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Seventy percent of all African-Amer-

ican children growing up in single par-
ent families live at or below the pov-
erty level. Surely these figures dem-
onstrate that decisive action is needed.

There are many things we can do to
improve and enhance the current child
support system. For example, we can
require uniform procedures for dealing
with interstate cases, which are cur-
rently the most difficult to pursue. We
can improve tracking of delinquent
parents through national reporting of
child support orders and by establish-
ing a Federal registry of child support
orders.

Moreover, we need tough new pen-
alties for those who refuse to pay, such
as authorizing withholding part of
wages and allow suspension of profes-
sional, occupational, and even drivers’
licenses as a means of forcing the de-
linquent parent to comply with support
payment orders.

If we do not take action on child sup-
port now, we will be requiring young
mothers to be responsible, while we
give fathers an exemption. The Per-
sonal Responsibility Act, H.R. 4, cuts
young, single mothers from welfare,
but it does noting to improve child sup-
port enforcement.

By ignoring child support enforce-
ment we are sending the wrong mes-
sage. It says that the noncustodial par-
ent who is 50 percent responsible for
the child does not have any real re-
sponsibility to support his child. If
more noncustodial parents are made to
pay child support, welfare will not be
necessary for many families.

Sensitivity has always been a char-
acteristic of the American experience.
In good times and bad, we have been a
caring nation that values responsibil-
ities to continue this tradition and
make sure that children in America are
protected.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, America is expe-
riencing a serious problem: Too many working
and able-bodied parents are not taking re-
sponsibility for their children. The time has
come to declare war on our current welfare
system so that we can properly address the
situation.

In every war, battles must be fought and
won. One of the biggest battles we must fight
is improving and reforming this Nation’s child
support enforcement problem.

The reasons for engaging in this battle are
clear: 63 percent of the absent parents in this
country do not pay child support. Approxi-
mately $35 billion is lost each year in uncol-
lected child support payments. And in my own
State of Maryland, absent parents defaulted
on more than $325 million in court-ordered
child support in 1993. Most importantly, we all
must remember—the children suffer when
child support is not paid.

As a nation and as a society we cannot af-
ford a social safety net without expecting obli-
gations and demanding responsibilities. For
any type of welfare reform to be successful,
individuals must accept the responsibility of
working and providing for their families. In
1990, absent parents paid only $14 billion in
child support. But if child support reflecting
current ability to pay were established and en-
forced, single parents and their children would

have received almost $48 billion. This trans-
lates into more money for food, shelter, cloth-
ing, and child care and a reduction in the Fed-
eral burden. We must send a clear signal that
both parents who bring children into this world
must take responsibility for supporting them.

That is why we need a tough, smart child
support program which requires both mothers
and fathers to live up to their responsibilities.
We must target those individuals who believe
they don’t have to take care of their kids be-
cause their neighbors—hard-working, tax pay-
ing, responsible citizens—will. The buck must
start and stop with the parents.

The children of this country need the billions
in outstanding and uncollected child support.
Payment of child support could save this
country billions of dollars if we could move
people off welfare and keep others from join-
ing the rolls. The financial burden of support-
ing the children must once and for all shift
from the government to the parents. If we can
do this, we will be well on our way to winning
our first battle in the war on welfare.

Any comprehensive welfare proposal must
include child support enforcement. Yet, the
Republican Contract With America does not.
Are the Republicans saying to the nonpaying
parents that they do not have to support their
kids? If they are here to promote personal re-
sponsibility and do the people’s business, this
critical area should have been included in the
Personal Responsibility Act.

At the urging of Democrats, I am pleased
Chairman SHAW has agreed to include this
child support enforcement within the Personal
Responsibility Act.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. MARKEY].

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). The time of
the gentlewoman has expired.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my time
by 3 minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That re-
quest cannot be extended in fairness to
others that have had the 60-minute.

Under the rules, a single Member
cannot control more than an hour.
However, if another Member would like
to yield time, that would be appro-
priate.

f

COST EFFECTIVENESS IN
WELFARE REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MAR-
KEY] is recognized for 2 minutes.

Mr. MARKEY. I thank the Speaker
very much, and I thank the Republican
leadership who are at this point gra-
ciously allowing me to speak out of
order.

Mr. Speaker, at this juncture, at the
conclusion of the special order, we are
invoking Mo Udall’s old saying that ev-
erything has been said but not every-
body has said it.

As we conclude this, I would just like
to point out that one out of five chil-
dren in the United States is poor. Poor.
Fifteen million children live in single-
parent homes, that is, where there is
only one parent, and those children are

five times as likely to be poor as chil-
dren who live in families that have two
parents.
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That is a staggeringly large number,
millions and millions of children who
are in this condition.

Thirty-seven percent of the women
who control these households get sup-
port from the men who father the chil-
dren, but over 60 percent of these
women get no help from the fathers.

Let me give some statistics. Nation-
wide each year $34 billion goes uncol-
lected in child support from fathers, $34
billion. Contrast that with the total
amount of money that every taxpayer
in America is asked to contribute to
help out these mothers. It is $23 billion.

So for all of the AFDC mothers and
children in America, the total amount
of money which is paid is $23 billion.

The fathers owe $34 billion. Tax-
payers have every right to be outraged.
Why should they dip into their pockets
to pay for what fathers across this
country should be responsible for kick-
ing in every day? I don’t think the av-
erage taxpayer would mind paying if
they felt mothers and fathers actually
needed it.

I hope we continue to discuss this
subject in the future.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the subject of my special
order this evening.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentle-
woman from California?

There was no objection.

f

PROGRESS ON THE CONTRACT
WITH AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. HOKE] is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the majority leader.

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, I am looking
forward to this special order that I
have asked some of my colleagues to
participate in, the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN], the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. JONES], the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. KINGS-
TON], and what we want to do this
evening is review some of the things we
have already done in this Congress, re-
view some of the things that have hap-
pened immediately preceding and some
of the things that we expect to be
doing.

I want to point out first of all that
today we took a very important step
on the road to recovering the con-
fidence of the American people that
began with the election last November.
That is because what we did today is
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we passed a bill that will examine un-
funded mandates to the States, and the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN] is
going to discuss that in detail a little
bit later. But we have been following
this road map that was laid out in the
Contract With America for getting
more done, more quickly than even we
could have imagined, and best of all
this is the work that the people of
America want us to do.

Let me give a fact on that, because a
poll was released this past Monday by
the Washington Post and ABC News
which contains extremely good news
for this House and good news for the
American people. In only 3 months
public confidence in Congress has actu-
ally doubled. That is the largest in-
crease of its kind since the 20-year his-
tory of the poll that has been taken.

The majority of Americans now say
that Congress can deal with the big is-
sues facing our country, and we are
dealing with the big issues just like we
promised. Anyway, why has this hap-
pened? Why is there this rising con-
fidence in what the American people
can expect from Congress, and why is
this cynicism starting to drop away?

