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that it is prudent fiscal policy to place
this market in jeopardy.

Mr. Speaker, the average American
family was dealt a hard blow yesterday
and I only hope that Mr. Greenspan
knows something that I do not know.

STOP PLAYING GOD IN THE
MARKETPLACE

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

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, good morn-
ing, I rise today to object to people
playing God in the marketplace.

It is amazing to me that some of the
economists who claim to be such free
traders and such believers in the free
marketplace would intervene in our
economy a record seven times in the
past year. They have consistently in-
creased interest rates to the detriment
of the American consumer.

Now, while I understand that some
restraint and some interest rate in-
creases are in fact necessary, it seems
to me the Fed ought to at least wait
and see the effect of this last interest
rate increase.

I can tell you about the effect of
their current rate increase: Variable
rate mortgages will increase. The con-
sumer will be harmed. Credit card bal-
ances will increase. The consumer will
be harmed. Car purchases will become
more expensive. The most thriving part
of the American economy will be jeop-
ardized.

Mr. Speaker, there are other consid-
erations. We are down here talking
about people ought to go to work. Well,
the effect of the raise in the interest
rates is that there will be less jobs for
those on welfare and those we want to
encourage to work.

We also say people ought to save
more. There will be less saving because
of the higher interest rates.

I wish people would stop playing God
in the marketplace.

————
CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

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

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, today it
gives me pleasure to rise and voice my
opinion on child support enforcement
as it relates to the welfare reform.

Child support should be a centerpiece
of any welfare reform measure which
tends to assist welfare recipients in
breaking the chain of poverty and en-
tering into the work force.

In many instances child support
could be preventive welfare support. If
more noncustodial parents paid child
support, some families could avoid wel-
fare dependence altogether.

A comprehensive child support provi-
sion is essential to resolving the wel-
fare crisis in this country.

Today almost 63 percent of absent
parents contribute no child support to
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their children’s welfare. All children
have two parents. Therefore, we must
require that both parents live up to
their responsibilities and obligations.
Ignoring child support enforcement
would send the wrong message.

We would require young mothers to
be responsible, while giving fathers a
free ride; 1 in 4 children presently live
in single-parent homes without strong
child support enforcement. Many of
these children will not have the sup-
port they need and deserve. We must do
everything possible to rectify this ter-
rible problem.

——————

THE FEDERAL RESERVE DID IT
AGAIN

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

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, well,
they did it yesterday. The Federal Re-
serve secretly met to raise interest
rates, and in so doing raised the cost of
living for every American family.

Connecticut, my home State, has
just emerged from the recession, and
working people were just beginning to
feel more confident again. But the Fed-
eral Reserve dashed those hopeful feel-
ings, and they stole that sense of con-
fidence from the people that I rep-
resent. The promise of an improving
economy and all that means for work-
ing families in this Nation has been
dashed by the Federal Reserve’s action.

I meet with my constituents every
Saturday morning at supermarkets all
over my district, and on many occa-
sions they have asked me to stand in
their shoes, to understand their pain,
feel their hurt.

Well, today I pass that advice on to
Allen Greenspan and the Federal Re-
serve. Come out of the secret meetings,
leave the hallowed boardrooms of Wall
Street and visit the living rooms of
West Haven and Hamden, CT. Take the
challenge my constituents have given
me. Walk in their shoes before you do
this again.

——
LINE ITEM VETO ACT

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 55 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 55

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2) to give the
President item veto authority over appro-
priation Acts and targeted tax benefits in
revenue Acts. The first reading of the bill
shall be dispensed with. General debate shall
be confined to the bill and shall not exceed
two hours, with one hour equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight and one hour
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equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Rules. After general debate
the bill shall be considered for amendment
under the five-minute rule. In lieu of the
amendments recommended by the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and Oversight
and the Committee on Rules, it shall be in
order to consider as an original bill for the
purpose of amendment under the five-minute
rule the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the report of the Com-
mittee on Rules accompanying this resolu-
tion. That amendment in the nature of a
substitute shall be considered as read. Points
of order against the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute for failure to comply
with clause 7 of rule XVI are waived. During
consideration of the bill for amendment, the
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
may accord priority in recognition on the
basis of whether the Member offering an
amendment has caused it to be printed in the
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 6 of rule
XXIII. Amendments so printed shall be con-
sidered as read. At the conclusion of consid-
eration of the bill for amendment the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted. Any Member may demand a
separate vote in the House on any amend-
ment adopted in the Committee of the Whole
to the bill or to the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute made in order as original
text. The previous question shall be consid-
ered as ordered on the bill and amendments
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except one motion to recommit with
or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). The gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] is rec-
ognized for 1 hour.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
pose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to my respected
friend and colleague, the gentleman
from California [Mr. BEILENSON], pend-
ing which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, this historic 104th Con-
gress has been in session for less than
1 calendar month, a period that in Con-
gresses past saw little legislative
progress; lots of talk maybe, but very
little action unless you count travel.
But with the brisk winds of change at
our backs and the unmistakable call
for fiscal discipline still ringing in our
ears from the American people we work
for, we are on our way toward
fullfilling our Contract With America
and were moving a lot faster than the
other major event in this country, the
0.J. Simpson trial. We have already
passed an historic balanced budget
amendment and landmark legislation
to curb unfunded Federal mandates.

Today we draw the third side of this
powerful triangle of reforms to restore
fiscal sanity to this institution and to
our Government. The line-item veto
proposed in H.R. 2 is a real line-item
veto, with the type of teeth many of us
know are necessary to bring about
greater fiscal discipline. It puts the
emphasis on saving. It makes it harder
to spend taxpayers’ money. It increases
accountability and it forces the White
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House and the Congress to work to-
gether on controlling the Federal budg-
et.
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It is fitting that we consider the line-
item veto under a wide open rule and
this is a wide open rule. This is a seri-
ous discussion about reining in Federal
spending, restoring accountability to
the congressional budget process and
balancing the powers of the executive
and legislative branches of Govern-
ment. This topic deserves the full ben-
efit of the deliberative democratic
process our Founding Fathers envi-
sioned for this House. I am proud to
offer my colleagues this wide open
rule, one that allows any Member to be
heard on issues of concern. I would also
like to point out, Mr. Speaker, that we
have not only created an open rule, an
open rule-plus, but we have several
days of time for this issue to be de-
bated on the floor, on the Calendar,
and brought to some kind of a resolu-
tion. We have, I think, compared to
past attempts to discuss this issue,
gone way over the edge in terms of
scheduling latitude. We have 3 legisla-
tive days in front of us compared to
really hours only in the past when we
debated this issue. And I point out that
in those legislative days we also have a
weekend which is available for work if
necessary.

At this point I understand we have 31
amendments out there which have been
filed under the option of prefiling, and
no doubt we will be hearing other
amendments under the 5-minute rule
because we do have one very important
issue on policy and a whole lot of other
issues on precedents.

This rule makes in order as base text
for the purpose of amendment a sub-
stitute that reflects the combined, bi-
partisan work of the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight,
Chairman CLINGER and the gentle-
woman from Illinois, Mrs. COLLINS, and
the fine work that they have been
doing, and the Committee on Rules.

I was pleased to hear the ranking
member of the Government Reform
Committee, Mrs. COLLINS, express her
appreciation to Chairman CLINGER for
the fair treatment the minority re-
ceived in his committee. I hope the mi-
nority members of the Rules Com-
mittee felt they too had a fair chance
to be heard. The spirit of bipartisan-
ship we have seen on this legislation—
even as some clearly do disagree on
how far a line-item veto should go—has
been particularly refreshing and gives
me great hope. In the course of the
committee process, we consulted fre-
quently with the Parliamentarian’s Of-
fice for guidance about matters of ger-
maneness, scope and jurisdiction and
given the technical nature of some pro-
visions, even the experts were not al-
ways in agreement on some of the proc-
esses here. For that reason, this rule
does include a precautionary waiver for
clause 7 of rule XVI, which prohibits
nongermane amendments. While this
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Member and our new committee lead-
ership are generally hesitant to waive
standing rules, because of the con-
flicting advice from the Parliamentar-
ian’s Office during the commaittee proc-
ess, important language was included
in H.R. 2 to give the President the op-
tion to propose that savings from his
line-item veto be applied toward deficit
reduction.

While this language may technically
have been nongermane to the bill as
written, I would think most Ameri-
cans—and certainly most Members I
hope—see the goal of cutting the def-
icit as highly germane to the subject of
line item veto. If we are going to take
this step to give the President the au-
thority to cut or reduce spending—or
targeted tax benefits—we should also
provide the option that the money be
saved rather than spent elsewhere. The
rule provides 2 hours of general debate,
and then opens the bill to amendment
under the 5-minute rule. We have in-
cluded in this rule the encouragement
for Members to have their amendments
pre-printed in the RECORD. This is not
a requirement—but it is something all
Members might want to consider doing.
Even the distinguished Member from
West Virginia [Mr. WISE], who has had
much experience in this House, I am
told found the need for a technical cor-
rection to an amendment he wishes to
offer through this voluntary pre-print-
ing process. So it is beneficial it simply
gives Members and the Parliamentary
experts alike a chance to review the
language, understand the implications
and run the traps on the technical pit-
falls. In my view, this type of rule
should be called an open-plus rule, be-
cause it offers Members a mechanism
to better prepare themselves for the
floor and the debate. This is a bonus to
deliberative democracy, it is not a hin-
drance. I urge my colleagues to support
this rule.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). The gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BEILEN-
SON] is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, before
I speak on the rule, I yield such time as
he may consume to the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY].

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MONT-
GOMERY was allowed to proceed out of
order.)

VA ACTIVATES HELP LINE FOR PERSIAN GULF

VETERANS

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to announce that today the
Department of Veterans Affairs is acti-
vating a toll free Help Line for Persian
Gulf veterans who are concerned about
their health. The number is 1-800—
PGW-VETS.

Mr. Speaker, this Help Line will be
staffed from 7:30 in the morning until
8:30 at night. We also expect any day
now the final regulations to be pub-
lished which will guide the VA in pay-
ing compensation to Persian Gulf vet-
erans with chronic disabilities due to
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“We cannot diagnose what the problem
is.”

So the veterans of Persian Gulf who
have problems with their health, there
is now a toll free number and certainly
they should call it.

This assistance is in addition to the priority
health care VA already provides to Persian
Gulf veterans and the comprehensive re-
search that is being conducted to find the
causes of these undiagnosed illnesses.

| take great pride in being the author of the
legislation we passed last year, which Presi-
dent Clinton signed last November. We must
do all we can to help our Persian Gulf vet-
erans and all veterans who are sick or dis-
abled.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Goss] for yielding to
me.

Mr. Speaker, although we have very
serious concerns about the bill this
rule makes in order, we do support the
rule itself. It is an open rule, as the
gentleman from Florida has well put it,
so all Members will have the oppor-
tunity to offer any amendment which
is in order under the standing rules of
the House.

Mr. Speaker, because the rule pro-
vides for 2 hours of general debate,
there will be ample time to discuss the
ramifications of this legislation.

H.R. 2 is a very important piece of
legislation, and we appreciate the fact
that this rule will give the House the
chance to fully air the problems many
of us have with it, and to debate alter-
native versions and modifications.

However, I do want to restate for the
membership the concerns that the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MOAK-
LEY], and other Members and I raised
about the preprinting provision in the
rule at the Rules Committee meeting
yesterday.

This provision allows the Chairman
of the Committee of the Whole to give
priority in recognition for the offering
of amendments to Members who have
had those amendments printed in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD before today.
Its purpose and a good one is to encour-
age Members to give notice of their in-
tent to offer an amendment, without
actually requiring them to do so.

A similar provision was included in
the rule for H.R. 5, the Unfunded Man-
date Reform Act. What we found dur-
ing consideration of that bill is that
the Chair tended to recognize the ma-
jority floor leader and manager over
Members with preprinted amend-
ments—and that is certainly within
the Chair’s discretion, but it caused
some confusion among the member-
ship.

In addition, Members offering amend-
ments were not sure if they should pro-
ceed with amendments which were not
preprinted if there were still other
amendments pending which had been
preprinted. And, there was some uncer-
tainty about whether Members would
be recognized at all if they had not had
their amendments preprinted.
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The priority recognition provision, I
think, adds unnecessary confusion and
complication to the amending process.
It is not always going to be feasible to
have an open rule, but if we are going
to have what we call an open rule, we
would much prefer having an old-
fashioned, unfettered open rule.

