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The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

DESIGNATION OF HON. THOMAS M.
DAVIS TO ACT AS SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE TO SIGN ENROLLED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS
THROUGH SEPTEMBER 3, 1997
The SPEAKER laid before the House

the following communication:
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, July 31, 1997.
I hereby designate the Honorable THOMAS

M. DAVIS to act as Speaker pro tempore to
sign enrolled bills and joint resolutions
through September 3, 1997.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the designation is agreed to.

There was no objection.
f

FOR JAKE’S SAKE, JOIN THE NA-
TIONAL BONE MARROW DONOR
PROGRAM
(Mr. CHABOT asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I want to
take a moment this morning to make a
plea for my colleagues and to the
American people. I want to encourage
as many of them as possible to join the
National Bone Marrow Donor Program.

There is a little boy in my district
named Jake Siniawski. Jake is 7 years
old, and he is suffering from a blood
disorder called Fanconi Anemia. The
only hope for a cure for Jake’s illness
is a bone marrow transplant from a
donor with a matching tissue type.

The good people of Cincinnati are
sponsoring a marrow typing blood
drive at St. Bernard’s Church later this
month in an effort to help Jake, and,
God willing, a compatible donor will be
found.

But there are a lot of little Jakes out
there, and they need our help. We can
increase their chances of survival by
participating in the National Marrow
Donor Program. All it takes is a simple
blood test, and it could help a little
boy like Jake Siniawski live a long,
healthy and happy life.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

PEASE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 1997, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida [Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN] is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extension of Remarks.]
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from Florida [Mr. FOLEY] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. FOLEY addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extension of Remarks.]
f

ORIGINAL INTENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. PAUL] is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the majority leader.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, we all know
that when we come here to the Con-
gress, the only oath that we take is to
the Constitution. Yet I think very
often we here in the Congress are care-
less about the Constitution and that we
do many things that do not comply.

A recent article in the New Republic
calls attention to this subject and
more or less ridicules and downplays
the importance of the original intent of
the Constitution. Today I would like to
discuss that article and reiterate the
importance of the Constitution and the
reason why we must have the rule of
law rather than the rule of man.

The principle of original intent which
underpins the Constitution is under se-
rious attack. This is nothing new, but
there is now a much more open chal-
lenge to this principle than ever before.
A case in point is the New Republic ar-
ticle of June 23, 1997, called ‘‘Unsound
Constitution,’’ where George Fletcher,
a Columbia law professor, viciously at-
tacks all Constitutionalists, vicious be-
cause he uses modern-day McCarthy-
ism to tie any individual defending the
Constitution and its original intend to
all Oklahoma City type bombings.

In this very significant article, voic-
ing a strong anticonstitutional view-
point, Fletcher uses McVeigh to dis-
credit not just the misdirected and ill-
advised promoters of violence but the
entire American Revolution and the
goals set by the Founders.

Failing to consider that McVeigh
flaunted property rights and the per-
sonal liberties of innocent people,
Fletcher nevertheless uses him as an
example of a true defender of the U.S.
Constitution by using some of
McVeigh’s quotes. This New Republic’s
article falsely equates the bombing of
innocent people with those who strict-
ly interpret the Constitution, a docu-
ment which Fletcher describes ‘‘is fun-
damentally wrong.’’

Professor Fletcher goes to the heart
of the matter. He openly attacks the
principle that rights are ‘‘vested in the
people’’ and claims it was this prin-
ciple that McVeigh used to justify
what he did.

Painting with a very broad brush,
Fletcher hopes to dispense with the en-
tire Constitution and its protection of
individual and minority rights. If the
New Republic, Fletcher, and his allies
get away with this preposterous asser-
tion, it will further undermine the
principles of individual rights.

Fletcher claims the greatest myth
surrounding the Constitution is that

the people are sovereign and that sov-
ereign people will inevitably engage in
actions like that of Timothy McVeigh.
Equally threatening to the ‘‘big gov-
ernment’’ theory is that this concept of
sovereignty, with rights being left to
the people, would justify jury nullifica-
tion, a horrible and dangerous thought
as far as they are concerned.

Jury nullification allows acquittal
when a juror refuses to vote for a con-
viction for moral, constitutional, or
even racial reasons. Yet jury nullifica-
tion is a tradition of long standing, not
only in American law but in the Brit-
ish law as well, dating back to the
Magna Carta in 1215 A.D. But Fletcher
refers to jury nullification as ‘‘obstruc-
tion of justice,’’ equivalent to overt se-
dition against the Government.