Mr. KINGSTON. If the gentleman
will yield. Just to repeat those num-
bers again, Congress went from about a
20-to-40-something-percent approval
rating because for the first time in re-
cent memory Congress is following
through on campaign promises.

Mr. HOKE. Elected Members are ac-
tually keeping the promises that they
made to the people, and the impact
that that has on confidence in our in-
stitution is really immeasurable. But
it is wonderful to see in this kind of
polling result that actually people are
able to express that yes, they have
more confidence in the U.S. Congress’
ability to solve the problems, the
major problems that are facing our
country.

Look at what we have done; and why
is it we have done this? And in less
than 30 days we have cut the fat out of
Congress, we have reduced staff and
committees and we have passed re-
forms that will make it the most open
and fair public legislative assembly in
the entire world.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, if I might add to
that, what we did was we campaigned
on the word ‘‘trust.’’ We said to the
voters, for many years you have not
been able to put your trust in the Con-
gress. We are giving you a written
agenda, a contract, and we intend to
stand by this contract.

To the gentleman from Ohio I would
say I am pleased that when I go back
to my State of North Carolina I am
stopped in the grocery stores, I am
stopped on the street, people that I
really do not even remember their
names because it has been so long since
I have seen them telling me, ‘‘Keep on
working, keep the focus. We are proud
of what you are doing in Washington,
D.C. You are rebuilding the trust level
that has been lost for so many years.’’

Mr. HOKE. I think one of the most
remarkable things about this Contract
With America is that it has created a
road map for us that even we did not
realize it was going to be so important
to us in terms of keeping us focused on
exactly what the American people
wanted, what they expected and what
we promised to deliver to them. And
that is exactly how it has worked for
us.

Mr. KINGSTON. If the gentleman
will yield, I got a letter recently, and I
assume I was one of 435 Members of
Congress who got such a letter. It was
not a constituent, it came from Ohio,
or some other exotic spot that we had
to study about in seventh grade geog-
raphy, but it had the letters
DWUSUWGTD. It says to a Member of
Congress: I want you to put it on your
desk and look at it every day. On the
back of the letter it stands for: Do
what you said you were going to do.
And my staff sees the sign every day,
and I think that is in somewhat of a
nutshell what the Contract With Amer-
ica is about. That is why it was in writ-
ing, that is why we signed it, and that
is why we keep referring back to it.

Mr. HOKE. Let us tick off exactly
what we have done so far. Cut the fat
out of Congress, reduced committee
staff by a third, cut the budget of Con-
gress. We have made Congress subject
to the same laws that everybody else in
this country is subject to, and we
passed last Thursday, I am extremely
proud to say, a balanced budget amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United
States. And today, thanks to the very
able stewardship of Congressmen
CLINGER, DAVIS, and PORTMAN we
passed the unfunded mandates bill end-
ing the Government practice of spend-
ing States’ money to finance our own
mandates to them.

Mr. PORTMAN. If the gentleman will
yield, we had an exciting day today. It
was truly a landmark piece of legisla-
tion. It was a historic day for the
House, the first time we have ever,
ever, as a Congress done anything to
stop these unfunded Federal mandates.

And it was bipartisan. The gentleman
mentioned a few of the major sponsors
of the bill. Another one is GARY CONDIT
of California, a Democrat.

Mr. HOKE. Who gave an extraor-
dinary speech on this floor a couple of
days ago to rousing bipartisan ap-
plause.

Mr. PORTMAN. We had a vote today
of 306 to 74 on this legislation. We
worked on it for 2 weeks on the floor of
the House, over 30 hours of debate.
That means we got about 130 Demo-
crats to support the bill today. This is
despite again a lot of disagreement on
the other side. We had health debate
and we worked hard on this bill. None
of this stuff is easy to do. You have to
roll up your sleeves and really work at
it.

But we got to the point of final pas-
sage after accepting a lot of amend-
ments and perfecting the bill where a
large bipartisans group of the members

of this House decided yes, it is time to
step up to the plate and start being ac-
countable for what we do for the States
and localities.

Mr. HOKE. Maybe that is one of the
reasons why in this same poll the ma-
jority of the American people say that
‘‘Republicans are breaking down legis-
lative gridlock.’’ As you can see, this
clearly was a bipartisan effort.

What was the vote count again?
Mr. PORTMAN. The vote was 360 to

74. And I have to be honest, the first
few days one wonder whether we were
getting back into gridlock because we
committed to have an open rule on
this. This meant any Member of Con-
gress could come to the floor of this
House and file an amendment, and we
had 174 of them filed, and then have a
debate on that amendment, with no
time limitation because everyone can
speak for 5 minutes, and that can be
expanded.

So it was a challenge and I have to
tell you we spent 3 or 4 days on a very
small part of the legislation that was
even preliminary to the real meat of
the bill, and I was concerned that we
were getting into a mode that might be
viewed as filibuster or too much dila-
tory tactics. But finally, after staying
to midnight one night we broke
through that and got into serious dis-
cussion of some of the outstanding is-
sues.

Again if you roll up your sleeves and
work at it you come up with a bill that
makes sense. This bill is in the Con-
tract With America, but on the House
floor we improved it. It is even a better
bill than it was.

Mr. HOKE. I thought the comity at
the end of debate today and especially
the kind words for the chairman by the
gentlewoman from California, they
were both well taken and they went an
awfully long way toward building an
even better spirit of working, although
we were not working together in that
case, but clearly working on something
that was of importance to your con-
stituents in a way that reflected well
on this body as opposed to reflecting
poorly.
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I think the American people want to
see us get the job done. The gentle-
woman you are talking about did not
vote for the bill. She did not agree with
the premise of the bill. But as you say,
in the end, in a spirit of comity, she
talked about how the chairman had
been fair, how we had an open process
on the floor. That is what the Amer-
ican people want to see. They want to
see an honest debate on the issues. If
we have differences, they want to see
us air those differences. But they want
to get on with the business of manag-
ing this country.

Mr. HOKE. Could I ask you a ques-
tion? I think there is a lot of misunder-
standing about this bill. I think people
think and there is a general under-
standing in the public somehow we will
no longer be able to legislate anything
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that would cost the States money. Is
that what the bill does?

Mr. PORTMAN. No. That is not what
the bill does. The whole premise of the
bill is if something is important
enough for us to mandate at the Fed-
eral level, to tell the States and local-
ities you have got to do it our way, we
ought to be able to step up to the plate
and provide funding for it. This bill
says there has to be, for the first time
ever, first time ever, we have never had
this in Congress before, a cost analysis
of what the legislation is going to cost.

How many times have you come up
to the House floor and never had any
idea what the cost is to State and local
government of something you are
going to vote on? Frankly, we have not
had that information. That forces us to
get that information.

