would advance
things.

Members have said if we intervene we
want our troops to be as well armed as
possible. Of course, we do. That is not
in dispute. The question is will we con-
tinue to maintain this position where
we are on call for everybody in the
world.

I was struck by Tuesday’s New York
Times, an article about the great suc-
cess of the Asian newer economies. And
it says one reason they have been able
to be so successful is America’s role in
the cold war of defending them gave
them a stable structure. It talks about
how low their government expenditures
were. Sure, because ours were high.

This continues to be the most expen-
sive form of foreign aid in the history
of this country, because it subsidizes
the military budgets of all of these
wealthy nations that then compete
with us, that build up trade surpluses;
and we say to them do not worry we
will take charge. Our disparity in mili-
tary spending, with all of our allies and
competitors, is overwhelming.

Mr. Speaker, it is not simply some
erring without cost. This is the great-
est of the reverse Houdinis. Houdini
used to have other people tie him in
knots and his trick was to get out of
the knots. That was what Houdini did.
Other people tied him up and he got
out of the knots.

The politicians’ version is the reverse
Houdini. They tie themselves up in
knots and then say to people gee, we
would love to help you, but we are all
tied up in knots. We do not really want
to cut your Medicare, but we cannot
really afford it. We do not really want
to make it more expensive for you to
go to school and raise what your kid
has to pay, but we have not got the
money. We wish we could do more
about cleaning up the Superfund sites,
we wish we did not have to have retro-
active liability, but we cannot afford
it. This is why we cannot afford it, be-
cause of the massive subsidies of
France, and Japan, and Germany, and
England, and Thailand, and Malaysia,
and all those other wealthy and in-
creasingly wealthy nations.

Mr. Speaker, this bill does not have
to put anybody in jeopardy. In fact,
Members have said what about Bosnia.
A majority of Members are apparently
prepared to vote not to send the troops
to Bosnia. Why then are they insisting
on providing the funds to do it? The
more we fund this operation, the more
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money we give them to take care of
Bosnia, the less our chance is going to
be to block the troops going there.

If, in fact, we do believe there is an
over-extension, and | think that is
right, and in fact we do believe that it
is time the Europeans not came to our
aid, | do not want them to come to de-
fend the Mexican border, | do not think
we need any troops from them to come
here, we need them to do something on
their own behalf. Let us stop subsidiz-
ing them at the expense of Medicare,
education and the environment.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

I want to make sure that all the
Members understand. What | am talk-
ing about is our own defense. And to
develop a fighter and to deploy it to
the field takes 16 years. And | sym-
pathize with what the gentleman from
California said, since he is the top ace
of the Vietnam war, and certainly
knows as much about fighter aircraft
as anybody in the House. The relation-
ship between having exactly what the
pilot needs versus something that is in-
ferior—

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MURTHA. | yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, |
would say to the gentleman it takes al-
most 5 years just to develop the engine
for an airplane. That is the problem
with the F-18, the F, right now.

And | would say to my friend, the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY],
right now in Bosnia-Herzegovina we
are flying our F-18’s and our Strike Ea-
gles. The wing life of those airplanes
are almost all gone. Those F-18’s, they
want the CD because they want the top
model. That is almost gone.

The Air Force has not bought an air-
plane in 2 years because they cannot
afford it. The F-16 that Captain
O’Grady flew. We did not replace that.
And to protect our Kkids in combat and
make sure our people on the ground are
well protected, we need those, and |
thank the gentleman.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, | want to make one other
point. There is not money in this bill
for any troops to be deployed in
Bosnia. This is for the ongoing oper-
ations that are gong on right now.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from California [Ms.
HARMAN].

(Ms. HARMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, this con-
ference report is a responsible effort to
fund a strong defense. | supported it 7
weeks ago when we first debated it, and
I support it now.

Let me make three quick points:

This is not a less dangerous world.
Many of us traveled to Jerusalem just
last week to pay honor to the visionary
peacemaker who was martyred for his
cause. Religious fanaticism is increas-
ing all around the world and it takes
many forms. We need to be prepared.

Speaker,
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Second, the abortion rider has no
place in this bill. It caused the House
to defeat the conference report when it
first came up. It serves to penalize
military servicewomen and their de-
pendents and makes it difficult for
them to exercise their constitutional
rights.

Third, the plus-up in spending is, in
my view, appropriate and I'm prepared
to defend it in the context of a 7-year
balanced budget, which | voted for.
Among the items funded are critical
procurement including the C-17, the F-
18C/D and E/F, defense satellites, and
long lead for more B-2 strategic bomb-
ers.

Let me comment on the B-2.

We can afford to buy more B-2’s and
we should. Within the budget resolu-
tion profile, money is available as we:

First, retire the expensive, aging B-
52 fleet;

Second, buy the cheaper munitions
the B-2 uses; and

Third, reap savings from acquisition
reform.

Much of the argument against more
B-2’s assumes the B-52 will remain
combat capable through the year 2030.
The last B-52H was produced in the
early 1960’s, so the aircraft will be al-
most 70 years old in 2030.

If the B-52 were a person at that
time, it would be collecting Social Se-
curity. Do we want to send our sons
and daughters to war in a 70-year-old
bomber. 1 don’t think so. | think we
want to use the most survivable air-
craft possible, an aircraft we have in
production right now—B-2.

The cost of the aircraft is a concern
to us all. But it is half the cost its op-
ponents estimate.

The B-2 saves us money by using
cheaper weapons. The old B-52 and the
B-1 use expensive guided missiles and
bombs to fly in from standoff orbits.
Since the B-2 can go right to even the
most heavily defended target, it can
use cheaper laser and gravity bombs,
which cost about one one-hundredth of
the cost of the B-52’s weapons.

The new Deputy Defense Secretary
testified this May 18 before the Senate
Armed Services Committee that, ““If |
do not have any carriers available for
15 days and | do not have any tactical
aircraft in theater and | do not have
any means to get tactical aircraft in
theater and we have to continue with
this MRC scenario, then | am going to
need a lot more bombers than | have in
the current force.”” That means B-2’s.

We can find further savings in acqui-
sition reform. Last year, Secretary
Perry testified that as much as $30 bil-
lion could be saved by downsizing and
procurement reform over 5 years.
Those savings would kick-in just when
they are needed most. They would pro-
vide more than enough funds for the B-
2, within the budget resolution profile.

As the mother of the lockbox, no
Member is more committed to deficit
reduction than | am. But this is not the
way to get smart, prudent deficit re-
duction.
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Mr. Speaker, as a parent of two draft-
age children and two younger ones, |
am convinced that we must field and
fully fund the most effective and sur-
vivable weapons systems. The most
precious resource this country has is
our children. Today, in this House, let
us fund the best defense for our chil-
dren and the men and women who will
defend them. Vote for this conference
report.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself 2 minutes.
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Mr. Speaker, during most of the de-
bate today, we have actually spent
more time talking about subjects and
matters that are extraneous to na-
tional defense items that really have
nothing to do with national defense. A
lot of those extraneous matters, al-
though they are extremely important,
should be done in other legislative bills
or appropriations bills, or they could
be cone by the States, or they could ac-
tually be done maybe in some cases by
the cities and the counties.

Mr. Speaker, if there is one thing
that this Congress and this President
have a responsibility to do that no
State can do, that no city or county
can do, that is to provide for the de-
fense of this Nation and for our na-
tional interests wherever they might
be. We are talking about preparing kids
in uniform who have volunteered to
serve in the military, preparing them
to accomplish whatever mission they
might be assigned to, and do it effec-
tively, and at the same time give them-
selves some protection while they are
doing it.

So only the Federal Government can
do this. The other extraneous mate-
rials should not even be a discussion or
part of the discussion on the defense
appropriations bill.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] keeps bringing
that same chart up about how much
the Americans spend versus how much
somebody else spends. | am going to re-
peat something again a little bit dif-
ferently than | did the first time.

Some years ago, a lot of our mes-
sages were delivered in music and in
songs and in poetry. There was a song
where the key phrase went, ‘“and the
soldiers get paid $21 a day, once a
month.” How many are old enough to
remember that? Twenty-one dollars a
day once a month.

Well, since that time, we have begun
to pay our soldiers considerably more,
no enough, but a whole lot more than
$21 a day once a month. However, the
other nations to whom the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] compares us
in our spending, they are still paying
$21 a day once a month, because they
are conscripts.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Washington [Mr.
NETHERCUTT], a member of the sub-
committee.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.
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I am happy to rise in support of this
conference report and the important
funding provisions that it does contain.
I hope that my colleagues and the
President will sign this bill, because it
will increase our Nation’s current and
future readiness. It will improve the
quality of life of our members of our
Armed Forces, and most importantly,
it will ensure our long-term security.

The main thing this conference re-
port does is ensure our readiness of our
America’s Armed Forces. The bill pro-
vides for future readiness by reversing
a decade of steep decline in weapons
procurement. The prior speakers are
correct. It takes years and years to get
these weapons systems and these pro-
curement systems in place. | hope that
we do not have to go to war again, but
if we do, we have to give our men and
women, our young people in the armed
services the best possible equipment
possible, and Stealth equipment and
technology is the answer for our fu-
ture.

Captain O’Grady is from my district,
and if he had been in a Stealth aircraft,
perhaps he would not have been shot
down over Bosnia. So that is the im-
portance here. B-2, the F-22, FA-18 air-
craft, they are our future and we need
to fund them.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
| yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. BoNILLA], another dis-
tinguished member of the subcommit-
tee.

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
YouNG], the chairman of the commit-
tee, and the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. MuURTHA], the ranking
member.

Mr. Speaker, just a point | would like
to make to start out in support of this
bill, if the entire Congress worked as
cohesively as the members of this sub-
committee have worked on this issue,
we would be all at home picking out
our turkeys at this time.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill. It
provides adequate, by no means more
than necessary, funding for important
factions of our military: Pay raises,
tank-killers, helicopters, F-22s, and
yes, the B-2 bomber. Those of us who
have the vision that this bill is not just
about this year or next year, it is about
the next century and how we are going
to protect our country from outside ag-
gressors, some of which may not even
have been born yet, but we have to
have that vision to preserve our free-
dom and liberty.

People in this country can walk down
the streets safely knowing that foreign
aggressors are no threat, and we enjoy
the freedom to speak out, freedom of
speech, freedom to demonstrate, free-
dom to express ourselves as conserv-
atives, as liberals, as moderates in this
country from all across the Nation. We
have enjoyed these freedoms forever,
because we are always ready, and we
demonstrate to the world through the
support of our military that we are
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going to be ready for anything that
might transpire.

For those idealists who sit out there
and say, well, there is no threat out
there now, lose sight of the vision that
this bill is important for the next cen-
tury as well.

We have to maintain a strong mili-
tary, because without a strong mili-
tary, we do not even have an oppor-
tunity to talk about preserving pro-
grams like HUD or Commerce or any of
these other things that people might
think are important. If we do not pro-
tect ourselves in the future, we are not
going to be able to consider any of this
stuff. Education will not even be a pos-
sibility for us if we are not willing to
all stand up and preserve the greatest
military that this planet has even seen
to make sure that our children are pro-
tected well into the next century.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE-
DER].

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Wisconsin
for yielding me this time.

Let me just answer the prior speaker.
Yes, indeed, we should be talking about
threat. To me, the threat is the threat
of the debt. The threat of the debt is
what people have been talking about
here, and this is the one budget that is
coming in over $7 billion over what the
Joint Chiefs of Staff asked for. We did
not even do that during the cold war.
So you cannot talk threat of the debt
and then turn around with this.

Mr. Speaker, then we also have to
say, are the things that we are buying
into here threat-based? Are we dealing
with what the real threat is?

The real threat today is things like
rental cars blowing up, the world cen-
ter blowing up, the Oklahoma place,
radical fundamentalism. How do you
use B-2 bombers against that? Then let
us look at this post-cold-war world. If
you took everything that we owe the
United Nations for peacekeeping, for
dues, for everything, that would break
out to $7 per American. Well, we are
not going to pay it, because we think it
needs to be reformed, and we could de-
bate how is the best way to get it re-
formed.

Mr. Speaker, if you take this budget
and divide it up per American, this is
$1,000 per American, $1,000. Now, is this
really dealing with the threat? There is
big increases in here for the CIA, but
it, of course, does not need reform? | do
not think so. There is the B-2 bomber
which no one can figure out why we are
buying it. We have not even figured out
when we are going to use the B-1 bomb-
er or many of the other things.

I think basically what we do by pay-
ing and spending all of this money is
we are saying to the whole world, let
us do it all. We want to continue to be
the Atlas and hold up the defense ev-
erywhere. If we do this, then | think we
cannot complain about the world say-
ing to us, OK, you do everything in
Bosnia. You raised your hand. You vol-
unteered to do it. You put all of the
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money in. We will be voting today to
spend more than the rest of the world.

Think of the message that sends. We
are volunteering to do it all.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. SKELTON].

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong support
of this bill. The subcommittee has done
a superb job, and | appreciate them
bringing it back, and hopefully in a
much more acceptable version than the
one that unfortunately was sent back
several days ago.

Under the Constitution, this Con-
gress is charged with raising and main-
taining the military. | have over the
past several years worked to put to-
gether a budget that would meet the
needs of our military in future years. It
is difficult. This year | was successful
in putting one together.

| testified before the Committee on
the Budget, and | concluded that we
needed, over the next 5 years, an addi-
tional $44 billion over the administra-
tion recommendation. That figure,
given by the Committee on the Budget,
was at or near what | recommended.

This bill takes care of the soldiers
and the sailors and the airmen and the
marines; it gives them adequate pay, it
helps take care of their families and
their needs, and you have to keep those
young people in the military. It takes
a long time to grow a good staff ser-
geant, a long time to grow a major, a
long time to grow a chief petty officer,
a long time to grow a letter com-
mander.

Then we look at what we are asking
them to work with. A very aging bomb-
er fleet, other airplanes that no longer
are produced, trucks, equipment that is
mundane, but yet is old and is wearing
out. We need to keep our forces the
strongest in this world. This bill helps
to do that.

We noticed in the paper just the
other day where the Pentagon says
there are going to be some $60 billion
short on just procurement over the
next several years. We must proceed
along this line and fully fund the mili-
tary and take care of our troops.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. BATEMAN].

(Mr. BATEMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, | would say to my col-
leagues that it has been said, primarily
on this side of the aisle, that this de-
fense appropriations bill is above the
level of what the President requested. |
would hope that they would bear in
mind that while it may be above the
level that the President requested, it is
not above the level of the things that
the members of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff have come to us and told us were
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needed, even though it is beyond what
the Commander in Chief ultimately
signed up to.

Mr. Speaker, | would also suggest
that we on this side of the aisle had a
Contract With America, and one of the
provisions was to rejuvenate our na-
tional defense. This is our opportunity
to fulfill that very, very significant
part of that contract. This bill is below
the budget level; it is a bill that, veri-
fying what the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania has said, it seeks to do some-
thing about the deterioration and the
maintenance of our real property and
the depot maintenance accounts, which
are woefully deficient, and to prevent a
degrading of our readiness. This is a
bill whose time certainly must today
come. Let us get on with it.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. TRAFICANT].

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, |
once said on the House floor years ago,
it has been used several times, why are
we spending all of this money on de-
fense, on these B-2’s? We cannot see it;
they cannot be detected by radar. Why
do we not just put out a press release
and tell the Soviets we have 500. How
would they know anyway?

Well, | have come around full circle,
like many of my colleagues have. We
know it is not like that really, and
after Captain Scott O’Grady, and after
Alrich Ames, it does not quite work
that way, does it? | voted for military
cuts, and quite frankly, we cut an
awful lot. | think we have cut too far.

Mr. Speaker, | support this bill, |
support this measure. Let me say this
to the Congress of the United States,
the most urgent duty and responsibil-
ity placed on this Congress is our na-
tional defense. Folks, we just cannot
get it done with the Neighborhood
Crime Watch. It is going to cost
money, but freedom, freedom is costly.

Now, there are some people who
think that there is just some left-wing
liberals around here who just want to
go on with all of these social programs.
Let me say this to the membership of
the Democratic Party. We have, and we
have always stood, for a strong na-
tional defense. When the lives of the
American people in the free world are
at stake, we then do stand up, and | say
today, let us stand up for a couple of
chairmen here, past and present, who
have done their job. It is not a popular
job, but freedom sometimes is very
costly. Today is one of those days.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to stand
here in support, and | would like the
authorizing committee to look at my
bill that would allow the placement of
some of these troops falling out of
chairs without armrests overseas, plac-
ing them on our border, not to make
arrests, but to help us to secure our
borders as well.

I support this bill, I am proud to sup-
port this bill, and I have come full cir-
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cle on some of these issues, but damn
it, if one is wrong on something and
one sees something that can be im-
proved, | think it is incumbent upon us
to do the right thing, and | am proud to
support the bill.
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Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. BUYER].

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of this bill and want to com-
pliment, | will call you both chairmen,
I respect both of you a lot, if | can do
that here on the House floor.

I think that it is a fool’s folly to
think that he is full of wisdom when he
is safe and secure in peace to reduce his
strength. In reality, when one is alone
in the world, without strength and
might, there is a true loss of courage.

This bill addresses the shortfalls in
our military readiness and addresses
the quality of life issues which we all
seek and desire for the men and women
in arms. | support this bill.

At a time of what happened on this
House floor this morning, when there
can be a total breakdown and lack of
civility among this body, we can come
together in a bipartisan fashion when
it comes to the issue of national secu-
rity. We are going to do that today and
we are going to send this bill down to
the President, and | believe it is a bill
which he should sign, not veto.

God bless this country.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WELDON], a member of the Committee
on National Security.

(Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, | rise in strong support of this
bill, and I want to commend Chairman
YOUNG and Vice Chairman MURTHA.

It is a good bill, in an impossible sit-
uation. | did not support every weapons
system in this bill, but this is the best
bill that we could come up with and
one that | strongly support.

I want to thank the committee for
supporting military personnel, espe-
cially our health care system. | can
personally attest to its excellence.

I want to thank the committee for
its emphasis on missile defense. Con-
trary to what we have heard on this
floor, the threat has not gone away.
When Russia goes all the way to the
top, when the Norwegians launch a
missile, a satellite missile, and acti-
vate their entire missile defense sys-
tem to the point of almost launching
an attack against this country, there is
something we have to be on the alert
for. When the Russians are offering to
sell their SS-25 technology to Third
World nations, we have to be prepared.
When the North Koreans and the Chi-
nese are building missiles that can hit
our mainland, we have got to be able to
increase missile defense funding, and
this bill does that.
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I want to thank the committee, also,
and | want to say to my colleagues who
say we have not cut defense, would you
please tell the 1 million members of
the UAW, the machinists union, the
electrical workers union, that we have
not cut their jobs? Would you be the
one to tell them? For those who want
to support sending our troops to
Bosnia, tell us where we are going to
get the $1.5 billion that you do not
want to support in this bill.

This is a good bill. Let us vote ‘‘yes.”’

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. METCALF].

(Mr. METCALF asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
Mr. METCALF. | thank the gen-

tleman from Florida for yielding me
the time, and for his consideration in
the last week.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong support
of H.R. 2126 as reported by the con-
ference committee. Over the past 2
weeks, | was prepared to offer a motion
to instruct the conferees on this bill to
insist upon the House-passed language
restricting the use of funds for a troop
deployment in Bosnia without congres-
sional approval.

I did not press that motion because |
have been assured that we will vote on
the Hefley bill, H.R. 2606, before the
Thanksgiving recess. H.R. 2606 will
send a clear message to the President
that it is unacceptable to fund the de-
ployment of United States troops in
Bosnia without congressional approval.

The bill before us, the defense appro-
priations bill, will end the dangerous
downsizing of our military over the
past 10 years. | urge my colleagues to
support it. | thank the gentleman from
Florida for a job well done.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self 3 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, first of all | do want to
congratulate the committee for follow-
ing through on the request that we
have had to prevent golden parachutes
at defense contractor corporations
from being paid for by the taxpayer. |
think that is long overdue. | congratu-
late the committee.

I simply want to say again in closing,
we voted last night for a balanced
budget in 7 years. It is fundamentally
inconsistent with that vote for the
Congress, the next day, to pass legisla-
tion which adds $7 billion to the Presi-
dent’s budget for military spending,
and adds money above the amount
spent last year.

This chart demonstrates that Russia
has reduced its spending by over 70 per-
cent. | would point out to the gen-
tleman from Florida that this chart
takes into account wage differentials.
We have only reduced our military
budget by about 10 percent. That hard-
ly indicates to me that we are in a
military jam.

The United States will spend $1.3 tril-
lion over the next 5 years. The defense
budget in adjusted dollars is higher
than it was under Eisenhower, higher
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than it was in 1975 under Nixon, and
even through the cold war. We spend as
much as the rest of the world com-
bined; 4 times as much as Russia, al-
most 17 times as much as the 6 bad
guys: lraq, North Korea, Iran, Libya,
Syria, and Cuba. The United States,
NATO, and our Asian allies account for
80 percent of all military spending in
the world.

I think, with all due respect, that is
more than enough. | urge Members to
vote ‘‘no’’ on passage, and | urge Mem-
bers to vote ‘“‘yes’’ on the motion to re-
commit. That motion to recommit will
simply eliminate a loophole in the con-
ference report to assure that corpora-
tion profit rather than taxpayers’
money will be used to pay for executive
compensation for military contractors
above $200,000. | do not think the tax-
payers should be financing multi-
million-dollar salaries for these execu-
tives while those companies are
downsizing their own workers, and
while we are downsizing our own budg-
et.

I would simply urge Members to re-
member that, despite the fact that
many people in this House would like
to ignore it, this bill is fundamentally
related to what happens on Social Se-
curity, what happens on Medicare,
what happens on education, what hap-
pens on housing, what happens on all of
the other priorities that we have in our
budget.

