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On August 16, 1971, Father Joe graciously

accepted the appointment of pastor of St.
Stanislaus Church. This church is celebrating
its 95th year of existence and proudly boasts
a membership of several thousand parishion-
ers.

According to the parishioners, Father Joe’s
agreement with God and the bishop to take
the responsibility of leading St. Stanislaus was
a courageous step because his home parish
was $700,000 in debt after rebuilding a school
building, which was destroyed by fire. How-
ever, in Father Joe’s 25 years of service to St.
Stanislaus, he has worked exceptionally hard
to pay off this enormous debt.

Mr. Speaker, I ask you and my other distin-
guished colleagues to applaud Father Joe for
his extraordinary dedication to his calling. Indi-
ana’s First Congressional District is extremely
blessed to have such a fine pastor in its pres-
ence.
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TEMPORARY INCREASE IN THE
STATUTORY DEBT LIMIT

SPEECH OF

HON. LOUIS STOKES
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, November 9, 1995

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
opposition to the so-called Habeas Corpus
Reform provisions of H.R. 2586, the Short-
term Debt Limit Extension Act of 1995. Let me
state from the beginning that I have consist-
ently, throughout my career, believed in and
fought for the protection of all Americans
rights under habeas corpus. As Chief Justice
Salmon P. Chase described it in ex parte
Yerger U.S. (1868), habeas corpus is ‘‘The
most important human right in the Constitu-
tion’’ and ‘‘The best and only sufficient de-
fense of personal freedom.’’

Therefore, I cannot support this measure
before us today because the very belief upon
which our judicial system was created—the
protection of an individual’s fundamental con-
stitutional rights balanced with society’s right
to be free from harm—is at risk if these op-
pressive provisions are included in this nec-
essary debt limit extension. I cannot and will
not support the anti-human rights and anti-
Constitution provisions the Republican majority
is attempting to attach to H.R. 2586.

It is my belief that our judicial system’s
major focus should be to protect its citizens’
fundamental constitutional rights. As a Nation,
we cannot afford to compromise the cherished
habeas corpus protections guaranteed each of
us in the U.S. Constitution. Rooted in the
Magna Carta (1215), the writ of habeas cor-
pus is as Justice Brennan pointed out in Fay
versus Noia (1963),

Inextricably intertwined with the growth
of fundamental rights of personal liberty
* * * its root principle is that in a civilized
society, Government must always be ac-
countable to the judiciary for a man’s im-
prisonment: if the imprisonment cannot be
shown to conform with the fundamental re-
quirements of law, the individual is entitled
to his immediate release.

Mr. Speaker, the arbitrary 1-year limitation
on the filing of general Federal habeas corpus
appeals after all State remedies have been
exhausted entirely fails to address the true

cause of any delay in the capital punishment
system. The lack of competent counsel at the
trial level and on direct appeal constitutes the
primary basis for the delay of many appeals.
Provision of competent counsel at the trial and
appellate stages of capital litigation would
eliminate the need for many of the habeas ap-
peals currently in our court system. Despite
the fact that this is the case, the habeas cor-
pus provisions of this bill do not make any ef-
fort whatsoever to provide counsel for State
post-conviction proceedings.

It is no secret that I am opposed to the
death penalty. This legislation fails to include
any provisions to end the repugnant practice
of the disproportionate application of the death
penalty on minorities. In fact, this bill specifi-
cally makes it easier to impose the death pen-
alty by limiting citizens rights to challenge the
legality of their convictions. While I agree that
strong measures must be taken to curb the
crime epidemic, I do not believe that any ac-
tions should be taken to the detriment of an
individual’s basic rights and constitutional lib-
erties.

When closely examined, the sentencing his-
tory of the death penalty has generally been
arbitrary, inconsistent and racially biased. It is
my belief that the Federal death penalty is
overly harsh, particularly because it fails to ad-
dress the economic and social basis of crime
in our most troubled communities. The fact is
that there has always been a racial double-
standard in the imposition of capital punish-
ment in the United States. Even after the
black codes of the 1860’s were abolished,
blacks were more severely punished than
whites for the same offenses in our penal sys-
tem. By the time the U.S. Supreme Court
deemed the existing process for imposing the
ultimate penalty unconstitutional in 1972, more
than half of the persons condemned or exe-
cuted were African-American—even though
they were never more than 15 percent of the
population. The advances in statistical analy-
sis of the last 20 years have allowed numer-
ous experts to test the raw data with disturb-
ingly consistent results.