Mr. KINGSTON. I heard a statistic
this morning I thought that was inter-
esting. There are 39,000 municipalities
in this great country of ours. Eighty
percent of them are populations below
10,000, and 48 percent have populations
below 1,000. We sit up here in our in-
side-the-beltway ivory tower mandat-
ing all these ridiculous programs on
them. They do not have the money to
pay for them. They do not have the
personnel. Inevitably they have to turn
around and raise the taxes on all the
constituents back home.

Mr. PORTMAN. They have two
choices at the local level, and it is
pretty obvious, if you think about it.
One is to raise taxes at the local level,
and that tends to be property taxes.
Talk about regressive taxes. And the
second is to cut services, the very serv-
ices our constituents are saying they
want more of, fire, police protection,
personal security. That is what they
do. These are the communities the gen-
tleman is talking about that are going
to have to go with one or two fewer po-
lice officers during a particular time-
frame. That is not what we want to be
doing to the people we represent and
who are also represented by State and
local officials who are having to live
under these mandates increasingly.

Mr. HOKE. So you are saying it is
going to require a cost analysis? Does
anything else happen then?

Mr. PORTMAN. It requires a cost
analysis so we will know what we are
voting on. Then on the floor of the
House, any Member of this House can
stand up and raise what is called a
point of order, which means it can stop
the whole process if a new mandate is
not funded. So you know what the cost
is, and if some committee sends a bill
to this floor that is not funded, in
other words, it has a new requirement
that is not funded, then any one of us
or any other Member can stand up and
say, ‘‘Point of order; this legislation
needs to stop,’’ and it stops right there,
and you have a debate on the floor of
the House about the unfunded mandate
in that legislation.

Let us take an example, the motor-
voter bill, the first bill that I had the
privilege to consider here in the Con-

gress when I walked in my first day. I
had to vote up or down on motor voter.
I kind of looked at it. Everybody wants
to have more voter registration. But I
did not think it made sense, because
Ohio, as the gentleman from Ohio
knows, has a good voter registration
program. It is run at the State level, as
all programs were until we passed this
national bill. I was told by some mem-
bers of the Governor’s office here in
Washington this was going to cost the
State of Ohio several million dollars a
year. Nobody was sure, because there
was not a good cost estimate. There
was no Federal money to pay for it.

I voted against the bill on that basis.
Now we are finding out many of these
States, including California, are suing
the Federal Government for precisely
that reason. It is costing them a lot of
money for voter registration.

Mr. HOKE. What is Ohio estimating
it is going to cost them just to run the
Motor-Voter Act?

Mr. PORTMAN. Twenty-nine million
dollars is what the Governor is saying
annually.

Mr. KINGSTON. It is $3 million in
Georgia. It is interesting the party in
power in Georgia was even against it,
the same party as the White House and
those who were pushing it here, so it is
really not a partisan issue.

Mr. PORTMAN. It is not. That is an
excellent point. Let me just for a mo-
ment, we talked about, you know, it
takes a lot of hard work to get to this
point. You have got to have a biparti-
san group here in Congress to support
and get behind it. This is not a par-
tisan issue outside of this room really,
and outside the Beltway.

One of the concerns I had with the
debate on the House floor over the first
few days is it appeared to be sadly a
partisan debate. If you go out into the
real world, if you talk to township
trustees, you talk to county commis-
sioners, mayors of these small towns
the gentleman talks about, it is not a
partisan issue; whether you are a Dem-
ocrat, Republican, or independent, you
are getting sick and tired of the Fed-
eral Government having a one-size-fits-
all Federal requirement coming down
on you with no money to pay for it.

Mr. HOKE. You know, I listened to
the debate today. It sounded to me like
some of the things coming from the
other side that this bill, this unfunded-
mandates bill, would repeal all of the
legislation we passed, you know, since
1789. Is that the case?

Mr. PORTMAN. No. It is not. What
this bill does is it looks prospectively.
It looks to the future.

Mr. HOKE. So it has nothing to do
with anything we passed in the past?

Mr. PORTMAN. No. It does not affect
the Clean Air Act. It does not affect
the Clean Water Act. Now, if those bills
come up for reauthorization or there
are new mandates attached to them,
absolutely, it applies to that. The
whole idea is we have got a critically,
critically ill patient on our hands.
There is a crisis out there. The first

thing we do in an emergency room is
stop the hemorrhaging, and that is
what we are doing here, we are trying
to stop the practice, to get Washington
to get serious about this, and for the
first time ever today we passed a bill to
force Washington to do that. It was a
historic day. It was part of our con-
tract. It is us keeping our promise. It
involved a lot of hard work. We have
got to work with the Senate to come
up with a compromise between the
House and the Senate version, and we
will be able to do that as we work with
the Senate on this bill.

Mr. HOKE. If I can interrupt and ask
you a question, because I agree with
the gentleman that it is absolutely a
critically important first step.

As you said, what you can raise with
this is a point of order that stops all of
the business on the floor with respect
to a new mandate on the State, and de-
bate then takes place as to whether or
not that mandate should, well, as to
how much it costs. We have to have a
cost analysis of it, and then, at that
point, does that mean that bill will no
longer obtain or what happens?

Mr. PORTMAN. No. It does not. What
happens then, if Congress chooses, Con-
gress may, by a majority vote, waive
that point of order. But it forces us to
face the issue.

Mr. HOKE. Creates accountability?
Mr. PORTMAN. Exactly. You know,

it is again, an up-or-down vote on this
House floor because of our rules has
historically been very difficult. Motor
voter, again, a good example, there was
never a debate on this floor as to
whether there was an unfunded man-
date. There was never any cost infor-
mation to have an informed debate,
and then there was no up-or-down vote
on whether to impose the unfunded
mandate.

What this bill does again for the first
time is it says let us be accountable. If
we are going to do this, let us step up
to the plate and do it in the full view
of the American people, the press, and
so on.

That is why the Governors, the other
State and local officials, mayors, coun-
ty commissioners, and so on, supported
this bill and worked with us to draft a
bill that makes sense for them, and
why even today they were here con-
gratulating us on passing this bill. It
was the No. 1 item for the National
Conference of Mayors, No. 1 item for
the National Governors’ Association,
and so on.

Mr. HOKE. Are there more Demo-
crats or Republicans in the National
Conference of Mayors?

Mr. PORTMAN. It has typically been
the case that there are more Demo-
crats. It is not a partisan issue again.
We happen to have more Republic Gov-
ernors than Democrats right now, but I
can tell you that some of the Democrat
Governors have been leading advocates
on this issue to get Congress to get its
requirements under control, and it is
part of a much bigger picture, I have
got to say to the gentleman from Ohio,
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and that is the whole issue of federal-
ism: What is the role of the Federal
Government?

We are finally getting to the point in
this Congress where we are beginning
to debate that issue in a serious way. It
is going to come up with welfare re-
form, it is going to come up with
health care reform if we get into that
again later in the year: What should
the role be of the Federal Government?
Should we be dictating everything here
from Washington, or should we be giv-
ing the States and localities more
flexibility, more say in how they go
about solving the problems of this
great country?