Fletcher is consistent and even con-
demns the black left for endorsing this
notion that juries have some type of
veto power over bad legislation. Sev-
eral professors from the left now advise
that injury nullification can and
should be used in certain cases to re-
peal unjust laws when they are specifi-
cally targeted against African-Ameri-
cans, such as with drug laws. Obvi-
ously, this veto power of the people
should be used to nullify unjust laws in
general, not just against black Ameri-
cans.

What the New Republic and Fletcher
fail to recognize is that this is a tech-
nique that could have been successfully
used in the fifties and the sixties in the
civil rights struggle, with a lot less vi-
olence resulting.

The thought that the people retain
enough sovereignty and authority to
veto our legislative bodies threatens
Fletcher and other ‘‘big government’’
proponents.

The Fully Informed Jury Associa-
tion, a movement of well known sig-
nificance today, must be having an im-
pact on our society, or why would we
all of a sudden see a systematic attack
on this concept?

This attack is not limited to the New
Republic. The New York Times has
chimed in as well, expressing deep con-
cerns about this dangerous notion that
people ultimately have a say about the
constitutionality of legislation.

If Fletcher had his way, he would
argue that the people’s only recourse
to bad law is strictly limited to the
ballot box, while excluding the jury
box. The boldness with which Fletcher
attacks the original intent of the Con-
stitution is frightening, but also help-
ful in getting us to understand exactly
what the goal is of the supporters of
the new Constitution.

The fundamental flaw in the old Con-
stitution, according to Fletcher, is,
‘‘The original Republic, the one for
which our forefathers fought face to
face, hand to hand, exists only in the
minds of academics and fundamentalist
patriots. The Republic of 1789 is long
gone. It died with 600,000 Americans
killed in the Civil War. That conflict
decided once and forever that the peo-
ple and States do not have the power to
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govern their local lives apart from the
Nation as a whole.’’

He argues that the original Republic
died, and deserved to do so, because of
its flaw in dealing with slavery. But
how can this single admitted flaw be
reason to reject all the worthy parts?
This is only an excuse to reject the en-
tire concept of the Doctrine of Enumer-
ated Powers and the idea of the rule of
law in contrast to the rule of man. And
all this is to be accepted as fact be-
cause this flaw in the concept of indi-
vidual rights with regards to slavery
supposedly led to the irrational acts of
McVeigh.

Fletcher laments the absence of the
word ‘‘equality’’ appearing in the Con-
stitution, a word, of course, dear to the
hearts of all socialists. Clearly, it is
economic equality he is talking about.
He complains that in 1789 equality was
less important than the fear that a
Federal Government might infringe
our liberties. What Fletcher does not
realize is that the large majority of
American people are still fearful of
that very same thing.

What actually scares the
anticonstitutionalists like Fletcher is,
today there is once again a growing
number of Americans who fear and dis-
trust the Federal Government and yet
do not relate in any way to the
McVeighs of the world. His only hope is
to discredit the constitutionalists and
the entire principle of the Doctrine of
Enumerated Powers by slanderous
innuendoes, associating them with vio-
lence towards innocent victims.
Fletcher makes McCarthy look like a
saint.

Fletcher boldly now refers to the new
Constitution, the one that shapes and
guides the National Government, and,
unfortunately, in a real sense, I am
fearful that he is correct that a new
Constitution, or at least the way the
original one is treated by Congress, the
courts, and the administration, pre-
vails and guides most government ac-
tion today.

Up until now, it has been subtle and
seductive, but the boldness with which
Fletcher and the New Republic try to
bury the old Constitution should alert
us all to what is happening.

Fletcher argues that the notion of or-
ganic nationhood replaced the sov-
ereignty of the people. That, I am sure,
a lot of Americans were not aware of.
And the United States evolved from an
elitist republic into a democracy, so he
says. Jefferson and Franklin would be
shocked. This idea, he claims, was not
acceptable by the Founders, since they
lived only for the moment.

He talks as if truth and liberty were
not meant for the ages. This propo-
sition, he argues, allows ‘‘the sustained
campaign to convert the elitist Con-
stitution of 1789 into an egalitarian
Constitution that bases democratic
rule on the majority of all the people,’’
thus endorsing the dictatorship of the
majority while destroying the concept
of minority rights.