Mr. Speaker, in 1990, after 29 studies from
various jurisdictions were reviewed, the Gen-
eral Accounting Office confirmed that there is
a consistent pattern of disparity in the imposi-
tion of the death penalty in the United States
and that race is often a crucial factor that de-
termines the outcome. Since the resumption of
executions in 1977, of the 236 persons who
have been executed, 200 persons, or an
alarming 85 percent, were executed for the
murder of white victims. In fact, statistics show
that blacks convicted of killing whites are 63
times more likely to be executed than whites
who kill blacks.

In 1991, the United States Justice Depart-
ment’s Bureau of Justice Statistics reported
that African-Americans accounted for 40 per-
cent of prisoners serving death penalty sen-
tences. These statistics reflect how the Afri-
can-American community is disproportionately
affected by the death penalty. Furthermore, in
a Nation where the number one leading cause
of death for young African-American males is
homicide, further disproportionate application
of the death penalty will not resolve the epi-
demic of violence of our Nation.

Mr. Speaker, it is my belief that we cannot
afford to compromise our fundamental rights in
exchange for excessive discriminatory tactics.
We all have an obligation to uphold the Con-

stitution and protect the rights of all Americans
to be free from unjustified imprisonment. I
urge my colleagues to uphold our fundamental
rights, protect the American people, and vote
down this unconscionable invasion upon one
of our most important guarantees.
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A BILL TO AMEND THE INDIAN
SELF-DETERMINATION ACT

HON. ENI F.H. FALEOMAVAEGA
OF AMERICAN SAMOA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, November 13, 1995

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, today I
am introducing a simple bill that would amend
titles III and IV of the Indian Self-Determina-
tion and Education Assistance Act. Just last
Congress and under the aegis of my col-
league, BILL RICHARDSON, we amended this
act in response to the 6-year refusal of the
Departments of the Interior and Health and
Human Services to promulgate rules to carry
out this act. Through the Indian Self-Deter-
mination Act Amendments of 1994, we
streamlined the contracting and compacting
process, curbed the department’s rulemaking
authority, and required the departments to ne-
gotiate new regulations with the Indian tribes.

We also enacted a new title IV to the act,
known as the Tribal Self-Governance Act of
1994, which made permanent a demonstration
project, the Tribal Self-Governance Dem-
onstration Project Act currently contained in
title III of the act. Title IV as enacted, the per-
manent Self-Governance program applies to
functions within the Department of the Interior.
Title III, which still remains a demonstration
project, now applies to functions within the De-
partment of Health and Human Services.

The amendments to title I and title IV of the
act proceeded on different tracks in the 103d
Congress. It was not until late in the Congress
that both were incorporated into a single bill.

Since the passage of the 1994 amend-
ments, tribes and tribal organizations, the In-
dian Health Service, and the Department of
the Interior have all worked on implementation
of titles I, III, and IV of the act. Unfortunately,
the departments’ interpretation and implemen-
tation of the act has not been in accordance
with congressional intent.

Specifically, the agencies have taken the
position that the provisions of title I, governing
Self-Determination Act or ‘‘638’’ contracts, that
are advantageous to tribes may not be in-
cluded in Self-Governance compacts and an-
nual funding agreements negotiated under ti-
tles III and IV. In addition, the position of the
two departments, HHS and Interior, has not al-
ways been consistent, so that in certain in-
stances, one department has permitted inclu-
sion of a Self-Governance clause reflective of
a title I provision while the other has not.

The result has been an inconsistent treat-
ment of Self-Governance issues by the two
departments, and the denial to Self-Govern-
ance tribes of the substantial advantages af-
forded to the tribes under title I of the Indian
Self-Determination Act. This is particularly
puzzling, since it has always been the intent of
Congress that the Self-Governance initiative
should be at least as broad and favorable to
the tribes as the original title I contracting
mechanism.
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My bill, which has been requested by the

tribes and specifically incorporates 31 provi-
sions of title I of the Indian Self-Determination
Act into titles III and IV, is designed to remedy
this situation.