Mr. KINGSTON. We are at this point
2 out of 10 on the contract?

Mr. HOKE. Actually, no. We are
about 3 out of 10. We have congres-
sional accountability, we have knocked
down unfunded mandates, and we
passed the balanced budget amend-
ment.

Mr. KINGSTON. Does that bring us
to crime on our discussion?

Mr. HOKE. Yes. I want to thank the
gentleman from Ohio for spending the
time. If I could ask the gentleman from
Ohio one more question, because the
gentleman has had and has been instru-
mental in pushing this unfunded-man-
dates bill through. If this is the first
critical step, do you have anything to
share with us as to what the next step
is in this process?

Mr. PORTMAN. Well, I do. The next
step in the process is there will be a
year-long study of all existing man-
dates which would include the Clean
Air Act, the Clean Water Act, and so
on. There will be a report to the Con-
gress a year from now, assuming this
legislation is signed by the President
and goes into law, and that report will
go through all the existing mandates in
a comprehensive way, and in a logical
way, because you want to look at all
the different pieces, and it will make
recommendations that are very spe-
cific as to what we as a Congress
should do legislatively to change exist-
ing statutes and existing mandates.

This is one reason again these State
and local officials supported this legis-
lation so strongly, because it gives us
the ability to figure out what makes
sense to be mandated from Washington
and what does not.

Mr. HOKE. Find out how much it
costs, not to eliminate it, not to repeal
it, but to find out what it really costs,
because certainly there are some pro-
grams that cost much more than they
are worth, but we will never know that
if we do not have a bona fide critical
analysis of it.

Mr. PORTMAN. Absolutely.
Mr. HOKE. I thank you very much

for spending your time with us.
It is a good way to segue into another

area of extreme importance in the Con-
tract With America that we are going
to be getting to, and that has to do
with crime and welfare as well. Maybe
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.

KINGSTON] would like to talk a little
bit about where we are going with this.
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Mr. KINGSTON. It is interesting you
put crime and welfare right on top of
each other because there is no question
they are very related. The situation
that we are in as a society is, we are
not free if we cannot walk down the
streets of America without having to
look over our shoulder, without having
the security guards, without discussing
whether or not you can carry a gun to
protect yourself. We are not free as
long as there is the criminal, slime ele-
ment on our streets.

The Clinton program basically was a
Hug-a-Thug program. Their idea of get-
ting tough on the criminal was having
him foul out in midnight basketball.
Our criminals need arraignment, not
entertainment. They need to be in the
big institution or pay restitution. I
mean, that is just the bottom line. We
need to have the truth in sentencing
law that says ‘‘All right, if you are sen-
tenced for 10 years you are not going to
serve 31⁄2 years, which is the 35 percent
normal sentence; you are going to
serve the full 10 years,’’ or at least 9
years or 8 years. But currently it is
just the revolving door, we bring them
in, they have basketball, they have li-
braries, they have TV’s. You cannot
even make them work. Then we say:
Why isn’t it working? Why aren’t our
streets safe? We should say that we are
going to put you in jail and you are
going to stay there, and we will make
you work while you are there.

Mr. HOKE. May I ask the gentleman
a question? Could the gentleman run
down again a couple of those things
once more, those that rhyme, particu-
larly?

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, you will have
to buy the record.

Mr. HOKE. No hugs for thugs?
Mr. KINGSTON. No hugs for thugs.

They need to be in an institution,
which we call the big house back home,
or pay restitution. I do not know what
they call it on Ohio, but you need to
have people in jail. They have broken
the law. We have decided in society
that certain people need to be insu-
lated from others and they need to be
in jail. They need to be in an institu-
tion or they need to be out on the
streets paying restitution, if they have
stolen money they need to pay back to
the victims.

You know, we always forget the vic-
tims.

I had a constituent call me. The
woman was at home bathing her 3-
year-old and some slime kicked down
the door and raped her, and the son-of-
a-gun was caught—fortunately not be-
cause of that, but because of another
crime, and incidentally he had raped
three or four people—he was getting
out of jail 5 years later. Now, how
would you like to be that husband, that
sister, that brother, knowing that
creep was back out on the streets in
your hometown? It is not right. That is
what we have got to change. That is

what the Contract with America tries
to do.

Mr. JONES. I would like to add to
the gentleman from Georgia’s response
to the gentleman from Ohio’s inquiry.

During our campaign, the polling we
did before we entered the race for Con-
gress and during the race for Congress
showed that crime and punishment was
always among the top issues with the
people. They believed that the Clinton
crime package, if you will, that you
made reference to, was too soft, that it
did not do what needed to be done to
protect the citizens.

Quite frankly, I think that is why
our Contract with America, when we
get on this issue, you will see the re-
sponse from the American people will
be just as strong today as it was when
they elected the Republican majority.
Because they want to see, they want to
be protected; they have felt for so long,
as the gentleman said, they have a
locked-in mentality while those who
should be locked in are out on the
streets.

So I just wanted to add to the gentle-
man’s comments that this part of our
contract is extremely important. That
is why we have been given this oppor-
tunity, because the majority of the
past, which is now the minority party,
did not do the job to protect the citi-
zens of this country.

Mr. HOKE. Well, does the gentleman
think that it has to do with the pen-
dulum swing? If the pendulum has
swung so far over to favoring crimi-
nals, favoring thugs, favoring those
people that are abusing our society,
that are abusing other people, and are
simply antisocial that we have to move
it back to the center? Is that not what
is happening?

Mr. JONES. If I may just touch on
what happened. It just so happened
that yesterday the Governor of North
Carolina, Jim Hunt, a Democrat, had a
luncheon for all the Members of the
Congress here in Washington, DC. He
had sent us a letter 2 days before about
a person in North Carolina who spent
13 years on death row. The individual
had kidnapped three cheerleaders at a
small college in North Carolina, three
girls, put them in the trunk, took one
out, raped her, and then killed her. He
spent 13 years on death row through all
these endless appeals.

That is why people are sick and tired
of it. The Governor of North Carolina
in his letter to us and also at the
luncheon yesterday said that we need
to end these endless appeals.

I think in our contract we are talk-
ing about a 2-year limit.

Mr. HOKE. Let me give both of the
gentlemen some good news. I happen to
have the honor of sitting on the Judici-
ary Committee, where today we
marked up and passed out and reported
out the reform of habeas corpus, which
is the Latin phrase referring to the
endless rounds of appeals that can go
to the State court, to the Federal
court, back to the State court, to the
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Federal court. We have limited and
compressed that timeframe dramati-
cally now so that you will not be able
to go into endless round of appeals.

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, that is part of
the process. The gentleman has alluded
to it. That is the frustration that com-
mon, decent Americans have with the
penal system when people are not serv-
ing their full sentence, who get endless
appeals, they get to tie up courts. It
really, in this country, has become a
matter where they can tie them up for-
ever and get away with whatever crime
they committed.