Fletcher clearly here endorses the
very flaw, limited as it was, that per-

mitted the acceptance of slavery in the
original Constitution and that which
he pretends to disavow.

In other words, he rejects the best
part of the Constitution and retains
the worst part, which permitted slav-
ery, by endorsing the concept of the
dictatorship of the majority while fail-
ing to protect inalienable and individ-
ual rights.

Fletcher’s obvious goal is to promote
the new Constitution, nationhood,
equality and pure democracy, while
burying the notion of the Republic,
protection of individual liberty, and
the rights of the minority. His main
goal is to reject the notion that the
people ultimately are the guarantors of
the Constitution, the bestowers of le-
gitimacy.

His final conclusion is that the
States and the people no longer retain
rights and powers, thus clearly and
forcefully repealing the 9th and 10th
amendments. With these gone, the peo-
ple have no claims to real control over
the Government.

What then is left for the people?
They are still permitted, as Fletcher
says, to be the voters, office holders,
and the beneficiaries of legislation.

The theme of this devastating article
is that it enforces the idea that Gov-
ernment does not get its power from
the consent of the people and makes
the citizen a creature of the state, with
the Government no longer being a cre-
ation of the people through a voluntary
social contract.

Fletcher is quite accurate when he
admits the original Constitution strict-
ly limited Government power, but sub-
sequent legislation and court rulings,
he argues, now permit intervention
into the private affairs of citizens.
This, of course, has led to the modern
day Federal police state where there
are tens of thousands of Federal regu-
lations and laws. The administrative
courts are now in charge, for the most
part, outside of constitutional protec-
tions.

It is neither a coincidence nor an ac-
cident, as Fletcher brags, that we have
arrived and can legalistically defend
big government and justify it. He says
this necessitates an activist Federal
Government committed to preserving
equality.

According to Fletcher, the welfare
state and the force required to redis-
tribute wealth is, therefore, justified,
thus planting the seeds of a totali-
tarian state, which will come in due
time if the course of events are not
changed.

Fletcher is quite pleased to show
that the new Constitution permits the
income tax and all post-Depression
welfare programs, and the prevailing
theme of the whole article is that any-
body who objects is a McVeigh. The
concern for illegitimate use of force is
absent from his discussion.

Unfortunately, this article speaks for
many in government, especially in our
courts. But, interestingly enough, it
represents one of the very few honest

articles arguing very clearly that the
old Constitution and the old Republic
are archaic and should be buried.

But ignoring the Constitution is not
enough. We intellectually and philo-
sophically must now reject it, accord-
ing to this New Republic’s theme, and
anyone who disagrees will be guilty by
association with those who would use
violence against innocent people.

Supporters of the modern day gar-
gantuan state never cared much for the
original intent of the Constitution
which severely restricts the power of
the Federal Government. They are
quite aware that the Doctrine of Enu-
merated Powers prohibits the Federal
Government from almost everything it
is currently doing.

To undermine the original intent of
the Constitution, to limit the Federal
Government, promoters of big govern-
ment knew it would take constitu-
tional amendment, court rulings, and
constant legislative action, and even
war to accomplish it. It is possible that
their task is complete. Is it possible
that their task is complete and essen-
tially a new Constitution has now re-
placed the old? Is this the reason for
their boldness?

Many friends of freedom constantly
worry that a Constitutional Conven-
tion to pass a balanced budget amend-
ment poses a great danger because of
the chance that, at such a gathering,
the Constitution would be rewritten. Of
course, there is no need for a Constitu-
tional Convention, but the fear of los-
ing our rights at one should be replaced
with the concern for the changes ongo-
ing with the present one.

If Fletcher is right, the new Con-
stitution is already in place, not a lit-
eral one, but the one that we now fol-
low has so radically changed that the
Framers’ original intent is no longer
recognizable nor desirable by many.

Never have I read any article so
forthright about the intent of the mod-
ern day social reformers. The boldness
with which Fletcher buries the old
Constitution should cause alarm for
anyone interested in the experiment in
freedom started in America more than
200 years ago.

By using this, the only significant
flaw in the 1789 document, slavery,
Fletcher throws out every good thing
intended by the Constitution while pre-
serving its one major shortcoming,
majoritarianism, that permitted slav-
ery in the first place.