We simply cannot restore any signifi-
cant amount of the huge reductions in
education, in housing, in environ-
mental protection unless this bill is
brought under financial control. Right
now it is not. | urge Members to vote
““no.” | urge members to vote ‘‘yes’ on
the recommit motion.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

| just want to make a couple of com-
ments. | want to compliment the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr.
MEeTCALF] for holding off on his motion
on Bosnia because | think we are in a
very delicate stage in the negotiations
and | think any action by the House at
an inappropriate time could endanger
the talks that are going on, and |
would even appeal in the House that it
is delicate and we certainly would not
want to send the wrong signal and be
responsible for what happens if it
turned out the wrong way.

The other thing, | rise to oppose the
motion to recommit and say that we
worked out the best we could work out
with the Senate on the language, on
the pension at the recommendations of
the gentleman from Vermont [Mr.
SANDERS] and the support of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]. |
would hope that Members would vote
against recommittal.

Mr. Speaker, | yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. Dicks].

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
INGLIS of South Carolina). The gen-
tleman from Washington is recognized
for 2 minutes.
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(Mr. DICKS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend this re-
marks.)

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, |1 want to
compliment the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. YOUNG], the chairman, and the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MURTHA], former chairman of this sub-
committee, for an excellent job.

| represent a district in the State of
Washington where we have a number of
defense bases, McCord Air Force Base,
Fort Lewis, Puget Sound Naval Ship-
yard, Trident Submarine Base,
Keyport. Not all of those are exactly in
my district but they are on the border
of my district, and some inside.

I hope we get this defense bill passed,
because thousands of workers, even
though we get this essential versus
nonessential, but thousands of these
workers at these bases have been sent
home. The sooner we can pass the de-
fense appropriations bill, get it
through the Senate, send it to the
President, get it signed, we can get
those people back to work.

| agree with those who say today
that we now must put a floor under the
decline in defense spending. We have
been cutting defense every year since
1985. We have cut the budget by about
$10 billion per year. In other words, in
1985 we were at $350 billion, today we
are at about $250 billion. With that, we
have reduced procurement from about
$135 billion in 1985 down to $41 to $43
billion this year. This committee puts
the money back into procurement. |
think that is the next major problem,
and the Joint Chiefs have pointed it
out.

Today is a day when | think this
committee and the House should come
together and pass this bill. I think the
chairman of the committee and the
good staff have done an excellent job.

A number of people have mentioned
stealth technology. | will just tell
Members this: In the Gulf war, the
F-117 proved that stealth technology
works. | think it is the best investment
we can make to save lives and save
money.

I urge my colleagues to stay with the
committee, let us pass this bill, and let
us get it down to the President and get
it signed.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield the
balance of my time to the gentleman
from California [Mr. DELLUMS], the dis-
tinguished ranking member of the
Committee on National Security.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California is recognized
for 4% minutes.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, we
come to the concluding moments of
this debate.

Mr. Speaker, | think perhaps | must
preface my remarks by saying the os-
tensible beauty of this institution is
that we can indeed challenge each
other intellectually and politically,
and that we can differ over the defini-
tion of what is a strong national de-
fense.
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Having said that, let me try to place
this legislation, from my perspective,
in proper context.

The cold war is over. Mr. Speaker,
ushering in a new era, the post-cold-
war world. Uncharted water, unprece-
dented activity, tremendous chal-
lenges, perhaps, as the gentlewoman
from California said, danger as well as
opportunity.

In the context of the cold war, it was
easy for us to understand who we
thought our enemies were.

I would assert that the enemy of the
post-cold-war world is war itself, and
the tremendous challenge and oppor-
tunity we have is to give our children
who we have been talking about over
the past 72 hours and our children’s
children perhaps the greatest gift that
we can give them, a world at peace.

The gentleman from Wisconsin has
pointed out eloquently what the spend-
ing issues are here.
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At this very moment, our spending
level, American military budget, is
roughly equal to the combined military
budget of the rest of the world. That is
awesome. When you combine America’s
military expenditures with the expend-
itures of our allies, that is, our friends,
that exceeds 80 percent of the world’s
military budget. So less than 20 per-
cent of the so-called enemies, less than
20 percent of the world’s military budg-
et spent by them. We outspend our os-
tensible enemies 4 to 1, absolutely as-
tonishing.

Let us place this bill in that context.
What does this bill do in a post-cold-
war world where war is now the enemy,
where peace is now the challenge,
where we have tremendous domestic is-
sues before us? This military budget in-
creases our military expenditures
above and beyond requests in excess of
$7 billion.

Let us look within that budget to as-
certain what they cut. At a time when
we have the opportunity to dismantle
the dangerous nuclear weapons that
have been aimed at us for 40 years in
the context of the cold war from the
Soviet Union, we cut Nunn-Lugar funds
designed to take away the nuclear
weapons to, indeed, give a fantastic
and awesome gift to our children, and
that is a world without the insanity
and the madness and the danger of nu-
clear weaponry. We cut that program.

In the context of the post-cold-war
world where every 2 years we are clos-
ing military bases and downsizing and
communities are experiencing eco-
nomic dislocation, where the domestic
challenges are how do we engage the
economic conversion so that those
communities can rebound and move
into the 21st century, we cut, in this
program, technology conversion. It
flies in the face of reality. it certainly
challenges this gentleman’s logic.

What do we increase? We increase
programs like the B-2 bomber and
other programs. People have spoken
eloquently to them. | do not have time
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to go through those programs and chal-
lenge them, but | do want to take the
time so to say this: Many of these ex-
traordinary weapons systems, Mr.
Speaker, if the truth be told, and I
choose to tell it today, have little, if
anything, to do with enhancing the na-
ture of our national security. It has to
do with the fundamental issue of gener-
ating employment in people’s commu-
nities. And that is real. That for me is
not a throw-away line. If someone is
building a B-2 bomber, they may agree
with my intellectual and political
analysis and say, ‘“Ron, | don’t think
we need a Cold War weapons system
that is flying around trying to find a
post-cold-war mission. But if you stop
my job on Friday, where do | work on
Monday?”” That is our challenge. But
not to keep building B-2’s for employ-
ment, but developing fiscal, monetary,
and budgetary policies designed to gen-
erate employment.

I would conclude by saying this: This
military budget, in the context of the
post-cold-war world, is going in the
wrong direction. It should be rejected.
Let us come together to march in the
21st century with sanity and reason.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, | want to congratulate
all of those who participated in the de-
bate. It has been a good debate.

I disagree with some of the argu-
ments that | heard from one side or the
other, and | know in the heat of debate
sometimes we sometimes misspeak un-
intentionally.

The gentleman who just spoke said
that we had cut the effort to
denuclearize the former Soviet Union.
Not so. The nuclear arms reduction
program, chemical weapons destruc-
tion, those programs were fully funded.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. | yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. DELLUMS. In the context of the
rules debate laid out a list of what you
reduced, and you said you reduced
Nunn-Lugar in technology conversion.
We can go get the record on that.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. 1 say to my
friend we did not reduce this part of
Nunn-Lugar; the part dealing with nu-
clear destruction and chemical de-
struction, we did not reduce that part
of that program.

First, let me suggest, Mr. Speaker,
regarding the motion offered by the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]
to recommit, there will be no debate. |
would at this point ask, as the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. MuR-
THA] has already done, that we handily
defeat that motion to recommit and
get on with getting this bill passed.

The last few days | have heard a lot
of criticism that we cannot get appro-
priations bills passed. That is what we
are trying to do today. We are trying
to get a good bipartisan appropriations
bill passed to provide for the defense of
our Nation.

There are some things in here that
are not definitely related to national
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defense specifically that have been
complained about, but let me tell you
about an example of one. One thing the
Defense Department does not want in
this bill is breast cancer research. But
we have a lot of women in the military,
and we have a lot of men in the mili-
tary who have wives and daughters,
and we provide an adequate sum to ac-
celerate the breast cancer research and
treatment program essential to every
woman in America because no woman
is exempt from breast cancer. We try
to do our share.

Other appropriations bills in the last
decade have increased every year, in-
creased, except for one. The legislation
providing for funding for our national
defense has gone down every year for
the last 10 years, and, my friends, this
year this bill is less than it was last
year by $400 million. So this is the 11th
year in a row that we have reduced
spending on national defense.

But in this bill we are getting a lot
more for the defense dollars than we
have gotten in a long time. | might say
this, that at the same time that we are
reducing our spending for national de-
fense, we have a commander in chief
who is deploying U.S. troops around
the globe anytime that he wants to
and, for the most part, without coming
to Congress and getting the approval of
the Congress.

In fact, at the beginning of this year
we had to appropriate over $2 billion to
pay for those contingencies that had
not been planned for.

One of the big arguments has been we
did things in here the Pentagon did not
ask for. The gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. OBEY] had a chart | have seen so
many times. | have a scroll here the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]
says he memorized. This scroll reaches
across the well. It talks about minor
items nobody ever identified, because
they are not politically attractive, but
minor items that could keep the war
effort or defense effort from moving if
called upon to do so. So we take care of
a lot of those things.

But this one, | just brought this one
along to show you. Our President be-
lieves we are not doing enough for na-
tional defense. You remember this pic-
ture. President Clinton said last De-
cember he wants more in military
spending over the next 6 years. He said
even in an era when the public wants a
leaner Government, the people of this
country expect us to do right by our
men and women in uniform. This is ex-
actly what we are doing in this bill:
Taking care of the men and women in
uniform.

The question has been raised so many
times the Pentagon does not want
many of the things in this bill. Well, on
Veterans Day, believe it or not, No-
vember 11, this headline appeared, and
this story in the Washington Post,
“Pentagon Leaders Urge Accelerated 50
Percent Boost in Procurement.”” Now,
these are not contractors. These are
not industry people. These are not de-
fense politicians. These are the guys
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that fought the war in Desert Storm.
These are the people that fought the
war in Vietnam, and the actions in
Panama and Grenada and places like
that.

What do they say? The uniformed
leaders of the Armed Forces, worried
about aging weapons and equipment,
after a decade of declining procure-
ment, have recommended a roughly 50-
percent jump in spending on purchases
over the next 2 years. The people that
have to fight the wars, the ones that
we count on to defend this Nation, pre-
serve our security and our freedom and
our independence, they say that the 10-
year decline in providing for the na-
tional defense has got to change.

That is what your war-fighting Pen-
tagon says we ought to be doing.

Mr. Speaker, | ask for a “‘no’’ vote on
the motion to recommit and a strong
‘‘yes’’ vote on the conference report.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
INGLIS of South Carolina). Without ob-
jection, the previous question is or-
dered on the further conference report.

There was no objection.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | offer a mo-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the further con-
ference reports?

Mr. OBEY. |
Speaker.

The SPEAKER. pro tempore.
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. OBEY moves to recommit the Con-
ference Report on the bill H.R. 2126 to the
Committee on Conference with instructions
to the managers on the part of the House to:

insist on the inclusion of the provision
committed to conference in section 8075 of
the House bill as follows: ‘“None of the funds
provided in this Act may be obligated for
payment on new contracts on which allow-
able costs charged to the government include
payments for individual compensation at a
rate in excess of $200,000 per year.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to the provisions of clause
5, rule XV, the Chair announces that he
will reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the period of time within which a vote
by electronic device will be taken on
the question of the adoption of the con-
ference report.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 121, nays
307, not voting 4, as follows:

certainly am, Mr.

The

Evi-

Ackerman
Baldacci
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bevill
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Cooley
Costello
Coyne
Danner

de la Garza
DeFazio
Dellums
Deutsch
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Duncan
Durbin
Engel
Eshoo
Evans

Farr
Fattah
Filner
Flake
Foglietta

Abercrombie
Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Berman
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brewster
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clement
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Coleman

[Roll No. 805]

YEAS—I121

Ford

Frank (MA)
Furse
Gephardt
Green
Gutierrez
Hilliard
Hinchey
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Johnson (SD)
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kleczka
LaFalce
Lantos
Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
Meehan
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Minge
Moakley
Nadler

Neal
Oberstar

NAYS—307

Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit

Cox

Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis

Deal
DelLauro
DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler

Fox

Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa

Frost
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor

Obey
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Poshard
Rahall
Rangel
Rivers
Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanders
Schroeder
Serrano
Shays
Slaughter
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Thurman
Torres
Towns
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates

Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kennelly
Kim

King
Kingston
Klink

Klug
Knollenberg
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Kolbe Nussle Smith (NJ)
LaHood Ortiz Smith (TX)
Largent Orton Smith (WA)
Latham Oxley Solomon
LaTourette Packard Souder
Laughlin Parker Spence
Lazio Paxon Spratt
Leach Payne (VA) Stearns
Levin Peterson (FL) Stenholm
Lewis (CA) Peterson (MN) Stockman
Lewis (KY) Petri Stump
Lightfoot Pickett Stupak
Linder Pombo Talent
Livingston Pomeroy Tanner
LoBiondo Porter Tate
Longley Portman Tauzin
Lucas Pryce Taylor (MS)
Manton Quillen Taylor (NC)
Manzullo Quinn Tejeda
Martini Radanovich Thomas
McCollum Ramstad Thompson
McCrery Reed Thornberry
McDade Regula Thornton
McHale Richardson Tiahrt
McHugh Riggs Torkildsen
Mclnnis Roberts Torricelli
Mcintosh Roemer Traficant
McKeon Rogers Upton
McKinney Rohrabacher Vucanovich
McNulty Ros-Lehtinen Waldholtz
Meek Royce Walker
Menendez Salmon Walsh
Metcalf Sanford Wamp
Meyers Sawyer Ward
Mica Saxton Watts (OK)
Miller (FL) Scarborough Weldon (FL)
Mink Schaefer Weldon (PA)
Molinari Schiff Weller
Mollohan Schumer White
Montgomery Scott Whitfield
Moorhead Seastrand Wicker
Moran Sensenbrenner Williams
Morella Shadegg Wilson
Murtha Shaw Wolf
Myers Shuster Young (AK)
Myrick Sisisky Young (FL)
Nethercutt Skaggs Zeliff
Neumann Skeen Zimmer
Ney Skelton
Norwood Smith (MI)
NOT VOTING—4
Chapman Rose
Fields (LA) Tucker
0O 1414

Messrs. FLANAGAN, KLINK, ED-

WARDS, LIGHTFOOT, CARDIN,

SCHUMER, LEWIS of Kentucky, GOR-
DON, FAZIO of California, TEJEDA,
and REED changed their vote from
“‘yea’ to “‘nay.”’

Ms. DANNER, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr.
MOAKLEY, and Mr. COOLEY changed
their vote from ““nay”” to “‘yea.”

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
806, on the way to the Chamber, | was un-
avoidably detained. Had | been present, |
would have voted “yea.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the conference report.

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XV, the
yeas and nays are ordered.

This is a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 270, nays
158, not voting 4, as follows:

[Roll No. 806]
YEAS—270

Abercrombie Baesler Barrett (NE)
Allard Baker (CA) Bartlett
Andrews Baker (LA) Barton
Archer Baldacci Bass
Armey Ballenger Bateman
Bachus Barr Bevill
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Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Canady
Castle
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Clyburn
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis

de la Garza
Deal
DeLauro
DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (CT)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling

Ackerman
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Blute
Bonior
Borski
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)

Goss
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kim

King
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Livingston
Longley
Lucas
Manton
Manzullo
Martinez
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHale
MclIntosh
McKeon
McNulty
Meek
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Mink
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney

NAYS—158

Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Camp
Cardin
Chabot
Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Coble
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Condit
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Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz

Oxley
Packard
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Peterson (FL)
Pickett
Pombo
Porter
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Reed
Regula
Richardson
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose
Salmon
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Scott
Seastrand
Shadegg
Shaw
Shuster
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thornton
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torres
Traficant
Visclosky
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Waters
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Conyers
Cooley
Costello
Coyne
Danner
DeFazio
Dellums
Deutsch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Duncan
Durbin

Ehlers Lipinski Riggs
Engel LoBiondo Rivers
Ensign Lofgren Roemer
Eshoo Lowey Roth
Evans Luther Roukema
Fattah Maloney Roybal-Allard
Filner Markey Royce
Flake Martini Rush
Foglietta Mascara Sabo
Ford Matsui Sanders
Frank (MA) McCarthy Sanford
Franks (NJ) McDermott Sawyer
Furse Mclnnis Schroeder
Ganske McKinney Schumer
Gilman Meehan Sensenbrenner
Gordon Menendez Serrano
Gutierrez Mfume Shays
Gutknecht Miller (CA) Skaggs
Heineman Minge Slaughter
Hilliard Moakley Stark
Hinchey Morella Stokes
Hoekstra Nadler Studds
Hoke Neumann Stupak
Jackson-Lee Oberstar Torricelli
Jacobs Obey Towns
Johnson (SD) Olver Upton
Johnston Orton Velazquez
Kanjorski Owens Vento
Kaptur Pallone Volkmer
Kennedy (MA) Payne (NJ) Watt (NC)
Kildee Payne (VA) Waxman
Kleczka Pelosi Williams
Klug Peterson (MN) Wise
LaFalce Petri Woolsey
LaHood Pomeroy Wyden
Lantos Portman Wynn
Largent Poshard Yates
Levin Rahall Zeliff
Lewis (GA) Ramstad Zimmer
Lincoln Rangel

NOT VOTING—4
Fields (LA) McHugh
Hayes Tucker
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So the conference report was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 264

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that my name be with-
drawn as a cosponsor of House Resolu-
tion 264.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
INGLIS of South Carolina). Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman
from California?

There was no objection.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF INTENTION TO
OFFER RESOLUTION RAISING
QUESTION OF PRIVILEGES OF
THE HOUSE

(Mr. PETERSON of Florida asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, pursuant to clause 2(a)(1) of
rule IX, | hereby give notice of my in-
tention to offer a resolution—on behalf
of myself and the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. JoHNSTON]—which raises a
question of the privileges of the House.

The form of the resolution is as fol-
lows:

Whereas the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct is currently considering
several ethics complaints against Speaker
Newt Gingrich;
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Whereas the Committee has traditionally
handled such cases by appointing an inde-
pendent, non-partisan, outside counsel—a
procedure which has been adopted in every
major ethics case since the Committee was
established;

Whereas—although complaints against
Speaker Gingrich has been under consider-
ation for more than 14 months—the Commit-
tee has failed to appoint an outside counsel;

Whereas the Committee has also deviated
from other long-standing precedents and
rules of procedure; including its failure to
adopt a Resolution of Preliminary Inquiry
before calling third-party witnesses and re-
ceiving sworn testimony;

Whereas these procedural irregularities—
and the unusual delay in the appointment of
an independent, outside counsel—have led to
widespread concern that the Committee is
making special exceptions for the Speaker of
the House;

Whereas the integrity of the House depends
on the confidence of the American people in
the fairness and impartiality of the Commit-
tee on Standards of Official Conduct.

Therefore be it resolved that;

The Chairman and Ranking Member of the
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct
should report to the House, no later than No-
vember 28, 1995, concerning:

(1) the status of the Committee’s investiga-
tion of the complaints against Speaker Ging-
rich;

(2) the Committee’s disposition with regard
to the appointment of a non-partisan outside
counsel and the scope of the counsel’s inves-
tigation;

(3) a timetable for Committee action on
the complaints.

Mr. Speaker, this is motherhood.
This is not to take a prejudicial view of
their findings, it is asking for a clear,
specific report to this House, of which
we stand ready to receive at any time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
rule IX, a resolution offered from the
floor by a Member other than the ma-
jority leader or the minority leader as
a question of the privileges of the
House has immediate precedence only
at a time or place designed by the
Speaker in the legislative schedule
within 2 legislative days of its being
properly noticed. The Chair will an-
nounce the Chair’s designation at a
later time.

The Chair’s determination as to
whether the resolution constitutes a
question of privilege will be made at
the time designed by the Chair for con-
sideration of the resolution.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
GIFT REFORM ACT

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, |
call up House Resolution 268 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 268

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order to consider in
the House the resolution (H. Res. 250) to
amend the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives to provide for gift reform. The amend-
ments recommended by the Committee on
Rules now printed in the resolution are here-
by adopted. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the resolution, as



November 16, 1995

amended, and any amendment thereto to
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept:

Fl) Thirty minutes of debate on the resolu-
tion, which shall be equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Rules;

(2) The amendment printed in part 1 of the
report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution, if offered by Rep-
resentative Burton of Indiana or his des-
ignee, which shall be considered as read and
shall be separately debatable for thirty min-
utes equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and an opponent; and

(3) If the amendment printed in part 1 of
the report is rejected or not offered, the
amendment printed in part 2 of the report, if
offered by Representative Gingrich of Geor-
gia or his designee, which shall be considered
as read and shall be separately debatable for
thirty minutes equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an opponent.
All points of order against the amendments
printed in the report are waived. During con-
sideration of the resolution, no question
shall be subject to a demand for division of
the question.

O 1430

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
INGLIS of South Carolina). The gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]
is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, for the
purposes of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Texas [Mr. FRoOST],
pending which | yield myself such time
as | may consume. During consider-
ation of the resolution, all time yielded
is for debate purposes only.

(Mr. SOLOMON asked unanimous
consent to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 268 provides for the consid-
eration of House Resolution 250, the
House Gift Reform Rule. The rule pro-
vides for 30 minutes of debate equally
divided and controlled between myself
and the ranking minority member of
the Rules Committee. The rule pro-
vides that the technical amendments
adopted by the Rules Committee are
considered as adopted.

Following debate on House Resolu-
tion 250, the rule makes in order the
consideration of an amendment in the
nature of a substitute to be offered by
Representative BURTON of Indiana or
his designee.

The rule then provides that it is in
order, if the Burton substitute is re-
jected or not offered, to consider an
amendment by GINGRICH of Georgia or
his designee.