You know there is another aspect of
our crime reform bill that I think is
very important: 22 percent of the pris-
oners in the Federal penitentiaries are
illegal aliens, who are not American
citizens, 22 percent. Again, they are
getting all the amenities that you or I
would only be able to get if we went to
a good hotel room. Yet we cannot even
deport them.

This changes that. We want to deport
them. I believe that any kind of fooling
with the trade bill, foreign aid bill, im-
migration; I would say ‘‘Look, you
folks are welcome to our country le-
gally any time you want.’’ They come
here illegally, then they are going
home on a one-way ticket and ‘‘Don’t
send them back, we are going to bill
you the costs back,’’ through negotia-
tion.

I think it is time that we start tight-
ening up; we cannot afford to pay the
bill for 22 percent of the non-Ameri-
cans——

Mr. HOKE. It also goes a step further
with respect to legal aliens. That is
people in this country legally, but who
commit violent felonies, criminals,
they get convicted and do time. That
then becomes an issue upon which they
can be deported upon having done their
time in jail. And this is a change in the
law—if they are sentenced regardless of
whether or not they actually do the
time, if they are sentenced for 5 years
or more for a felony, they can be de-
ported for that and they also lose the
privilege of ever becoming an Amer-
ican citizen.

These are important things because
citizenship in this country is a privi-
lege, and we should not be extending it
to violent felons.

Another thing I wanted to ask the
gentleman about with respect to the
crime bill and the changes we are going
to make: I believe there are three
things that are absolutely necessary. I
call them the three C’s. For the crimi-
nal justice system to work as a deter-
rent, you have to catch, convict, and
confine. And you have to do all of that
in a compressed period of time. When
you do that, then somebody who is con-
templating criminal activity knows
that when they commit a crime they
are going to be caught and when they
are convicted they are actually going
to do time.

They are going to have to go to the
big house, as the gentleman said. When
that all happens in a compressed time

period, then you will find the justice
system works as a deterrent to stop
people from committing crimes, be-
cause they know they are going to go
to jail. We have done things in this
contract that specifically go each area
there.

First of all, we increased the number
of police on the streets as a result of it.
This is in a block grant way directly to
the communities.

Mr. KINGSTON. And let the munici-
palities under this bill spend the
money as they see fit. They may not
need policemen, but they may need po-
lice cars. So this gives them that type
of flexibility.

Mr. HOKE. The gentleman is exactly
right.

Mr. KINGSTON. It is not the big
brother telling them what to do.

Mr. HOKE. Exactly right, the gen-
tleman is absolutely right.

Now, No. 2 is that with respect to
conviction we have given the courts
the ability to use evidence that may
have previously been not allowed be-
cause of the exclusionary rule.

Mr. KINGSTON. So as I understand
that, if you find the gun but for some
reason the investigating officer did not
have the warrant perfected, maybe
some little technical wording problem,
you cannot use the gun as evidence,
which is ridiculous. This says if it is a
good faith mistake you still can use
this as evidence, the gun, hatchet, or
whatever it is.

Mr. HOKE. That is exactly right. It is
the good faith exclusion. What it says
is that we are going to discipline the
police officer, teach that person how to
do it right. But if it was done in good
faith and it did not impair the crimi-
nal’s rights, then we are going to allow
that evidence to be admitted. That is
an important thing because that
swings the pendulum back to punish
criminals and to be on the side of vic-
tims.
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Mr. JONES. May I ask the gentleman
from Ohio a question?

During your debate on this bill, dur-
ing the campaign, I heard numerous
times people say, ‘‘I’m so tired of read-
ing in the paper where a person incar-
cerated, serving time for a crime, is
given the opportunity to file suit over
some usually frivolous type issue, and
we, the taxpayers, are paying for this.’’

Mr. HOKE. You mean prisoners who
are——

Mr. JONES. Absolutely, those that
are incarcerated.

Mr. HOKE. That is exactly right.
Well, we dealt with that today in the

Committee on the Judiciary, as a mat-
ter of fact, specifically, and in fact
there is an element of the bar that
makes a full-time living in contacting
prisoners and then using shotgun ap-
proach lawsuits to file for all kinds of
ridiculous and frivolous things like, for
example, the food is not good enough,
we want better food, we want different
kinds of silverware, we want towels
that are not so scratchy. I am not mak-

ing these things up, and the reason
they do this is because the bar, the at-
torneys, can actually be reimbursed
their fees, all of them, by the Federal
Government when they bring these
lawsuits, civil lawsuits, on behalf of
prisoners.

What we have done is we have said
that you can bring the lawsuits. We are
not impairing a prisoner’s right to
bring lawsuits. But you can only be
paid if you win, and you can only be
paid on the part that you do win on.

Now it is a little bit technical; I un-
derstand that, but typically what hap-
pens is an attorney will file a lawsuit
with 50, 60, 70 different complaints and
hope that he or she is going to hit on
one of them, and then they get paid for
the entire lawsuit, all of the time that
they supposedly put in. This changes
that dramatically.

Mr. KINGSTON. That is another as-
pect. You mentioned it just briefly
with your action in the Judiciary Com-
mittee today.

I am sick and tired, as I know my
colleagues are, because of the police of-
ficers actually being treated like
criminals by the lawyers when they get
in these courtrooms. The police offi-
cers are the men and women who are
out there on the line risking their
lives, and remember they are not ar-
resting people for the second or third
time. They are arresting people under
the current system for the eighth,
ninth, or tenth time, and I ask, ‘‘How
would you like to be a plainclothesman
working the street in a dangerous
neighborhood not knowing if the last
guy you sent up the river is going to be
bumping into you at the convenience
store?’’ But that is the situation we are
in now.

As my colleagues know, there is an-
other aspect, and I know we need to
move on to welfare reform. I wanted to
mention this bill also authorizes $10
billion for new prison construction, and
I would say, just like Tom Bodett,
‘‘We’re going to leave the light on for
them.’’

Mr. HOKE. Well, it is catch, convict,
and confine. Catch extra police. Con-
vict habeas corpus, or exclusionary
rule reform. Confine $10 billion in pris-
ons. And with that, a requirement that
a prisoner must do 85 percent of his
sentence time.

Mr. KINGSTON. As my colleagues
know now, one of the root causes of the
crime problem, the explosion of crime
particularly in the inner city, is the
breakdown of the family. The previous
speaker mentioned that there were 15
million children being raised in single
parent homes. Actually there is 15 mil-
lion being raised in homes generally
without fathers.

Now of the children on AFDC or basi-
cally on welfare, 92 percent live in a
home where they do not have fathers,
and that is homes really where small
children are being raised by teenagers.
We are talking 17-year-old mamas rais-
ing kids and often on top of going to
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high school, and sometimes a 17-year-
old is raising two children. There was a
study that said one of the biggest co-
relationships between crime in the
neighborhood is an education. It is not
poverty. It is just having fathers at
home, and one of the key elements of
the Contract With America’s reform
plan is to reunite that family saying
that if you are under 18 years old, you
have got to identify the father, and I
will mention that a little bit more
later, but also you got to stay at home
with your own parent in order to get
that welfare check, and I think that
will help strengthen the family unit
which has been broken down really be-
cause of Government policy.