H.R. —

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That section 403 of the In-
dian Self-Determination and Education As-
sistance Act (25 U.S.C. 458cc) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘(l) INCORPORATION OF TITLE I PROVI-
SIONS.—For the purposes of the following sec-
tions of title I of this Act, the term ‘con-
tract’ also includes agreements authorized
by this title and title III: 5(f)(1), 7(b), 7(c), 8,
102(d), 103, 104, 105(a)(3), 105(f), 105(k), 105(n)
(at the election of, and subject to any phase-
in period established by, any compact tribe,
or any consortium of tribes that is a party to
an annual funding agreement, in Alaska),
106(a), 106(b), 106(d), 106(e), 106(f), 106(j),
106(k), 106(m), 106(n), 110 and 111; and sub-
sections (b)(5), (b)(6)(B)(iii), (b)(7)(A),
(b)(8)(D) through (G), (b)(9) and (b)(10) of sec-
tion 1 of the model agreement set forth in
section 108(c).’’.
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TRIBUTE TO ANDRES C. GONZALEZ

HON. SOLOMON P. ORTIZ
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, November 13, 1995

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, today I rise to
commend and pay tribute to a lifelong resident
of Kingsville, TX, Andres C. Gonzalez—a man
who has given of himself to his community, his
State, and his country over the course of his
life.

Andres Gonzalez is a patriot who answered
his country’s call to duty at an early age. He
served with distinction, receiving the Bronze
Star at the age of 18, while in the European
theater in Italy during WWII. After outstanding
and honorable service in WWII, Andy returned
to his native Kingsville to serve his community
in a host of ways and to serve his State in the
Texas Army National Guard.

Andy served in the National Guard for 31
years and was the highest ranking Hispanic
when he was honorably discharged. He had
attained the rank of Command Sergeant Major
in the Guard, and received many commenda-
tions of recognition for his outstanding service.

Andy won a host of awards including: the
Texas Faithful Reserve Medal, the Army Re-
serve Components Achievement Award, the
Past Commander American Legion Post 99,
and several commendations for marksman-
ship.

In his life outside the service of his country,
he owned Andy’s Upholstery Shop, ranched,
and farmed. Andy gave back to his community
by serving as the vice-chairman of the
Kingsville Housing Authority, a member of the
local P.T.A., the Kingsville Economic Develop-
ment Council, the Texas A&M-Kingsville Alum-
ni Association, and the United Steelworkers of
America.

In Kingsville, he already has a street named
after him, ‘‘Andres Gonzalez Circle.’’ I ask that
my colleagues join me today in commending
the life’s work of this patriotic Texan whose
dedication to home and country has made
both a better place to live.

MOTION TO GO TO CONFERENCE
ON H.R. 956, COMMON SENSE
PRODUCT LIABILITY AND LEGAL
REFORM ACT OF 1995

SPEECH OF

HON. NANCY PELOSI
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, November 9, 1995

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
oppose the legislation before us and to sup-
port the motion to instruct offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan, Mr. CONYERS. H.R. 956
is an undisguised attack on the safety of the
American people that will result in more un-
safe products, more injuries, and less com-
pensation for those who are injured by cor-
porate misconduct and negligence.

The motion offered by Representative CON-
YERS would instruct the conferees not to agree
to any provision that would limit total damages
for injuries to women, children, or elderly indi-
viduals to an amount less than that recover-
able by other plaintiffs with substantially simi-
lar injuries.

Mr. Speaker, during the debate earlier this
year on H.R. 956, it was demonstrated that
our current State-based products liability sys-
tem works well. It allows our citizens to seek
redress when they have been injured by cor-
porate negligence and it provides ample in-
centives to correct defective products when
they cause harm.

My colleagues, this bill favors powerful cor-
porations at the expense of women, the elder-
ly, and all working Americans by limiting dam-
ages for noneconomic losses which represent
a larger proportion of damages for these
groups.