Following the disposition of that
amendment, if offered, the House would
then vote on final adoption of the reso-
lution as amended.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 250
was introduced on October 30 by our
Rules Committee colleague, Mrs.
WALDHoLTZ of Utah, with a bipartisan
group of cosponsors. It is identical to
the Senate gift rule adopted on July 28
by a vote of 98 to 0. There are no sub-
stantive changes.

An earlier version of the resolution,
House Resolution 214, was introduced
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on September 6 by Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. It
amended the existing House gift rule,
which is under the exclusive jurisdic-
tion of the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct. Given that commit-
tee’s heavy workload, the leadership
requested that the Rules Committee
assume responsibilities for reporting
the gift rule.

Mrs. WALDHOLTZz accordingly re-
drafted her resolution as a new House
rule and introduced that version as
House Resolution 250 which was re-
ferred to our committee.

On October 27, the majority leader
held a press conference at which he
promised that both the gift rule and
the lobbying disclosure bill would be
considered by the House not later than
today, November 16.

I am pleased that both the majority
leader and the Rules Committee have
been able to keep to that timetable. |
especially want to commend my col-
leagues for enduring the forced march
we put them through over the last 3
weeks to come up to speed on this
issue.

We conducted two hearings at which
we heard from numerous House Mem-
bers as well as public witnesses. Then,
on Tuesday of this week, we marked-up
and reported by unanimous voice vote
House Resolution 250 with only minor,
technical changes recommended by the
chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the ethics committee.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 250
would apply a new and tighter gift rule
to House Members, officers and em-
ployees. Whereas at present, gifts
under $50 are not counted towards the
annual aggregate of $250 from any
source, the new gift rule would lower
that exempt threshold to gifts under
$10. No formal record-keeping or disclo-
sure is required for gifts of $10 or
more—only good faith compliance.

And the proposed new rule also low-
ers the annual limit for total gifts from
the same source in a year from $250 to
$100.

And, whereas, at present meals are
not counted towards the gift limit,
under the proposed new rule, meals of
$10 or more would be counted.

The new rule differs from the exist-
ing rule in that it does exempt gifts
from close personal friends. However, it
requires an ethics committee waiver
for any gifts from friends that are over
$250 in value. And as with the present
rule, gifts from relatives are exempt
from the limits.

Mr. Speaker, another tough new pro-
vision of this proposed gift rule is the
more frequent and detailed disclosure
of reimbursement from private sources
for travel related to a Member’s offi-
cial representation duties. These in-
clude making speeches to groups, fact-
finding, and substantial participation
events.

Whereas the current rule requires an-
nual disclosure and does not require a
detailed accounting of reimbursable ex-
penses, the new rule requires that dis-
closures be filed with the Clerk within
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30 days of such travel, and that a good
faith estimate be included of total
costs for travel, lodging, meals, and
other expenses.

Mr. Speaker, | won’t go into greater
detail at this time on the proposed new
rule, since other members of the Rules
Committee will be doing so, and there
will be further time during debate on
the resolution itself.

I would point out to Members that
we could have brought House Resolu-
tion 250 directly to the floor as privi-
leged motion without a special rule.
But, in that case, there would be no op-
portunity for amendments.

But because it was the strong feeling
of many Members on both sides of the
aisle that there should be an oppor-
tunity to allow for the consideration of
alternatives, we have put out this rule
that will permit the possible consider-
ation of two such alternatives.

One is by Mr. BURTON of Indiana. It
would retain the current $250 annual
aggregate on gifts, but would lower the
exempt category from gifts under $100
to gifts under $50. Moreover, the Bur-
ton substitute would include meals to-
wards the limit if they are $50 or more.

Another major difference between
the Burton substitute and the base text
is that the Burton substitute would
permit Members to be reimbursed for
travel for charity events.

Finally, the rule permits the offering
of an amendment by the Speaker or his
designee that would ban all gifts from
persons other than close personal
friends or relatives, and gifts of per-
sonal hospitality.

In other words—there could be no
gifts or meals from people who are not
friends or relatives.

The Speaker’s amendment would also
make clear that Members could take a
spouse or dependent child to privately
reimbursed, events connected with
their official duties—as they now may
under existing rules—without having
to make a determination that the pres-
ence of the wife or child “is appro-
priate to assist in the representation of
the House.”

Mr. Speaker, this is a good rule, a
fair rule, and one which does allow for
both stricter and less strict alter-
natives than House Resolution 250. I
urge adoption of the rule and of the
new gift ban reform resolution before
us.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | am extremely grati-
fied that we are here today to begin the
debate on reform of the gift rules. |
rise, however, in reluctant support for
the rule which has been reported by the
Republican majority of the Committee
on Rules. Mr. Speaker, for 11 months
my Democratic colleagues and | have
attempted to bring this issue before
the House. Now, when at last the Re-
publican leadership has scheduled this
reform for the consideration of the full
House, they have stacked the deck.
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Mr. Speaker, instead of providing the
House with an opportunity to take a
clean vote on the Senate-passed gift re-
form proposal, this rule compels the
House to vote down two gift reform
amendments before the House ever gets
to House Resolution 250, which con-
tains virtually the same language as
the Senate measure passed last July.
The resolution is sponsored by the
gentlelady from Utah [Mrs.
WALDHOLTZ], as well as a number of
Democrats and Republicans. House
Resolution 250, closely resembles the
proposal of the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BRYANT], which Democrats have
tried to bring to the House on six sepa-
rate occasions this year. The resolu-
tion was reported by the Rules Com-
mittee with only minor modifications.

While most observers recognize that
the Rules Committee proposition is not
perfect, it is clearly far superior to the
substitute proposed by the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON], but also
provides far more flexibility for Mem-
bers than the proposal which may be
offered by the Speaker. This rule
stacks the deck in such a way that the
House will be forced to choose between
more of the same—which is the Burton
substitute—or a modified zero gift
rule—which is what the Speaker’s
amendment offers. If either one of
those propositions prevail, then the
Waldholtz bipartisan proposal will
never even come to a vote.

Never mind the fact that the Rules
Committee held one briefing, two hear-
ings, and one markup on the Waldholtz
proposal. Never mind that the Rules
Committee proposal was carefully ex-
amined by the Standards Committee
and contains amendments that were
recommended on a bipartisan basis by
the Chair and ranking member of that
committee. Never mind, Mr. Speaker,
that the bipartisan group of Members
supporting gift reform asked that
House Resolution 250 be quickly sent to

the floor and considered without
amendment.
So what has the Rules Committee

done, Mr. Speaker? In effect, the com-
mittee has ignored the product of its
own labors and has given us a rule
which may very well assure that the
Waldholtz proposal may never be voted
on directly.

Mr. Speaker, the Democratic Mem-
bers of the Rules Committee support
reform, but we question how we can
move toward reform when this rule
which puts golf outings ahead of real
reform. We will support this rule, but
it is a shame that the House is being
placed in this position. Yesterday an
amendment was offered to this rule
which would have allowed for a direct
vote on the Waldholtz proposal and
every member of the majority—that’s
right, every Republican Member in-
cluding Mrs. WALDHOLTZ, the sponsor
of the proposal—voted no. | have to
ask, What’s the problem, Mr. Speaker?
Why can’t we just take a vote on a pro-
posal which enjoys such wide biparti-
san support?
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Mr. Speaker, this issue, and the
closely linked issue of lobby reform,
have enjoyed support from Members
both Democratic and Republican, lib-
eral and conservative, senior and jun-
ior. Congressional reform is not a par-
tisan issue—it is an issue that matters
to all Americans who cherish this
House as the House of the people. We
cannot let the appearance of impropri-
ety continue to add fuel to the fire of
public animosity toward the Congress.
If we do not pass the Senate-passed
version of gift reform, | fear we will, to
a man and a woman, be held in scorn
and ridicule.

Mr. Speaker, | would urge my col-
leagues—those of us who are truly
committed to restoring the public’s
confidence in this institution—to vote
support this rule, but in doing so, |
must urge a ‘‘no’” vote on the Boston
proposition. Mr. Speaker, this institu-
tion is not held in particularly high re-
gard by the American people, espe-
cially at this moment when we are
grappling with this budget impasse. |
fear that in spite of our good inten-
tions, and those intentions are biparti-
san—this rule will force us into a box
and our resulting actions will be seen
as just more serious business as usual
here in Washington.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. Goss], a distinguished member of
the Committee on Rules as well as a
member of the Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct, who has prob-
ably more expertise on these matters
than any Member | know.

Mr. Speaker, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. Goss] be permitted to manage the
remainder of the bill with me.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SoLo-
MON], the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Rules, for his con-
fidence. Fortunately, we have staff
here who really do know what the
Rules of the House are that can help us
out, in case | go off track.

I think more important, since we are
talking about the rule at this point in
the debate, | think it is critical to note
that today we are fulfilling a commit-
ment that was made to the House and
to the American people that we would
debate and vote on the new gift rules
for our membership by November 16.
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For those like this Member who may
have lost track of the days and nights
in the midst of all the budget discus-
sions and so forth in the past few days,
it just so happens that today is Novem-
ber 16. Promises made, promises kept. |
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congratulate our leadership for doing
that.

I commend the many Members who
have worked to bring us to this point,
most notably my colleague on the
Committee on Rules, the gentlewoman
from Utah [Mrs. WALDHOLTZ]. She has
persevered under extraordinarily dif-
ficult circumstances, and we owe her
our thanks. Likewise, | must commend
and thank the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SoLoMON], my chairman, for
his hard work and eminent fairness in
handling this issue. It has not been
easy.

Mr. Speaker, Thomas Jefferson once
said, “When a man assumes the public
trust, he should consider himself as
public property.”

Many Americans subscribe to that
philosophy, I among them, and it is for
that reason that | support efforts to
strengthen and expand our current gift
rules. | quickly say that | realize that
how you deal with the problem of gifts
is a very personal decision for all Mem-
bers, and | totally respect the rights of
how they go about doing it.

Therefore, | think we have come up
with a pretty good rule because we
have tried to provide for a number of
options, hopefully finding a com-
fortable home for each of the Members’
personal preferences that still passes
muster with the idea that we are being
asked to explore gift reform by the
American people.

I believe that most of the Members
and staff who work long hours in this
Capitol are very honorable and very de-
serving of the public’s confidence. How-
ever, | also know from the polls, just
general street talk, that the public
does not always have great confidence
in us, in part because they believe per-
haps that we enjoy too many perks and
privileges, many of them provided by
people who seek special access.

For this reason, since my early days
in Congress, my policy for myself and
my own office staff has been not to ac-
cept any gifts, meals, or travel. Al-
though this policy is personal to me,
and it is certainly more stringent than
any of the reform versions we are tak-
ing under consideration today, | find it
has proven to be relatively easy to im-
plement and precluded a lot of difficult
decisions that frankly would have been
in gray areas that might have raised
people’s concerns. | know other Mem-
bers who have practiced the same pol-
icy generally agree with those conclu-
sions. Regardless of what we do today,
I personally will continue my policy.

Now, gift reform for the entire
House, however, is important even if
most of the Members adopt their own
stringent policies voluntarily. Why?
The answer is simple. Because a large
number of American people have asked
us to take this extra step. Many feel
our low approval ratings can be raised
only if we do take that kind of a com-
mitment to begin to build back trust. |
think building back trust is an impor-
tant mission for this Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that this
rule affords Members with differing
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perspectives on the need and the proper
direction of gift reform an opportunity
to be heard and issue their debate and
their arguments and their persuasion
on the approach that they think is
best.

I know some Members believe strong-
ly that the approach embodied in
House Resolution 250, which is the one
that the other body adopted in July,
they feel strongly that is the wrong
way to go, that will not work. Others
believe that that approach does not go
far enough, that it will not restrict
Members’ and staffers’ acceptance of
gifts and it will not achieve the mis-
sion of building credibility.

So we have the chance to debate
these points of view and vote first on a
bipartisan substitute offered by the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON],
a measure that is designed to empha-
size disclosure more than bans. If that
should fail, then we will vote on a pro-
posal offered by our Speaker geared to-
ward a more stringent gift ban than
the other body has adopted. If neither
alternative should pass, then we will
have a vote on House Resolution 250,
provisions that are almost identical to
the other body’s, we have cleaned up
some of the minor problems in it, but
it is very similar to that, known as the
Waldholtz version.

This seems to me to be a very fair
and proper way to go. | do not know
how we could have done it better and
accommodated more views and still
brought the matter to the floor. | urge
our colleagues’ support for this rule so
we can get on and examine the versions
that we have offered for us.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. FAzIO].

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | thank my friend on the Commit-
tee on Rules for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of
lobby reform and the rule and the gift
reform legislation, the Barrett-Shays-
Waldholtz bill before us now, which
merely reflects the gift reform bill of
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BRY-
ANT] which we have tried to take up
since the beginning of this year.

We cannot begin today without a
quick recounting of events that have
occurred over this calendar year. Our
consideration of lobby and gift reform
today characterizes the Republican ap-
proach to legislating: take bills which
enjoy broad bipartisan support, that
were passed by the Senate unani-
mously, act only when forced to, and
then proceed in a partisan manner.

Democrats have offered four previous
occasions to consider lobby and gift re-
forms on the House floor this year,
most recently just 3 weeks ago during
the consideration of the second legisla-
tive branch appropriations bill. On Oc-
tober 25, that bill was pulled from the
floor. Why? Because Democrats and re-
form-minded Republicans had the votes
to pass the lobby and gift bills we will
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consider today. Then and only then did
Majority Leader ARMEY make a public
commitment to consider these bills
today. Did he then take a bipartisan
approach? | would argue no.

The Senate-passed lobby bill was not
even referred to the committee for 3
months. The lobby reform bill lan-
guished at the desk. The Subcommittee
on the Constitution did not mark up a
lobby bill until hearings were com-
pleted, until given the go-ahead by the
GOP leadership. The gift reform bill
was referred to the partisan Committee
on Rules instead of the usual referral
to the bipartisan Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct. The restric-
tive rule offered for the gift bill today
stems from extensive discussions and
votes within the Republican con-
ference, but no consultation with the
Democratic leadership ever took place.

So, at the end of the day, is the prod-
uct improved? Has more bipartisanship
on the issue been achieved? Has more
bipartisanship on the issue been
achieved? Has the House earned its tra-
ditional reputation as the more reform-
minded of the two bodies? The events
speak for themselves.

At the very least, the GOP leadership
tactics have cast a shadow over what
should have been a straightforward,
consensus approach, working hand-in-
hand as we did in the last Congress to
pass this kind of legislation.

Now the situation has been created
where our gift reform product may fall
short of the Senate, or our lobby re-
form bill may be amended, permitting
it to bog down in a House-Senate con-
ference committee over amendments
that have already shown to be unpopu-
lar in the other body. If either of those
things happens today, the blame clear-
ly will lie at the feet of the Republican
leadership.

I urge my colleagues to adopt the
Senate-passed provisions. We should
have done so a long time ago.

For my colleagues who want to com-
plicate this issue by saying the limits
are too low or charity events will be re-
stricted or record-keeping will be re-
quired, | say the American public does
not like what it sees in Washington,
and we need to set a higher standard
and work toward restoring their trust.

I say that not because | am holier
than thou. | am no different than any
other Member in this institution. |
have engaged in all the practices that
will be mentioned here today. | am not
impugning the motives of any of my
colleagues. | think this is the cleanest
legislative body anywhere, and | think
it has been cleaner every year | have
served here.

There is no question in my mind,
however, that we need to bring respon-
sibility and accountability to our deal-
ings with lobbyists and our relation-
ships with them. That is the point of
these bills that have been brought to
this floor finally today. That point
should not be obscured by any 11th
hour reformers who seek to maintain
their own notions of business as usual.
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Our mission today is to restore the
confidence of the American people in
this great institution. Whether we like
it or not, the perception exists that
this place is too influenced by too close
a relationship with those who are paid
to influence our decisions.

I urge my colleagues to accept this
very unfair rule, yes, accept it anyway,
and to defeat the various amendments,
and pass the Senate-passed gift and
lobby reform provisions.

I know this will be a divisive issue,
within both the conference of the Re-
publicans and the caucus of the Demo-
crats. But | think it is in the best tra-
dition of past efforts to reform the in-
stitution, and to try to build additional
public understanding of the relation-
ships we invariably must have with in-
terest groups and lobbyists, and at the
same time reassure each other that our
own common standards will be such
that we can go to the public and ask
for them to reinvest their trust in us.

Many of us have different standards.
I do not impugn, as | say, the motives
of any. We all have different perspec-
tives as we evaluate where we must be
on these issues. But there are other
standards that must apply to all of us
because we are judged often by the ac-
tions of a few.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
support the rule.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2V
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from the Commonwealth of
Virginia [Mr. BATEMAN].

(Mr. BATEMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BATEMAN. | thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, it would have been
much easier for me not to have asked
for the time to speak on this issue, on
this subject matter. But | think that
would have been an act of cowardice
for me not to do so.

I know full well that it is politically
more comfortable to vote for the most
extreme measure pending before us on
that subject. But | think that does to
this body an enormous disservice.
Harken to the words of the gentleman
from California who just spoke, who
says this is the cleanest institution,
legislative body that he knows of and
it is getting better all the time. Then
why are we flagellating ourselves the
way we are doing it?

I could stand before you and tout the
virtues of the House Resolution 250
based text that we have before us, but
I have looked at it, | have studied it,
and it is terribly, terribly flawed.

You should know that what comes to
you as the instrument passed by the
other body was written on the floor of
the other body in an ad hoc, sponta-
neous kind of way. If we look at that
legislation, it shows all the earmarks
of the atmosphere in which it was
drafted. It is shot full of opportunities
for entrapment of Members. It calls for
Members exercising, quote, good faith
discretion, which is an invitation for
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those who are most conscientious to
deny themselves while inviting those
who are least conscientious to go to
the limits of the system. It creates the
necessity of a recordkeeping that
would burden you to the point where it
would seriously jeopardize your ability
to get the work done for which you
were elected.

Mr. Speaker, in 1967 when | first de-
cided to run for public office, I prom-
ised myself and my family that it
would be more important why | got
elected than whether | got elected. |
think we should apply that standard as
we make our judgments in passing the
better gift reform bill.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. BARRETT].

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, gift reform is not a Repub-
lican issue. It is not a Democratic
issue. It is an issue that strikes at the
very core of the integrity of this insti-
tution.

The greatest honor in my life is serv-
ing in this institution. | have met some
of the greatest people | have ever met
in my life, and | think virtually every
one of those people is dedicated to
doing what is right for the American
people. | think Congress gets a bad rap
when people think we are not here to
help. But | also think it is incumbent
upon us to do everything we can to
make sure the people of this country
have confidence in this institution. We
must have the people in this country
have confidence in the democratic
process. In order to do so, that means
we are going to have to make some per-
sonal sacrifices and I am willing to
take those sacrifices. That means we
are going to have to say, “‘I am willing
to give up golf trips.”” That means we
are going to have to say, “‘I am willing
to give up unlimited meals worth $50.”
That means | am going to have to say,
yes, it is more important for the integ-
rity of this institution than it is for me
to have frills that every one of us
wants.

I am human just like everybody else.
I would love to have these things. But
it is far more important for this insti-
tution to have the integrity restored in
it.
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That is why | think it is important
that we are working together today on
a bipartisan basis. It is important we
move forward.

This is not a perfect bill. You are
never going to have a perfect bill in
this area, but it is, | think, a bill that
moves in the right direction. It is a bill
that deserves the support of every per-
son of this institution.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM].

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman from California talked
about fairness. | know we are talking
about gift reform, but there was some
partisanship putin it.
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In 30 years the Republicans did not
win but one motion to recommit be-
cause the deck was stacked. The king-
of-the-hill rule in my first years here,
we did not win any, because the deck
was stacked.

We are trying to offer three different
options. Personally | feel that during
the time when the Government is shut
down, we have got appropriations bills
to do, we have got 25,000 troops that
are looking, by the President, to be
sent to Bosnia, it is absolutely ludi-
crous for us to be doing this at this
particular time.

Let us take a look. | am going to sup-
port the Burton amendment. | will also
support a zero, no trips, no gift, noth-
ing, de nada, rather than partial.

Let me tell you why. Democrats have
got a convention coming up in Chicago.
Can you imagine when a high school
student volunteers time as a gift? Can
you imagine someone that drives a car
or a flower or anything? There is no
way that the people that put on your
convention or the people that are in-
volved in it are going to stay out of
prison. | guarantee you someone is
going to question somebody working
somewhere sometime, and that person
is going to end up going to jail. | mean,
it is absolutely ludicrous.

I have never been on a trip myself,
never once, never taken my family. |
do not plan on doing it. | would love to
go to Mexico where we have a lot of
problems in common with California.
But | have not done that.

I think probably the most thing I
have ever received is a T-shirt or a golf
hat. But individually it does not mat-
ter.

But | think for us to take and do this
partially and the recordkeeping, you
say it is insignificant, but | think, I
really believe you are going to end up
with Members on both sides of this
thing in jail just because something is
not reported. Somebody drops a book
off, which | have received books, | have
no idea what they cost. I will log it in.
If it comes up over the $10 or $50, like
that, somebody could bring it up, and
we could end up in a lot of trouble.

I would ask you to support Burton or
support zero.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

I ask the gentleman from California,
who just spoke, if he would remain at
the microphone, if he would.

I know that the legislation is com-
plicated and it is hard to keep track of
all the details when things move
around. But the gentleman may not
have been aware that there is a specific
exemption in the bill for political ac-
tivities. Nothing surrounding the polit-
ical convention either of the Demo-
cratic Party or of the Republican
Party is covered under this legislation.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. If the gentleman
will yield, then would a charity gift at
a political event be covered?

Mr. FROST. All | can tell the gen-
tleman is the restrictions in this para-
graph shall not apply to the following,
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and then it says a contribution is de-
fined in section 301(a) of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 that is
lawfully made under the act, the con-
tribution for election to a State or
local government office prescribed by
section 301(8) (b) of the act or attend-
ance at a fundraising sponsored by a
political organization.