Fletcher’s love of the dictatorship of
the majority to guarantee economic
equality for all, while ignoring the
principles of individual liberty, permits
him to elevate the flaw which per-
mitted the slavery compromise to the
highest plane possible. In doing so, all
of the grand elements of the old Con-
stitution are effectively denied.

Getting relief from the oppression of
the old Constitution, according to this
article, with the Civil War and the sub-
sequent changes thereafter, elevated
the National Government, and espe-
cially the Federal courts, to a point far
superior to the States and the people.
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But the New Republic is not alone in

expressing grave concern about the
growing interests and understanding of
injury nullification. It is now more
commonly discussed on television and
special programs and in newspapers
like the New York Times.

A recent court case prompted an ap-
peals court to warn us of the great dan-
ger of the fully informed jury and
granted more power to judges to cur-
tail this growing phenomenon. It is not
only the political right they are con-
cerned about. Minority groups on the
left are using jury nullification more
frequently than in recent memory.

It is not so much that the opponents
of nullification are opposed to the
goals of the left; it is that they fear the
growing interest in jury nullification
in the groups dedicated to the original
interpretation of the Constitution may
use it successfully. If the old Constitu-
tion is dead and the new one is now in
place, the last thing they need is to
have a bunch of uninhibited citizens
expressing themselves through the
common law practice of jury nullifica-
tion.

It is, therefore, in their interests
even if it requires attacking the left as
well as the right, to stop this move-
ment as quickly as possible. Just be-
cause it was part of our history for
more than 100 years means nothing.
Promoting a powerful state, which in-
cludes an authoritarian judiciary and
ever present bureaucracy, is of greater
importance to them.

This most recent victory for the pro-
moters of the new Constitution, which
includes further attack on jury nul-
lification, occurred in the Manhattan
Appeals Court in May. In the ruling,
the court denounced the practice of
jury nullification. Judge Jose Cabrares
said to practice jury nullification is a
violation of a juror’s duty to follow in-
struction of the court.

The case involved nonviolent drug
possession. Although the appeals court
permitted the innocent verdict to
stand, the court was emphatic that
judges do have a right, and an obliga-
tion, to investigate a juror’s motiva-
tion on a vote of acquittal.

Our history shows that this process
helped prevent fugitive slaves from
being sent back south before the Civil
War period. John Peter Zenger, a colo-
nial publicist, was freed by his peers on
charges of sedition through this same
process.

The practice of jury nullification
during the twenties helped force the re-
peal of alcohol prohibition once the
majority of people realized the laws
were irrational and abusive.

Liberal black professors from George
Washington University and Harvard
are now urging jury nullification to
promote civil rights in the courts. If
this move to urge judges to judge all
jurors’ motivation is carried out, the
process of jury secrecy will be a thing
of the past and trial by jury just may
be the last chance we have for revoking
some of our Federal legislative mon-
strosities.

Congress has been irresponsible in
this regard. The New York Times, May
27, 1997, editorializes, I am sure with
mixed feelings, since jury nullification
helps the left, strongly in favor of
judges removing jurors who might be
construed to be judging the wisdom of
the law as well as the interpretation of
the facts. But the New York Times
knows the power of the people could
weaken the powers of the Federal Gov-
ernment developed over the past 50
years through this process and literally
repeal the interventionist state with-
out waiting for a slow, plodding, and
inefficient Congress to do it for them.

This puts fear into the hearts of all
‘‘big government’’ advocates. Can one
imagine what might happen if all non-
violent crimes were ignored by jurors?
We would suddenly have room in our
prisons once again for the rapists, mug-
gers, and murderers.

District attorneys practice a form of
jury nullification all the time in decid-
ing frequently not to prosecute certain
cases. Grand juries likewise fail to in-
dict for personal or legal reasons, in
spite of the facts presented. Many
State constitutions still protect the
right of the citizens to practice jury
nullification.

Jury nullification is not perfect, but
permitting it would be an improvement
to the current system. Yes, there
would be a chance that somebody
might be freed for the wrong reason.
But ultimately in a free society, sov-
ereignty must remain with the people
and not with the dictatorship of the
majority or an elitist, powerful govern-
ment.