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on the ill-advised reforms
contained in H.R. 956 and a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the
Conyers motion to instruct conferees.
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EXPLORING RACE RELATIONS

HON. LOUIS STOKES
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, November 13, 1995

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, just recently, on
October 26, 1995, the Executive Leadership
Council and Foundation held its seventh an-
nual recognition dinner. The leadership council
is an association of African-American execu-
tives at Fortune 500 companies. I was pleased
to join council president, Ann M. Fudge, and
other members for this important celebration.
Over the years, the leadership council has
played a key role in fostering the enhance-
ment of African-Americans in senior level posi-
tions throughout corporate America.

One of the highlights of the seventh annual
recognition dinner was the evening’s keynote
address which was delivered by Vernon E.
Jordan, Jr. In addition to serving as honorary
cochair for the dinner, Jordan is a senior part-
ner at Akin, Gump, Strauss, Hauer, and Feld.
He enjoys a close association with members
of the leadership council and others who are
committed to diversity in the workplace.

Mr. Speaker, in his remarks on race rela-
tions, Vernon Jordan explored the meaning of
the Million Man March and the new leadership
classes which now exist within the black com-

munity. Jordan also spoke of America’s racial
divide and cautioned that such a divide threat-
ens our progress as a nation. He stated in his
speech, ‘‘As long as black and white Ameri-
cans continue to see each other as stereo-
types and not as people with the same
dreams, ambitions, and values, this Nation will
be frozen with suspicion and hate.’’ He urged
the audience to work toward the beloved com-
munity, black and white together.

Mr. Speaker, Vernon Jordan’s speech be-
fore the Executive Leadership Council and
Foundation was insightful and very timely. I
am submitting for the RECORD the complete
text of his remarks. I hope that my colleagues
and others throughout the Nation will take a
moment to consider his commentary on this
important issue.
7TH ANNUAL EXECUTIVE LEADERSHIP COUNCIL

RECOGNITION DINNER

(By Vernon E. Jordan, Jr.)
These are, as the old Chinese curse has it,

‘‘interesting times.’’ First came the attacks
on affirmative action. Then, the O.J. Simp-
son verdict. Most recently, the Million Man
March.

Suddenly race relations—which had been
invisible—have moved to center stage.

Suddenly, the idea of a color blind America
in which race no longer matters much has
been exposed as a fantasy.

Suddenly, settled notions about the role of
race in our lives and in our society have been
thrust into a sea of doubt and contradictory
feelings.

This evening, I’d like to do a little think-
ing out loud about this confused and confus-
ing situation with the members of the Exec-
utive Leadership Council.

Like many others, I’m trying to make
some sense of the tremendous events of the
past several weeks, and I have to tell you I’m
not getting far.

But I am not alone—just about everything
I’ve heard or read about those events tells
me that no one else has, either.

That may be because events are at odds
with the conventional thinking about race
by blacks and whites on all points of the po-
litical spectrum.

All Americans must now confront the
Kerner commission’s warning that we are be-
coming ‘‘two societies, one black, one
white—separate and unequal.’’

And all Americans must be shaken by the
strength of intolerance and extremism, and
by the threat of retreat into racial isolation.

So long as black and white Americans con-
tinue to see each other as sterotypes and not
as people with the same dreams, ambitions,
and values, this Nation will be frozen in sus-
picion and hate.

Unless people of good will can move swiftly
to bridge the racial divide, the short term
emotional charge many black Americans felt
in recent weeks may turn into increased suf-
fering over the long term.

For example, the net result of the Simpson
trial could be revised criminal laws that
compromise the rights of the accused and
put more of our young people behind bars.

And the net result of the march could be
that both whites and blacks succumb to the
siren song of separatism, and get trapped in
the false assumption that the problems of
the black community are self-inflicted and
only solvable through black spiritual re-
newal.

Self-renewal is critical to black progress.
But so is a concerted, bi-racial attack on the
social and economic causes of black dis-
advantage and alienation.

The truth is that we can’t solve America’s
racial problems separately. For at the root
of those problems is separation itself. The
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