A political convention is obviously
sponsored by a political organization.
The intent is not to cause problems for
either the Republican Party or the
Democrat Party at their national con-
ventions.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. | thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | have been
essentially involved in virtually every
reform issue this House has faced since
I first came, whether that issue is lim-
iting outside income or requiring fi-
nancial disclosure or campaign reform
or lobbying gift reform. | have not been
involved in that because | thought that
most Members did not have integrity, |
have been involved in it because | know
that they do.

Yet what we have often seen is that
many Members in this place have their
reputations unjustly besmirched be-
cause of the careless or thoughtless ac-
tions and sometimes the venal actions
of a very small percentage of the Mem-
bers of this body. | do not believe that
we can afford, as an institution or as
stewards of the political process, | do
not believe that we can afford to have
a situation continue in which tax-
payers can turn on their television set
and see their local Congressman ca-
vorting on a beach with his expenses
paid for by lobbyists or golfing with his
expenses paid for by lobbyists. The sys-
tem cannot afford it. That kind of
scene turns this country cynical. It
robs them of any remaining faith they
have left in their political institutions.

We have got to cut off that kind of
behavior and that kind of activity.
That is why | would urge the House,
when they take action today, to sup-
port the committee bill, to oppose the
Burton amendment.

I respect the gentleman’s motives.
But | do not respect the judgment that
leads one to conclude that we can af-
ford to continue those kinds of rela-
tionships. | think that for the good of
the country, those Kkinds of relation-
ships must end, and that is the most
important lesson which | think we
have to take out of the debate today.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Washington [Mrs. SMITH],
who has been one of the principals in
bringing this legislation forward.

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, | rise today to commend the
Members of the Committee on Rules
and the House leadership for allowing
gift reform to come to the floor for a
vote.

I will be supporting the rule, and I
will also be supporting the substitute
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amendment offered by the Speaker and
the base bill underlying this bill.

Just know that if you vote for the
Burton amendment, you do not ever
get to real reform. The rule is struc-
tured in a way that, if Burton passes,
you never get the two reform versions,
not the total ban and not the biparti-
san solution that mirrors the Senate
solution. You must vote ‘““no’’ on Bur-
ton first.

Now, why am | supporting both of the
underlying bills? A group of freshmen,
in a variety of ways, sometimes the
same bill, sometimes with others, came
together in December and made a deci-
sion that we would run against the per-
ceived perception of this place that it
was affected by special interests. We
ran against incumbents, some of us,
saying we would be different, we would
not go and be affected by those special
interests and that we had to keep our
word, see, because we had run on a
promise, a contract, and the American
people thought that contract included
going and cleaning up Congress and
changing the perception.

People turn on the TV night after
night and see us in warm places with
friends on golf trips and have the per-
ception everyone is like that, and since
I have been here, | realize that is an ex-
ception. It is not the rule.

The hearts are good here. They are
well-intentioned. But the people still
have little confidence in us.

| urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes”
on the rule, vote ‘“no’’ on Burton. Bur-
ton is introduced by a lot of people
with good hearts who believe very
strongly that these trips are not harm-
ful. But they are harmful to our image.
Vote ‘“no’ on Burton and ‘‘yes’ on the
rule.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1%
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Mrs. DELAURO].

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, it is
time that we restore the integrity of
the House of Representatives by ban-
ning gifts to Members of Congress.
These gifts threaten the bonds of trust
that we need in order to govern in this
body.

We are here to do the people’s busi-
ness, and we are compensated very well
for that. We do not need paid vaca-
tions, frequent-flier miles or free meals
to sweeten the deal.

Most of all, Members of Congress do
not need lobbyists’ paid golf weekends.
If Members want to play at Pebble
Beach or Augusta, they should do it on
their own time and on their own tab.

I am pleased a bipartisan effort is
being made to finally ban gifts. | com-
mend my colleagues on the other side
of the aisle for their work on this issue.
I must register my disappointment
that Congress has not acted sooner. In
fact, Democrats have tried to bring gift
ban measures to the floor of the House
4 times since the first day of this Con-
gress but have been blocked each time.

The House passed a strong gift ban
bill last year with a 3-to-1 bipartisan
majority, only to see that bill blocked
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in the Senate. This year, the Senate
passed a gift ban 98 to 0. It is time to
make sure that the House follows the
same strict rules as the Senate.

I urge my colleagues to support the
resolution, oppose the Burton amend-
ment or any other changes that would
weaken the gift ban, create loopholes
for lobbyists or would impede the mo-
mentum that has pushed this House to-
ward finally banning unnecessary and
harmful gifts.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN], my
friend and colleague.

(Mr. HANSEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Speaker, in this
House, there are two things you have
to look at. One is perception, and one
is reality.

I spent 12 years on the Ethics Com-
mittee. In fact, | was the ranking mem-
ber for the last 2 years of the Ethics
Committee. | remember the Jim
Wright case well. | remember the case
where | was in charge of the Repub-
lican side on check cashing—109 Mem-
bers say they lost their positions be-
cause of that.

I also took the time to go back and
look at every case that has ever hap-
pened since the beginning of Congress
on what we have tried in front of the
Ethics Committee; somebody hit some-
body with a cane, they went outside
here and dueled, they spit on each
other, they did all kinds of interesting
things. But, you know, to this day,
whatever the perception is, the reality
is there has never been a case before
the Ethics Committee because of an
honoraria or a gift, never been there.

When | was first here in the early
1980’s, we had an interesting time. We
said we have got to change this around,
and we did not get around to it, how-
ever, but in 1989 we did. People, like
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. MEY-
ERS] sitting there, the distinguished
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. STOKES], and
others, all of us spent hundreds of
hours trying to come up with some
rules. We got them done. We did away
with honoraria. We did away with a lot
of things.

Then what happened? We had people
come to the floor and say, “We finally
did it. We have got it done. We will
pacify the American public. They will
be happy with this.”” That was not done
behind closed doors. That was done in
the open, for everybody to see. All the
papers said, “Gee, they finally did it.”

Let me just ask the question: How
many in here know what we did in 1989?
I do not think very many people do.
One. Thank you. | appreciate the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Most of the people, though, it is just
like saying what is wilderness. Nobody
can define that. So we get down to the
idea of what have we got; really, why
do you not take it and read it before
you vote on it? Why do you not find
out what we have got before we talk
about something else?
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There are a lot of ways to skin this
cat.

I personally feel we should leave it as
it is and say to the American public,
“Why do you not go read what we did
in 1989? | think you will feel we did a
good thing and a good thing for Amer-
ica.”

I urge the Members to just let this
one go. | am proud of the work that we
did in 1989. | see no reason to change it.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, Members of the House, | rise
in strong support of this bipartisan ef-
fort to reform the rules of the House
with respect to gifts.

I, too, will be supporting Speaker
GINGRICH’s substitute for no gifts. |
wish he had treated Ilobbyists dif-
ferently than the Girl Scouts, but so be
it. 1 think we are better off with no
gifts at all than all of the other prob-
lems raised by the exemptions.

I would seriously hope my colleagues
would turn down the Burton amend-
ment. This effort at disclosure is not
real disclosure. But what it does is
take off all the limits between lobby-
ists and people with unlimited expense
accounts and the special access they
have to Members of Congress at events,
whether they are billed for charity or
for any other. You may disclose under
the Burton amendment that you went
to charity. What you will not disclose
is you played with three oil executives
or three people from the homebuilders
or three people from the banking in-
dustry or from the savings-and-loans.
That was not chance. That was set up.
It was determined ahead of time be-
cause that is how they attracted those
people to give money to the charity
was to promise them that they could
play with the Member of Congress and
they could spend time with them over
a 3-hour, 4-hour, 5-hour period of time.
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That will never be disclosed under
the Burton resolution. We ought to
turn that down. Because disclosure,
disclosure will not solve the problem
that we have. The problem that we
have is that a group of paid people in
this town who do very good work on be-
half of their clients, whether it is on
behalf of teachers or utility companies
or home builders or what have you,
they do marvelous work, but because of
their access to money, because of their
access to privilege, they have access to
Members far beyond what our constitu-
ents have to us.

That is not fair, in an area where we
are competing for ideas and competing
for votes and competing to persuade
our colleagues to vote one way or an-
other, and that access that is bought
by money must be ended. The biparti-
san bill does that.

The Speaker’s amendment takes it a
step further, which | think is worthy of
all of our support. Our constituents do
not want us to disclose it, they want us



H 13070

to stop it, and they want us to stop it
now.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DOGGETT].

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, as a
newcomer in this Congress, my concern
with many of my Republican col-
leagues is not that they have tried to
change the operation of this House too
much, but that they have changed it
too little. And with all due respect to
my good friend from Florida, | have to
say that the Republican leadership
really has broken its promise to the
American people in this regard.

From day one, when the issue was
the relationship between the lobby and
the Members of this body, they refused
to reform. We tried on January 4, we
tried in May, we tried in June, we tried
in September, we tried in October,
again and again and again. We met a
stone wall of resistance to doing any-
thing to change those ties that bind
Members of Congress to the lobby.

This year, finally, under pressure
from the U.S. Senate, where 98 Mem-
bers of that Senate voted to reform gift
ban, finally it became obvious that
some reform was going to have to hap-
pen. And | salute those Members, large-
Iy new members of the Republican cau-
cus, who have spoken out on this issue,
because it is essential that it have bi-
partisan support.

Yet as recently as this past Sunday
on ‘“‘Meet the Press,”” Speaker GINGRICH
again spoke out against the version of
this bill that passed the U.S. Senate.
We have a rule today that has been
structured to make it as tough as pos-
sible to pass a real meaningful rule.

So today we have an opportunity to
enact real reform, yet there is yet an
amendment up here that would provide
little more than the current system. It
is essential that we not contract out
the operation of this Congress to the
lobby, that we rely on the Members of
the Congress to do it, and not the gifts
from the lobby.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1%
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York [Mrs. MALONEY].

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of the
rule and for underlying bipartisan bill.
Mr. Speaker, we were sent here to give
Americans a better life, not to live the
good life at the expense of lobbyists.
But Congress has played games with
gift bans for years, grandstanding
against perks, but quietly preserving
them.

Today we can stop playing games and
pass real gift ban reform, either the
Shays-Barrett gift ban bill, or the
Gingrich total ban on gifts, or we can
keep playing games, especially golf,
and pass the Burton substitute. We
need to vote against the Burton sub-
stitute.

House Resolution 250 is a good, tough
gift ban. It limits single gifts to $50 and
annual gifts to $100. The Burton sub-
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stitute is not a gift ban; it is a gift bo-
nanza. It will continue free round trip
tickets to charity events; it says a gift
under $50 is not really a gift. How

many Americans would agree with
that?
The only true gift ban bill before us

today is the bipartisan Shays-Barrett
bill, or Speaker GINGRICH’s total ban,
but in order to get to them, we need to
vote for the rule and against the Bur-
ton substitute.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from New Jersey [Mrs. Rou-
KEMA].

(Mrs. ROUKEMA asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in strong support of the rule and of this
resolution. It has taken us too long to
get to this day.

What we are doing here today is a
straightforward change in the House
rules to enact a strict ban on gifts to
Members from lobbyists and other peo-
ple with a direct interest in legislation.
And, you know what? It is about time.
Ross Perot is absolutely right on this
one. The system is badly broken and
must be fixed today. No more excuses,
no more delays.

These two measures, the gift ban and
the lobbying disclosure bill, are de-
signed to correct basic faults in the
system, a system that has shaken the
confidence of the American people and
our ability to do what is best for the
country, and not what is best for our
junketeering buddies.

Mr. Speaker, | do not know of any of
my colleagues who can be bought off on
an important issue by a trip or a din-
ner. But the American people perceive
Washington to be nothing more than a
swamp of back scratching and self-en-
richment. Today we can take a step to
correct that view. We must act here
and now to eliminate the potential for
corruption and eliminate even the ap-
pearance of junketeering buddies.

Mr. Speaker, some in this Chamber
have decided to spread myths and use
scare tactics on this bill. But my col-
leagues, | do not want you to be fooled
by the loose talk on this resolution.

I really am looking forward to the
day when this House cannot only do
what we have to do today, but look for-
ward to the real good government re-
form that the American people want
and deserve, which is campaign financ-
ing reform. That will have to wait
until next year. But without delay,
today, we should defeat the Burton
substitute. It Kills reform, and support
the Shays-Waldholtz-Barrett gift ban.

Mr. Speaker, | submit to you the
“Dear Colleague” of the gentleman
from Connecticut, Mr. CHRIS SHAYS,
the gentlewoman from Utah, Mrs. ENID
WALDHOLTZ, and the gentleman from
Wisconsin, Mr. ToMm BARRETT, which
dispels those myths and tells the re-
ality of this bill.
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, November 16, 1995.

GIFT BAN! MYTH VERSUS REALITY, PART 2

DEAR COLLEAGUE: Many questions have
arisen recently during the discussion of gift
ban legislation. We want to take this oppor-
tunity to dispel some of the ‘“myths” you
may have heard regarding the resolution.

Myth. This legislation will result in count-
less innocent members and staff going to jail
for accidentally violating the ban.

Reality. H. Res. 250 is a rules change, not
a law, and therefore could not result in any
criminal violations. Just like the system
that exists today, violation of the gift rules
would be subject to disciplinary action by
the Standards Committee.

Myth. | understand the personal friendship
exemption doesn’t apply if a gift was paid for
with company expenses, or by someone other
than my friend. Therefore, | could be in vio-
lation even if | don’t know that a gift my
friend gave me was paid by his company.

Reality. The rule states a member
shouldn’t apply the personal friendship ex-
emption if ‘“to the actual knowledge of the
Member, officer, or employee’” someone
other than the friend paid for the gift. If you
didn’t know the gift was not paid for by your
friend, you would not be in violation.

Myth. Sometimes my attorney waives a fee
for me, just as she does for other clients.
Under the H. Res. 250, | wouldn’t be allowed
to accept this.

Reality. The resolution exempts gifts
which are ‘“‘offered to members of a group or
class in which membership is unrelated to
congressional employment.” As long as your
lawyer waives other clients’ fees, and is not
waiving your fee because you are a Member
of Congress, you would not be in violation.
This is similar to current rules.

Myth. 1 understand that personal hospi-
tality is allowed under H.Res. 250, but that
the exemption doesn’t apply to free lodging
at a company-owned resort. If someone in-
vites me to stay at his condo, and | don’t
know that it’s owned by his company, | will
be in violation.

Reality. The limitations on gifts of per-
sonal hospitality are the same under H.Res.
250 as they are under current rules. You
would not be in violation if you did not know
the condo was company-owned.

Myth. If my friend invites me to go on his
boat or use his jet ski, and | don’t know that
they’re owned by his company, | would be in
violation of the rule.

Reality. Again, if you don’t know that a
gift was paid by a company, you would not
be in violation of the rule.

Myth. If someone gave me four tickets
worth $20 each for my family to attend a
baseball game, | would not be able to accept
them, because the cumulative value of $80
exceeds the $50 limit.

Reality. The Standards Committee cur-
rently applies a ‘“‘simultaneous gift rule”
which would continue under H.Res. 250.
Under this rule, the tickets would each be
considered separate gifts and could be ac-
cepted as long as each ticket’s value did not
exceed $50. The total value of all tickets
could not exceed $100.

Myth. Sometimes there’s a charity event
in my district, such as a 10K run or a tennis
tournament, and the fee is waived for me.
Under H.Res. 250, | couldn’t participate in
such events and have the fee waived.

Reality. This is not true. The resolution
allows members to accept free attendance at
a charity event, offered by the event’s spon-
sor. You would not be able to accept free air-
fare to or lodging at a charity event.

Myth. Under the resolution, a gift to a
staff member would count toward the mem-
ber’s limit.
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Reality. A gift to a staff member does not
count towards his/her member’s limit, it
would count toward the staff member’s
limit.

Myth. Sometimes | take courses or lessons
and the fee is waived. Under H.Res. 250, |
won’t be able to do this.

Reality. Training is exempt under H.Res.
250 if such training is in the “interest of the
House”. The Standards Committee could de-
termine if a class is in the interest of the
House.

Myth. Unpaid interns would be banned
under the legislation.

Reality. This is not true. Regulations re-
garding the service of interns already exist
in House rules. H.Res. 250 does not affect
these rules.

Myth. Use of government tennis courts and
weight rooms would be banned.

Reality. This is not true, for two main rea-
sons. Under the resolution “Anything which
is paid for by the Federal Government, by a
State or local government, or secured by the
Government under a Government contract”
is exempt. In addition, opportunities which
are ‘“‘offered to members of an organization

in which membership is related to con-
gressional employment and similar opportu-
nities are available to large segments of the
public through organizations of similar size”
are allowed.

Myth. I will not be able to take tickets to
any game, even if it is a university in my
district.

Reality. If the tickets are worth less than
$50 each, they can be accepted. The cost of
the tickets would count toward the aggre-
gate $100 annual gift limit.

Myth. If an unsolicited gift basket comes
into my office | will be in violation of the
gift ban.

Reality. Provided the gift basket is worth
less than $50, it can be accepted. The cost of
the gift basket would count toward the ag-
gregate $100 annual limit. If it is worth more
than $50, the resolution states “‘if it is not
practical to return a gift because it is perish-
able, the item may, at the discretion of the
recipient, be given to an appropriate charity
or destroyed.”

Myth. If the Chamber of Commerce has a
lunch, I won’t be able to go and interact with
my constituents.

Reality. Food and attendance at a widely-
attended event is exempt from the ban.

Myth. I will never be able to go on a fact-
finding trip to gain information that | need
to do my job. In addition, my constituents
will not be able to invite anyone but me to
speak at their events—even if there is an-
other member of Congress who is more
knowledgeable on the issue than | am.

Reality. Travel may be accepted from any-
one other than a registered lobbyist, as long
as it is specifically related to official busi-
ness. The travel must be publicly disclosed,
and entertainment cannot be paid for unless
it is provided to all attendees regardless of
Congressional employment. Activities which
are substantially recreational in nature can-
not be paid for.

Myth. My staff and | will spend countless
hours on paperwork requirements required
by this resolution.

Reality. There are no record-keeping re-
quirements included in H. Res. 250. The only
additional requirement is further disclosure
on travel.

I hope this is helpful. If you have any ques-
tions, call Allison Clinton (Shays), Bryan
George (Barrett), or Linda Toy (Waldholtz).

Sincerely,
CHRISTOPHER SHAYS,
ToM BARRETT,
ENID WALDHOLTZ.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. MEEHAN].

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of this bipartisan bill. Not all
lobbying is bad, and not all gifts are
given for cynical reasons, but there is
no denying that members of Congress
are getting too close to lobbyists, and
it is up to us to break up the symbolic
relationship between legislators and
the people hired to influence them.

Many of us were elected promising to
change the way Congress does business,
because the American people are con-
vinced that Members of Congress take
too many free trips, take too many ex-
pensive gifts, and have too many free
steak dinners.

I am not so sure they are wrong. Just
look at all the political wrangling and
legislative game playing that has been
going on on this issue, all in the name
of saving free golf trips and greens fees.

Can you imagine, in the same week
that we are closing down the Federal
Government, we are thinking about
voting to open up free trips for golf and
free trips for greens. Last Congress, my
freshman class, my Democratic fresh-
man class, led the way of fighting for a
gift ban, but that died in the U.S. Sen-
ate.

The Republican leadership this year
has procrastinated and capitulated and
delayed long enough. Working in a bi-
partisan way, we have this before the
floor today. Four times earlier this
year we tried to do it through Demo-
cratic amendments.

Now is the time to pass it. In the
elections last November, voters gave
Congress a mandate to change the way
Washington does business. It is time to
stop the political games and start
working together to make this institu-
tion more accountable.

Vote against the Burton substitute,
and let us vote for real reform. Let us
pass it today.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. CALLAHAN].

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I am going to speak on
the Burton amendment when it comes
up. | have listened with great interest
today. All of the Members of Congress
who are so concerned about ethics in
this House, I wonder if any of them
have taken the opportunity to read the
law? We are talking about a House rule
and the law of the United States which
says that anyone who is in Congress
who accepts any gift in return for any
vote on this floor is subject to impris-
onment and removal from office.

If anyone is so pious and so con-
vinced that there are Members of Con-
gress who are taking these bribes, it is
their obligation to this Congress to
name names, to tell us who is doing
this. They are doing this to get a head-
line back in their district, and they are
getting a few, but they are making a
tremendous mistake.

So get headlines back in your dis-
trict, and then go back and tell people
who you are talking about. Then bring
those names to the Attorney General
and let us prosecute them.
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Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE].

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Mr. Speaker, | really do not want to
prosecute anyone. | simply want to
have the U.S. Congress stand up and do
their job, and that is to recognize that
we are here to do the people’s business,
and not to be the recipient of all the
goodies that may come into our office.

These are honest people here, folks.
No one is attempting to prosecute law
abiding Members of the U.S. Congress.
We know however debate that the in
the national arena has been directed at
this House improving self-regulation.
But this is a simple rule that has a
simple face value to it, and that is that
we should not accept gifts that may in-
trude upon the process of government.
It simply prohibited gifts except at a
certain monetary value. It allows
Members to do their job on behalf of
the American people, but it says that
gift taking from lobbyists and others is
just plain wrong. It is a simple fact,
and | accept it, and was glad to vote for
the rule.

I would ask my colleagues to join to-
gether to ensure that the American
people will know that this House has
cleaned its own self up, that this House
is prepared to acknowledge the fact
that the business at hand is to save the
taxpayers’ dollars, and also to be found
to be beyond reproach. It is important
that we recognize that this is not a
harsh rule, simply a fair rule. It is a
rule that is simply fair, and simply ac-
knowledges that we are here to work,
and to work hard.