Mr. HOKE. Well, I could not agree
more, and I look forward to a very spir-
ited debate on this because, as the gen-
tleman knows, there is a great deal of
feeling, certainly among my constitu-
ents, that we are a big part of the prob-
lem, having created this problem, that
we have created financial incentives,
or if ‘‘incentive’’ is too strong a word,
at least we create the financial viabil-
ity of the single parent family in this
country, and there was no financial vi-
ability under the Great Society, until
we abused a program that was devised
for widows to be able to have—be able
to provide for their own children in a
widowed situation. We have taken
that, and it has grown into this ex-
traordinary bureaucracy that has
brought much, much grief and much,
and little happiness to our country.

Mr. KINGSTON. Here we are, 30 years
later, $3 trillion later, and here is a def-
inition of a trillion: ‘‘If you spent a
hundred thousand dollars a minute 24
hours a day, it would take 19 years to
get to one trillion.’’

We have spent $3 trillion starting
with the Great Society under Lyndon
Government-Can-Solve-Anything John-
son, and during that period of time the
poverty level in 1965 was 14 percent.
Today it is 14 percent.

So, Mr. Speaker, we have accom-
plished absolutely nothing except for
the absolute destruction of inner city
families.

Mr. HOKE. Well, as my colleague
knows, the thing the people want, they
never want to agree there are any cor-
relations here, that they are causal
things going on, but the fact is today
two-thirds of all minority births are il-
legitimate. Twenty-five percent of all
nonminority births are illegitimate.

Those are shocking, shocking number
when you consider that——

Mr. KINGSTON. The national com-
bined average is 30.1 percent.

Mr. HOKE. Thirty point one percent,
and when you consider that in 1960 we
were at less than a third of that.

Mr. KINGSTON. Twenty-nine out of
1,000 15- to 17-year-old girls will have a
child illegitimately, and when we talk
about that 30 percent level, we are not
talking 30-year-old Murphy Browns
who have a career, and income coming
in. We are talking 18-year-olds. We are
talking 14-year-olds who cannot care

for themselves, much less the awesome
burden of being a parent.

Mr. JONES. If I can just add briefly
to this?

What we have had is a system; the
Speaker has spoken of this so many
times. We have had a system that has
perpetuated this type of behavior. We
have had a system that has through
payments encouraged people to have
children out of wedlock, and, as the
Speaker has said so many times, we
want to help people get off welfare. We
want to help people become productive
citizens. Welfare should not be a ham-
mock.

Welfare should be a springboard.
Mr. HOKE. I heard PHIL GRAMM say

it very well the other day. He said,
‘‘The problem with welfare is it’s no
longer a safety net. It’s become a ham-
mock.’’

The gentleman is absolutely right.
Mr. KINGSTON. The other thing

about this, and there is a work require-
ment, too, but before we leave this sin-
gle parent thing, what our society has
said, what our Government welfare
program has said, is, ‘‘You’re a young
girl, 17 or 18 years old, and you get
pregnant. That’s your baby, you’re re-
sponsibility, and you’re responsible to
raise the baby, the child. You’re on the
hook for the next 21 years.’’

Now for the 17-year-old boy who is
the father, ‘‘Don’t worry about it.’’

Mr. HOKE. No accountability, no re-
sponsibility, no requirement that pa-
ternity be established. Are we changing
that in the contract?

Mr. KINGSTON. We are changing it.
You have to establish paternity. What
we are saying to these alley-cat dads
is, ‘‘Come on home. We are fixing to
get serious. We are going to domes-
ticate the alley cat.’’

That is what we need to do.
Mr. HOKE. And we have got some

very strong, across-state-line laws that
we are looking at to go after deadbeat
dads as well.

Mr. KINGSTON. Absolutely, and
there is a barrage of other laws that
will go after deadbeat dads if the Re-
publican Contract With America wel-
fare plan gets passed because there are
other laws that are contingent on this
that will further make life hard on
deadbeat dads and could include revok-
ing drivers licenses and so forth. We
are going to get the money from the
dad, and we are going to bring him
back in the formula.

Mr. HOKE. As my colleague knows,
as I thought about welfare in the Unit-
ed States generally over the past cou-
ple of years, it strikes me that what we
say to a young woman, a 16-, 17-, 18-
year-old woman, is, ‘‘Look, we’re going
to make a deal with you. If you want to
have a child, you can do that, and we
are going to help you out with that
child. We are going to help you with
housing, we are going to help you with
food, we are going to help you with day
care if you want that, we are going to
help you even with job training, and

we’re going to give you money as well
so that you can provide for that child.’’
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There are two conditions for this
good deal we are going to give you, OK?
No 1 is you have to promise us that you
will not get married. That is No. 1.
Just promise you will not get married.
No. 2, you have to promise us you are
not going to get a job. Do not get a job,
and in the meantime we will provide
you also with health care in addition
to all those things. But as long as you
fulfill those two promises, then we are
going to take care of you. You just
cannot get married and cannot get a
job.

Now, what is it we are saying to peo-
ple? We are saying if they are in a sin-
gle-parent family, they have much less
of a chance of giving that child an even
break in terms of being raised. Statis-
tics do not lie on this. It is absolutely
crystal clear in terms of outcomes that
kids coming out of single-parent fami-
lies have a tougher time, graduating,
finishing school in time, not needing
psychological counseling, et cetera, et
cetera, et cetera, et cetera.

What is the other thing that we are
doing? We are robbing that person of
the fundamental dignity of having a
job, of having work, of having self-reli-
ance. It is a bad deal.

Mr. KINGSTON. What is also good
about this program is there is a work
requirement that they do try to get in-
volved in some sort of work training,
and dads again must participate in it.
There is also another part of it which I
would say is internal, and that is com-
bining so many of these government
bureaucracies, which simply duplicate
what the other one is doing. What they
want to do is not make people inde-
pendent, but keep them dependent.
They create a clientele. So they are all
fighting for it. But if you suggest why
do not we combine it and cut out some
of the bureaucrats’ jobs so we can get
more food to the child in the classroom
that is hungry so they can learn math
better or science better and so forth, so
they can break the cycle, then you
have this resistance from the bureau-
crats. But the contract goes after these
programs and combines them.

Mr. HOKE. One of the things I am
looking forward to with respect to our
welfare reform is block granting this
money to the States. There must be a
State in this Union that will have the
courage to actually eliminate welfare
and require that its citizens reach out
to help those people that need that
help, require its citizens to go out and
one-on-one adopt, be a part of, become
completely bonded and a part of the
needs of its community.