I might add that we also hope that
there is no effort at any point during
consideration of H.R. 2 to limit debate
time on any of the amendments Mem-
bers wish to offer.

I know that that is the intention of
our friends in the majority, but we ex-
press that hope nonetheless.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to take
just a few moments to highlight the
concerns that many of us have about
the bill that this rule would make in
order.

While we all agree that reducing Fed-
eral budget deficits is one of the most
important tasks facing the Nation, and
that Congress and the President should
have the necessary tools to accomplish
that task, many of us do not believe
that H.R. 2, as reported from the Rules
Committee and the Government Re-
form and Oversight Committee, de-
serves the support of the House.

Under H.R. 2, the President’s pro-
posed rescissions or targeted tax ben-
efit repeals would automatically take
effect unless the Congress specifically
passes a resolution disapproving those
proposals. Even if Congress overturned
the President’s action the President
could then veto the disapproval which,
in turn, would have to be overridden by
two-thirds of both Houses of Congress.

Thus, the President would be empow-
ered to cancel any spending or tax ben-
efits with the support of only a minor-
ity of the Members of either House. A
one-third plus one minority working
with the President would thus control
spending.

This procedure would result in a dra-
matic—and possibly unconstitutional—
shift in responsibility and power from
the legislative branch to the executive
branch. This broad shift of power could
easily lead to abuses. The President
could target the rescissions against
particular legislators, or against par-
ticular regions of the country, or
against the judicial branch e.g. This
power could be used to force the Con-
gress to pay for a pet Presidential
project, or to agree to a policy that is
completely unrelated to budgetary
matters.

Furthermore, we would be transfer-
ring this immense amount of power to
the President with little reason to be-
lieve that it would have much of an ef-
fect on the Federal budget deficit.

This new line-item veto would be
used primarily for discretionary spend-
ing—spending which is appropriated
annually.
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However, discretionary spending, as

Members well know, which accounts

for just over one-third of the Federal
budget, is already the most tightly
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controlled type of spending. Discre-
tionary spending is reviewed and ap-
proved each year, and is subject to
strict spending caps. In fact, programs
funded in this manner normally must
go through two processes in Congress:
authorization and appropriation.

Discretionary spending has been de-
clining both as a percentage of the
total Federal budget, and as a percent-
age of GDP, for the last several years.
Additional controls on this area of the
budget will not accomplish much, if
anything, in the way of deficit reduc-
tion.

In fact, our efforts to institute addi-
tional mechanisms to control appro-
priated spending have distracted us
from dealing with the area of the budg-
et which has been growing at a rapid
rate, and is far more in need of addi-
tional control than, of course, is enti-
tlement programs. Programs com-
prising this type of spending do not re-
quire annual—or even periodic—ap-
proval, and are not subject to spending
caps.

Providing new rescission authority
for discretionary spending, but not for
entitlements or other types of non-ap-
propriated spending, will further dis-
tort the budget process so far as con-
trol of different types of spending is
concerned. If our goal is truly to estab-
lish more safeguards against increases
in spending, we ought to be looking at
ways to establish more controls for the
63 or 64 percent of our spending that is
not subject to the annual appropria-
tions process.

In addition, discretionary spending is
an area of the budget where Presidents
have wanted more spending than Con-
gress has approved. According to the
Office of Management and Budget,
from fiscal year 1982 to fiscal year 1993,
Congress has appropriated $59 billion
less than the Presidents during those
10 or 11 years. In addition, over the last
20 years, Congress has rescinded $20 bil-
lion more than the Presidents have re-
quested in rescissions.

If those patterns continue, and the
President is given greater leverage in
the appropriations process. it is likely
that he will or she will use the rescis-
sion process—the new line-item veto
authority—as a threat to secure appro-
priations for programs that the Presi-
dent wants enacted, rather than to re-
duce total spending.

Mr. Speaker, the other type of spend-
ing H.R. 2 covers is targeted tax bene-
fits. However, the bill’s narrow defini-
tion of ‘‘targeted tax benefit’’ ensures
that little will be achieved in the way
of deficit reduction by that provision.
The vast majority of tax breaks—worth
hundreds of billions of dollars—would
remain immune from the President’s
power to repeal. However, we can rec-
tify that matter by expanding the defi-
nition of targeted tax benefit by adopt-
ing the amendment that will be offered
by the gentlewoman from New York
[Ms. SLAUGHTER] and the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. BARRETT].

Most importantly, during consider-
ation of this bill, we will have the op-
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portunity to choose a different form of
rescission—one that will be a very ef-
fective mechanism for making further
reductions in spending, without pro-
viding for a dangerous and unwise
transfer of power to the executive
branch. That is the expedited rescis-
sion proposal that will be offered by
Messrs. WISE, STENHOLM, and SPRATT.

The Wise-Stenholm-Spratt proposal
would permit the President to propose
to rescind all or part of any discre-
tionary spending, or to repeal any tar-
geted tax provision, passed by Con-
gress. The critical difference between
this proposal and H.R. 2 is that a re-
scission or repeal could only be enacted
by approval of both Houses of Congress.
Thus it maintains Congress’ constitu-
tionally mandated power of the purse,
and avoids transferring an unwar-
ranted amount of power to the Presi-
dent. At the appropriate time, I strong-
ly urge Members to support this alter-
native to H.R. 2 as reported.

Mr. Speaker, once again, I want to
express my support for this open rule,
and urge my colleagues to support it.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON],
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules.

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

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the pre-
vious speaker, who I have great respect
for, a good friend, has inferred that
this line item veto only affects one-
third of the Federal budget; in other
words, discretionary spending. He is
right, one-third of the Federal budget,
and how much is that? It is not just
$500,000. It is not just $56 million. It is
$500 billion; that is one-third of the
Federal budget. Where I come from, as
my colleagues know, that is a heck of
a lot money.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
BEILENSON] is somewhat critical of a
preprinting suggestion, and yet a very
prominent Democrat from his side of
the aisle filed an amendment so that he
would have priority in offering his
amendment. Lo and behold, the Parlia-
mentarian found a flaw in that amend-
ment, and it is a very significant
amendment which should be debated on
the floor, but because of preprinting he
was able to correct the flaw and prefile
another amendment. So it benefited
him, a Democrat from the gentleman’s
side of the aisle, and that is the reason
we did this.

Now let me just get back to the bill
for a minute. As my colleagues know,
Mr. Speaker, this is just one of the
proudest days of my life since this is
the first time this House has ever con-
sidered a reported bill on the line item
veto. Oh, we have had plenty of votes
before on this proposal, but always as
an amendment to another approach, a
watered-down version which always
was opposed by the majority leader-
ship. In other words, in the past the
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leadership on the Democrat side has al-
ways put forth a bill which was a wa-
tered-down version, and that meant
that those of us that believe in a real
line item veto then had to fight to offer
an amendment to strengthen it. And I
say, ‘“‘That puts you at a tremendous
disadvantage.”

This time we do not have that prob-
lem. Now the real line item veto is on
the table, and it is up to those in oppo-
sition, the big spenders, to try to water
it down. But we are not going to let
that happen.

I am proud to say that this bill has
been properly reported by two commit-
tees of this House, one of which I have
the privilege of chairing. Moreover, it
has the full support of the majority
leadership. In fact, this is one of the
major promises made in our Contract
With America which was authored by
our current majority leadership, the
Speaker and the majority leader. And I
am sure the American people are
pleased to see that we are keeping our
promises in that contract, especially
on this line item veto bill which has al-
ways enjoyed the support of 70 percent
of the American people, 70 percent.

I am also pleased that we were able
to bring this to this floor under a com-
pletely open rule allowing all Members,
be they Democrats or Republicans, be
they liberals or conservatives; they are
going to have the opportunity to par-
ticipate and work their will on the
floor of this House, and that is the way
it should be.

This bill does enjoy bipartisan sup-
port in this Congress and by the admin-
istration. One of the leaders on the
Democrat side of the aisle, the gen-
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. PARKER],
has fought long and hard to have a real
line item veto enacted into law.

We have already seen the delibera-
tive process at work in the two com-
mittees of jurisdiction. Amendments
have been offered and adopted to
strengthen and improve this bill, and I
am sure that will continue to happen
on this floor. That is what deliberative
democracy is all about.

Mr. Speaker, a few years ago, when
we first started pushing for the legisla-
tive line item veto, there were a few
doubting Democrats who said,

Solomon, it’s easy for you to support the
line item veto when your party controls the
White House, but we bet you you won’t be so
gung ho for it if we have a Democrat Presi-
dent.

Well, here we are. We get a Demo-
cratic President, and here is SOLOMON
up here fighting for the same line item
veto for that Democrat President. I
think this is something that a chief ex-
ecutive in government, regardless of
political party, should have, just as 43
Governors of States have it, one of
them being Governor Tommy Thomp-
son of Wisconsin who has done a tre-
mendous job of putting that State’s fis-
cal house in order. In New York State
we now have a Republican Governor,
and he is now going to have that oppor-
tunity which was never exercised by a
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former Governor named Mario Cuomo,
who left a $4 billion deficit in that
State. But, Mr. Speaker, more than
just saying that, I proved it by offering
this true line item veto twice in the
last two Congresses under Mr. Clin-
ton’s presidency. I only wish Mr. Clin-
ton had supported me then as he is
doing here today. We only lost that
vote by a few votes both of those times;
seven votes the last time, and it is
going to be different this year.

I remember my hero, Ronald Reagan,
pushing for the line-item veto for 8
straight years and getting absolutely
nowhere. Back in 1986, in an address to
the Nation President Reagan said, and
I quote:

No other single piece of legislation would
so quickly and effectively put order back
into our budget process. All that it would
mean is that the President could selectively
sign or veto individual spending items so
that he wouldn’t have to take the fat along
with the meat.
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No, the line-item veto is not a meat
ax, as some would have us believe. In-
stead, it is a precision knife for doing
just what President Reagan said it
would do—separate the fat from the
meat.

That is why the American people
support this overwhelmingly, because
they are fed up with pork-barrel spend-
ing by this Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I am not under any de-
lusion that this is some kind of a pan-
acea for deficit reduction. It is not. But
it can make a significant difference in
our spending habits and our deficit sit-
uation. And gosh knows, we need it. I
think one of the greatest benefits will
be the deterrent effect by discouraging
us from slipping pork into our appro-
priation bills in the first place.

I understand the concerns of those
who feel the line-item veto shifts too
much authority to the President, and
that it might somehow be abused or
used for partisan or political purposes.
I just happen to disagree with both of
those arguments. I guess I have enough
confidence in any President, regardless
of political party, to use this new tool
selectively and judiciously. No Presi-
dent in his right mind would want to
create a major confrontation with the
entire Congress by grossly abusing this
authority. Even if a President were
tempted to overstep the bounds of pro-
priety, he would surely realize Con-
gress would find ways to retaliate. And
we know we can do that. It would be a
no-win situation for any President.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I urge
the Members to support this com-
pletely open rule for the line-item veto
that it makes in order. We have an his-
toric opportunity this week to really
do something for the American people.
If we pass this and it becomes a stat-
ute, a law, coupled with the balanced
budget amendment, we are going to
turn around this sea of red ink which is
literally ruining this country. For your
children and my grandchildren alike,
we have got to do something about it.
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Mr. Speaker, I ask the Members to
please support this rule.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, we
have always known that our friend, the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOL-
OMON], was a man of principle and in-
tegrity. He has proved it again by sup-
porting this bill to give a Democratic
President this kind of power.

For purposes of debate only, Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from North Carolina [Mrs.
CLAYTON].

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague, the gentleman
from California [Mr. BEILENSON], for
yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, like my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle, I rise in support
of this wide open rule on the line-item
veto.

I want the Speaker to note that this
rule for the line-item veto is wide open
today. And I bet it will be wide open
tomorrow. But on Monday, it is any-
body’s guess. The distinguished chair-
man of the Rules Committee has said
that the rule will stay open unless he
decides to close it. That is what wor-
ries me.

A Dbill that is open 2 days and closed
on the third is not an open rule. A rule
that does not allow Members of Con-
gress to make amendments to a bill is
closed.

Mr. Speaker, in addition to being
wide open, today’s rule on the line-
item veto contains an interesting con-
dition that we have seen once before. It
suggests—but does not require—
preprinted amendments in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD.