Mr. Speaker, I would ask my col-
leagues to think about what the image
has been of this Congress, aside from
the fact we have not passed a clean
continuing resolution that would allow
the Government to keep its doors open,
not for us, but for the American people.
It is time now then to tell them that
we are ready to get down to work and
to avoid the aspersions that have been
cast upon this Congress that we spend
our time taking gifts and not doing
work.

It a simple rule, it is a simple proc-
ess. Clean our own act up. This Con-
gress can do it. Stop the gift. Let us do
it today.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2V
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Ohio [Ms. PRYCE], my
friend and colleagues on the Commit-
tee on Rules.

Ms. PRYCE. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, today the House of Rep-
resentatives will take another impor-
tant step toward fulfilling our promise
to the American people to change the
status quo by voting on gift reform leg-
islation.

Now, this is personally satisfying,
Mr. Speaker, because many of us in the
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sophomore class worked very hard
since we arrived to bring about mean-
ingful congressional reform, and now
we finally have the strength of num-
bers to do it. | commend my colleagues
and the new freshman class for all the
hard work they have done to keep this
important issue on the front burner,
for working with our leadership to
bring this to the floor this year.

Mr. Speaker, before 1 ran for Con-
gress | was a judge, and when | decided
to run for this seat, | called my mother
and told her. And there was a long si-
lence on the other end of the phone.
And | said, ‘‘Mother, what do you
think?’” and she finally said, ‘“Deborah,
how could you leave the bench to go to
that sleazy place?”’

Now, this was my own mother. | have
since convinced her that things are not
all that bad, but, unfortunately, | do
not believe my mother is the only per-
son in America who held this institu-
tion in such low esteem.

Now, for too long our constituents
have believed that well-funded special
interest groups have maintained undue
influence over the legislative process.
While | firmly believe that the Mem-
bers and staff of this body conduct the
people’s business every day with hon-
esty, integrity, and with high ethical
standards, there is still a perception,
much like my mother’s, that Members’
decisionmaking is often clouded by
acts of generosity extended to them.
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As a result, public confidence in this
institution has steadily declined and
the taxpayers have issued a renewed
challenge to make Congress more open
and accountable. As Members of Con-
gress, we have the obligation to re-
spond by setting higher standards for
ourselves.

Mr. Speaker, this is a fair and bal-
anced rule. It calls for honest debate on
three very different proposals to
strengthen current gift restrictions.
Each proposal represents its own prior-
ities and represents much hard work
and sincere thought and all improve
the status quo. | urge adoption of this
rule and adoption of pursuant legisla-
tion to reform gift reception in this
body.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | vyield
such time as she may consume to then
gentlewoman from California [Ms.
EsHOO].

(Ms. ESHOO asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of the rule and the underlying
bill and urge Members to support that
and vote in opposition to the Burton
substitute.

Mr. Speaker, | rise to urge my colleagues to
reject the Burton substitute and support a
complete ban on gifts.

Since arriving in Congress, I've made it my
office policy not to accept any gifts from lobby-
ists or allow any of my staff to do so. Earlier
this year, | was one of 32 Members who
signed a Common Cause pledge saying that
lobbyists gifts are forbidden in my office.
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Now is the time to turn this voluntary pledge
into the mandatory House rules for all of us.

It's important because we need to restore
pubic trust in Congress and its Members. And
there can be no better way to begin this proc-
ess than by giving up lobbyist-provided meals,
tickets, vacations, food baskets, and golf out-
ings that have come to symbolize what's
wrong with Washington and the way it oper-
ates. These gifts should be flat out eliminated.

Mr. Speaker, the Burton substitute is weak
tea when what we need is strong medicine.
It's time for Congress to give up gifts from lob-
byists and get back to work for those who pay
our salaries—the American people. | urge my
colleagues to place a complete ban on lobby-
ist gifts.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS],
who has also been in the forefront of
this matter.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, this is a debate | have
not looked forward to because there
are such strong feelings. This is kind of
an in-house debate. We talk one way
here and the general public on the out-
side hears and sees something totally
different. We do not win friends, but
this is a debate that we have to have.

| say we are at the crossroads in this
Congress, and | particularly speak out
to my Republican freshmen. They came
as reformers, and already some of them
are getting sucked up into this place. |
believe we have to reform gift ban and
lobby disclosure, and | believe the time
is now.

Mr. Speaker, | salute the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. ARMEY] for promising
a vote. Little did | realize how many of
our conference did not want him to do
that. My admiration goes out to him,
and the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SoLoMON], who | call a seasoned vet-
eran with a freshman heart, and the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Goss], for
the fine work he has done.

I encourage my colleagues as much
as | can to defeat the Burton amend-
ment, and | encourage the staff that
are watching to wake up their Mem-
bers and have them realize that if Bur-
ton passes, reform is dead. And tomor-
row | know what the headlines will
say. They will say this Congress is
against reform. And if we do support
the Burton amendment, we are against
reform.

Mr. Speaker, we need to clean up our
own House and we need to act quickly.
| urge Members to oppose the Burton
amendment. | urge Members to con-
sider the Senate amendment, sponsored
by the gentlewoman from Utah [Mrs.
WALDHOLTZ] and the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. BARRETT] and others. It
is a fine sensible proposal.

We will also have the opportunity to
get rid of all gifts, which may be Mem-
bers’ decision, and something that we
ultimately all may do, but we do not
get to the Senate proposal, the Barrett
proposal, the Waldholtz proposal, we do
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not get to the Speaker’s proposal of no
gift if Burton passes. The Burton
amendment keeps things the way they
are now, except it just discloses how
sleazy this place has become.

| urge my colleagues to wake up and
understand what this vote is all about.
It is about whether we go forward or go
backward, and | urge it to happen on a
bipartisan basis.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, at this
point | urge adoption of the rule, and |
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, today, | rise in
opposition to this rule. It is not often that I rise
in opposition to a rule, as | have a great deal
of respect for the gentleman from New York,
the chairman of the Rules Committee. | rise in
opposition to the rule not because | do not
favor gift reform, but rather, | believe in the
need for effective gift reform. | have always
been a strong advocate for congressional re-
form and believe strongly in the concept of a
citizen legislature. If we are to achieve these
goals we must pass gift reform legislation that
is truly effective. The gentlelady from Utah has
proposed such legislation. Unfortunately, if this
rule passes, the opportunity to vote on this
truly historic piece of legislation will be greatly
limited.

This rule, as presented, favors the sub-
stitute. If we wish to arrive at a real solution
to the gift reform equation, we must be al-
lowed to weigh each measure on its own mer-
its, without the limits of this rule. Any limits
placed on debate should allow each of these
measures to be brought to the floor individ-
ually. This way, the U.S. House of Represent-
atives can begin the process of removing
many of the perks Congress has enjoyed over
the last 40 years.

| will support the Burton substitute if it is the
only piece of gift reform legislation brought to
the floor, even though | believe House Resolu-
tion 250, the Congressional Gift Reform Act,
to be the strongest piece of gift reform legisla-
tion presented to date.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self the remainder of my time.

Mr. Speaker, just make a few points
I would like to speak to very quickly.

First of all, we are talking about
House rules, not criminal statute. | say
that because there are some who have
put out some thoughts that there is the
potential of going to jail and so forth
because of these House rules we are
talking about. Breaking the law is al-
ways possible and anybody can go to
jail and should if they deserve to, but
we are talking about the rules of the
House here, not about criminal law.

Second, | would like to point out
that volunteers have been brought up
in some scenarios. They are subject to
another rule and not part of this legis-
lation today.

Third, there was talk about a politi-
cal convention. That is not covered, as
my friend from Texas has talked about.
There is a specific exemption from
that, and, as we know, we separate our
official from our campaign functions
very carefully and need to continue to
do that.

Fourth, this is a bipartisan event.
There are participants from both sides
of the aisle and many different points
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of view involved, not only in the base
legislation but in the amendments that
we will be discussing.

Fifth, | would like to point out that
even though some have cast aspersions
about GOP’s leadership abilities to
move this forward, we have only been
here 10 months and we have it on the
floor on the date we promised. The oth-
ers who have been here for 40 years per-
haps did not come to quite as timely a
decision on this. So | think we have
done OK.

Sixth, | would like to point out that
on page 12 of the committee report, an
incorrect reference is made to a re-
striction on the provision of “‘free at-
tendance’ at a widely attended event,
which does not exist in House Resolu-
tion 250. For the record, there is no re-
striction on who may provide free at-
tendance at such an event.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time, and | move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to House Resolution 268, | call up
the resolution (H. Res. 250) to amend
the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives to provide for gift reform, and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 268, the
amendments printed in House Resolu-
tion 250 are adopted.

The gentleman from New York [Mr.
SoLoMON] and the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. FrRosT] each will be recog-
nized for 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON].

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent to divide our 15
minutes equally between myself and
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BUR-
TON], 7> minutes each.

| yield to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. FrRosT] for a similar request.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | will yield
up to 7% minutes to opponents of the
legislation during this debate. It is not
clear as to whether the opponents at
this portion of the debate will be ask-
ing for the full 7%, but if they do, for
purposes of control, 1 will yield up to
7% minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York and the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

The gentleman from New York [Mr.
SoLOMON] is recognized for 7%z minutes.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 250 is
the long-awaited House Gift Reform
Act. This new rule would place tight
new limits on the types and value of
gifts that Members, officers, and em-
ployees may accept.

Mr. Speaker, let me say at the outset
that this is a bipartisan effort. We have

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

had people on both sides of the aisle
championing these new limits for sev-
eral years now.

That is not to say that our 1989 Eth-
ics Reform Act did not set significant
new standards for all branches of the
Federal Government. It did as the gen-
tleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] said.
We eliminated the honoraria of up to
$2,000, that Members used to be able to
receive for speeches. It outlawed cer-
tain types of outside employment for
Members, officers, and employees—
such as working with or being affili-
ated with law firms.

And it banned certain types of gifts
from all persons and not just from
those having a direct interest in legis-
lation, as was previously the case.

But the resolution before us today
continues the ethics reforms we en-
acted back in 1989.

Moreover, this resolution continues
the reform revolution set in motion on
the opening day of this Congress when
we overhauled the rules and procedures
of this House, eliminated scores of
committees and subcommittees, and
downsized our committee staff by one-
third. We shrunk the size of this Con-
gress.

As the chairman of the Rules Com-
mittee, and one who has been heavily
involved in reform efforts since | came
to this body, | pledged that January 4,
1995, was just the beginning, that re-
form was an ongoing and dynamic
process, and that we would continue to
reform this institution as long as we
were in the majority, and we are doing
that today.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that we
have continued with the reform initia-
tives that we set in motion on opening
day. This gift rule reform resolution is
just the latest chapter in that ongoing
effort.

I especially want to commend the
freshmen Members, like the author of
this resolution, the gentlewoman from
Utah, Mrs. WALDHOLTZ, an outstanding
member of this body, the gentlewoman
from Washington, Mrs. LINDA SMITH,
the gentleman from Kansas, Mr. SAM
BROWNBACK, and especially the gen-
tleman from Connecticut, Mr. CHRIS
SHAYS, and a whole host of others.

The people wanted a new Congress
with new priorities and a new agenda.
And they wanted a Congress that was
willing to literally clean its own
House.

Notwithstanding the great strides we
have made in meeting the demands and
expectations of the electorate, there is
still a great skepticism and distrust
around the country about this Govern-
ment, and we have to do something
about that.

Unfortunately, that public distrust
extends to every branch of government,
including the Congress. It is not be-
cause we have failed, or because this
body is filled with dishonest Members.
That is certainly not the case. This
House is filled with the most honest,
bright, and hardworking Members in
the history of the Republic.

H 13073
Notwithstanding that, the people are
still skeptical, suspicious, even dis-

trustful of public officials. It is a leg-
acy of the past, and nothing new in our
history. The people have seen too many
empty promises, too much business as
usual, and they want results—some-
times sooner or greater than a democ-
racy can deliver.

Overriding all this is the age-old sus-
picion that politicians are only out for
themselves, are too influenced by spe-
cial interests, and are too little con-
cerned with the interests of the people.

Mr. Speaker, | am proud to say that
this 104th Congress is keeping its prom-
ises of the last election. We are about
to deliver on the most important of
those promises—something all the peo-
ple want—and that is to balance the
budget.

But, until we complete action on
that, and the other legislation that we
have already passed in this House,
there remains that public skepticism
and distrust. Do we really mean what
we say? Will we really see it all
through?

The resolution before us is part and
parcel of our congressional reform ef-
forts to dispel those public
misperceptions that we are somehow
not here to do the people’s business,
and are somehow beholden to those
who supposedly lavish us with gifts.

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues know
that is not the case. They know that
they will not be returning to this
House in the next Congress if they do
not put the people first, and carry out
the people’s mandate and expectations.

So this resolution that significantly
tightens up on the House gift and dis-
closure rules, is not a great sacrifice,
because it does not involve any major
alteration in our behavior. We do not
have to make any significant changes
in our behavior or conduct, because
most Members do not now take or ac-
cept the kind of gifts this rule would
prohibit.

But | am convinced that by adopting
tighter gift rules and restrictions we
will help to convince the people that
we are not being unduly influenced by
gifts or meals or trips or what have
you. Our greatest gift is the continuing
trust and support of the people and the
privilege they have bestowed upon us
to represent them and their interests
in the people’s House.

Let’s give them a gift in return, and
that is this small but significant step
to help restore the trust of the people
in their Representatives. That is not
asking too much. It is the least we can
do. Let’s pass this gift rule and dem-
onstrate that we are indeed worthy of
the trust and responsibility the people
have placed in us.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong support
of House Resolution 250. The reform of
the gift rules for House Members and
staff is a bipartisan issue and one that
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has been supported for many years by
Members of all political stripes and by
many citizen organizations. We have,
in years past, made significant changes
in our rules, but in spite of those re-
forms, many Members have recognized
that there is still a need to continue to
change how this institution does busi-
ness.

Mr. Speaker, | am very gratified that
the persistence of the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BRYANT] has finally paid
off. His untiring efforts to bring this
issue to the full House, along with the
efforts of a broad bipartisan coalition
of freshman and other junior Members,
demonstrates that this issue does not
belong to any one political party. My
Rules Committee colleague, the gentle-
woman from Utah [Mrs. WALDHOLTZ], is
to be congratulated for shepherding
this issue through the Rules Commit-
tee and to the floor today. | also want
to thank my friend, the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Goss], for his stead-
fast support for bringing this issue to
the full House.

And now that the House has finally
come to the moment in which it can
demonstrate its commitment to re-
form, | want to urge all of us to think
carefully about how we are going to
vote today. If, as we all know, there
are those in the public who will never
be satisfied with what we do here,
there are also other Americans who un-
derstand that the men and women
elected to this institution are honor-
able and that we are trying to do the
right thing. We are here because we
want to give something back to this
great Nation which has given each and
every one of us so much.

Mr. Speaker, the House has three
choices today: First, a substitute will
be offered by the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. BURTON]. His proposal would
leave the current gift rules in place but
would require extensive disclosure of
any gifts received or any trips taken by
Members or their staff. Mr. BURTON’s
proposal, if 1 understand it correctly,
would impose new disclosure require-
ments which will allow our constitu-
ents to decide if we are unduly influ-
enced by lobbyists and other special in-
terests. | submit, Mr. Speaker, that
Mr. BURTON’s heart is in the right
place, but that his substitute simply
does not get the job done. | would urge
a no vote on this proposition.

The second proposition may be of-
fered by Speaker GINGRICH if the Bur-
ton substitute does not pass. The
Speaker’s proposal would zero out ac-
cepting gifts. His proposal does, how-
ever, contain a number of exceptions
which may or may not address the
issue of how to deal with small, inex-
pensive gifts from constituents or
other groups.

That proposal is, of course, the prop-
osition reported by the Committee on
Rules and which is sponsored by a
broad bipartisan coalition. This amend-
ment to the rules of the House reduces
the allowable amount of accumulated
gifts from any one source from $250 to
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$100 per year, and prohibits the accept-
ance of any gift with a value exceeding
$50. With certain exceptions, lobbyists
are prohibited from giving gifts to
Members and staff. But most impor-
tantly, this new rule would specifically
bar Members from accepting reim-
bursement for transportation and lodg-
ing costs associated with their attend-
ance at charity golf, tennis, and ski
tournaments.

This prohibition directly addresses
the lifestyle issue which has caused
this institution so much unneeded and
unwarranted grief. This prohibition is
key to the gift rule reform effort.

The proposal reported by the Rules
Committee is not perfect, but it is a
significant improvement on the cur-
rent rule. | urge my colleagues to sup-
port the bipartisan proposal reported
from the Rules Committee.

0O 1545

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. BARR].

Mr. BARR. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman from Indiana for allowing
me to weigh in on a very important
topic.

Mr. Speaker, the sound of hands
beating against chests today is just
deafening. We have before us now
something that everybody can beat
their chests and say that we cleaning
up the cesspool, we are cleaning up the
sleaze.

Mr. Speaker, | do not know about the
other Members here, but in the 11
months that | have been here | have
had a parade of constituents through
my offices that are church people, that
are members of Little League teams,
that are members of Chambers of Com-
merce, that are members of small and
large businesses in my district, and
elsewhere in the country, environ-
mental groups, that have an absolute
right. They want to come in and see
me. They are not coming in with bags
of cash. I do not know who my col-
leagues are hanging out with, those
who talk about sleaze and sewers,
maybe they are hanging out with a dif-
ferent class of people than I do coming
up here from my district in Georgia.

The legislation that we are talking
about here today does not address
those fundamental issues that we have
already addressed that are already ad-
dressed in the criminal laws and the
ethical regulations in this House.

What we are talking about today is
beating our chests and making the pub-
lic think we are really changing some-
thing, when all we are doing is prevent-
ing people from coming into our office
that may have a baseball cap to show
us that they want displayed, because
they are proud of something they have
done. Now, we have to virtually subject
those people to a pat-down search be-
fore we allow those people into our of-
fice under House Resolution 250 or
under the Speaker’s legislation, and
ask them for a receipt.
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One of our staff people cannot go out
to dinner, to find some time because
they do not have time during the day.
They are doing the people’s business.
They could not go out and have a meal
with some folks back home. What we
are doing is cutting off our nose to
spite our face. We are diverting atten-
tion from real issues here. What we are
going to end up with is a god-awful
piece of legislation that is a lawyer’s
dream.

Mr. Speaker, | have sat here just try-
ing to focus on one bit of a discussion
earlier when we were talking about
this rule on whether or not attendance
at a political convention is or is not ex-
empted under here. In the space of 2
minutes, we can look through House
Resolution 250 and find four different
places where it may or may not be cov-
ered.

It is a nightmare. Do not pass night-
mares, despite the fact that we can
beat our chests and make people feel
good. The Burton substitute is very
proper.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Hawaii
[Mr. ABERCROMBIE].

(Mr. ABERCROMBIE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker,
this is general debate and | will speak
again at the time of the introduction of
the Burton-Brewster-Clay-Abercrombie
amendment, the full disclosure amend-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, the previous speaker
just mentioned about beating on
chests, and | agree with him entirely. |
did not come into this institution as
the last person to be sworn in by Tip
O’Neill before he retired to have people
stand here in the well of the House and
say that there is only the ‘“‘appearance
of integrity;” that it is not an honor
and a privilege to serve in this House.

Mr. Speaker, | will tell my colleagues
if there is a perception out in the coun-
try that there are less than honorable
people here, it is created by individ-
uals. We cannot account for everybody
who comes in here, but the voters see
to it whether or not they want those
folks to come back in here.

There is nothing in this bill presently
before us that provides what our full
disclosure amendment provides. As a
matter of fact, there is no disclosure
provision. | would like to know, all
those who have come down here and
talked about appearance, restoring in-
tegrity, the perception; that it is more
important to attack the perception of
the House, more important to attack
that.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to know all
of those who have stood down here so
self-righteously proclaiming that they,
of course, are ready to assume the
mantle of probity; they would not be
guilty, not even the odor of mendacity
is about their persons.

But for the rest of us, for the rest of
us, no disclosure? | would like to know
whether any of those Members have



November 16, 1995

taken any money from any source that
they now stand here and say they will
take no money from in the form of a
meal. How about a campaign contribu-
tion? | would like to see now many peo-
ple who are standing down here saying,
“Not me, | would not take a meal or
anything from a lobbyist.”” They would
not? Mr. Speaker, then they should
come down here and let me see what
their campaign contribution form
looks like.

Now, far be it from me that there is
anything wrong with that, but what we
are really talking about here is cam-
paign reform, campaign financing. If
that is what my colleagues want to at-
tack, attack that.

There is an exception. There is an ex-
ception for campaign activities, as was
pointed out by the previous speaker.
Will somebody please explain to me
how we are going to have an exemption
for campaign activities, but at the
same time say that we are actually
passing a gift rule?

Mr. Speaker, | understand the moti-
vation of someone trying to say that
they are cleaning the place up. Yet,
every single Member who said that also
remarked that they were fully believ-
ing that the integrity of the House was
intact; it was merely the perception
that the House does not have that in-
tegrity which was in question.

If that is the case, let us be honest. If
there is a Member in here that is a
thief and a crook, then stand up and
say so. That is what we have a Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Con-
duct for and a Justice Department for.

Mr. Speaker, | say let us have full
disclosure, just as we do with our Fed-
eral election campaign reports. That
amendment will be before Members.
Then my colleagues can go back to
their constituents and say to them,
“Yes, you can examine my record, you
can examine what | did, and you make
a judgment as to whether | am worthy
to be in this House.”

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from California [Mr. HUNTER].

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, | would
like to say for those of us who have not
worked as hard as others have on this
issue, we compliment the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] on his
work. A lot of people put a lot of dedi-
cated time into this issue.

Mr. Speaker, | think we have to meet
three tests if we are going to have an
adequate disclosure and gift reform.
One is it has to be clear. | think gray
areas are the worst enemy of every-
body. That is what causes problems.