It seems to me that that will take
tremendous courage on the part of a
State. But when we do that, we will see
a very real, a very different attitude,
and a complete change in the way that
that State deals with the problem of
indigency, the problem of illegitimacy.
And that will be the beginning of the
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restoration of a much more sane com-
monsense approach to dealing with
these problems in a way that is deeply
compassionate, that truly connects
people with people, and that does not
alienate us from each other as neigh-
bors in our communities, and does not
alienate us from our institutions as
well.

Mr. JONES. If I can just add one situ-
ation that happened months and
months ago before I even became a can-
didate for Congress, in my business I
was calling on a manufacturing firm,
and I will never forget the story the
gentleman was telling me about a lady
that lived in the housing project in this
small county and small town. And one
of the best workers that he had, every
time he give her a raise, her rent went
up. So she got to a point that she came
back to him and said, ‘‘Why work? I am
working harder, but I can’t achieve be-
cause the government continues to
raise my rent.’’

There has got to be some way to
work out a system so that an individ-
ual that is trying to do better for
themselves through work is somehow
given an opportunity, for example,
using this as an example, hold the rent
down for a couple of years, and make
that individual put money in a savings
account and let that be monitored by
local agencies.

But any time somebody tries to do
better for themselves, many times
through this archaic system that we
have, they are being penalized. There
are many people that want to get off
welfare, but the system keeps holding
them down. And that is what we are
talking about in this contract. That is
what you have been talking. We can
change it, and we are going to change
it.

Mr. KINGSTON. Gentleman, I need
to leave you, and I know you are going
to go on and talk about term limits
and so many of the other good ele-
ments of the contract. I appreciate
your time and leadership both of you
all have shown on these issues. Let us
do it again sometime.

Mr. HOKE. I thank the gentleman
from Georgia for participating and for
being a part of this.

I want to just close with the idea of
this block granting with one final
thought, and that is that I think that
what we will find out is there is a tre-
mendous amount of creativity in the
States. There will be States that will
try all kinds of different solutions to
the welfare problem, and they will
come up with many, many different
programs and ways of dealing with it,
and some States that may, as I have
suggested, even eliminate certain pro-
grams, certain welfare programs, to
others that will try a very different ap-
proach. And that is what we need.

We do not need a one-size-fits-all
type of approach. We need to unleash
the creativity, allow that creativity to
erupt and to try different things that
will truly work. We do not know what
will work, we do not know what will

not work, but we do know what is not
working. By giving the States that
kind of flexibility, we are going to get
a heck of a lot more of an idea of a bet-
ter direction to go in to solve that par-
ticular problem that is so very, very
difficult.

I wonder if I could ask, Mr. JONES, if
you could talk to me a little bit about
the work that you have been involved
in with term limits and where you ex-
pect that to go and how that fits into
our Contract With America?

Mr. JONES. I thank the gentleman
for this opportunity. It has been a
great experience for a freshman. I have
been here 4 weeks, and this has been an
exciting day in many ways, passing an
unfunded mandate, and a balanced
budget amendment last week, and par-
ticipating with you tonight and with
the other two gentlemen.

In the area of reform, there is prob-
ably not anything more important
than giving the people of America the
opportunity to vote on term limits.
Quite frankly, I was in the general as-
sembly in North Carolina for 10 years.
I have worked hard in the area of cam-
paign finance reform, ethics, rewriting
the lobbying laws for the lobbyists in
the State of North Carolina, and I have
got some background, so to speak, in
this area. And I started years ago talk-
ing about the need for term limits.

If I can just for a moment cite a
story. My father served in the U.S.
Congress for 26 years. About 3 years
ago, 4 years ago, I was talking to him
in our hometown of Farmville, and I
was telling him how I believe very
strongly in term limits. Again, he
served 26 years. And he said, ‘‘I did not
do a very good job of raising you, if you
feel that good about term limits.’’

Mr. HOKE. If I could ask you, was
your father a Democrat or a Repub-
lican?

Mr. JONES. My father was a Demo-
crat.

Mr. HOKE. Are you a Democrat or a
Republican?

Mr. JONES. I am a Republican.
Mr. HOKE. So not only are you not a

Democrat like your father, but you are
also telling him you want to have
terms limits. Were you a Democrat in
the North Carolina House?

Mr. JONES. Right. I was. I developed
the reputation of being the foremost
advocate of reform in the North Caro-
lina General Assembly, which I am
very proud that I earned that reputa-
tion.

But I will tell you this, since you
asked me about my father. He did
know, and we talked about it before he
became ill and he eventually died, that
I would be changing my party affili-
ation. He stated he supported that de-
cision and would state that publicly,
but obviously he did not live long
enough.

I listened to the people, and in our
contract we listened to the people.
Every issue we have talked about to-
night, every issue, came from the fact
that when we developed this contract,

we listened to the people of America.
These 10 bills in this contract is what
the people of America want to see pass
in the U.S. House of Representatives,
and hopefully the U.S. Senate.

But I will tell you in the area of term
limits, this is one of the utmost issues
that the American people, every poll
that I have seen, a minimum of 65 per-
cent of the people in America say they
want term limits, and quite frankly, as
high as 75 percent say they want term
limits.

We look at Tom Foley, the former
Speaker of the House, and his people in
his State wanted term limits. And he
took his people to court, and I am glad
he did, because we have a fine rep-
resentative from Washington there.

But my point is so many States al-
ready, 22 I believe on their own, have
passed term limits. The people of
America want this Congress to give
them the privilege to act on term lim-
its. We know and you know that we
need 290 votes on this House floor.
Right now the best that we can figure
that we have is 228. So if there are any
citizens throughout America watching
this tonight, I hope they will call their
Congress person if they feel strong that
they, the people, would like to have the
vote on term limits.
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Quite frankly, we have three bills,
two that have been filed, one is three
terms, that is 2 years times three, 6
years, a 6-year term. The other is a 12-
year term. That has been introduced, I
believe, by the gentleman from Flor-
ida, [Mr. MCCOLLUM]. He believes that
it should parallel with the Senate, that
would have two terms, 6 years each, 12
years. Then I believe that the gentle-
woman from Florida, [Mrs. FOWLER]
will be offering an amendment on the
floor that will speak to 8 years, four
terms, four times two.

So we are going to have a choice. I
just hope that we will give the people
of the United States the same choice
that we have here on the floor. And I
hope, again, we think we have 228 peo-
ple that have signed on or signed the
pledge on the Republican side and the
Democratic side. I hope we can get the
290 and get some form of term limits to
the people.