Mr. Speaker, I have been a Member of
this House for only one term and this
is my third year, but I can tell you
right now we do not need a rule to tell
Members they can print amendments
in the RECORD. The rules of the House
take care of that for us. We only need
a rule if they must print amendments
in the RECORD.

I have been told this is for conven-
ience sake but it is unnecessary.

And, in addition to being unneces-
sary, the preprint-if-you-want condi-
tion is confusing.

During debate on the unfunded man-
dates bill, which also had a preprint-if-
you-want condition, the Chair recog-
nized the majority floor manager be-
fore it recognized Members who had
their amendments preprinted.

So, if preprinting does not get you
recognized any earlier, and if this is
truly a wide open rule, I would like to
suggest to the Republicans that we dis-
pense with this condition and do an
open rule the way they used to define
them.

But, even if we do not, a strange open
rule is better than no open rule, and I
support the open rule.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will my
friend, the gentlewoman from North
Carolina, yield?

Mrs. CLAYTON. Yes, I am glad to
yield to the gentleman from New
York.—
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Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I would
just say this to the gentlewoman: She
said that the chairman of the Rules
Committee, that being me, has said he
will close down this rule. That is not
true.

The gentlewoman should understand
that on an open rule, only by a major-
ity action of the House could we close
down this rule, and I think that is the
fair way to go about it. That is why we
in the Rules Committee put out an
open rule, and now, if there are dila-
tory tactics or stalling tactics—and I
do not think there will be; I have
looked at the amendments, and I have
a lot of faith in the other side of the
aisle that they are going to be sincere
about it—but should that happen and
should it be necessary to close down
the debate, it would take an action by
this House, not by me saying so, but by
a majority of the Members of the
House. I just wanted to point that out
to the gentlewoman.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, there
is a slight difference, but with the gen-
tleman’s leadership, I gather. Is that
what the gentleman is saying?

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire as to how much time remains on
either side?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). The gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] has 17
minutes remaining, and the gentleman
from California [Mr. BEILENSON] has 19
minutes remaining.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. GoOss].

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to our colleague, the distin-
guished gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms.
PRYCE], a valued member of the Com-
mittee on Rules.

Ms. PRYCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Goss].

Mr. Speaker, another important
plank in the Republican Contract With
America, the line-item veto, comes to
the floor of the House today under a
wide open rule, allowing any Member
of this body to offer a germane amend-
ment.

This is the third contract item to hit
the floor since the 104th Congress
began just 4 weeks ago, following on
the heels of the balanced budget
amendment and the Unfunded Mandate
Reform Act.

As in the case of the mandate relief
bill, this open rule gives priority rec-
ognition to Members who have pub-
lished their amendments in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD. I would emphasize
that this is not a preprinting require-
ment. As has been mentioned already,
printing of amendments in the RECORD
is purely optional. Members who do not
preprint amendments will not be pro-
hibited from offering their proposals,
but many of us who serve on the Rules
Committee encourage Members to ex-
ercise this option in the future, not
only to receive priority recognition
but, more importantly, to inform our
colleagues in advance of amendments
that are likely to be offered so that we
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can reduce time-consuming discussion
on overlapping amendments and have
more meaningful informed debate.
With all due respect to my friend, the
gentlewoman from North Carolina, this
makes an overall better legislative
process.

Supporting this rule, Mr. Speaker,
will mean full debate on bipartisan leg-
islation specifically designed to help
restore fiscal discipline to the budget
process.

H.R. 2 will help Congress and the ex-
ecutive branch identify and remove un-
necessary and wasteful spending with-
out unduly tying the hands of either
branch of Government. Of all the issues
raised during the most recent elec-
tions, I believe the American people
were most concerned about Federal
spending and the need to avoid sad-
dling future generations of Americans
with an increasingly large debt burden.

Last week we passed a constitutional
balanced budget amendment to respond
to those concerns. Today under this
open process we will consider adding
yet another weapon in the fight
against wasteful government spending.

Public opinion strongly supports the
line-item veto. Forty-three of the Na-
tion’s Governors hold the line-item
veto, and just last week President Clin-
ton stood in this very Chamber and
asked the Congress to give him that
authority.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this rule.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 5 min-
utes to the distinguished gentlewoman
from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS]

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I support this open rule for H.R. 2,
but I oppose the bill. At the outset I
would like to address a point raised at
our committee markup. The statement
was made that the line-item veto is a
bipartisan issue. That is true. The
President, like his Republican prede-
cessors, supports it. Republican and
Democratic Members supported it in
various forms.

Even so, I do not believe we should
decide this issue on the basis of which
party is in control of the Congress or
the White House. I have consistently
opposed this proposal regardless of
which party controlled the White
House.

The approximately 600,000 constitu-
ents of the Seventh District of Illinois,
which I represent, expect their elected
Representative to do the job to which I
was elected. The power of the purse is
granted to the Congress, not the Presi-
dent.

Currently, the President can veto
legislation, but the Congress can over-
ride. This legislation turns the Con-
stitution on its head. It effectively lets
the President write the legislation.
Under the procedures of this bill, a
Presidential rescission is effective, un-
less Congress passes a resolution to
override. That resolution is subject to
a veto, which requires two-thirds of
Congress to override. Thus, just one-
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third plus one of the Congress would
have the power to uphold a rescission.
This allows spending decisions by the
minority. For this reason, I have
strong doubts of the bill’s constitu-
tionality.

What is particularly troublesome is
that if we guess wrong, and regret this
ceding of power to the President, it
will probably be impossible to ever re-
verse our decision. A Presidential veto
would be certain.

On this point, I would note that in
testimony before the Senate Judiciary
Committee last week, Assistant Attor-
ney General Walter Dellenger chal-
lenged the constitutionality of H.R. 2.
Let me read briefly from his statement
in which he refers to the authority
H.R. 2 gives the President over tar-
geted tax benefits.

It does so by purporting to authorize the
President to ‘‘veto” targeted tax benefits
after they become law, thus resulting in
their repeal * * * The use of the term ‘‘veto”’
and ‘‘repeal” is constitutionally problem-
atic. Article I, clause 7 of the Constitution
provides that the President only can exercise
his ‘““veto” power before a provision becomes
law. As for the word ‘‘repeal”, it suggest that
the President is being given authorization to
change existing law on his own. This argu-
ably would violate the plain textual provi-
sions of Article I, clause 7 of the Constitu-
tion, governing the manner in which federal
laws are to be made and altered.

We have an alternative to this bill
that will be offered as a substitute by
Congressman WISE, Congressman
SPRATT, and Congressman STENHOLM.
The substitute would require Congress
to vote on a Presidential rescission re-

quest.
The Wise-Spratt-Stenholm substitute
is on far sounder constitutional

grounds that the provisions of H.R. 2.
The substitute does not tamper with
the constitutional authority of Con-
gress to tax and appropriate revenues.
If Congress does not approve the Presi-
dent’s rescission, the rescission would
not take effect.

I strongly urge Members to support
this amendment. It makes it possible
for Congress to carry out its respon-
sibilities under the Constitution.
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Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. CAMP].

(By unanimous consent, Mr. CAMP
was allowed to proceed out of order.)

U.S. TERM LIMITS ORGANIZATION RUNNING

NEGATIVE ATTACK ADS

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I stand here
disgusted. Since being elected to Con-
gress I have supported term limits.
When this body votes on term limit
legislation in the weeks ahead, I will be
a vocal proponent of any legislation
that limits terms. My record is clear,
consistent, and unwavering.

Today, at the threshold of finally
passing term limit legislation, a cer-
tain organization called U.S. Term
Limits, perhaps because they now face
obscurity if this body passes term lim-
its, has chosen to run negative and



February 2, 1995

misleading television attack ads
against me and other term limit sup-
porters.

This organization, which has been
subject to allegations of fraudulent pe-
tition gathering, is not aiming their
guns at opponents of term limits, but
instead waging a war against their sup-
porters.

Mr. Speaker, it pains me to realize
that this organization, which has been
parading as supporting term limits, is
nothing but a guardian of the status
quo and committed to business as
usual. They have stated publicly they
will oppose 12-year term limit legisla-
tion that comes to the House floor for
final passage. I guess their jobs are
more important than their goal.

Ms. PRYCE. Mr. Speaker will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CAMP. 1 yield to the gentle-
woman from Ohio.

Ms. PRYCE. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to associate myself with the re-
marks of the gentleman from Michigan
and congratulate him on his strong
statement.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished vice
chairman of the Committee on Rules,
the gentleman from greater San
Dimas, CA [Mr. DREIER].

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend from Sanibel for yielding me
this time so generously, the distin-
guished chairman of the Legislative
Process Subcommittee.

Mr. Speaker, needless to say, like all
of us I rise in support of this very, very
open rule.

I heard from the other side a Member
state that we needed to have an old-
fashioned, unfettered rule. Well, the
fact of the matter is, Mr. Speaker,
nothing could be more unfettered than
providing the option for Members to in
fact put their ideas in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD, and then allow possibly
second-degree amendments to come
forward, as we did yesterday with the
Dreier-Moakley compromise when we
were dealing with the unfunded man-
dates legislation.

This clearly is the kind of example of
a rule that will allow Members to par-
ticipate and involve themselves in the
process, even before we come to the
floor with legislation.

I believe that this can also be an ex-
ample for a bipartisan spirit, which is
going to be very important for us in
the Committee on Rules to proceed
with. It is a new day. As the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Goss] said, we are
just at the end of the first month of the
104th Congress, and we have had some
tremendous legislative accomplish-
ments. And I believe that moving
ahead with item-veto authority for the
President of the United States is an-
other very clear and strong example of
that. Doing it under a wide-open
amendment process is a very good
thing, not only for this institution, but
for the country.
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Many people have been saying to me
over the past several days, as there was
a high level of frustration during the
open amendment process on the un-
funded mandates legislation, that we
should simply ram through our pro-
posals, as though no one cares whether
or not it is done under an open amend-
ment process.

I will acknowledge the work that
goes on up on the third floor does not
often go recognized, but I believe we
can in fact proceed with an open proc-
ess for debate on a wide range of legis-
lation, and this is just one example of
that.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, we
have no further requests for time at
this time, and I reserve the balance of
our time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, it is my
pleasure to yield 2% minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentlewoman from Utah
[Mrs. WALDHOLTZ], a new member of
the committee.

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Speaker, as a
cosponsor of H.R. 2, I rise in strong
support of this open rule and of this
legislation.

The line-item veto is a proven suc-
cess. The Governors of 43 States have
some form of line-item veto authority,
including Mike Leavitt in my home
State of Utah.

This Nation needs the same kind of
benefits that Utahans enjoy. We need
to stop the kind of spending that bene-
fits the favored few at the expense of
the average taxpayer. For more than
two decades, Americans have strongly
supported a line-item veto. It is time
that we listen to the people and enact
this legislation.

Now, this is not a partisan issue. I
think it is important to note that at a
time when we have a Democrat in the
White House, it is a Republican-con-
trolled Congress that will finally give
the President a line-item veto.

This issue transcends party lines
simply because it is not a party issue.
It is a people issue. For too long Con-
gress has failed to bring spending under
control and in doing so it has failed the
American people. Time and again Con-
gress manages to circumvent the few
budgetary restraints it sets for itself,
and the people are fed up. They are
tired of picking up the tab for unjusti-
fied spending.

Some have said this alters the bal-
ance of power between the executive
and the legislative branches. But this
line-item veto does not allow the Presi-
dent to substitute his spending prior-
ities for Congress. The President can-
not spend more money, and he cannot
use the funds he cuts to fund other pro-
grams he would like to spend the
money on. He can only help us save
taxpayers’ money.

As we struggle to balance the budget
and work to control excessive spending
of the last few decades, it is crucial
that we have every fiscal tool at our
disposal, and the line-item veto is one
of those tools.

Let me take a moment to commend
my colleague, the gentleman from
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Florida [Mr. Goss] for the work he did
in committee on this bill. As originally
drafted, H.R. 2 did not contain a mech-
anism with an established time frame
to ensure that a disapproval bill could
actually make it to the House floor for
a vote. This concern was raised by both
sides of the aisle, and the gentleman
successfully drafted language that ad-
dresses this concern.