Second, it has to be easy to admin-
ister. We get to the point in some of
the proposals where the recordkeeping
itself is going to be the issue.

Third, |1 think it has to meet the
commonsense test. | think that the
record has been, at least with respect
to charities and charitable events, that
Members of Congress attending as,
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whether we call them bait or celeb-
rities or whatever to raise money and
to raise help for cancer research, for
heart research, and for other good
charities, is a good thing; something
we should promote and not deny.

Mr. Speaker, | think that the Burton
proposal meets the clarity test, the
easy-to-administer test, and the com-
monsense test. That is what | am going
to support.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BRYANT].

(Mr. BRYANT of Texas asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
this is the third year that we have
spent in this House dealing with this
issue. We passed it in the last Congress
and we passed the conference report.
The Senate did the same. As many
know, it was filibustered to death in
the Senate at the very end. Earlier this
year the Senate voted by a margin of 98
to 0 to enact the bill that is before us
today.

Mr. Speaker, many, many Members
of this House and many, many Mem-
bers of the other House have worked
extremely hard to find a way to put to-
gether exactly the kind of bill that the
gentleman from California [Mr. HUN-
TER] was just describing. One that
made sense; one that was reasonable;
one that we could live with and work
with; but one at the same time that
would assure the public that Members
of this House were not making deci-
sions on laws based upon their social
contacts and the free things which
they receive from lobbyists, the very
people who are hired to influence our
decisions.

There is adequate reason for them to
be worried about that. If my colleagues
turn on any of these television maga-
zine shows any given night of the week,
they are likely to see a sordid picture
of Members of Congress all decked out
in their golf regalia playing golf at
some tropical clime for free, accom-
panied by lobbyists and representatives
of some of the biggest and most power-
ful companies in this country.

Mr. Speaker, | would say to the gen-
tleman from Hawaii [Mr. ABERCROMBIE]
I do not believe this place has crooks in
it. |1 do not believe this place deserves
what it has been frequently called by
its own Speaker, and that is to say the
adjective ‘“‘corrupt.” It is not, and | do
not believe that it has been in the time
that | have been here. But people are
given that impression when Members
cross the line and spend that much
time with lobbyists.

Mr. Speaker, all we have done with
this bill is say there is going to be a $50
limit. Members are not going to be able
to get free meals every night of the
week from the same guy and they can-
not fly across country for the purpose
of playing golf.

Mr. Speaker, | have spoken to the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON]
about this. He sincerely believes that
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the role of Members in these charity
golf tournaments is a public good and
ought not to be curtailed in any way,
but the price of that is the confidence
of the public in this institution.

The fact of the matter is that when
Members go to these charity golf tour-
naments, there is no secret who is
playing golf with them, who is in their
foursome, who is spending time with
them. It is somebody who wants to be
able to influence their decisions in this
House.

Mr. Speaker, the public wants us to
do away with this. The fact of the mat-
ter is that a minor inconvenience for
some people, and no inconvenience for
the majority of us, is all that will re-
sult from passing this bill today.

Mr. Speaker, | strongly urge Mem-
bers to go ahead and get rid of this last
gasp of reactionary talk about the abil-
ity of Members to do free things
around this institution and around this
country. Let us go ahead and pass this
bill today and vote against the Burton
amendment and let us finish this issue
once and for all.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. TRAFICANT].

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the
Burton amendment is not the end of
the world, but the truth is the percep-
tion is that it is the end of the world
and Members do not want to explain
votes around here.

Mr. Speaker, | think the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. CALLAHAN] was
right on target. If Members are selling
their vote for a luncheon, they are sub-
ject to a bribe arrest, thrown out of
Congress, and going to jail.

But the bottom line is after it is all
over and after we cannibalize Congress
once again, the truth and the reality is
we will ban gifts, but the same lobby-
ists who cannot take Members to lunch
can give them $5,000 in the primary,
$5,000 in the general, and that is not
going to be changed, because that will
question the fabric of a free
participatory democracy.

Full disclosure is not all bad, and 1
will deal with the perception. But |
took this time because in the compan-
ion bill where we are talking about lob-
bying, foreign interests lobby the Con-
gress. In this next bill 1 have an
amendment that sets stricter guide-
lines and standards and makes sure
they have to register so we know who
they are.

Mr. Speaker, | have been trying for 4
years to get it out, and everybody says,
“We are for it, but not this time, Jim.”

Mr. Speaker, | am going to support
this cannibalization, but | believe the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. CAL-
LAHAN] is right. We have an awful lot of
laws and maybe they ought to be en-
forced and Congress should stop
cannibalizing themselves.

Mr. Speaker, a Congress that must
cannibalize itself must be perceived by
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the Nation as a Congress that might
just cannibalize them at some point.

O 1600

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. OXLEY], my good col-
league.

(Mr. OXLEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of the Burton substitute. Those
of us who have been criticized for going
to events whether they are charity
balls or dinners or golf events or tennis
events, whatever it is, on behalf of
charity | think have really taken a
bum rap. When you talk about percep-
tion, the perception is not reality.

I remember one of the events | had
an opportunity several years ago to
participate in out in ldaho was the
charity event where we raised money
for cancer research. Those of you who
are worried that | was going to be play-
ing with some well-heeled lobbyist, |
ended up playing with the head of the
Mormon Church. | can say with all
honesty that, while it was a wonderful
experience, he had very little influence
over me other than perhaps some of my
language, if | might have missed a put.

The fact is that this effort by the
Members is a very honorable one. The
gentleman from Indiana, gentleman
from Oklahoma, others have partici-
pated in these events. | am proud of it.
I am proud of the fact that | have had
an opportunity to help raise money for
charity. | see nothing wrong with it as
long as you report it.

The gentleman’s efforts to tighten
the disclosure and the requirements
are perfectly applicable. | do not think
anybody should take advantage of this.
Understand all of these are reportable.
All of these rate public scrutiny, and
ultimately our responsibility is to the
people who elect us. Those are the peo-
ple who really count.

That is really what it is all about.
That is full disclosure under the Bur-
ton approach and allow us then to go
and explain it to our constituents.
Those are the people that elect us. We
are not responsible to other members.
We are not responsible to the media.
We are responsible to people who sent
us here. That is what the Burton pro-
posal does. It is full disclosure, gives us
an opportunity to represent our con-
stituents the way we think they ought
to be represented. If they think that we
are representing them well, they will
return us to office. If they are offended
by that, they will kick us out.

Support the Burton amendment.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, may | in-
quire of the time remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
INGLIS of South Carolina). The gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. FRosT] has 4
minutes remaining, the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Goss] has 3% min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] has 2%> min-
utes remaining.
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Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 2> minutes to the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. CALLAHAN], my
dear friend and colleague.

(Mr. CALLAHAN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, we are
faced today with three alternatives.
One, we can accept the current bill. No.
2, we can accept the Burton amend-
ment that he is going to offer. Or No. 3
we can accept the Gingrich amendment
which will follow the Burton amend-
ment, if it fails, and have zero gifts;
maybe that is best.

| stood here and | challenged those of
my colleagues that are so passionate in
their belief that we are a bunch of cor-
rupt individuals, that it is your con-
stitutional authority to name names.
And if you know of anyone who is sell-
ing his vote on the floor of this House
for a golf game or for a meal or for
anything else, it is your constitutional
obligation to notify the Attorney Gen-
eral and incarcerate and make this
Member who is violating the law be
evicted from this House as the law so
states.

So our options, as | see it today, a
classical example of—a neighbor of
mine, Dr. Les Grier, called me last
weekend and he said: ‘““SonNNY, the
Lions Club is having a membership
drive. We would like to have you as a
member because you are a Member of
Congress, and we think we will be able
to attract other members.”’

I said: “‘Les, | am never there during
the week. | cannot come to the meet-
ings. | cannot afford to pay the $400 a
year because | am never there to eat
the meals.” He said‘ ‘“For you we will
waive the annual fees.”

So under this provision, | could not
even join the Kiwanis Club as an hon-
orary member. That, my friends, is
wrong. At least under the Burton bill
we would be able to accept these types
of activities in our home districts. We
would still have to disclose them, as
the Burton bill requires, but at least
we would not be convicted by an accu-
sation by some opponent or by some in-
dividual who might dislike us for any
reason.

So | encourage Members today to
think what they are doing. Accept the
Burton amendment as the best alter-
native to the three alternatives we are
facing here today. Remember that this
is a rule of the House that the law of
the land requires us, as a member of
Congress, not to sell our votes. And re-
gardless of all of these innuendoes and
regardless of all of these individuals in
this House who are doing this for a
headline back at home, it is absolutely
wrong.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute and 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. DOGGETT].

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, Ameri-
cans seek genuine reform of this Con-
gress, not another sop or flop. They
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certainly seek more than the change of
a number, which is little more than the
substitute provides to change the level
at which disclosure must occur. The
problem with disclosure, among others,
is that too often the beneficiaries of
largess receive so many gifts they have
trouble keeping track of all of them. I
think of one leader in this body who
disclosed his custom-made ostrich
boots, but until he was asked by a re-
porter, he forget that he had a cruise
to the Bahamas as well.

Americans do not need to count the
number of gifts that people receive and
read about more gift through disclo-
sure, about the level of benevolence of
the lobby to the Congress. What they
want to read is that this practice has
stopped.

I have the utmost respect for my col-
league from Hawaii, and he is right
that dealing with gifts is only part of
the problem. We need to deal with cam-
paign finance reform as well.

My colleagues remember that it was
in June that Speaker GINGRICH and
President Clinton shook hands on gen-
uine reform, bipartisan reform, up in
New Hampshire. It took from June
until November for Speaker GINGRICH
to answer that handshake, and his pro-
posal was the appointment of a new
stall commission to stall any reform on
campaign finance until next year.

Do not let the need for one reform
get in the way of another reform. Let
us do what is right and pass some kind
of genuine reform of the lobby and gift
laws that the U.S. Senate did on an
unanimous and bipartisan basis.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. BARRETT].

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, | just very briefly want to ad-
dress several issues that were raised on
this side, one dealing with the Lions or
the Kiwanis. There is nothing in this
bill that is going to prevent someone
from going to Lions or Kiwanis events
in their district. There are Members
talking about criminal law coming
into effect. That does not come into ef-
fect at all in this bill.

This bill deals with the House rules.
There are no criminal sanctions con-
tained in this legislation whatsoever.
So | think it is important that we keep
the debate on what is really going on
here. That is whether or not we should
be banning these gifts altogether. No
criminal sanctions, you can still go to
the Kiwanis breakfasts.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, we have no
further requests during this portion of
the debate, and | yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, Abraham Lincoln once
said

With public sentiment, nothing can fail;
without it nothing can succeed.

History has proven this to be true
time and again.



November 16, 1995

And that is why restoring the
public’s faith in this institution must
be a top priority. After all, if the peo-
ple we work for do not believe in us
they will not believe in the decisions
we make. Despite the fact that almost
every individual Member and staffer
are honorable—people do not think
very highly of us collectively.

Many think we have been out of
touch, living in a different sort of
world than they face everyday; the
kind of world where gifts and meals
and vacations are paid for by someone
else. And because of that, they do not
have confidence that the decisions we
make are always in their best inter-
ests.

This is a major problem for us, espe-
cially at a time when we are seeking to
make the tough choices needed to bal-
ance our budget.

Public support is crucial to the suc-
cess of our mission—and in my view,
responsible gift reform is crucial to
that public support.

Mr. Speaker, as a member of both the
Rules Committee and the Ethics Com-
mittee, it has been my chore to learn
the details behind the principles at
issue in this debate. | have studied cur-
rent rules, the provisions of House Res-
olution 250, and the provisions of the
alternative proposals we face.

I have listened to question and com-
ments by dozens of our Members—in
public hearings before the Rules Com-
mittee, and in one-on-one discussions. |
know Members want to do the right
thing—and they do have legitimate
concern that we develop rules that
make sense, that are understandable
and effective and will not trip Members
up even as they try to comply. In my
view, the type of approach our Speaker
may bring forward later today—involv-
ing a total ban on gifts—is the cleanest
and best way to go toward accomplish-
ing those goals. But | also believe that
we could make major progress if we
adopt House Resolution 250 as reported
by our Rules Committee. Even though
this measure has some problems, it
does accomplish significant change. It
gets a handle on most gifts and meals
provided to Members and staff by im-
posing new limits. It provides for
greatly expanded and more timely dis-
closure on travel. And it creates new
restrictions on the actions of reg-
istered lobbyists.

These are all positive—and | think
workable—provisions. | think they de-
serve support by this House. Our
consitutents have asked for such im-
provements.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, let me say to
my friend DAN BURTON, that | under-
stand the concerns he has raised and |
respect the effort he has made in
crafting an alterantive to House Reso-
lution 250. He has some solid ideas, but
in my view his alternative is not suffi-
cient to meet the necessity we face.

I worry that Americans will see the
$50 threshold as too high and the allow-
ance of travel to recreational charity
events as too generous.
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As | have throughout this process, |
intend to listen carefully to the de-
bate—we have a series of choices: if
BURTON is too relaxed or has image
problems then vote ‘‘no’’ and consider
Speaker GINGRICH’s full ban on gifts—if
that’s too tough then WALDHOLTZ is
middle ground. I'll vote ““no’ on Bur-
ton ‘‘yes’ on Gingrich because | believe
that is where America is and | believe
that is where we should be, too.

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, recent days the
new House majority has shown a distinct lack
of bipartisanship.

However, today, the Republicans are wak-
ing up to the need for reform and are offering
legislation to ban gifts to Members of Con-
gress. | urge all of my colleagues to join me
in supporting both House Resolution 250 and
the Gingrich amendment which will send a
strong signal to our constituents that we don't
want gifts, we don’'t need them, and, most im-
portantly, that this House is not for sale.

Regrettably, there are those in this House
who do not want reform. They want to con-
tinue the practices of the past. The want all
Members to be tainted by their need to get
free travel and lodging at golf, tennis, and
sking charity events. They would have us be-
lieve that Members of Congress somehow de-
serve different treatment than the average
American—this is just plain wrong—and | urge
my colleagues to reject it.

Today’s vote is long overdue, but there are
other reform efforts that need to be acted
upon, particularly campaign finance reform.

Last year, | voted for a campaign finance re-
form bill, supported by Common Cause, which
would have set spending limits and reduced
the influence of special interests in political
campaigns. This bill never made it to the
President, but | am hopeful that we can work
together in a bipartisan manner to develop a
fair campaign finance reform plan this year.
We need campaign finance reform if we truly
care about changing the nature of politics and
encouraging Americans to stay involved in the
system.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to sup-
port true gift ban legislation, and | look forward
to passing a campaign finance reform bill.
Thank you.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of Speaker Gingrich's substitute to H.
Res. 250, the gift ban legislation. The Speak-
er's substitute is the only version that would
ban all gifts.

This is a tough issue. There is no easy way
to monitor or regulate items that we as Mem-
bers of Congress receive for free.

Once you start down the path of regulating
these gifts, which we already have under cur-
rent law, it gets messy. We must then ask our-
selves: Was the gift under ten dollars? Did |
report it in a timely manner? Was he or she
a lobbyist?

If we've decided it's important to go down
this path, | just think it's easier, simpler and
safer to establish as a general rule that all
gifts should be turned down—there are fewer
pitfalls to this path. However, you need two
exceptions to make it workable. One, a com-
mon sense friends and family exception is
necessary. Two, we need a widely attended
gathering exception to allow us to attend re-
ceptions and accept meals, for example at Ro-
tary speeches and political events.

These exceptions are in this amendment.
Even with the common sense exceptions,
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some wonder whether this path is workable. |
think the bright line test is as workable as any
other set of rules, and again, is easier and
safer to comply with.

| lived under these rules in the Bush White
House, where | had the unenviable job of en-
forcing them, and here in my own Congres-
sional office. | urge my colleagues to support
this amendment as the best way to dem-
onstrate that real reform has come to this
House.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Speaker, as a
servant of the people of the 18th Congres-
sional District of Texas, | strongly support both
House Resolution 250 which was sponsored
by Congresswoman WALDHOLTZ as well as the
amendment offered by Speaker GINGRICH. For
many years now, Congress has suffered
under the perception by the American public
that its Members can be influenced and
swayed by gifts from lobbyists and special in-
terest groups. While many Members hold
themselves to strict codes of conduct regard-
ing gifts, this bill is an opportunity to strength-
en rules which would put to rest all suspicions
about the behavior and integrity of all Mem-
bers.

This bill simply applies good, common-
sense rules to the issue. It sets reasonable
limits and conditions, as representatives of the
people, must accept. Alarmist cries have been
raised by some of my colleagues during this
debate and | do not agree with, nor do | think
they can justify their roars of outrage.

This bill limits to $100 the total annual gift
contribution from any one source. It also al-
lows the attendance for members at con-
ferences, dinners or receptions which are ap-
propriate to our duties. To address the matter
of charitable activities, may | remind my col-
leagues that our participation in charity func-
tions are explicitly allowed, but not transpor-
tation or lodging. That is responsive to the
American people’s sense of what our real job
is here to work for them.

May | remind those in opposition of this bill
that this is indeed a truly bipartisan effort with
both sides of the aisle coming together to sup-
port this legislation. | cannot believe that what
this piece of legislation proposes would not be
good for this institution.

Gift reform is something that is long overdue
in this legislative body and | believe that it is
now time to put to rest all issues regarding the
public trust. That trust is the very basis of both
our Government and our society. Without the
trust of those we represent, we have legit-
imacy and no Government.

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
strong support of the Congressional Gift Re-
form Act. This important resolution would
apply more stringent limitations on gifts,
meals, entertainment, and travel Members of
the House of Representatives and their staff
would be permitted to receive.

Americans have long asked Congress to
clean itself up and this is an opportunity for us
to do just that. As elected Representatives, we
have a moral duty to represent our constitu-
ents as honorably as possible. It is time to fi-
nally put the interests of our Nation and its
people ahead of those in Washington with
deep pockets.

Current House rules allow Members and
staff to receive gifts up to $250 from a single
source each year excluding gifts worth less
than $100 and all meals. | believe this is unac-
ceptable. Under today’'s resolution, Members
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of Congress and staff could not receive a total
of $100 in gifts from any one source nor could
they accept a single gift or meal with a cost
exceeding $50. In addition, the measure bans
lobbyists from paying for any travel, regardless
of whether it is related to official duties or
recreation. While the resolution is not a com-
plete ban on the acceptance of gifts, which |
have long supported, | believe it is a strong
step in the right direction.

However, during consideration of this reso-
lution, we may have the opportunity to vote on
an amendment to completely ban gifts and
meals. | encourage my colleagues to join me
in supporting this measure, because | believe
it would truly reduce the amount of influence
lobbyists and special interests have on the
legislative process.

Because | support true gift reform, | rise in
opposition to the Burton amendment, because
it leaves the status quo. It is simply an attempt
to gut a bipartisan effort to enact effective gift
reform. Under this amendment, Members
would still be able to accept $250 in gifts a
year and accept free travel and lodging to cer-
tain charity events.

Mr. Speaker, thank you for allowing this
very bipartisan effort to be considered today.
| believe our action on this measure will dem-
onstrate to the American people Congress’
sincere effort to reduce the influence of spe-
cial interests and lobbyists on Capitol Hill.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, the Wall Street
Journal recently reported that more than 70
percent of U.S. voters said they couldn’t usu-
ally trust the government to do the right thing.
This is a serious problem. One of the founda-
tions of representative democracy is citizens
trusting and having confidence in their elected
officials. When trust and confidence dis-
sipates, democracy cannot thrive.

We have an obligation to try and regain the
public’s trust. This may not be easy, as public
figures are scrutinized more carefully in this
media age than ever before in our Nation’s
history. But we must make every effort to con-
duct ourselves in a way that is above reproach
or suspicion. We must systematically and me-
thodically modify our behavior and our institu-
tion in ways that reassure the American peo-
ple.

One of the most obvious ways to strengthen
our institution is to address the issue of gifts
to Members and staff. The public can see that
current congressional gift rules are, quite
frankly, farcical. Members and staff are free to
accept gifts up to a cumulative value of $250
from anyone. But meals do not count, and
gifts under $100 do not count toward the $250
limit. Recreational trips such as golf, tennis,
and ski tournaments, which may be charitable
but also give lobbyists unique access to Mem-
bers and staff, are also permitted under cur-
rent gift rules. It is extremely difficult to con-
vince the public that this unique access does
not influence the policy process.

While few, if any, Members or staff are cor-
rupted by a free meal or tickets to a Red Sox
game, given the low regard that Americans
have for Congress simply must set higher
standards for ourselves.

| strongly support House Resolution 250,
which prohibits Members and staff from ac-
cepting any gift worth more than $50, and
from accepting an aggregate of more than
$100 worth of gifts from any one source in a
year. It does not make the distinctions be-
tween whether or not the gift is given here in
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the District of Columbia, or back home. It does
not make distinctions between gifts from lob-
byists or nonlobbyists. The rule is clear, con-
cise, and simple, and therefore more likely to
be followed than a rule which is cumbersome
or confusing.

The legislation in no way prohibits Members
from performing their responsibilities to con-
stituents. They will still be able to travel
around their State and meet their constituents,
eat a hamburger at a barbecue or crab legs at
a crab feast, accept tee-shirts, mugs, and
other locally produced products.

The bill recognizes that just because we are
Members of Congress doesn't mean that we
have no life or personal friends, and it con-
tains a reasonable personal hospitality exemp-
tion.

Finally, the bill has passed the test of politi-
cal palatability, as the Senate fought out the
battle of compromise last summer and unani-
mously passed this bill.

Congressman BURTON will offer a substitute
amendment to House Resolution 250 that em-
phasizes full disclosure of gifts rather than
banning gifts. Under the Burton substitute, rec-
reational trips would still be permitted, and
Members and staff could accept gifts up to a
$250 annual limit. The Burton amendment is
an improvement over current law, but | believe
it does not go far enough, and | intend to vote
against it.