There are enough mistakes made
today with our jury system, and there
is enough danger with a Government
that is growing out of control, that
jury nullification, something available
since 1215 A.D., should be available to
the citizens of this country. It could go
a long way toward establishing a free
society once again in America.

According to Lysander Spooner, a
mid-19th-century writer, there are five
separate tribunals protecting us from
abusive government: The House of Rep-
resentatives, the Senate, the executive,
the courts, and the common law jury.
He maintains that all are important
but that the ultimate protection of our
liberty must be placed in the hands of
our peers. His ‘‘Essay on the Trial by
Jury,’’ 1852, deserves close study by all
20th century students concerned about
the future of freedom in America.

John Jay, the first Chief Justice of
the Supreme Court, agreed with this
principle. In his first jury trial in 1794,
Georgia versus Brailsford, he stated:
You have nevertheless a right to take
upon yourself to judge of both and to
determine the law as well as the facts
controversy.

Jefferson was in agreement. ‘‘To con-
sider judges as the ultimate arbiter of
all constitutional questions is a very
dangerous doctrine indeed, and one
which would place us under the des-
potism of an oligarchy.’’

The 20th century, however, has wit-
nessed a serious erosion of this prin-
ciple. Since 1895, Sparf versus United
States, the right of the jury to rule on
the justice and constitutionality of the
law as well as the facts in the case has
been seriously undermined.

Also, the lack of concern and under-
standing for individual rights has af-
fected jurors, just as it has affected the
Representatives, Senators, judges, and
Presidents.

Jurors in recent times have been just
as guilty of ignoring the principles of
equal rights as have our representa-
tives in our legislatures, judiciary, and
executive bodies of government. These
two factors have greatly diminished
the value of the jury in the 20th cen-
tury.

Those frustrated with changes in the
Congress, the executive, and the judici-
ary, and there is certainly good reason
for frustration, must consider educat-
ing potential jurors as to the impor-
tance of the common law jury and the
principles of individual liberty. An
awakened citizenry participating in ju-
ries around the country could bring
about a nonviolent revolution of mag-
nificent proportion, reversing the sad
trends of the 20th century.

b 0930
The jury today is a weak institution,

as are all the other institutions de-
signed to guarantee individual liberty.
Proper effort could revitalize the jury
and restore it to its rightful place in
curtailing the endless growth of an all-
powerful government.

Several legal events in the 20th cen-
tury had to occur for big Government
to thrive. The deemphasis of the jury
was crucial in the expansive powers of
the omnipotent state. Judging the
moral intent and the constitutionality
of the law is no longer even a consider-
ation of the jury. Today, judges in-
struct the jury to consider only the
facts of the case, and then the judges
become the sole arbiter of evidence ad-
missible in court. Because of this, the
jury system has become progressively
weak over the past 100 years. In addi-
tion, judges write into their rulings
grand designs for society. Our judiciary
bodies have become legislative bodies.

Another problem is that a major part
of the judicial system has been re-
moved from the people by placing it in
the administrative branch of Govern-
ment. The agencies of Government
have usurped power unimagined by the
authors of the Constitution. Adminis-
trative justice is a great bureaucracy,
independent of the legal judiciary.

Regulations are written yearly by
the thousands of pages, read by few and
understood by no one. This is done in-
tentionally to intimidate and harass
the people. It is used as a political tool
for selective prosecution. Regulations
can favor certain industries while de-
stroying others and providing great ac-
cumulation of wealth for the bene-
ficiaries.

Exemption from prosecution of some
companies while others are pursued has
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destroyed many good industries and
companies. Prosecution in the adminis-
trative courts requires great sums of
money for self-defense. Juries are not
available, and one is considered guilty
until proven otherwise. Tragically, eco-
nomic conditions usually prompt a
businessman to pay the fine regardless
of its unfairness to save legal costs.
Fighting the system through political
reform is not even a serious consider-
ation. Those who could consider such a
struggle are ridiculed as idealistic and
unrealistic.

A powerful political action commit-
tee and a shrewd lobbyist are today
considered the best investments. Since
we have lived with massive bureauc-
racy for over 50 years, most citizens
uneducated in the ways of equal jus-
tice, equal rights, and freedom, are un-
aware of any other system. By writing
regulations with the force of law and
administrative justice, interpretations,
and enforcement of these laws, the ad-
ministrative judiciary rulers have
made a mockery of article I, section 1,
of the Constitution.