Congress has repeatedly shown itself
unwilling and unable to control spend-
ing, pork-barrel spending. The line-
item veto is a step in the right direc-
tion, to eliminate unnecessary and
wasteful government spending.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this rule and the line-item
veto.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 6 min-
utes to the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. VOLKMER].

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

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to commend the
gentleman from California and also the
gentleman from New York and the
other gentleman from the Committee
on Rules for giving us an open rule on
this very important piece of legisla-
tion.

As one who has supported a line-item
veto for many years, I am not a John-
ny-come-lately, and many of us are
not, we who have worked on this legis-
lation. But some of us who have been
students of history, and love our Con-
stitution and believe in a balance of
power between the executive branch,
the legislative branch, and the judicial
branch, do not feel that we should give
to the executive branch an inordinate
amount of power as far as spending pri-
orities are concerned, and that is basi-
cally what the base bill by the Repub-
lican Party does.

It gives to whoever is in that execu-
tive branch—and I have a Democratic
President at this time, and I strongly
object to giving our President, whether
he be Democrat or Republican, that
power—that power over the purse that
I think distorts what our Founding Fa-
thers did in our Constitution.
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Our Founding Fathers gave us a pro-
cedure, gave us the way to keep the
balance of power between the three
branches of Government. This line-
item veto, as proposed in the base bill,
would give the President of the United
States, one person, one-third of the
House or one-third of the Senate plus
one, one of each, either one, the power,
the power over the purse strings in set-
ting priorities of this Congress.

All T ask anybody to do is to go back

a few years to the 1980’s. We have heard
on this floor before, in 1 minutes and
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others, talk about the Reagan years
and how great the Reagan years and
how this revolution was started in the
Reagan years.

I want every one of my colleagues to
go back and look at the Reagan budg-
ets submitted by that President and
the spending priorities in those budg-
ets. I would not have very many people
anymore in my district in rural Mis-
souri. I would not have towns that now
have running water, now have sewer
systems. I would not have a lot of chil-
dren who have got an education at the
University of Missouri or Kirksville or
in Marysville or any of these other
places because, if we look at those
budgets, we would have found that that
President’s spending priorities, those
spending priorities of that President
were to eliminate or drastically cut
many of the programs that were bene-
ficial.

They are not pork. But he could have
very easily have zeroed them out, after
we appropriated them, because we de-
cided in the Congress, no, we are not
going to do that. We are not going to
relegate many of our youngsters to a
high school education and that is all.
We are not going to tell the American
public that they do not need good clean
water to drink, that they can continue
to do like their forefathers do and haul
it in because they do not need running
water; they do not need a water tower
and a water system, they do not need
that. We cannot spend our money for
that.

Those were the priorities, if Members
will look at that budget, they will find
those priorities.

That is what scared some of us to
death, when they started talking about
giving that President that one Presi-
dent, any President, and one-third of
the House or one-third of the Senate
plus one the power over the purse.

For that reason, I strongly object and
will oppose and will strongly vote
against the proposal for the line-item
veto on that side.

However, on the other side, I will
strongly support, strongly support the
Wise-Stenholm-Spratt provision that
says a majority, a majority decides
along with the President.

I believe in majority rule. I believe
this country was based and had been
based on 200 years on majority rule.
And, therefore, I appreciate the Com-
mittee on Rules permitting us to offer
the Spratt-Stenholm-Wise provision
that I think would continue the bal-
ance of power between the executive
and the legislative and the judicial
branches.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. McInnis],
also a member of the Committee on
Rules. We are glad to have the gen-
tleman aboard.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I also ex-
press appreciation to the gentleman
from Florida for allowing me to speak
this morning for a couple of minutes.

First of all, this is exciting. This is
very refreshing. We have got a rule now

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

that is going to allow us to discuss for
3 days the line-item veto. Last year I
can remember what we got allowed to
us by the other side, a total of 3 hours.
We get 3 days now. That is the dif-
ference. That is the beauty of this rule.
So I commend the chairman of the
Committee on Rules, and I commend
the committee on both sides of the
aisle for allowing this kind of rule so
that we can have the discussions that
are necessary.

Second of all, let us talk about the
merits of the line-item veto. Take a
look at the defense budget. No Presi-
dent in the history of this country has
been allowed, because of the defense
necessary for this country, to veto the
defense budget. So what happens, that
is the obvious place to put in pork, to
tuck it away. The Congressional Re-
search Service estimates that $50 bil-
lion worth of nondefense-related appro-
priations have been stuffed into the de-
fense budget because no President
would dare veto that appropriation.
Now with the line-item veto, that game
is over, folks.

Let us give it to the President,
whether the President is Democrat or
Republican, let us stop the games. Let
us get into budget management.

Finally, in regards to the comment
that this is not a balance of power
when we allow the President to have a
line-item veto, as the Republican bill
does. Of course, it is a balance of
power. The veto is a basic part of our
Constitution. It is a basic part of the
procedure. And there is a balance in
there in that it can be overridden with
two thirds. It is not different than any
other veto.

I strongly support the Republican
version. Again, I commend the chair-
man of the Committee on Rules for al-
lowing us 3 days of debate on the line-
item veto. No more ‘‘three hours and
you’re out.”

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 6 min-
utes to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
TRAFICANT].

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I op-
pose the line-item veto. Very simple,
the presidency has become so powerful
that the President can bail our Mexico
and Congress does not even question it.
From what I understand, the congres-
sional leaders on both sides of the aisle
nodded their heads and said, go ahead,
Mr. President, under some sort of exec-
utive authority that you may have, go
ahead and enact a program that 80 per-
cent of the American people oppose and
could not pass through the Congress.

Now, I am not knocking President
Clinton. I am talking about the presi-
dency and the separation of powers, le-
gitimate separation of powers.

I have seen over the years the Con-
gress of the United States, their au-
thority usurped by Presidents who are
making decisions, clearly within the
constitutional province of the people to
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a duly elected Congress, and the Con-
gress has not challenged it.

I believe on the eve here, in the wake
of this Mexican bailout, that the Con-
gress of the United States should go to
court and attempt to enjoin this White
House from proceeding and get a deter-
mination in the courts as to whether or
not the people rule in America or the
White House becomes the autocratic
ruler around here.

And I would not be the one making
this statement. That should be coming
from the Speaker and the leaders of the
Congress who passively turned their
backs.

Now, I want to talk business about
line-item veto. I want my colleagues to
imagine this little political science
scenario: 1993 budget of President Clin-
ton, I was one of the 40-plus Democrats
to oppose that budget. I disagreed with
the raising of taxes with no accom-
panying move to mitigate our trade
problems and our bankruptcy. And I
stood strong in meetings at the White
House, and the President and I had a
very good exchange in the cabinet
room about it.

When it came to the floor, I spoke
out against that budget. I did not know
that I would be the only Democrat who
would have spoken out. I guess Demo-
crats bit their tongue. And while some
of them may laugh about this, while
Democrats bit their tongue, Repub-
licans are the majority.

I want Members to imagine a meet-
ing with the line-item veto authority
in the cabinet room. The President
says to the Vice President, ‘“AL, I see
where TRAFICANT got an expansion for
x-ray equipment for that veterans out-
patient clinic.”

“Yes sir, Mr. President. Look, I am
not going to take his side, but his con-
stituents have to drive to Cleveland for
an x-ray.”’

““AL, I see where there’s five bridges
in that highway bill.”

“Mr. President, those bridges are
condemned that community has so
many problems.”

““AL, I see where there is some expan-
sion at that air base and there are cuts
all around America.”

“Mr. President, that’s cost-effective.
They have the greatest airport in the
country, and they have no passengers
because of the near proximity of Cleve-
land and Pittsburgh.”
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“AL, let me ask you something.
Maybe it’s time that we get a reck-
oning here, AL. Maybe it’s time we get
TRAFICANT’S attention. TRAFICANT
wants that bridge. You tell him next
year we’ll talk a little better on that
tax vote.

‘‘His people need those veteran out-
patient services, I can understand it,
but you tell TRAFICANT, we’ll talk
about them next year after that vote
on Mexico.
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‘““And then you let TRAFICANT go
through the Congress where he’s going
to protect everybody else’s bridges and
try and override that, AL.”

I am not saying the President is
going to do that, but you, Congress,
will empower the President to have a
meeting just like that in the dark
rooms of the White House.

I am opposed to transferring any
more of the people’s power to the presi-
dency. Nothing to do with Bill Clinton.
You are not transferring power, Con-
gress. You are transferring the power
of the people. In American the people
are supposed to govern. Where did we
change that?

We have evolved to a situation where
the agencies of the government pass
regulations that waive the Constitu-
tion. Look at the IRS. Now it has got-
ten to the point where a President real-
izing he cannot pass a piece of legisla-
tion that he supports, namely a bill out
of Mexico, sidesteps the Congress and
in fact says, ‘“For the betterment of
America, I'm going to go beyond the
authority of the people’s Congress and
enact this.”

The Republican majority wants to
empower the President to be able to
reach into the people’s budget and
strike out issues called line item to
stop pork.

In closing, let me say this. One of
George Bush’s last budgets, he asked
for a balanced budget amendment to
the Constitution and a line-item veto,
and I am not putting President Bush
down, but while he asked for a line-
item veto to stop pork and he asked for
a balanced budget amendment—that
evidently does not work in D.C., I
might add—George Bush asked for a
record amount of new spending without
revenue, $322 billion.

George Bush is not here any longer. I
do not want to give Franklin Delano
Roosevelt, if I were in those days,
Harry Truman, John Kennedy, Richard
Nixon, Gerald Ford, George Bush, Ron-
ald Reagan, Jimmy Carter, Bill Clinton
or whomever any more power. They
execute the laws of the people.

They administer the government of
the people and, damn it, we run it. Act
like it.

I oppose this line item veto and ask
our party on this side to force the Re-
publican majority to transfer the
power to the American people.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from the Commonwealth of Massachu-
setts [Mr. BLUTE], who is a major spon-
sor and has done yeoman’s work on
this legislation.

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to support this open rule which
will provide for extended debate in this
House on the line item veto, longer
than it has ever been debated before.

In the 102d Congress, the total time
the House devoted to debate was 40
minutes. In the 103d Congress, the
House only debated for 4% hours in the
first session and only 3 hours and 10
minutes in the second session for such
an important issue.
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I commend the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SOLOMON], the chairman and
the entire Committee on Rules for giv-
ing us a rule which not only gives the
House extended debate but also allows
the consideration of all amendments by
Members of this body.

I hope that the Members vote in
favor of this open rule so that we can
get on with this debate on the real line
item veto. I urge Members to support
the Clinger bill.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. KLECZKA].

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, I also
support the rule and will be supporting
line item veto authority for the Presi-
dent. I come from Wisconsin. It has
been in our Constitution for years.
Even though the current Governor is
now abusing that power, I think it is
one which Governors should have and
Presidents should have. But I am a lit-
tle concerned over this rule.

I am told it is an open rule, but it is
an open rule if, and the ‘‘if”’ is, if we do
not finish by Monday night and wrap
this and give it as a birthday present
to President Reagan, then we are going
to close it. I am saying that is kind of
phony symbolism. I do not know. We
could be done before Monday or early
Monday on this proposition, but what I
am told and what the rumor mill
around here is that it is open but we
cannot go past Monday night because
then we go past President Reagan’s
birthday.

I am saying if in fact that is how we
are going to legislate with that type of
phony symbolism, then what bill do we
pass on President Ford’s wedding anni-
versary? Have you selected that yet?
And if amendments are pending, do we
have to stop talking?

How about President Nixon’s con-
firmation date? I am assuming there is
some legislation that has been pegged
to hit on that date and not an hour
later.

I will support the rule but I will be
very, very interested to watch the ma-
jority on Monday once we start getting
into the evening hours and at that
point watch them close this process up,
because this has to be wrapped and
sent to California—for President Rea-
gan’s birthday?

That is the same type of symbolism
we had last night with these three
rules, on three noncontroversial bills.
So the Committee on Rules, to up their
batting average, put out three open
rules on three bills which needed no
rule, they put the taxpayers through
the expense of not only drafting but
printing up the rules.

I checked back here where the rules
are left for the Members’ edification
and was told that they were thrown
away. I wish I was here on the floor
last night to grab that garbage bag so
I could bring it here and say, ‘‘This is
the phony symbolism, American tax-
payers, that we’re going through.”