Will passage of House Resolution 250 alone
restore public confidence in Congress? Per-
haps not, but we cannot refuse to act simply
because we may not achieve our goal prompt-
ly. 1 urge my colleagues to oppose the Burton
amendment and support House Resolution
250 so that we can show the American people
that we have heard and respect their clarion
call for action.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, you have to won-
der, really wonder, why the Burton substitute
is before us.

The American people know what they want.
They want a restoration of trust in the integrity
of government. They want an end to business
and usual. They want an end to ski trips and
golf tournaments and retreats in the Bahamas
where Members cozy up to the special inter-
ests.

Today, after nearly a year of stalling, the
Republican leadership has finally given us two
very clear opportunities to meet those expec-
tations. House Resolution 250 bans charity
junkets, imposes though new rules on meals
and tickets, and restricts the largesse of lobby-
ists. We may also apparently have before us
a bill banning all gifts, a bill which essentially
tracks a rule | have in my office.

But we may never even get to vote on ei-
ther of those measures. Because the Repub-
lican leadership, after trying for nearly a year
to dodge this issue, has allowed the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BURTON] to first
offer a far more lenient measure.

If Mr. BURTON’S substitute passes, the bad
old status quo would be replaced by a bad
new status quo, under which Members could
continue to take unlimited $49 meals, day
after day after day, because gifts under $50
wouldn’t count.

And if Mr. BURTON'S substitute passes,
Members could take travel and lodging to golf
and tennis tournaments, ski vacations, and
fishing trips, so long as the trip is sponsored
by a charity and raises at least $1 for the
charity.
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Do those who back the Burton amendment
really think they can fool the American people
that golf tournaments and ski events are “sub-
stantially recreational”? Do they think they can
fool the American people that these events
aren’t paid for by special interests? Do they
think they can fool the American people that
there will be no lobbyists on the tennis courts?

| want to change the status quo. House
Resolution 250, of which | am a cosponsor,
shatters the old ways. Even the proposal of-
fered by Mr. GINGRICH is, for once, neither too
extreme nor too ideological. But the Burton
proposal is simply the status quo in a new
wrapping. There is no way | can support it,
and | urge my colleagues to defeat the Burton
substitute.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, it shall be in
order to consider the amendment print-
ed in part 1 of House Report 104-341 if
offered by the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. BURTON] or his designee, which
shall be considered read and shall be
debatable for 30 minutes, equally di-
vided and controlled by the proponent
and an opponent.

If the amendment printed in part 1 of
the report is rejected or not offered, it
shall be in order to consider the
amendment printed in part 2 of the re-
port, if offered by the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] or his designee,
which shall be considered read and
shall be debatable for 30 minutes,
equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and an opponent.

The text of House Resolution 250, as
amended, is as follows:

H. REs. 250

Resolved,
SECTION 1. AMENDMENT TO HOUSE RULES.

Rule LIl of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives is amended to read as follows:

“RULE LII
““GIFT RULE

“1. (a)(1) No Member, officer, or employee
of the House of Representatives shall know-
ingly accept a gift except as provided in this
rule.

“(2) A Member, officer, or employee may
accept a gift (other than cash or cash equiva-
lent) which the Member, officer, or employee
reasonably and in good faith believes to have
a value of less than $50, and a cumulative
value from one source during a calendar year
of less than $100. No gift with a value below
$10 shall count toward the $100 annual limit.
No formal recordkeeping is required by this
subparagraph, but a Member, officer, or em-
ployee shall make a good faith effort to com-
ply with this subparagraph.

“(b)(1) For the purpose of this rule, the
term ‘gift’ means any gratuity, favor, dis-
count, entertainment, hospitality, loan, for-
bearance, or other item having monetary
value. The term includes gifts of services,
training, transportation, lodging, and meals,
whether provided in kind, by purchase of a
ticket, payment in advance, or reimburse-
ment after the expense has been incurred.

“(2)(A) A gift to a family member of a
Member, officer, or employee, or a gift to
any other individual based on that individ-
ual’s relationship with the Member, officer,
or employee, shall be considered a gift to the
Member, officer, or employee if it is given
with the knowledge and acquiescence of the
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Member, officer, or employee and the Mem-
ber, officer, or employee has reason to be-
lieve the gift was given because of the offi-
cial position of the Member, officer, or em-
ployee.

“(B) If food or refreshment is provided at
the same time and place to both a Member,
officer, or employee and the spouse or de-
pendent thereof, only the food or refresh-
ment provided to the Member, officer, or em-
ployee shall be treated as a gift for purposes
of this rule.

““(c) The restrictions in paragraph (a) shall
not apply to the following:

“(1) Anything for which the Member, offi-
cer, or employee pays the market value, or
does not use and promptly returns to the
donor.

“(2) A contribution, as defined in section
301(8) of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.) that is lawfully
made under that Act, a lawful contribution
for election to a State or local government
office or attendance at a fundraising event
sponsored by a political organization de-
scribed in section 527(e) of the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986.

“(3) A gift from a relative as described in
section 109(16) of title I of the Ethics in Gov-
ernment Act of 1978 (Public Law 95-521).

“(4)(A) Anything provided by an individual
on the basis of a personal friendship unless
the Member, officer, or employee has reason
to believe that, under the circumstances, the
gift was provided because of the official posi-
tion of the Member, officer, or employee and
not because of the personal friendship.

“(B) In determining whether a gift is pro-
vided on the basis of personal friendship, the
Member, officer, or employee shall consider
the circumstances under which the gift was
offered, such as:

“(i) The history of the relationship be-
tween the individual giving the gift and the
recipient of the gift, including any previous
exchange of gifts between such individuals.

“(if) Whether to the actual knowledge of
the Member, officer, or employee the individ-
ual who gave the gift personally paid for the
gift or sought a tax deduction or business re-
imbursement for the gift.

“(iif) Whether to the actual knowledge of
the Member, officer, or employee the individ-
ual who gave the gift also at the same time
gave the same or similar gifts to other Mem-
bers, officers, or employees.

““(5) Except as provided in clause 3(c), a
contribution or other payment to a legal ex-
pense fund established for the benefit of a
Member, officer, or employee that is other-
wise lawfully made in accordance with the
restrictions and disclosure requirements of
the Committee on Standards of Official Con-
duct.

““(6) Any gift from another Member, officer,
or employee of the Senate or the House of
Representatives.

“(7) Food, refreshments, lodging, transpor-
tation, and other benefits—

“(A) resulting from the outside business or
employment activities (or other outside ac-
tivities that are not connected to the duties
of the Member, officer, or employee as an of-
ficeholder) of the Member, officer, or em-
ployee, or the spouse of the Member, officer,
or employee, if such benefits have not been
offered or enhanced because of the official
position of the Member, officer, or employee
and are customarily provided to others in
similar circumstances;

““(B) customarily provided by a prospective
employer in connection with bona fide em-
ployment discussions; or

“(C) provided by a political organization
described in section 527(e) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 in connection with a
fundraising or campaign event sponsored by
such an organization.
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““(8) Pension and other benefits resulting
from continued participation in an employee
welfare and benefits plan maintained by a
former employer.

““(9) Informational materials that are sent
to the office of the Member, officer, or em-
ployee in the form of books, articles, periodi-
cals, other written materials, audiotapes,
videotapes, or other forms of communica-
tion.

‘“(10) Awards or prizes which are given to
competitors in contests or events open to the
public, including random drawings.

‘“(11) Honorary degrees (and associated
travel, food, refreshments, and entertain-
ment) and other bona fide, nonmonetary
awards presented in recognition of public
service (and associated food, refreshments,
and entertainment provided in the presen-
tation of such degrees and awards).

“(12) Donations of products from the State
that the Member represents that are in-
tended primarily for promotional purposes,
such as display or free distribution, and are
of minimal value to any individual recipient.

““(13) Training (including food and refresh-
ments furnished to all attendees as an inte-
gral part of the training) provided to a Mem-
ber, officer, or employee, if such training is
in the interest of the House of Representa-
tives.

‘“(14) Bequests,
transfers at death.

““(15) Any item, the receipt of which is au-
thorized by the Foreign Gifts and Decora-
tions Act, the Mutual Educational and Cul-
tural Exchange Act, or any other statute.

‘“(16) Anything which is paid for by the
Federal Government, by a State or local gov-
ernment, or secured by the Government
under a Government contract.

““(17) A gift of personal hospitality (as de-
fined in section 109(14) of the Ethics in Gov-
ernment Act) of an individual other than a
registered lobbyist or agent of a foreign prin-
cipal.

‘“(18) Free attendance at a widely attended
event permitted pursuant to paragraph (d).

‘“(19) Opportunities and benefits which
are—

““(A) available to the public or to a class
consisting of all Federal employees, whether
or not restricted on the basis of geographic
consideration;

‘“(B) offered to members of a group or class
in which membership is unrelated to con-
gressional employment;

*“(C) offered to members of an organization,
such as an employees’ association or con-
gressional credit union, in which member-
ship is related to congressional employment
and similar opportunities are available to
large segments of the public through organi-
zations of similar size;

‘(D) offered to any group or class that is
not defined in a manner that specifically dis-
criminates among Government employees on
the basis of branch of Government or type of
responsibility, or on a basis that favors those
of higher rank or rate of pay;

“(E) in the form of loans from banks and
other financial institutions on terms gen-
erally available to the public; or

*“(F) in the form of reduced membership or
other fees for participation in organization
activities offered to all Government employ-
ees by professional organizations if the only
restrictions on membership relate to profes-
sional qualifications.

““(20) A plaque, trophy, or other item that
is substantially commemorative in nature
and which is intended for presentation.

““(21) Anything for which, in an unusual
case, a waiver is granted by the Committee
on Standards of Official Conduct.

‘“(22) Food or refreshments of a nominal
value offered other than as a part of a meal.
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“(23) An item of nominal value such as a
greeting card, baseball cap, or a T-shirt.

“(d)(1) A Member, officer, or employee may
accept an offer of free attendance at a widely
attended convention, conference, sympo-
sium, forum, panel discussion, dinner, view-
ing, reception, or similar event, provided by
the sponsor of the event, if—

“(A) the Member, officer, or employee par-
ticipates in the event as a speaker or a panel
participant, by presenting information relat-
ed to Congress or matters before Congress, or
by performing a ceremonial function appro-
priate to the Member’s, officer’s, or employ-
ee’s official position; or

““(B) attendance at the event is appropriate
to the performance of the official duties or
representative function of the Member, offi-
cer, or employee.

“(2) A Member, officer, or employee who
attends an event described in subparagraph
(1) may accept a sponsor’s unsolicited offer
of free attendance at the event for an accom-
panying individual if others in attendance
will generally be similarly accompanied or if
such attendance is appropriate to assist in
the representation of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

“(3) A Member, officer, or employee, or the
spouse or dependent thereof, may accept a
sponsor’s unsolicited offer of free attendance
at a charity event, except that reimburse-
ment for transportation and lodging may not
be accepted in connection with the event.

““(4) For purposes of this paragraph, the
term ‘free attendance’ may include waiver of
all or part of a conference or other fee, the
provision of local transportation, or the pro-
vision of food, refreshments, entertainment,
and instructional materials furnished to all
attendees as an integral part of the event.
The term does not include entertainment
collateral to the event, nor does it include
food or refreshments taken other than in a
group setting with all or substantially all
other attendees.

““(e) No Member, officer, or employee may
accept a gift the value of which exceeds $250
on the basis of the personal friendship excep-
tion in paragraph (c)(4) unless the Commit-
tee on Standards of Official Conduct issues a
written determination that such exception
applies. No determination under this para-
graph is required for gifts given on the basis
of the family relationship exception.

“(f) When it is not practicable to return a
tangible item because it is perishable, the
item may, at the discretion of the recipient,
be given to an appropriate charity or de-
stroyed.

“2. (@)(1) A reimbursement (including pay-
ment in kind) to a Member, officer, or em-
ployee from a private source other than a
registered lobbyist or agent of a foreign prin-
cipal for necessary transportation, lodging
and related expenses for travel to a meeting,
speaking engagement, factfinding trip or
similar event in connection with the duties
of the Member, officer, or employee as an of-
ficeholder shall be deemed to be a reimburse-
ment to the House of Representatives and
not a gift prohibited by this rule, if the
Member, officer, or employee—

“(A) in the case of an employee, receives
advance authorization, from the Member or
officer under whose direct supervision the
employee works, to accept reimbursement,
and

“(B) discloses the expenses reimbursed or
to be reimbursed and the authorization to
the Clerk of the House of Representatives
within 30 days after the travel is completed.

“(2) For purposes of paragraph (a)(1),
events, the activities of which are substan-
tially recreational in nature, shall not be
considered to be in connection with the du-
ties of a Member, officer, or employee as an
officeholder.
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“(b) Each advance authorization to accept
reimbursement shall be signed by the Mem-
ber or officer under whose direct supervision
the employee works and shall include—

““(1) the name of the employee;

““(2) the name of the person who will make
the reimbursement;

“(3) the time, place, and purpose of the
travel; and

““(4) a determination that the travel is in
connection with the duties of the employee
as an officeholder and would not create the
appearance that the employee is using public
office for private gain.

“‘(c) Each disclosure made under paragraph
(a)(1) of expenses reimbursed or to be reim-
bursed shall be signed by the Member or offi-
cer (in the case of travel by that Member or
officer) or by the Member or officer under
whose direct supervision the employee works
(in the case of travel by an employee) and
shall include—

““(1) a good faith estimate of total trans-
portation expenses reimbursed or to be reim-
bursed;

““(2) a good faith estimate of total lodging
expenses reimbursed or to be reimbursed;

““(3) a good faith estimate of total meal ex-
penses reimbursed or to be reimbursed;

““(4) a good faith estimate of the total of
other expenses reimbursed or to be reim-
bursed;

““(5) a determination that all such expenses
are necessary transportation, lodging, and
related expenses as defined in paragraph (d);
and

‘“(6) in the case of a reimbursement to a
Member or officer, a determination that the
travel was in connection with the duties of
the Member or officer as an officeholder and
would not create the appearance that the
Member or officer is using public office for
private gain.

““(d) For the purposes of this clause, the
term ‘necessary transportation, lodging, and
related expenses’—

““(1) includes reasonable expenses that are
necessary for travel for a period not exceed-
ing 3 days exclusive of travel time within the
United States or 7 days exclusive of travel
time outside of the United States unless ap-
proved in advance by the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct;

“(2) is limited to reasonable expenditures
for transportation, lodging, conference fees
and materials, and food and refreshments,
including reimbursement for necessary
transportation, whether or not such trans-
portation occurs within the periods described
in subparagraph (1);

““(3) does not include expenditures for rec-
reational activities, nor does it include en-
tertainment other than that provided to all
attendees as an integral part of the event,
except for activities or entertainment other-
wise permissible under this rule; and

“(4) may include travel expenses incurred
on behalf of either the spouse or a child of
the Member, officer, or employee, subject to
a determination signed by the Member or of-
ficer (or in the case of an employee, the
Member or officer under whose direct super-
vision the employee works) that the attend-
ance of the spouse or child is appropriate to
assist in the representation of the House of
Representatives.

‘“(e) The Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives shall make available to the public all
advance authorizations and disclosures of re-
imbursement filed pursuant to paragraph (a)
as soon as possible after they are received.

“3. A gift prohibited by clause 1(a) includes
the following:

““(a) Anything provided by a registered lob-
byist or an agent of a foreign principal to an
entity that is maintained or controlled by a
Member, officer, or employee.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

“(b) A charitable contribution (as defined
in section 170(c) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986) made by a registered lobbyist or
an agent of a foreign principal on the basis of
a designation, recommendation, or other
specification of a Member, officer, or em-
ployee (not including a mass mailing or
other solicitation directed to a broad cat-
egory of persons or entities), other than a
charitable contribution permitted by clause
4.

““(c) A contribution or other payment by a
registered lobbyist or an agent of a foreign
principal to a legal expense fund established
for the benefit of a Member, officer, or em-
ployee.

“(d) A financial contribution or expendi-
ture made by a registered lobbyist or an
agent of a foreign principal relating to a con-
ference, retreat, or similar event, sponsored
by or affiliated with an official congressional
organization, for or on behalf of Members, of-
ficers, or employees.

“4. (a) A charitable contribution (as de-
fined in section 170(c) of the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1986) made by a registered lobby-
ist or an agent of a foreign principal in lieu
of an honorarium to a Member, officer, or
employee shall not be considered a gift under
this rule if it is reported as provided in para-
graph (b).

“(b) A Member, officer, or employee who
designates or recommends a contribution to
a charitable organization in lieu of honoraria
described in paragraph (a) shall report with-
in 30 days after such designation or rec-
ommendation to the Clerk of the House of
Representatives—

(1) the name and address of the registered
lobbyist who is making the contribution in
lieu of honoraria;

““(2) the date and amount of the contribu-
tion; and

““(3) the name and address of the charitable
organization designated or recommended by
the Member.

The Clerk of the House of Representatives
shall make public information received pur-
suant to this paragraph as soon as possible
after it is received.

‘5. For purposes of this rule—

““(a) the term ‘registered lobbyist’ means a
lobbyist registered under the Federal Regu-
lation of Lobbying Act or any successor stat-
ute; and

“(b) the term ‘agent of a foreign principal’
means an agent of a foreign principal reg-
istered under the Foreign Agents Registra-
tion Act.

““6. All the provisions of this rule shall be
interpreted and enforced solely by the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Conduct. The
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct
is authorized to issue guidance on any mat-
ter contained in this rule.””.

SEC. 2. ACCEPTANCE OF GIFTS BY THE COMMIT-
TEE ON HOUSE OVERSIGHT.

Clause 4(d) of rule X of the Rules of the
House of Representatives is amended by
striking ‘““‘and” at the end of subparagraph
(1), by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (2) and inserting ‘‘; and’’, and by
adding after subparagraph (2) the following:

““(3) accepting a gift, other than as other-
wise provided by law, if the gift does not in-
volve any duty, burden, or condition, or is
not made dependent upon some future per-
formance by the House of Representatives
and promulgating regulations to carry out
this paragraph.”.

SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE.

This resolution and the amendment made
by this resolution shall take effect on and be
effective for calendar years beginning on
January 1, 1996.
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AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MR. BURTON OF INDIANA

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, | offer an amendment in the nature
of a substitute.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment in
the nature of a substitute.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. BURTON of Indiana: Strike all
after the resolving clause and insert:
SECTION 1. GIFT DISCLOSURE.

(a) FINANCIAL DiscLOSURE.—Rule XLIV of
the Rules of the House of Representatives is
amended by adding at the end the following:

“3. Notwithstanding section 102 of the Eth-
ics in Government Act of 1978, each report
filed with the Clerk under title | of such Act
for calendar year 1996 or any subsequent cal-
endar year shall disclose any gift (including
a meal) with a fair market value in excess of
$50 (other than personal hospitality of an in-
dividual or any gift received from a relative
of the reporting individual), as adjusted
under section 102(a)(2)(A) of the Ethics in
Government Act of 1978.”".

(b) GIFT RULE.—Clause 4 of Rule XLIII of
the Rules of the House of Representatives is
amended by striking ‘‘$100”” and inserting
“$507".

SEC. 2. CONVENTIONS, ETC.

Clause 4 of Rule XLIII of the Rules of the
House of Representatives is amended by
striking “A Member’” and inserting ‘“(a) Ex-
cept as provided in paragraphs (b), (c), and
(d), a Member’ and by adding at the end the
following:

“(b)(1) A Member, officer, or employee may
accept an offer of free attendance at a widely
attended convention, conference, sympo-
sium, forum, panel discussion, dinner, view-
ing, reception, or similar event, provided by
the sponsor of the event, if—

“(A) the Member, officer, or employee par-
ticipates in the event as a speaker or a panel
participant, by presenting information relat-
ed to Congress or matters before Congress, or
by performing a ceremonial function appro-
priate to the Member’s, officer’s, or employ-
ee’s official position; or

““(B) attendance at the event is appropriate
to the performance of the official duties or
representative function of the Member, offi-
cer, or employee.

“(2) A Member, officer, or employee who
attends an event described in subparagraph
(1) may accept a sponsor’s unsolicited offer
of free attendance at the event for the spouse
or dependent of the Member, officer, or em-
ployee.

“(3) For purposes of this paragraph, the
term ‘free attendance’ may include waiver of
all or part of a conference or other fee, the
provision of lodging or transportation or the
provision of food, refreshments, entertain-
ment, and instructional materials furnished
to all attendees as an integral part of the
event. The term does not include entertain-
ment collateral to the event, nor does it in-
clude food or refreshments taken other than
in a group setting with all or substantially
all other attendees.

““(c) A Member, officer, or employee, or the
spouse or dependent thereof, may accept a
sponsor’s unsolicited offer of free attendance
at a charity event of—

““(1) the event is sponsored by an organiza-
tion which is listed under section 501(c)(3) of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986;

““(2) all Member, officer, employee, spouse,
or dependent-related expenses are paid by
the sponsoring organization and not by an-
other corporation or individual;

““(3) the proceeds to charity from the event
exceed the costs of the event; and
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““(4) the participation contributed in a tan-
gible way to the success of the event.

“(d) The restrictions contained in para-
graphs (a), (b), and (c) shall not apply to a
Member who is attending an event in the
Member’s congressional district.”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. BURTON] and a Member opposed
will be recognized for 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON].

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
time allotted to me be divided between
myself and the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. SHAYS].

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS]
will be recognized for 7% minutes, and
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BUR-
ToN] will be recognized for 7% minutes.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op-
position to the amendment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. FrRosT] will be
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that 7% minutes of my
time be yielded to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BRYANT] and the remaining
7% minutes to the gentleman from
Oklahoma [Mr. BREWSTER], and that
both gentlemen be allowed to yield
time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. BRYANT] will
be recognized for 7% minutes, and the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. BREw-
sTER] will be recognized for 7% min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON].
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Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DELAY], the Republican whip of the
House.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of the Burton substitute and in
favor of full disclosure.