Whether it is in the regular courts or
the administrative courts, judges who
grew up under the welfare ethic rarely
concern themselves with the right to
own and control the fruits of one’s own
labor. The rights of society, as they see
it, preclude what they claim is a nar-
row self-interest: The individual.

Spooner argued eloquently for the
right of the jury to pass final judgment
on all laws, the moral intent of the
law, the constitutionality of the law,
the facts of the case, and the moral in-
tent of the accused. Spooner’s argu-
ment for allowing such responsibility
to rest with the accused peers is that
delegating responsibility only to the
Representatives in Washington was
fraught with danger. He was convinced
that all government officials were
untrustworthy and susceptible to brib-
ery and that removal of our elected
Representatives in the next election
was not sufficient to protect the people
from unwise and meddling legislation.

If we had heeded the admonitions of
Lysander Spooner, we would not be
faced with this crisis. Spooner began
his essay on ‘‘Trial by Jury’’ by clearly
stating the importance of the jury’s re-
sponsibility to judge the law as well as
the facts in the case.

Quoting, ‘‘For more than 600 years,
that is since the Magna Carta, in 1215,
there has been no clearer principle of
English or American constitutional
law than that in criminal cases. It is
not only the right and duty of jurors to
judge what are the facts, what is the
law, and what was the moral intent of
the accused, but it is also their right
and their primary and paramount duty
to judge the justice of the law and to
hold all laws invalid that are, in their
opinion, unjust or oppressive, and all
persons guiltless in violating or resist-
ing the execution of such laws,’’ closed
quote.

If a law is assumed to be correct con-
stitutionally and morally merely be-

cause it is a law written by our chosen
Representatives, Spooner argued that
Government can give itself dictatorial
powers, and that is exactly what has
happened with the massive powers del-
egated to the President under the
Emergency Powers Act: Power sitting
there to be grabbed and used at the
hint of a crisis.

Spooner saw the jury as the last
guard against such usurpation of the
people’s rights. Sadly, that protection
is just about gone. The citizens of this
country ought to restore the principle
of trial by jury to its rightful place of
importance. It could go a long way in
reducing the burden of Government
now consuming more than half the en-
ergy of each working American.

The time has come to stop the sys-
tematic attack on individual liberty
pervasive throughout the 20th century.
The Constitution must prevail. If we in
the Congress fail to abide by the origi-
nal intent of the Constitution, the last
hope will remain with the people and
the jurors.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to
House Concurrent Resolution 136, 105th
Congress, I move that the House do
now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

PEASE). Pursuant to the provisions of
House Concurrent Resolution 136 of the
105th Congress, the House stands ad-
journed until noon on Wednesday, Sep-
tember 3, 1997.

Thereupon (at 9 o’clock and 36 min-
utes a.m.), pursuant to House Concur-
rent Resolution 136, the House ad-
journed until Wednesday, September 3,
1997, at 12 noon.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

4521. A letter from the Director, Office of
Thrift Supervision, transmitting the 1996 an-
nual report on enforcement actions and ini-
tiatives, pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 1833; to the
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.

4522. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Federal Motor
Vehicle Theft Prevention Standard; Final
Listing of Model Year 1998 High-Theft Vehi-
cle Lines [Docket No. 97–038; Notice 01] (RIN:
2127–AG71) received July 28, 1997, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

4523. A letter from the Deputy Secretary,
Securities and Exchange Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rules—Phase
Two Recommendations of Task Force on Dis-
closure Simplification: Recent Sales of Un-
registered Securities (Item 701 of Reg. S–B)
(RIN: 3235–AG80.1), Recent Sales of Unregis-
tered Securities (Item 701 of Reg. S–K) (RIN:
3235–AG80.2), Requirements as to Proper
Form (Rule 401) (RIN: 3235–AG80.3), Prepara-
tion of Registration Statement (Rule 404)