We have to pass legislation on Presi-
dents’ birthdays, we have to do rules

H1085

which are not necessary to up the ma-
jority’s batting average, and what hap-
pens? It is wasted because they are
thrown in the garbage.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1%
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON],
the chairman of the committee.

Mr. SOLOMON. I will try not to use
the whole minute and a half.

Mr. Speaker, let me just say to the
gentleman from Wisconsin, he ought to
be careful about using terms like
“phony symbolism.” I think people on
both sides are sincere in this body.

Let me just say this. This is not just
a birthday present for Ronald Reagan.
It is a birthday present for the Amer-
ican people. They want this and they
want it badly.

Second, we have got a contract to
abide by. We have had as little as 40
minutes debate on this subject in the
past. Last year, just 3 hours and 10
minutes. This time it is going to be 3
days. I do not think we should be criti-
cized for that. I think that is being
more than open and fair.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. NETHERCUTT].

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

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Florida for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of the rule to accompany H.R.
2, the Line-Item Veto Act.

Today, we take up the third plank of
the Contract With America, having
passed overwhelmingly the balanced
budget amendment and a bill to curb
Federal unfunded mandates. The Amer-
ican people elected a Republican Con-
gress last November so that we could
bring to open debate the many pieces
of legislation that have wide popular
support, such as the provisions of the
Contract With America. The people are
eager to move quickly on this legisla-
tion and I hope that we will not have
numerous, dilatory amendments of-
fered on this bill.

For too long, a spendthrift Congress
has squandered, without restraint, the
tax dollars of the American people on
wasteful programs. Congress has shown
an institutional inability to control its
runaway spending habits. Therefore,
the time has come to make the Presi-
dent a full partner in the quest for ra-
tionality and sensibility in the budget
process.

History will record that the passage
of the line-item veto will be the most
significant achievement of these his-
toric 100 days. It is a tribute to the
leadership of this House that we will,
today, take up this legislation under
an open rule and I commend the Speak-
er, Chairman SOLOMON and Chairman
CLINGER for the work they have done to
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bring this bill to the floor. In preceding
Congresses, this bill would have never
seen the light of day and certainly not
under a rule allowing everyone on both
sides of the aisle with an interest in
the bill to offer an amendment.

In the past, Congress has sent the
President bloated, omnibus legislation
filled with questionable spending items
that would be impossible to justify on
their own. We need to give the Presi-
dent the authority to delete these
items to act as a check in the classical
constitutional system of checks and
balances on the past tendency of Con-
gress to bankrupt our future.

The people of the Fifth District of
Washington are in strong support of
this cost-cutting measure and I strong-
ly urge my colleagues to unanimously
support this rule and this legislation.
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Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I am privi-
leged to yield 2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
LINDER], a member of the Committee
on Rules and the Subcommittee on
Legislation. We are proud to have him.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, I want to begin by ex-
pressing my support for House Resolu-
tion 55, an open rule which allows for
thorough consideration of H.R. 2, the
Line-Item Veto Act. I am a cosponsor
of HR. 2 and I strongly support this
fiscally responsible piece of legislation,
but I am pleased that all Members will
have the opportunity to debate a sig-
nificant number of alternatives on the
House floor in coming days.

While I agree that, by itself, the line-
item veto does not provide a silver bul-
let to end all wasteful Federal spend-
ing. I am confident that, with a cooper-
ative congressional-Presidential effort
to cut spending, we will be able to re-
move much of the wasteful spending
that so offends the American people.

I want to congratulate the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Goss] for his hard
work in crafting the language that es-
tablishes the expedited procedures
which set forth a specific timetable for
congressional action in responding to a
President’s line-item veto message.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2 was favorably re-
ported from both Government Reform
and Oversight and the Rules Com-
mittee, and this open rule received
unanimous support by the Rules Com-
mittee members. The rule allows any
Member the opportunity to perfect the
line-item veto, and I urge my col-
leagues to adopt the rule.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, if I do
not have a chance to reclaim any of my
time, let me again urge my colleagues
to vote for this open rule.

Mr. Speaker, for purposes of debate
only, I yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentleman from California
[Mr. MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding me this time. I simply rise to
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commend the Committee on Rules for
passing out an open rule and urge sup-
port of the rule.

I think this is really the test of an
open rule, and that is when we have
tough issues. We saw an open rule
under unfunded mandates. Yes, there
were many amendments, but there
were many issues drawn and Members
got a chance to express themselves and
cross-examine Members on both sides
of the aisle. I hope we do that again as
on unfunded mandates, and I want to
compliment the Committee on Rules
for preserving this debate. Next to our
voting card our constituents give us,
the right of free debate and the ability
to cross-examine one another on issues
is one of the most important privileges
we have in this House.

We should not get too caught up in
the 100 days. Otherwise, the 100 days
could end up looking like George
Bush’s golf game. He played really fast,
but it was not really a good game.

I hope we can preserve open rules so
we have free and open debate that is
subject to cross-examination on the
basic ideas about the direction of this
Government. Again I want to thank
the Committee on Rules on preserving
an open rule on this measure.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may consume to the distin-
guished gentleman from Florida [Mr.
DIAZ-BALART], a distinguished member
of the Committee on Rules.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, 1
am very pleased that the last two dis-
tinguished colleagues from the other
side of the aisle who spoke thanked the
majority on the Committee on Rules
for issuing an open rule, especially
after there had been so much confusion
brought forth previously with regard
to, and with much imagination, I
might add, imagination with regard to
the fact, for example, yesterday a num-
ber of bills were brought to the floor
with open rules; in other words, with
the ability of any Member to present
any amendment that any Member
wishes to, and yet, with a lot of imagi-
nation, objection was made to that. It
was said, ‘“Well, you should not do
that. You should waive the rules,” and
put it on something called the suspen-
sion calendar or something.

And there was imagination used
today on this floor, with good faith I
am sure, that this open rule was maybe
not an open rule, it was something else
because we want to give notice to col-
leagues here on the floor by urging, by
encouraging Members who are going to
present an amendment to notify Mem-
bers beforehand by publishing them be-
forehand that they plan to introduce
an amendment, not requiring, but giv-
ing incentive, giving encouragement to
Members to provide our colleagues
with notification.

So again I am glad that the two last
distinguished Members thanked the
majority, Chairman SOLOMON and the
majority of the Committee on Rules
for permitting—and this is important,
this is procedural, but it is important—
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any Member of this Congress to bring
forth any amendment with regard to
this very important measure, which is
the line-item veto.

It is something that was almost ex-
traordinarily, extraordinarily I would
say, but not unheard of, but extraor-
dinarily unique in previous Congresses.
This time the Members representing
their constituents can bring forth any
amendments, even on as important a
measure as this, any amendments that
they wish.

This is serious business that we are
doing today. There is no doubt. I am
one of those who is of the belief that
our constitutional Presidency in the
United States is not only a strong
Presidency, it could be categorized as
an imperial Presidency. We have a
Presidency where the President can
send troops to die in any foreign coun-
try, can even pledge billions and bil-
lions of dollars from the U.S. Treasury,
with the full faith and credit of the
American people, to foreign countries
unilaterally. So talking about a strong
Presidency, it is a strong Presidency.

Nevertheless, Mr. Speaker, we need
every—albeit in this case small weap-
on, the line-item veto for the task at
hand—every weapon available for the
task at hand during the next 5 to 7
years, and that is to balance the Fed-
eral budget. It is not going to be easy.
It is going to be extraordinarily dif-
ficult, in fact. But this is one very nec-
essary, I believe, weapon, and it has
been seen in State after State of our
Union that it is useful to the chief ex-
ecutives, and I am sure it will be useful
to the Chief Executive of either party,
of both parties in the United States in
helping us balance the budget, which is
necessary for future generations to
maintain our strength economically
into our posterity.

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

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 55 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 2) to give
the President line-item veto authority
over appropriation acts and targeted
tax benefits in revenue acts, with Mr.
BOEHNER in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.
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Under the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] will be rec-
ognized for 30 minutes, the gentle-
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS]
will be recognized for 30 minutes, the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] will
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the
gentleman from California [Mr. BEIL-
ENSON] will be recognized for 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER].

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 22 minutes.

At the outset, may I wish everybody
a Happy Groundhog Day. As the Con-
gressman who represents Punx-
sutawney Phil, he did not see his shad-
ow, so winter is going to be over short-
ly, and I think that is a good omen as
we bring H.R. 2, the line-item veto to
the floor. I think it is a harbinger of
that which is a historic piece of legisla-
tion which when we enact it, as we
will, will complete the second install-
ment on the Republican Contract With
America. Together with the balanced
budget amendment and entitlement re-
forms, this bill provides much needed
reform of Congress’ bloated tax-and-
spending habits.

H.R. 2 gives the President line-item
veto authority over discretionary ap-
propriations and targeted tax benefits.
The bill allows the President to reduce
or eliminate any discretionary spend-
ing specified in an appropriations bill
or accompanying report, and to veto
any tax benefit which he determines
would benefit 100 or fewer taxpayers.

Under H.R. 2, the President will have
10 days after signing an appropriation
or revenue act to submit to Congress a
special message identifying his rescis-
sion or veto proposals. A separate re-
scission or veto message will be re-
quired for each act and each message
must be considered en bloc.

Upon receipt of the President’s mes-
sage, Congress will have 20 days for
both Houses to pass a resolution of dis-
approval in order to prevent the cuts.
If either House fails to pass the dis-
approval resolution, then the rescis-
sions will take effect. If, on the other
hand, both Houses vote to release the
appropriation or enact the tax benefit
by passing resolutions of disapproval,
the disapproval resolution would be
presented to the President for signa-
ture or veto. A Presidential veto would
return the bill to Congress, which
would have 5 days to override by a two-
thirds vote of each House.

This process is fundamentally dif-
ferent from that in existing law which
favors spending by permitting either
House of Congress to force the release
of moneys through inaction. Currently,
unless both Houses pass bills to ap-
prove the rescission proposal, the
money must be spent. Under H.R. 2,
however, the cuts would stand unless
both Houses vote to disapprove the re-
scissions and force the release of
money.

While current law tilts the table to-
ward Congress and spending, under
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H.R. 2, the table would be tipped to-
ward the President and saving. This is
a major reform of the Federal spending
process, and one favored by the over-
whelming majority of the American
people according to CNN, USA Today,
and Gallup polls.

Because this legislation offers an im-
portant step toward deficit reduction
and a balanced Federal budget, one
which will help to eliminate our cur-
rent $4.7 trillion dollar debt and con-
tinuing $200 billion plus yearly deficits,
I urge adoption of the bill which Presi-
dent Clinton has requested—the
strongest possible line-item veto. I
urge the adoption of H.R. 2.
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I might say the President himself,
President Clinton, has requested that
we send him the strongest possible en-
hanced rescission bill that we can
present him.

So I would urge adoption of H.R. 2.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

(Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend her remarks.)

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I am opposed to H.R. 2, the Line
Item Veto Act. I think it gives any
President whether Democrat or Repub-
lican far too much power over congres-
sional spending decisions, and I do not
believe it would have any significant
impact on Federal spending.

We have heard a lot in recent weeks
about what the voters were telling
their Representatives in the last elec-
tion. What I heard loud and clear was a
cry for greater responsibility on the
part of each Member of Congress.

Our first responsibility as Members
of Congress is to be truthful and thor-
ough in making the laws of the land.
Unfortunately, H.R. 2 is not truthful
about its provisions.

Even though this bill is called the
Line Item Veto Act, it is not a normal
line-item veto bill. Instead, it would
give the President the most extreme
power to cancel programs and projects.
Chairman CLINGER himself has charac-
terized the bill as the strongest pos-
sible grant of Presidential power.

Some have said that it mirrors the
line-item veto authority that 43 gov-
ernors enjoy; but this bill is consider-
ably different.

One need only read the committee re-
port to know that. On page 11, it says,
and I quote “H.R. 2 differs fundamen-
tally from the kind of item-veto au-
thority granted to Governors in 43
States.” Yet I am willing to bet we will
continue to hear dozens of speakers
talk about the item-veto power of 43
Governors. They probably did not read
this bill.

H.R. 2 would produce such an ex-
treme shift of authority from Congress
to the President that it is likely to be
unconstitutional. Unfortunately, this
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bill is also another example of how
haste makes waste.

Proponents of the bill did not under-
stand the broad sweeping powers they
were granting the President until it
was raised at the markup. Now they
are trying to rewrite the bill to more
clearly define what a line item of
spending authority is.