The time has come that the Amer-
ican people know exactly what their
Representatives are doing here in
Washington.

Are they feeding at the public
trough, taking lobbyist paid vacations,
getting wined and dined by special in-
terest groups? Or are they working
hard to represent their constituents?

The people, the American people,
have a right to know.

Only the Burton substitute will let
the American people decide what is ap-
propriate activity and what is inappro-
priate activity for their Representa-
tives.

Let us not Kid ourselves here today.
We are beating ourselves on the heads
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to prove we are pure enough to deserve
the people’s trust. Some Members are
so distrustful of themselves and their
colleagues, that they would rather we
talk with no one in a casual setting,
that we set up an artificial wall be-
tween us and the public.

| say the best disinfectant is full dis-
closure, not complete isolation. We
serve our constituents poorly if we be-
lieve that all Representatives are on
the take and need to be taken away
from the public, and we serve no one if
we set up an ethics minefield that will
only bring further dishonor to this
House, for activities that most Ameri-
cans do every day.

Should it be unethical for a Member
of Congress to eat dinner with a con-
stituent?

Why do we not let the people decide
what is right and what is wrong? Why
do we not just tell the people what
gifts we get, through full disclosure,
and stop this ridiculous charade of pub-
lic virtue at the expense of common
sense.

The American people sent us here to
represent them, not to hide every time
they call to join them for dinner. Sup-
port full disclosure. Support the integ-
rity of the House. Support the Burton
substitute.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self 15 seconds to point out that the
Burton legislation is not full disclo-
sure. Any gift under $50 is not part of
the disclosure; it is not part of any
limit. We can have countless numbers
of gifts under $50.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 1%2 minutes to

the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
BROWNBACK].
Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. Speaker, |

thank the distinguished gentleman
from Connecticut [Mr. SHAYsS] for
yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposition to
the Burton amendment, and | state as
well at the very outset that | think the
people that are bringing this amend-
ment and supporting it are doing so in
all good faith and what they are trying
to do is a positive statement toward
this body. | disagree on what they are
doing versus another approach, and I
also impugn no one’s character and
suggest that no one is selling their
vote for a gift. But to me this issue is
about public trust, and the public does
not trust when Members of Congress
receive expensive gifts, they do not
trust that system, and, when we have
that failure of trust in a representative
democracy, that is a very, very dan-
gerous thing to have.

That is what this issue is about. It is
about the issue of public trust and a
system and a public that does not trust
this system, and that is why | disagree
with the Burton amendment even
though it is offered in all good faith by
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BUR-
TON] and those who support it, because
it is a disclosure system, but it contin-
ues to allow a system of gifts to be able
to be given to Members of Congress, a
system that the public does not sup-
port.
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Mr. Speaker, | support rather the
Speaker’s approach to going to a com-
plete ban on all gifts, and | would urge
Members to support that. The
Waldholtz approach | think is a good
approach as well for as far as it does
further limit, but | think it is probably
time to do just what the commercial
days and just say no to gifts.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Ha-
waii [Mr. ABERCROMBIE].

(Mr. ABERCROMBIE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Oklahoma
[Mr. BREWSTER] for yielding this time
to me.

The reason that there is a perception
of corruption, or whatever variation of
the word is going to be used on this
floor, has been used on this floor, is it
keeps getting repeated here, and so
people hear that in the general public
even though the same people say we
are all honorable except for the thieves
and crooks among us, and then they do
not say who the thieves and the crooks
are.

Now let us get down to what the Bur-
ton amendment does, and why | am
supporting it, and why a broad spec-
trum of people are supporting it. This
has to do with the charitable events.

Now in real life some of us do try not
only to do our duty, but to try to jus-
tify our existence by our relationship
with our fellow human beings. | found-
ed, along with one of the most conserv-
ative people in the Democratic caucus,
the honorable gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. CRAMER], who started the
Children’s Advocacy Center in Ala-
bama; | heard about it, and | brought it
to the State of Hawaii. We had the first
statewide children’s advocacy center,
and any of my colleagues have been a
probation officer like I have been, any-
body who served in the Committee on
the Judiciary who knows what sexual
abuse is of children, knows what the
Children’s Advocacy Centers have ac-
complished. It takes children who have
been abused and keeps them from being
abused further.

Now | am to participate in an event
in December. I am going to put on a
charitable event for the Children’s Ad-
vocacy Center, and | have appeared for
them in other places around the coun-
try. | am going to be there, and | am
going to put on a little, one of my fa-
mous Blues Brothers, acts. | hope some
of my colleagues can catch it some-
time. It is terrific, | want to tell my
colleagues. If my colleagues think | am
good down here, they should see me
with my dark glasses and my porkpie
hat. Mr. Speaker, a lot of people have
a good time when that happens, but the
main reason for doing it is to see to it
that sexually abused children are no
longer molested.

And now | am supposed to withdraw
myself from that because of some per-
ception that somebody has conjured up
as to what kind of person | am or some-
body else is?
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Now I will tell my colleagues what
else we do from Hawaii. We appear for
the Aloha United Way, the United Way,
that my colleagues have in their com-
munity. We have the Aloha United
Way, and we went as a congressional
delegation to New York City to ask
people who do business in Hawalii to
help us with the United Way in Hawaii.

Now somebody wants to run against
me, and that is what | hear from one
Member after another, the reason we
cannot vote for this amendment is
somebody is going to use it in a cam-
paign commercial against us. Mr.
Speaker, | invite anybody who wants
to use a campaign commercial against
me that | am supporting the United
Way to please do so because any idiot
that is going to run for office is going
to use that for an excuse, and anybody
here that cannot contend with an oppo-
nent that is going to be against them
because they are in favor of charitable
events, he deserves, or she deserves, to
get elected, and my colleague does not.
But | am proud to be associated with
these charitable events, | am proud to
appear anywhere in the country on
their behalf, and 1 am proud to support
the Burton-Clay-Brewster-Abercrombie
amendment.

Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. BARRETT].

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, this may be a well-meaning
amendment, but it guts the bill.

Mr. Speaker, there are millions of
people in this country who are involved
in the United Way. There are millions
of people in this country who care
about abused children. There are mil-
lions of people in this country who care
about all sorts of very valuable things
for our society. But do those people get
their airfare paid? Do those people get
golf fees paid, green fees paid, that
could be $100-$200? No, of course not, of
course not, and that is what the issue
is here today.

| think that the people in this body
are admirable, they are honorable, peo-
ple, and most of them got elected here
because they are involved in their com-
munity, and they have been elected for
that, and they should continue to be
doing that. But they should not have
privileges that the people sitting in
this gallery, the people sitting in this
country, do not have. It is that simple.
The people in this country do not want
this regulated, they do not want more
paperwork, they do not want more bu-
reaucracy. Mr. Speaker, they want this
practice stopped, and that is what we
should do.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from California [Mr. BoNO], my dear
friend and colleague.

(Mr. BONO asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BONO. Mr. Speaker, this is a sad
state of affairs because when people do
honorable things, and then somebody
writes some bill and says, ‘““You know,
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you have to stop doing that honorable
thing, can’t do that anymore;” why?
Mr. Speaker, because we are writing
this extremely righteous bill that will
make us honest. | did not know | was
not honest.

Mr. Speaker, it is very sad that we
cannot look our constituents in the eye
and say, | don’t do that, | don’t do
that, | just do what | do, so I'll be
happy to show you or tell you whatever
I do. I'll disclose that, but please let
me take care of my own ethics, and if
I’'m not worthy, throw me out. But let
me be responsible for myself. Don’t
make me responsible to some poorly
written legislation.

Do my colleagues know that when |
read this legislation | said, Well, what
about my film festival that | founded
in Palm Springs? Can | have my party
at my house that the film festival puts
on?

They said, ““We don’t know.”’

Mr. Speaker, if they do not know,
how do we know when we are breaking
the law with this bill?

| support the Burton amendment.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mrs. SMITH].

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, | think it needs to be made
very clear that no one says that any-
one is doing anything illegal, and there
are no criminal penalties in this bill.
But | do want to say that over the
years, as | have been in politics, | know
when | spend time with people like we
spend on these charity golf trips that
we get real close to the lobbyists that
sponsor them. It is the time they get,
my colleagues, it is not so much the
money. It is the time we spend with
them that they have our ear. The
American people do not have our ear
that long. It is the impression. The
American people believe in the last
poll that | just read that just came out,
90 percent of the people believe we lis-
ten to lobbyists more than the people.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from
Florida [Mrs. FOWLER].

(Mrs. FOWLER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in support of the Burton amend-
ment.

My State of Florida is known as the
Sunshine State, not just because of our
favorable weather conditions, but be-
cause we have led the Nation with our
government in sunshine laws. In Flor-
ida, you conduct your business in pub-
lic and you let the people decide if
what you are doing is appropriate.

The Burton bill follows the same ap-
proach. It keeps the current $250 limit,
lowers the threshold from $100 to $50
and draws open the curtains to let the
sunshine in.

Everything else we are doing in this
Congress is about sending power back
to the people. Giving them more con-
trol over their government. That is
what this bill does. Disclose every-
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thing, then let the people decide if
their representative is using their of-
fice for personal gain. No other bill on
the floor today provides the same level
of disclosure as the Burton bill. Vote
for sunshine, vote for the Burton
amendment.
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Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. DOGGETT].

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, | think
the gentlewoman from the other side of
the aisle put it quite well with ref-
erence to this measure. We now have
the opportunity to achieve on a true
bipartisan basis, finally, real reform.
We should not substitute for full re-
form something that appears to be full
reform, done in the name of disclosure,
which really does not change the exist-
ing law very much at all.

What the American people want is
not to hear more of the details of the
kind of business as usual that they
have rejected. They want to see it
stopped once and for all.

Many of these charitable events are
done for a most charitable and worthy
purpose. The only problem is that so
often, it is the Member who gets most
of the charity, and not the good cause
that the charitable event is for.

There is still no reason that Members
of Congress cannot participate in such
events, contribute to their community,
but the direction and the purpose needs
to be for the benefit of the charity, not
for the benefit of the Member. We have
the opportunity today to make real
progress in this area. Let us do it by re-
jecting this substitute.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1%
minutes to my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin, Mr. ScoTT
KLUG.

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Speaker, | thank my
colleague for yielding time to me. |
would also like to thank the gentleman
from Wisconsin, Tom BARRETT, and the
other Members of the bipartisan team
who have been working on this bill and
similar legislation.

Mr. Speaker, 1 do not doubt the in-
tentions of my colleagues who are of-
fering the substitute but, Mr. Speaker,
you know how the road to hell was
eventually paved, and in this case we
also know how the cart path at Pebble
Beach was paved as well.

Wisconsin’s legislature has had a zero
gift ban in place for a number of years,
and I am not sure how I can tell people
in this body, but legislation actually
gets passed. Members of the Wisconsin
State Legislature get laws into place
without accepting alarm clocks and
trips and gym bags and tee shirts and
all the other bric-a-brac that shows up
in our office, and they also manage to
play golf and play tennis, but they do
so and they pay their own way.

Mr. Speaker, our constituents sent us
here to do a number of things. They
have sent us here to balance the budg-
et, and we are beginning to work on it
this week. They sent us here to eventu-
ally pass term limits, and before |
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leave, | hope Congress will eventually
put term limits in place as well. More
than anything else, they wanted us to
make this a place again that we can be
proud of, our constituents back home,
and every one of us who serve in this
institution as well. | hope we defeat
the Burton amendment and pass the
substitute offered by the Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, there is one other thing
our constituents want us to do, by the
way. They want us to pay for our own
lunch.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Mon-
tana [Mr. WILLIAMS].

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, | sup-
port the efforts of the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. BURTON] and the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. BREw-
STER]. | want a tough bill, but | also
want to be able to continue to help my
friends raise money for charity.

There is a former Congressman
around here named Ralph Harding, and
Ralph and | and a number of other peo-
ple have combined under the present
system to raise more than $1 million to
help fight leukemia in this country.
Senator ORRIN HATCH and | do not see
things eye to eye politically, but we
are good friends, and | have helped
ORRIN for a number of years raise hun-
dreds of thousands of dollars for efforts
such as child care centers and halfway
houses, safe houses for battered
spouses down in Utah.

The system works now. | do not get
anything out of this, but it works well,
and we really ought to protect and
shield those charities so that we con-
tinue to raise millions of dollars for
needy efforts in this country. That is
what the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
BURTON] and the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. BREWSTER] are trying to do.
I support them in their efforts.

I have always worked for strong eth-
ics legislation. I am going to continue
to do that by voting for the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Indiana
and the gentleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1% minutes to the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. MINGE].

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Speaker, | would
like to make three observations about
this legislation. First, those of us that
serve in Congress are actually serving
in a fiduciary capacity. We represent
the people in the congressional dis-
tricts that sent us. We have a fiduciary
relationship with them. It is our obli-
gation to try to observe this in every
respect.

Second, | think we should attempt to
observe the same standards that are
observed in the rest of government.
There has been a great deal of criticism
of the Supreme Court recently, and
judges for accepting trips. As | under-
stand it, the judicial branch is trying
to review its rules and tighten things
up.

The executive branch has gone
through that process and they have a
proposal; not a proposal, they have leg-
islation and rules that they live by

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

that are not consistent with what is
being urged by the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. BURTON]. Instead, it is the
same or very close to the underlying
bill and the Senate legislation.

Third, 1 would like to just briefly
comment that access is perhaps the
critical thing. People are looking for
access to Members of Congress. They
want our time. | think we have to try
to make sure that our time is given to
people, not on the basis of their ability
to help finance trips, but instead on
the basis of our availability in our of-
fice and in our district to meet with
them on the merits of the cases.

We certainly have many other areas
where reform is needed. At the same
time, | think we should avoid impugn-
ing the integrity of anyone in the
Chamber. | do not question the motives
of the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
BURTON]. | think he, too, is interested
in improving the caliber of this institu-
tion, but we need legislation similar to
the Senate’s.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan, Mr. PETE HOEKSTRA.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, |
thank my colleague for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Speaker, we have a vision. We
want to restore the trust of the Amer-
ican people and the integrity of the
legislative process. For the last 11
months we have been pursuing this. We
have reformed welfare, Medicare, regu-
latory reform. We have a whole series
of reforms on opening today. Today we
are going to finish a couple of more
pieces of business.

The Waldholtz bill is reasonable re-
form guidelines. We have listened to
the American people. They said, ‘“Re-
form these legislative businesses and
items, but also restore the process
where you are personally enriched.”
The Waldholtz bill is a reasonable proc-
ess. It does not ban participation in
charities, it does not ban participation
in charity events, it just says that
when you participate in charities, just
like all the other people that are par-
ticipating in these events, you are ex-
pected to be charitable and carry your
own weight at these events.

All the Burton bill does is it protects
access to Members of Congress through
privilege and special interest. It needs
to stop. Vote ““no’’ on Burton.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself the remainder of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. BREw-
STER] is recognized for 2¥> minutes.

(Mr. BREWSTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Speaker, | am
pleased to stand in support of the Bur-
ton full disclosure amendment. | am
very concerned with the Congress bash-
ing that is quite popular with certain
Members and with the media. It makes
me angry to watch the news and con-
tinually see honest Members of Con-
gress portrayed as crooks who can be
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influenced by meals, travel, entertain-
ment, or other gifts in making official
decisions.

By even considering this issue, we
serve only to reinforce that negative
image. People who oppose the Burton
bill have called the supporters of the
bill the so-called golf and tennis cau-
cus. What | would like to know is how
many of those Members who feel it is
wrong to accept a cup of coffee from a
lobbyist feel it is all right to ask for a
$1,000 campaign contribution?

If a Member of Congress can have his
or her vote bought for a cup of coffee or
a $25 meal, then imagine what happens
to that individual when they beg for
and receive a $500 campaign contribu-
tion, a $1,000 contribution, or even nu-
merous $5,000 contributions. Honesty is
not for sale. If a Member feels they can
be influenced by someone buying their
dinner, they should not go. Neither
should they call some lobbyist and ask
for a $1,000 campaign contribution.

Mr. Speaker, this is not about keep-
ing golf and tennis trips, this is about
restoring credibility to this institu-
tion. If it is wrong to play golf with a
lobbyist at a charity event, then why
do we make it right in this legislation
to play at political events that the
Democratic Congressional Campaign
Committee has, the national Repub-
lican Campaign Committee has, and we
ask Members to call these same lobby-
ists asking them to bring money? If the
first is wrong, so is the second.

We will never satisfy the people who
are pushing this issue. You can fire
your staff, take an oath of poverty, and
work for free, and you will never sat-
isfy some groups on this issue.

The Burton bill allows our constitu-
ents to judge us, not the Ethics Com-
mittee, but the people who elected us
to come here to start with. Mr. Speak-
er, the answer to gift reform is report-
ing and accountability. The answer to
gift reform is the Burton full disclosure
amendment. | urge my colleagues to

support the Burton full disclosure
amendment.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tompore. The gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. BREw-
STER] has 15 seconds remaining.

Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 30 seconds to the gentlewoman
from Oregon [Ms. FURSE].

(Ms. FURSE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Speaker, it is so
simple. Why pass laws to make Mem-
bers fill out forms to tell what they
took from lobbyists? Zero is zero. No
complications, no forms, no gifts.

I ask Members to defeat the sub-
stitute and vote for real reform.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from lowa,
[Mr. GANSKE].

(Mr. GANSKE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, | will
vote for gift ban reform. | believe that
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House Resolution 250 is reasonable, and
that the Burton amendment just does
not go far enough. | will also vote for
the Gingrich amendment, which is a
ban on all gifts. The Burton amend-
ment basically allows the current sys-
tem to continue, and | oppose it. If you
are for the status quo, vote for the
amendment.

Mr. Speaker, lobbyists represent
farmers, unions, teachers, insurers,
consumers, and others. They provide
information on both sides of issues for
the common citizens they represent. |
will listen to a lobbyist for farmers,
just as | do for an individual farmer,
but I do not need a fancy meal in order
to be well informed. Vote against the
Burton amendment and vote for the
Gingrich amendment, or for House Res-
olution 250, or for both.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Dela-
ware [Mr. CASTLE].

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of the
gift ban reform bill and against the
Burton amendment. | would just like
to make several simple points. First,
the current rules which we have are
farcical. Why, gifts under $100 do not
even count to the $250 cumulative limit
we can achieve.

No. 2, the executive branch lives by
tough gift rules. Gifts over $20 are
banned, and the cumulative value of
gifts which can be accepted is $50.

No. 3, this reform bill is not overly
restrictive. Gifts over $50 are banned,
and gifts under $50 may be accepted up
to an aggregate of $100.

Finally, and maybe this is most im-
portant of all, the public, our constitu-
ents, probably get no unsolicited gifts
whatsoever. We are arguing about the
amount of the gifts we should get. |
think we should not be afraid to re-
strict ourselves in terms of these gifts.
Mr. Speaker, | urge us to consider that.

I would also urge us to look at the
fact that the Senate passed this same
bill unanimously last year. | would
urge us to defeat the Burton bill, to
consider the Gingrich amendment, as
you please, and to make absolutely
sure that we all vote for the reform bill
in the name of the public when it
comes up at the end of the day.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY].

(Mr. CLAY asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of the
amendment.

Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself the remainder of my
time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. BRYANT] is rec-
ognized for 3%> minutes.

(Mr. BRYANT of Texas asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)
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Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I think it is heartwarming at this con-
tentious time in this House’s business
to find so many Republicans and Demo-
crats coming forward on the same side,
and frankly on both sides, but particu-
larly on the side of reform, because
this bill has been a bipartisan effort for
three years. | think if we can pass it
today intact, it will be a bipartisan
credit to this House, one of which we
can all be very, very proud.

Mr. Speaker, the refuge that has been
taken by the proponents of the Burton
amendment in charitable activities I
think is clever. In a few ways, maybe it
is even deserved. But by and large, |
think it is clever, because it suggests
that all of these activities are really
being done only for the benefit of char-
ities.

The fact of the matter is, there is no
prohibition in this bill for charitable
activities. None whatsoever. All of the
charitable activities that have been re-
ferred to which are all very fine efforts
can continue to be done.

The fact of the matter is, though,
that this particular charitable activity
that these Members are talking about
does not involve any sacrifice on their
part, it involves them being flown by
this charity, which is normally a char-
ity activity sponsored by a major cor-
poration that lobbies this House ever
day of the week, flown by them clear
across the country to a beautiful place
to play golf for several days and then
home again, and then usually they get
a bag of gifts at the same time.

I do not care whether it influences
your vote or not. | do not think in
most cases it does, but the public sees
it that way and the public loses con-
fidence in this institution. Why in the
world would anybody come here and
ask that they be able to continue play-
ing charity golf at the expense of the
reputation of this institution?

The fact of the matter is that the
Burton amendment will allow unlim-
ited gifts, unlimited free tickets, un-
limited meals, et cetera, from lobbyists
as long as they are under $50 all year
long.

Do | think that that kind of thing
corrupts Members or makes them al-
ways vote with the lobbyists? No, but |
do know this: It has a regular and cer-
tain subconscious effect on anybody to
constantly be in the company of some-
body else who is paying the bills. That
is just human nature.

Mr. Speaker, it is our job here to pass
legislation and rules that give the pub-
lic confidence that we are not legislat-
ing in the interests of those people that
are hanging around, but we are legis-
lating in the interests of those people
that sent us up here and, by the way,
pay us a nice salary for doing this job.

| say to my colleagues, if you want to
go on these charity golf trips, if you
want to be in this activity, pay for it
yourself. | urge Members to vote
against the Burton amendment. Let us
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pass this bill and have a bipartisan
project that we can be proud of.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. Goss].

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOSS. M