(RIN: 3235–AG80.4), Filing of Prospectuses,
Number of Copies (Rule 424) (RIN: 3235–
AG80.5), Immediate Effectiveness of Certain
Registration Statements and Post-Effective
Amendments (Rule 462) (RIN: 3235–AG80.6),
Report of Offering of Securities and Use of
Proceeds Therefrom (Rule 463) (RIN: 3235–
AG80.7), Filing of Investment Company
Prospectuses—Number of Copies (Rule 497)
(RIN: 3235–AG80.8), Mandated Electronic
Submissions and Exemptions (Rule 101(c)(5))
(RIN: 3235–AG80.9), Notice of Sales of Securi-
ties Under Reg. D and Section 4(6) of the Se-
curities Act (Form D) (RIN: 3235–AG80.10),
Optional Form for the Registration of Secu-
rities to be Sold to the Public by Certain
Small Business Issuers (Form SB–1) (RIN:
3235–AG80.11), Optional Form for the Reg-
istration of Securities to be Sold to the Pub-
lic by Small Business Issuers (Form SB–2)
(RIN: 3235–AG80.12), Registration Statement
of Securities Act (Form S–1) (RIN: 3235–
AG80.13), Registration Under the Securities
Act of Securities of Certain Issuers (Form S–
2) (RIN: 3235–AG80.14), Registration Under
the Securities Act of Securities of Certain Is-
suers Offered Pursuant to Certain Types of
Transactions (Form S–3) (RIN: 3235–AG80.15),
Registration Under the Securities Act of Se-
curities of Certain Real Estate Companies
(Form S–11) (RIN: 3235–AG80.16), Registration
of Securities Issued in Business Combina-
tions (Form S–4) (RIN: 3235–AG80.17), Reg-
istration Statement Under the Securities
Act for Securities of Certain Foreign Private
Issuers (Form F–1) (RIN: 3235–AG80.18), Reg-
istration Under the Securities Act for Secu-
rities of Certain Foreign Private Issuers
(Form F–2) (RIN: 3235–AG80.19), Registration
of Securities of Foreign Private Issuers Is-
sued in Certain Business Combination Trans-
actions (Form F–4) (RIN: 3235–AG80.20), Re-
port of Sales of Securities and Use of Pro-
ceeds Therefrom (Form SR) (RIN: 3235–
AG80.21), Annual Reports of Predecessors
(Rule 13a–2) (RIN: 3235–AG80.22), Registration
of Securities of Certain Successor Issuers
Pursuant to Section 12(b) or (g) of the Ex-
change Act (Form 8–B) (RIN: 3235–AG80.23),
Exemption of Depository Shares (Rule 12a–8)
(RIN: 3235–AG80.24), Effectiveness of Reg-
istration (Rule 12d1–2) (RIN: 3235–AG80.25),
Registration of Securities of Successor Issu-
ers (Rule 12g–3) (RIN: 3235–AG80.26), Require-
ments of Annual Reports (Rule 13a–1) (RIN:
3235–AG80.27), Reports for Depository Shares
Registered on Form F–6 (Rule 15d–3) (RIN:
3235–AG80.28), Reporting by Successor Issuers
(Rule 15d–5) (RIN: 3235–AG80.29), Registration
of Certain Classes of Securities Pursuant to
Section 12(b) or (g) of Exchange Act (Form 8–
A) (RIN: 3235–AG80.30), General Form for
Registration of Securities Pursuant to Sec-
tion 12(b) or (g) of the Exchange Act (Form
10) (RIN: 3235–AG80.31), Registration of Secu-
rities of Foreign Private Issuers Pursuant to
Section 12(b) or (g) and Annual and Transi-
tion Reports Pursuant to Sections 13 and
15(d) (Form 20–F) (RIN: 3235–AG80.32), Quar-
terly and Transition Reports Under Section
13 or 15(d) of the Exchange Act (Form 10–Q)
(RIN: 3235–AG80.33), Optional Form for Quar-
terly and Transition Reports of Small Busi-
ness Issuers Under Section 13 or 15(d) of the
Exchange Act (Form 10–QSB) (RIN: 3235–
AG80.34), Annual and Transition Reports
Pursuant to Sections 13 or 15(d) of the Ex-
change Act (Form 10–K) (RIN: 3235–AG80.35),
Optional Form for Annual and Transition
Reports of Small Business Issuers Under Sec-
tions 13 or 15(d) of the Exchange Act (Form
10–KSB) (RIN: 3235–AG80.36); to the Commit-
tee on Commerce.

4524. A letter from the Deputy Secretary,
Securities and Exchange Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s ‘‘Major’’ final
rule—Exemption for the Acquisition of Secu-
rities During the Existance of An Underwrit-
ing or Selling Syndicate [Release Nos. IC–
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