Everyone should also be concerned
that a President could easily abuse the
extraordinary power H.R. 2 would give
him. As reported, the bill lets a Presi-
dent define, in any way he chooses, a
line of spending authority that he ve-
toes. This bill does not restrict a Presi-
dent—whether he or she is a Democrat
or a Republican—to simply eliminating
or reducing spending in the form that
Congress passes it, either in an appro-
priations bill or report accompanying
the bill.

The original draft report of the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and
Oversight stated, and I quote:

We decided on enhanced rescission for sev-
eral reasons. It permits Congress to continue
appropriating with lump sums. Moreover,
after a President signs an appropriations
bill, he may go as deep as he likes within an
appropriations account to propose specific
rescissions.

Dr. Robert Reischauer, Director of
the Congressional Budget Office, testi-
fied before our committee that extreme
proposals like H.R. 2, give the Presi-
dent ‘‘greater potential power than a
constitutionally approved item veto.”

Dr. Reischauer went on to say that
the authority in this bill would actu-
ally allow the President to ‘‘define a
line item as any portion of an appro-
priation enacted into law.” In effect,
any President whether Democrat or
Republican could reach inside a line
item in order to cut a particular
project.

For example, H.R. 2 could allow any
President be he Democrat or Repub-
lican to threaten the independence of
Federal judges he does not like, by
using the line-item veto to cut funds
for the operation of particular courts.
Any President could also cut funding
for important water, road or other
projects in States or regions of the
country that did not support him in an
election. Similarly, any President
could cut funds out of the legislative
appropriations bill for a particular
committee of the Congress, if he want-
ed to retaliate for its activities.

Even if a President did not abuse this
power, this legislation could not pos-
sibly have much impact on the Federal
debt. Under H.R. 2, a President would
not be able to use the line-item veto on
the biggest items in the Federal budg-
et—interest on the debt and mandatory
spending—which account for about 65-
percent of all Federal spending.

Instead, the Line Item Veto Act
would apply to only about 35-percent of
Federal spending that is subject to ap-
propriations, and this spending has ac-
tually been declining in recent years.

It is an absolute fallacy, therefore, to
suggest that the lack of Presidential
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line-item veto authority has contrib-
uted significantly to the Federal debt,
which has grown from just over $900
billion in 1980 to a projected $4.9 tril-
lion this year. Instead, reckless, irre-
sponsible spending produced this debt.

At the President’s insistence in 1981,
Congress passed a gigantic tax cut that
cost the Federal Government nearly
$270 billion in lost revenues by 1988.
During that same period and, again, at
the President’s request, defense spend-
ing more than doubled, even though we
had no way to pay for it.

As a result, 28 percent of all income
tax receipts now go to pay just for the
interest on the new debt which the
Federal Government incurred between
1981 and 1993. To put this in some per-
spective, only about 5 percent of in-
come tax receipts go to pay for the cost
of providing welfare to needy Ameri-
cans.

It is also untrue that Presidents have
been more aggressive than Congress in
trying to curb Federal spending. Over
the last 20 years in which Presidents
have had authority to rescind appro-
priations, all Presidents have proposed
a grand total of $72 billion in rescis-
sions. During that same time, the Con-
gress has approved rescissions that
total $92 billion—that is, $20 billion
more than Presidents have requested.

In addition, Presidential budget re-
quests have actually been greater than
what Congress has appropriated in all
but 5 of the last 15 fiscal years.

Together with Congresswoman THUR-
MAN and Chairman CLINGER, I proposed
an amendment that gives Congress the
right to fully consider a Presidential
rescission proposal. That amendment is
contained in the bill we are now con-
sidering. It guarantees that a Member
of Congress would, at least, have the
right to call up a President’s rescission
for a vote on the floor.

But, this is not enough. The Con-
stitution gives the Congress, not the
President, responsibility for deciding
how to spend Federal revenues. Should
we invest more in defense and less in
health and nutrition programs for chil-
dren and the elderly? Should we give
tax cuts or increase spending on edu-
cation?

These are tough decisions that each
and every Member of Congress is sent
to Washington to make. We cannot ex-
pect the President to do our work for
us.

Mr. Chairman, these first few days of
the Congress seem to be devoted more
to gimmicks and buzzwords, and less to
honesty with the American people.
Rules for unfunded mandates, line-item
veto, and balanced amendments do lit-
tle to tell the American people how the
deficit will be reduced.

The new majority, who now controls
the Congress, owes the people an hon-
est appraisal of how they intend to bal-
ance the budget. Honesty and responsi-
bility is what the people are demand-
ing, and that is what they deserve.

0 1150

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.
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Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOL-
OMON], the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Rules.

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

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the gen-
tleman from Florida for yielding this
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I requested permission
to submit extraneous material for the
RECORD, that material being the Na-
tional Taxpayers Union’s 1993 rating of
the big spenders in Congress. And I
would ask the Chairman and others to
pay attention to who is for this line-
item veto and who is opposed to it. You
will find out that all the big spenders
are opposed to it, and those who voted
for fiscal restraint are for it.

The document referred to is as fol-
lows:

NATIONAL TAXPAYERS UNION—1993
TAXPAYERS’ FRIENDS

Arizona: Sen. John McCain.

California: Rep. Christopher Cox, Rep.
Randy Cunningham, Rep. John T. Doolittle,
Rep. David Dreier, Rep. Wally Herger, Rep.
Duncan Hunter, Rep. Howard P. McKeon,
Rep. Carlos J. Moorhead, Rep. Richard W.
Pombo, Rep. Dana Rohrabacher, Rep. Ed
Royce.

Colorado: Sen. Hank Brown, Rep. Wayne
Allard.

Delaware: Sen. William V. Roth, Jr.

Florida: Sen. Connie Mack, Rep. Tom
Lewis, Rep. John L. Mica, Rep. Dan Miller.

Georgia: Sen. Paul Coverdell, Rep. Mac
Collins, Rep. John Linder.

Idaho: Sen. Larry E. Craig,
Kempthorne.

Illinois: Rep. Philip M. Crane, Rep. Thomas
W. Ewing, Rep. Harris W. Fawell, Rep. Don-
ald Manzullo.

Indiana: Sen. Daniel R. Coats, Sen. Rich-
ard G. Lugar.

Iowa: Sen. Charles E. Grassley, Rep. Jim
Nussle.

Kansas: Sen. Bob Dole.

Kentucky: Rep. Jim Bunning.

Maine: Sen. William S. Cohen.

Michigan: Rep. Peter Hoekstra, Rep. Joe
Knollenberg, Rep. Nick Smith.

Minnesota: Rep. Rod Grams,
Ramstad.

Montana: Sen. Conrad Burns.

New Hampshire: Sen. Judd Gregg,
Robert C. Smith, Rep. Bill Zeliff.

New Jersey: Rep. Bob Franks, Rep. Dick
Zimmer.

New York: Rep. Gerald B.H. Solomon, Rep.
Bill Paxon.

North Carolina: Sen. Lauch Faircloth, Sen.
Jesse Helms, Rep. Cass Ballenger, Rep. How-
ard Coble.

Ohio: Rep. John A. Boehner, Rep. Rob
Portman.

Oklahoma: Sen. Don Nickles, Rep. James
M. Inhofe, Rep. Ernest Jim Istook.

Pennsylvania: Rep. George W. Gekas, Rep.
Bud Shuster, Rep. Robert S. Walker.

South Carolina: Rep. Bob Inglis.

South Dakota: Sen. Larry Pressler.

Tennessee: Rep. John L. Duncan.

Texas: Sen. Phil Gramm, Rep. Bill Archer,
Rep. Dick Armey, Rep. Joe L. Barton, Rep.
Tom DelLay, Rep. Jack Fields, Rep. Sam
Johnson.

Virgina: Sen. John W. Warner.

Wisconsin: Rep. Tom Petri, Rep. F. James
Sensenbrenner.

Wyoming: Sen. Alan K. Simpson, Sen. Mal-
colm Wallop.

Sen. Dirk

Rep. Jim

Sen.
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Alabama: Rep. Tom Bevil, Rep. Robert E.
Cramer, Rep. Earl F. Hilliard.

Arizona: Rep. Karan English, Rep. Ed Pas-
tor.

Arkansas: Sen. Dale Bumpers, Sen. David
Pryor, Rep. Ray Thornton.

California: Sen. Barbara Boxer, Sen.
Dianne Feinstein, Rep. Xavier Becerra, Rep.
Howard L. Berman, Rep. George E. Brown,
Rep. Ronald V. Dellums, Rep. Julian C.
Dixon, Rep. Don Edwards, Rep. Anne G.
Eshoo, Rep. Sam Farr, Rep. Vic Fazio, Rep.
Bob Filner, Rep. Dan Hamburg, Rep. Jane
Harman, Rep. Tom Lantos, Rep. Mathew G.
Martinez, Rep. Robert T. Matsui, Rep.
George Miller, Rep. Norman Y. Mineta, Rep.
Nancy Pelosi, Rep. Lucille Raybal-Allard,
Rep. Pete Stark, Rep. Esteban E. Torres,
Rep. Walter R. Tucker, Rep. Maxine Waters,
Rep. Henry A. Waxman, Rep. Lynn Woolsey.

Colorado: Sen. Ben Nighthorse Campbell,
Rep. David E. Skaggs.

Connecticut: Sen. Christopher J. Dodd,
Rep. Rosa DelLauro, Rep. Sam Gejdenson,
Rep. Barbara B. Kennelly.

Delaware: Sen. Joseph R. Biden, Jr.

Florida: Sen. Bob Graham, Rep. Jim Bac-
chus, Rep. Corrine Brown, Rep. Peter
Deutsch, Rep. Sam M. Gibbons, Rep. Alcee L.
Hastings, Rep. Harry A. Johnston, Rep.
Carrie P. Meek, Rep. Pete Peterson, Rep.
Karen L. Thurman.

Georgia: Rep. Sanford D. Bishop, Rep.
George Darden, Rep. John Lewis, Rep. Cyn-
thia A. McKinney.

Hawaii: Sen. Daniel K. Akaka, Sen. Daniel

K. Inouye, Rep. Neil Abercrombie, Rep.
Patsy T. Mink.
Illinois: Sen. Carol Moseley-Braun, Sen.

Paul Simon, Rep. Cardiss Collins, Rep. Rich-
ard J. Durbin, Rep. Lane Evans, Rep. Luis V.
Gutierrez, Rep. Mel Reynolds, Rep. Dan Ros-
tenkowski, Rep. Bobby L. Rush, Rep. George
E. Sangmeister, Rep. Sidney R. Yates.

Indiana: Rep. Frank McCloskey, Rep. Peter
J. Visclosky.

Iowa: Sen. Tom Harkin, Rep. Neal Smith.

Kansas: Rep. Dan Glickman.

Kentucky: Sen. Wendell H. Ford, Rep. Ro-
mano L. Mazzoli.

Louisiana: Sen. John B. Breaux, Sen. J.

Bennett Johnston, Rep. Cleo Fields, Rep.
William J. Jefferson.
Maine: Sen. George J. Mitchell, Rep.

Thomas H. Andrew.

Maryland: Sen. Barbara A. Mikulski, Sen.
Paul S. Sarbanes, Rep. Benjamin L. Cardin,
Rep. Steny H. Hoyer, Rep. Kweisi Mfume,
Rep. Albert R. Wynn.

Massachusetts: Sen. Edward M. Kennedy,
Sen. John Kerry, Rep. Barney Frank, Rep.
Joseph P. Kennedy, Rep. Edward J. Markey,
Rep. Joe Moakley, Rep. Richard E. Neal,
Rep. John W. Olver, Rep. Gerry E. Studds.

Michigan: Sen. Carl Levin, Sen. Donald W.
Riegle, Jr., Rep. David E. Bonior, Rep. Bob
Carr, Rep. Barbara-Rose Collins, Rep. John
Conyers, Rep. John D. Dingell, Rep. William
D. Ford, Rep. Dale E. Kildee, Rep. Sander M.
Levin.

Minnesota: Sen. Paul Wellstone, Rep.
James L. Oberstar, Rep. Martin Olav Sabo,
Rep. Bruce F. Vento.

Mississippi: Rep. G.V. Montgomery, Rep.
Bennie Thompson, Rep. Jamie L. Whitten.