Mr. HOKE. As a strong proponent and
supporter and agitator for term limits
for a long time, I think you are right
on the money when you suggest that
people ought to call their Representa-
tives and lobby and make known their
feelings about this issue. Because I am
absolutely convinced that term limits,
the combination of term limits, which
will truly reform this institution, as
well as the balanced budget amend-
ment, which will reform the way that
we spend money, that those two things
form the cornerstones of making our
Government completely and truly rep-
resentative once more, of the American
people.
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Mr. JONES. Absolutely. If I could

add this, because I think it is of inter-
est, according to Stephen Moore of the
Cato Institute, if term limits had been
in effect in recent years, the balanced
budget amendment would have passed
in 1990. The Clinton and Bush tax in-
creases would have failed. The Penny-
Kasich spending cuts would have
passed and the congressional pay raise
of 1989 and 1992 would have been de-
feated. What happens is that we have a
system that continues to perpetuate it-
self, perpetuate itself because it is
based on seniority. And we both know
that obviously an incumbent has an ad-
vantage, particularly when it comes to
raising money. And I, quite frankly,
think that if we give the people the op-
portunity to vote on term limits, we
will have a better system that will be
the system that the people of America
want.

Obviously, if we give them the oppor-
tunity to vote and they do not pass in
enough States to change the Constitu-
tion, then obviously the people have
had the chance to speak on this issue.
I think that is what the people want.

Mr. HOKE. I think you are absolutely
right. I would actually urge people not
to lose sight on this, especially people
who generally are very happy with
what is happening with the Contract
With America, who feel really good
about the direction that the Congress
is going in. Some of those people who
have moved this polling that says that
Republicans are breaking down legisla-
tive gridlock and that the Republicans
are bringing integrity and honor and
confidence back to this institution, for
Heaven’s sake, it strikes me, do not get
fooled into thinking that, therefore, we
should not have term limits. It is es-
sential to the viability of this institu-
tion and to the vitality of it going on.

I will tell you, I have got another bill
that I have been very excited about
with respect to term limits that actu-
ally changes the length of the term
from 2 years to 4 years and then limits
it to three 4-year terms. I believe
strongly, as I have for a long time, that
the 2-year term, while clearly was in-
troduced for specific reasons by our
Founding Fathers, is outmoded in the
20th century and that, unfortunately,
what it means is that we are only
working 50 percent of the time, because
essentially we are legislating for a year
and then become more and more dis-
tracted with campaigns in the second
year.

And that distraction is not just be-
cause the legislator wants it to be and
is motivated to do that, but, in fact,
that is when the sniping begins and
when all of the negative stuff starts
with respect to somebody trying to
take your seat, and it really becomes a
tremendous distraction.

Mr. JONES. May I ask when the gen-
tleman filed the bill? I just heard about
it today, and I thought it was a very
exciting idea.

Mr. HOKE. The other thing is, if you
look at the other legislatures around

the world, the shortest one is 4 years in
Western Europe. I think New Zealand
might have 3 years, but most are 4- and
5-year terms. I think I like the idea of
the symmetry with the Senate, and I
think that it is very important toward
moving toward becoming a citizen leg-
islature.

Mr. JONES. If I might add to this,
because I think the people that might
be watching tonight need to know that
probably the term limit issue will be
debated in the committees probably in
March, sometime in March. And they
really, as you said yourself, people
need to really let their elected Con-
gress person know exactly how they
feel on this issue.

Mr. HOKE. And in Ohio where we
passed a law that would limit Members
of Congress to four 2-year terms that I
supported and I campaigned for and I
voted for, I will have the opportunity
to vote on the amendment of the gen-
tlewoman From Florida [Mrs. FOWLER]
with the four 2-year terms.

I think that you are right on the
money when you say that people ought
to really work hard on this, because it
is critical to the citizen legislature
that we all envision.

I would say one other thing, and that
is that we often, we hear the phrase
that power corrupts. And there is no
question about it. Power does corrupt.
But what I would suggest to you is that
power corrupts relatively slowly and
that the problem that we had with the
fact that one party was in control for
40 years did not come about, we did not
have a problem in the first 10 years or
the first even 15 years necessarily, but
the arrogance and the occupation that
became endemic to this institution
really began in the 1980’s and continued
through. And it seems to me that we
cannot get lulled into thinking that
anybody has—that there is some sort of
a corner that one party has on purity
or righteousness. The problem is when
one party is in control for far too long.

Now, do not misunderstand me.
There are philosophical differences
that are very, very fundamental and
basic to the way that the Democrats
view the world and the way that Re-
publicans do. And I think it is fair to
say that Democrats have a great deal
of confidence in the Government’s abil-
ity to fix things, and Republicans have
little confidence in that and a great
deal of confidence in the ability of indi-
viduals and families and private insti-
tutions to fix things.

But I think it is also fair to say that
I, for one, do not believe for a minute
that any group that has power for 40
years straight is going to stay lily
white. And I think that that is a prob-
lem that we have to address.

Was there anything you wanted to
add to that?

Mr. JONES. Just one other point. Did
we, in our reform package as it related
to the rules, did we put a number of
terms that a person could as chairman?
I think it is important to remind the
people that we have done this, 6 years,

and also the Speaker, four terms, 8
years; is that correct?

Mr. HOKE. That is correct, yes. We
have done that. We have limited the
terms of committee chairs and of the
speaker, and we did that because we
could do that in our own rules package.
We actually did that in terms of rank-
ing Members in 1992 at, frankly, the in-
sistence of my class, which I feel very
proud of.

Mr. JONES. Congratulations to your
class.

Mr. HOKE. I really thank the gen-
tleman from North Carolina, and I
thank the gentlemen from Ohio and
from Georgia for participating.

It has been a pleasure doing this with
you. I think it has been very helpful to
me to have your input. I really appre-
ciate it. So I just want to say that.

I want to close by saying this, let us
review the bidding on what we have
done and where we are at with this
Contract. On the first day of Con-
gress—I want to review the bidding
with respect to the notion that some-
how this is the Republican Contract
With America, because the truth is
that this is not. This is an American
Contract, and every single thing that
we have done on this floor has gotten
bipartisan support.

Let us review, on the very first day of
the Congress, every single vote to re-
form the rules of the House received
Democrat support, sometimes by as
many as 203 Democrats, practically
their entire caucus.

b 2100

When we passed the congressional ac-
countability law, a total of 171 Demo-
crats supported our bill, 171 out of
about 200 Democrats supported the bill.
When we passed the Balanced Budget
Amendment, 72 Democrats broke with
their leadership to do the right thing.
When we passed the unfunded man-
dates bill, another 130 Democrats sided
with Republicans to give the American
people what they wanted.

Given the degree of bipartisan sup-
port that our Contract has received,
the American people may well wonder
why it has taken so many years to get
these badly needed reforms passed, and
the answer is very simple. For years
the way too liberal, way too powerful,
way out of touch leadership of this
Congress, of the Democrat party,
throttled these bills and kept them
from the floor, from even being consid-
ered.

In their power and in their arro-
gance, the Democrat leaders not only
ignored the wishes of their own party,
but more importantly, they forgot
about the needs of the American peo-
ple. We have not, and we are not going
to. This is a Contract With America, it
is a Contract For America, and it has
finally given America the government
that it wants and it needs.

Mr. Speaker, this Contract is right
on target. This Contract is right on
track.
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