Missouri: Rep. William L. Clay, Rep. Rich-
ard A. Gephardt, Rep. Ike Skelton, Rep. Har-
old L. Volkmer, Rep. Alan Wheat.

Montana: Sen. Max Baucus, Rep. Pat Wil-
liams.
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Nevada:
Bilbray.

New Jersey: Rep. Robert Menendez, Rep.
Donald M. Payne, Rep. Robert G. Torricelli.

New Mexico: Rep. Bill Richardson.

New York: Sen. Daniel Patrick Moynihan,
Rep. Gary L. Ackerman, Rep. Eliot L. Engel,
Rep. Floyd H. Flake, Rep. Maurice D. Hin-
chey, Rep. George J. Hochbrueckner, Rep.
Nita M. Lowey, Rep. Thomas J. Manton,
Rep. Michael R. McNulty, Rep. Jerrold Nad-
ler, Rep. Major R. Owens, Rep. Charles B.
Rangel, Rep. Charles E. Schumer, Rep. Jose
E. Serrano, Rep. Louise M. Slaughter, Rep.
Edolphus Towns, Rep. Nydia M. Velazquez.

North Carolina: Rep. Eva Clayton, Rep.
W.G. Hefner, Rep. Stephen L. Neal, Rep.
David Price, Rep. Charlie Rose, Rep. Melvin
Watt.

Ohio: Sen. John Glenn, Sen. Howard M.
Metzenbaum, Rep. Douglas Applegate, Rep.

Sen. Harry Reid, Rep. James
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Sherrod Brown, Rep. Tony P. Hall, Rep. Tom
Sawyer, Rep. Louis Stokes, Rep. Ted Strick-
land.

Oklahoma: Rep. Mike Synar.

Oregon: Rep. Elizabeth Furse, Rep. Mike
Kopetski, Rep. Ron Wyden.

Pennsylvania: Sen. Harris Wofford, Rep.
Lucien E. Blackwell, Rep. Robert A. Borski,
Rep. William J. Coyne, Rep. Thomas M. Fog-
lietta, Rep. Paul E. Kanjorski, Rep. John P.
Murtha.

Rhode Island: Sen. Claiborne Pell,
Jack Reed.

South Carolina: Sen. Ernest F. Hollings,
Rep. James E. Clyburn, Rep. Butler Derrick,
Rep. John M. Spratt.

South Dakota: Sen. Tom Daschle.

Tennessee: Sen. Harlan Mathews, Sen. Jim
Sasser, Rep. Harold E. Ford.

Texas: Rep. Jack Brooks, Rep. John Bry-
ant, Rep. Jim Chapman, Rep. Ronald D.

Rep.
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Coleman, Rep. E de la Garza, Rep. Martin
Frost, Rep. Henry B. Gonzalez, Rep. Gene
Green, Rep. Eddie Bernice Johnson, Rep. Sol-
omon P. Ortiz, Rep. J.J. Pickle, Rep. Frank
Tejeda, Rep. Craig Washington, Rep. Charles
Wilson.

Vermont: Sen. Patrick J. Leahy, Rep. Ber-
nard Sanders.

Virginia: Rep. Rick Boucher, Rep. Leslie L.
Byrne, Rep. James P. Moran, Rep. Robert C.
Scott.

Washington: Sen. Patty Murray, Rep.
Norm Dicks, Rep. Mike Kreidler, Rep. Jim
McDermott, Rep. Al Swift, Rep. Jolene
Unsoeld.

West Virginia: Sen. Robert C. Byrd, Sen.
John D. Rockefeller IV, Rep. Alan B. Mol-
lohan, Rep. Nick J. Rahall, Rep. Bob Wise.

Wisconsin: Rep. Gerald D. Kleczka, Rep.
David R. Obey.
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Mr. Chairman, this Nation is at war.
As we debate this bill today, the Fed-
eral debt hovers above $4.6 trillion. The
annual deficit is projected to top $200
billion every year this century, and
Government spending is adding $10,000
to the debt every second that we stand
here. Just during these 2 hours of gen-
eral debate alone we will add $72 mil-
lion to the national debt. This is un-
conscionable.

Reducing the deficit and the debt are
not partisan issues, they are the Amer-
ican people’s issues which must be at-
tacked on two fronts. The first is on
the hard choices making the sacrifices
and the spending cuts necessary to

bring our Nation’s accounts into bal-
ance. Many in this body claim that the
deficit has been reduced, Congress has
acted responsibly they say in keeping
the deficit lower than it was projected
to be.

I would urge my colleagues to read
the writing on the wall—the deficit
still exists and it is growing larger ev-
eryday. It is growing by $200 billion
each year during this decade, as I said
before.

Mr. Chairman, the Congress must
begin and never stop its war on the def-
icit until it no longer exists. All past
efforts, both Republican and Democrat,
have failed. They have failed to eradi-

cate the sea of red ink which is ruining
this country.

The truth is our budget process is
broken and it must be fixed. And this
system can be fixed by the second front
in our war on the deficit.

Real procedural reforms will effec-
tively allow and force these tough
choices to be made. The line-item veto
as proposed in H.R. 2 is just such a pro-
cedural reform. Coupled with a bal-
anced budget constitutional amend-
ment—which this House had the fore-
sight of passing last week—procedural
restraints on run-away spending will be
put in place.
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Let me assure you that I, in no way,
believe that an effective line-item veto
will in and of itself balance the budget,
it will not. However, I do believe that
it will have a deterrent effect on spend-
ing, by discouraging us from slipping
pork into our appropriation bills in the
first place.

Pork like $20 million for golf videos
and pony trekking in Ireland? How
about $58 million to some millionaire
up in New York, where I come from, to
bail out his baseball investments? And
$34 million for screwworm research in
Mexico last year?

Well, do you not think that $34 mil-
lion could be better used to reduce our
deficit last year if the President pos-
sessed the line-item veto? Mr. Chair-
man, as long as this type of wasteful
spending is allowed to permeate our ap-
propriations bills the budget system
will never work. Mr. Chairman, over
the last 94 years this Congress has only
balanced 28 percent of its budgets, none
in the past 25 years alone. And the Fed-
eral deficit has soared.

Mr. Chairman, what this line-item
veto does, and this is what everybody
ought to listen to, is reverse existing
law that allows Congress to reject a
President’s request to cut pork barrel
spending without even taking a vote.
That is what the law is now. Without
even taking a vote, we can reject the
President’s request to cut spending.

In other words, Congress can block
the spending cuts by doing nothing.
This line-item veto reverses that pro-
cedure by saying that the cuts go
through unless Congress votes to dis-
approve the spending cuts. Do you not
think that is going to make a dif-
ference, ladies and gentlemen?

I urge the House to vote for this bill
in its strongest form, with no weak-
ening amendments, and there are 31 of
them out there. President Clinton has
asked Congress to send him the tough-
est item veto bill we can, and this is
the toughest veto bill we can if we do
not allow weakening amendments to go
through.

Members, you know what the Amer-
ican people want, they want you to
vote for this line-item veto. Do them
and yourself a favor by doing it.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
KANJORSKI].

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

Mr. KANJORSKI. I thank the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BEILEN-
SON] for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I listened with great
pleasure to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SOLOMON] and his expla-
nation of the legislation we are about
to pass here that may be such an as-
sistance to balancing the budget. 1
wish it were just so simple, and I wish
that there had not been a weakness on
the part of not only the Congress but
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the President for these last 14, 15 years
to reconcile where America should be.
But the worst thing about this debate
is we are dealing with the balance of
power that the Founding Fathers
warned about when they structured the
Constitution of the United States. And
before we change that balance of power
it seems to me even though we may not
win, I suspect there are 230 votes at
least in this House that will pass this
bill, but before we do that I would hope
this debate brings out the proposition
of what it will do to America and the
American constitutional form of gov-
ernment and the intentions of the
Founding Fathers as they say down in
Philadelphia, in my home State, and
evolved how a democratic citizenry
could make the proper judgments
through their representative officials
to spending money, the taxpayers
money.

Article I of the American Constitu-
tion does not say that the President of
the United States shall establish such
expenditures as he deems necessary
and shall carry out those expenditures
without any further action. As a mat-
ter of fact, Article I says the power to
expend money, the taxpayers money of
the American people, shall reside in
the House of Representatives, the
house that represents the people.

The President represents the Nation
as a whole. We as individuals represent
our individual constituents. And we
come together as a body by majority
consent to expend the taxpayers
money. Yes, it is a give and it is a
take, it is a moderation. Sometimes it
is abused, but let us look at the histor-
ical significance of that abuse.

In the last 20 years Presidents of the
United States have sent rescissions to
Congress of no more than $70 billion.
That is about $3% billion a year out of
a $1,500 billion budget. Hardly signifi-
cant. But the Congress responded by
cutting $20 billion more, or $4.5 billion
a year on average, a full 25 percent
more per year than any President re-
quested.

Does that speak well for the Congress
or for the President? Quite frankly, I
do not think it speaks well or poorly
about either. Because when you are
talking about $3 or $4 billion in a $1,500
billion budget it is hardly a traceable
item, and it is a very fine distinction
as to whether or not the peoples’ will
in one region, area or State of the
country have some ability to get relief
through the Congress that the Presi-
dent does not necessarily see in the na-
tional interest or toward his political
agenda.

We are putting through a change in
the balance of power here so that we
take the appropriation process out of
the House of Representatives and, to a
large extent, we transport it down to
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue and we put it
on the desk of the President. Now if I
had all the faith and courage in the
world to believe we would always have
a responsible President, a stable Presi-
dent and a President that had no polit-
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ical agenda or ideological agenda, I
would say if we wanted to change the
constitution that way, there are ways
of doing it. But not necessarily being
as optimistic as most Members of the
House who will approve this bill are, I
can foresee the day that what the
President decides is a priority of ex-
penditures for the American people
may not be consistent with their Rep-
resentatives’ actions or intent.
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Let us look at some examples:

Say California has an earthquake;
say New York City has a major fire or
destruction. What is the sympathy in
the Congress of the United States to al-
locate amounts of money for California
or New York and, if we do it, may have
to expend above and beyond the bal-
ance of the budget? But a President
who looks at those two States and sees
no political ramifications if he dis-
avows that expenditure, could just as
easily strike that expenditure from the
budget, and we would have no recourse
unless it were brought back to this
House and passed by a majority of the
House. And then we say, ‘“‘Well, that’s
not unreasonable,”” and I agree.

Mr. Chairman, that would not be bad,
but the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SOLOMON] indicated that was the rem-
edy, that the majority of the House of
Representatives could overrule the
President at will. That is not true, Mr.
Chairman, because the President has
the opportunity to veto that measure,
and to override that veto it requires
two-thirds of the House of Representa-
tives and two-thirds of the Senate, a
majority that is overwhelming and sel-
dom had, and, quite frankly, if we had
that ability today, we would not be
talking about a piece of legislation for
the line-item veto. We would be talk-
ing about a constitutional amendment
to the Constitution.

Now what are the promises here and
what are the threats? The threats, I
think, are major. They are a shift of
power. I say to my colleagues, ‘‘Now
quite frankly, when you look at what’s
happened in this Congress in the past
few days and in Washington for the last
few weeks, you begin to realize that
my friends on the majority party are
saying there is such a mandate swell-
ing from the people that we signifi-
cantly want to change the structure of
our government.”” I am not sure in my
district, where 67 percent of the citi-
zens voted for me, they sent that kind
of a mandate, that they want a shift of
power that is so significant away from
the House of Representatives and the
Congress to the Presidency.

But, my colleagues, just a sidelight
here. I say to the gentlemen on the ma-
jority side, ‘“This power you are giving
the President today? the President ex-
ercised extraordinary power yesterday
in solving the Mexican bailout, and I've
watched some of the leadership on the
majority side and a lot of the new
freshman Members start to question
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his constitutional authority and statu-
tory right to do it, and I agree with
them. That’s a question that should be
tested. But if we follow down this line
that the President should allocate and
appropriate funds at whim and will
without statutory authority or with
statutory authority that cannot be
withdrawn, the Mexican bailout is just
the beginning of arbitrary power and
reckless power exercised by a President
if you happen to sit on this side of
Pennsylvania Avenue.”

Now, as my colleagues know, we have
a remedy. We have several remedies.

One, the Congress can come into
power and pass one resolution, but the
President shall set such taxing rates,
as necessary, to accumulate the suffi-
cient revenues of the United States so
that he may cover the expenditures
made in any appropriate appropria-
tions he deems necessary for the car-
rying out of the powers of the U.S.
Government, and, if we pass that by
unanimous consent, and the President
signs it, hey, we can go home probably
on January 5. It is all over. We do not
have to do an awful lot more. A major
part of the process of the Congress of
the United States is the allocation of
expenditures of money, and the receipt
of revenues and the rates of how we set
that to try to be fair, equitable, in pro-
portion among our people. But if we
really want a corporate efficiency
where the CEO calls the shots, I ask,
“Why don’t we just take the First Arti-
cle of the Constitution and say, ‘Hence-
forth anything exercised in this by the
Congress can be exercised by the Presi-
dent? We stand by it’ and make it im-
possible to reverse.” I know we do not
want to do that.

There is another remedy. I say to my
colleagues, ‘‘Gentlemen, if you really
want to change the Constitution to
provide for the balanced budget amend-
ment which does an accounting proc-
ess, a fiscal responsibility process, a
process in the most sacred document, if
you want to hand off to the Chief Exec-
utive the authority to appropriate, if
you want to stop the authority of the
National Government to have national
standards and to require at some times
and under proper conditions that
States have to conform, municipalities
have to conform, if you really want the
executive and the legislative branches
of this Government to operate in tan-
dem, what you really want is a con-
stitutional convention to change the
Constitution of the United States and
establish a parliament.”

We are quite distinct from par-
liamentary forms of government
around the world because our framing
fathers, I think with exceptional wis-
dom, recognizing the ability of people
who exercised sovereign power to abuse
that power sometimes; so, they sever
that power into the three branches of
government, making us equal and dis-
tinct, but counterbalancing one an-
other so that ultimately the will of the
people, without revolution, can be
heard and make the proper corrections.
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Now I agree with my friends in the
majority that we have had excessive,
sometimes wasteful, sometimes abu-
sive, expenditures. To deny that propo-
sition I think would be to face facts
and to deny the existence of those
basic facts, but the question is: what
kind of a repair should we make and
how delicate that repair should be.
Quite frankly this provision would
allow one-third of this Congress to con-
tinue down the road and support the
President at any execution of his—re-
scission of appropriations at will, and
we could not reverse it, so that 67 per-
cent of the elected Representatives of
the people could not carry out the peo-
ple’s work, but one-third of the elected
Representatives, in conjunction with
the President, could accomplish that.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman yield?

Mr. KANJORSKI. I will in just one
moment.

Now the other proposition is that—

As a matter of fact, Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentleman from New York
[Mr. SOLOMON] because I am moving on
to another subject.

Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. Chairman, I just
want to say this the gentlemen from
Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] is so
well respected in this body. But I just
want to say to him:

“One of the reasons we are going
with a statute, as opposed to a con-
stitutional amendment, is because a
law that could be rescinded if it doesn’t
work. Let’s give it chance, and try it,
and let’s see if it works.”

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
say to the gentleman, ‘““Mr. SOLOMON,
that was a question I couldn’t even
exact out of my sight.”

One of the reasons I am taking the
time today is I sat on the committee
that drafted this. We discussed it, I
thought about it at great length, and I
am satisfied that we can exercise and
delegate to the President substantially
more authority, but the weakness that
we have is we can never reclaim that
authority once delegated.

Now I am not going to pass on the
constitutionality of the delegation au-
thority. That is for the Supreme Court
to do. There is no question in my mind
we can pass this statute, make this del-
egation of authority, but our problem,
gentleman, is how do we get it back if
it has been abused, and that is the
point I am pleased my good friend from
New York asked the question on.

We on our side have found the answer
to that, and it is very prevalent in
many States of the Union, and that is
a sunset provision. I offered it in com-
mittee. I offered it with the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. DOGGETT] on the un-
funded mandate provision yesterday,
and I am going to offer it sometime
this afternoon in conjunction with him
on this bill.

If we really want to see whether an
Executive would violate our trust in
our delegation of authority, we have to
do something substantial; I agree with
that. This bill does that. It is some-
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what extraordinary, somewhat much
larger than I would recommend we do,
but I can understand my friends on the
majority doing it.

But the one way that we can condi-
tion the responsiveness and the respon-
sibility of the President to act appro-
priately with this tremendous delega-
tion of authority is that, if he knows
that if he abuses this trust we will put
in him, then within 5 years the bill will
cease to exist, and the authority given
to him will cease to exist.

Now we are going to introduce that
bill, and I think that is an insurance
mechanism with no other repeal of the
law because remember to repeal the
law it is going to require two-thirds
vote of the House of Representatives
and the U.S. Senate because, I say to
my colleague, ‘““You can bet your life a
President is going to vote this power
once you give it to him.” So we cannot
ever reform or repeal this legislation
unless two-thirds of the House of Rep-
resentatives and two-thirds of the Sen-
ate agree, and we have not had those
majorities existing that think in con-
cert or in activity in this body since
my historical memory goes back. I do
not recall any time, any party, enter-
tained in both Houses of Congress a
clear two-thirds voting majority that
they could change this legislation.
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So the will of the people can never be
implemented again unless we have the
acquiescence of the President to sign
and not exercise this right of veto.

What I am suggesting here is this: We
have some minor adjustments. We have
appropriation earmarks that bother us
all. We have sometimes irresponsible
appropriations and authority granted
when those of us who rely on our col-
leagues are sometimes misunder-
standing or given misinformation as to
what the actual appropriation bills
stand for, and there is not one of us
who has not gone home and been em-
barrassed.

I remember a colleague from one of
the southern States who put in an ap-
propriation for a school in France in
the late hours of the morning, and I
got back to my district and somebody
said, “How could you vote to give $20
million to a school in France that
would have been illegal if you had
given that money in the TUnited
States?”’ And quite frankly, I not only
would not have voted for it, but I had
to do it in one solid package in the en-
tire appropriation. But then, too, I had
to admit I did not know it was in there,
in a 1100-page appropriation bill, until
after the fact. And sometimes we are
not even sure when it gets into the bill,
whether it is before the vote or after
the vote, because the bill generally
does not get assembled at 11 o’clock at
night when the conference reports are
worked out.

We have all had those experiences,
but to cure those limited experiences,
to cure the study of the worm that the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOL-
OMON] talked about for $34 million does
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not justify a delegation of authority to
the President that cannot be reclaimed
in the future except with a two-thirds
majority of the Senate. That is uncon-
scionable.

We have the opportunity to pass a re-
sponsible, strong piece of legislation. I
say that although in my basic nature I
am against any action that would de-
stabilize the balance of the three
branches of government—and I think
this will—I will support this bill and
put faith in this President and in the
next President for 3 years, but if there
is an abuse, we know full well that we
are going to have that cease and have
to take action again to delegate that
authority away from that President
whoever he may be 5 years from now. I
think that is a reasonable proposition

I urge my colleagues to stop march-
ing across the bridge in such formation
that they are going to bring the bridge
and the Constitution down, that they
are going to bring the system down. I
would urge the 230 Members of the ma-
jority to think about the amendment
that will be offered this afternoon on
the sunset. It does not weaken their
provision; it does not weaken the au-
thority of the President. The only
thing it does, it buys a 5-year policy,
that if a future President or this Presi-
dent abuses that authority, the Con-
gress would have to take to take no
further action His authority for so act-
ing would cease to exist 5 years from
the passage of this bill. Is that so un-
reasonable?

And let me remind the Members
again that there are strong feelings in
the House on both sides. Did the Presi-
dent of the United States have the con-
stitutional or statutory authority to
act by executive order to appropriate
more Federal tax money to guarantee
the loans of Mexico, exceeding the
total Foreign Affairs appropriation
each year of this Congress? I think
that is a question to be answered.

I do congratulate the President for
taking extraordinary executive action,
but that does not excuse him if he did
it without statutory authority or con-
stitutional authority. Luckily, in our
system we will get to try that issue at
some future date without affecting his
ability to carry on foreign affairs or to
reverse the action he has taken. But
when we get down to every appropria-
tion of every department, every agen-
cy, and every bureau, every program of
the U.S. Government, I am not sure
that we want to delegate that type of
authority.

Quite frankly, in States that I have
seen, some Governors have used this
authority to force members of the leg-
islature to come to their conviction or
activity or to punish them by deciding
to spend no funds in particular areas
by the exercise of their line-item veto.

I urge my colleagues on the Repub-
lican side and my colleagues on the
Democratic side, because this is really
a bipartisan effort, to come to grips
with our deficit and our debt and the
inability sometimes of this Congress to
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act appropriately. So what I am sug-
gesting, Mr. Chairman, is that the
Members on the minority side have a
vote for as stringent or as hard a bill as
I think we could imagine they can get
by statute, delegating extraordinary
powers to the President of the United
States. The only insurance policy I am
asking for is, let us limit that delega-
tion of authority to 5 years, and if
there is abuse, we may not be able to
change that law because we may not be
able to override a veto by a two-thirds
vote of the House and a two-thirds vote
of the Senate, but at least we can know
that that abuse and that arbitrary ac-
tion of that Chief Executive, whoever
he may be, can only occur while the
statute will have full force and effect,
and that it will be sunsetted by a pro-
vision in that statute.

I urge my colleagues to support that
amendment when it is offered, and fur-
ther, I urge my colleagues to have a
good debate on this question. I think it
is important. I think the American
people do want to see responsible gov-
ernment. I think we have had an oppor-
tunity here in the last days of the un-
funded mandate debate, and I want to
compliment my friends on the Repub-
lican side. I saw an ability to start
moderating things by taking the fact
that we did have some ideas on this
side that did help perfect and improve
the legislation.

I think the people of the TUnited
States, including, quite frankly, people
in my district in Pennsylvania that I
have talked to, want this center aisle
to disappear. They want us to get off
the idea that what is good for the Re-
publicans is bad for the Democrats and
what is good for the Democrats is bad
for the Republicans. They want us to
ask the question, ‘“What is good for
America?”’

I think what is good for America is
to put the tools together to help get
control of our fiscal situation in the
United States, but, on the other hand,
they do not want us to so unbalance
the fine-tuned balance between the
three branches of the American Gov-
ernment under the Constitution that
we might work havoc on the very sys-
tem we were sent here to defend.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I am
now pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
BLUTE], a prime cosponsor and author
of this important legislation.

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, the time
has come to pass a real line-item veto
for the President. Proposals for a line-
item veto have been Kkicking around
Capitol Hill for decades.

Two years ago, the line-item veto
lost by only 21 votes, last year by only
13 votes.

This year, we have an opportunity to
finally do what we should have done
long ago. And I believe that we will
win. Because Congress, along with peo-
ple from all over America, has come to
realize that in order to get our budget
under control we need to give the
President this fiscal tool.
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The line-item veto is an important
step in the direction of positive change
and fiscal sanity. We must do it, and
we must do it now.

Make no mistake about it, the real
line-item veto is the only way to go.
Do not be fooled by calls to pass a wa-
tered down version as the 103d Congress
did—it did not work and it will not
work now.

Expedited rescission is not the line-
item veto. The only real line-item veto
bill on this floor today is H.R. 2.

The Clinger bill is the only one which
forces the House to override the Presi-
dent’s veto by a two-thirds vote. And
thus, it is the only way to prevent this
House from spending taxpayer dollars
on pork projects inserted into bills in
the dark of night or during con-
ference—times when Members know
that a majority of this body will never
have the opportunity to take a sepa-
rate vote to strike questionable
projects.

Mr. Chairman, let us face it, some-
times we in Congress cannot help our-
selves. We want to help our districts
with earmarks and the like, and we
think that it is no big deal in such a
large Federal budget.

But it is a big deal, especially when
you multiply those $500,000 or $1.45 mil-
lion expenditures by 435 House Mem-
bers and 100 Senators.

Senator Dirksen was right when he
said, ‘“‘a billion here, a billion there,
and pretty soon you’re talking about
real money.”’

Unfortunately, when we now speak of
our national debt, we are talking tril-
lions, not billions. Even Senator Dirk-
sen would have been shocked at this
sorry fiscal situation.

We know that the line-item veto
works in the States, the laboratories of
democracy. It has been field tested
with highly successful results and it is
time to apply it to the national model.

And let us not get sidetracked with
arguments about tilting the balance of
power—the fiscal balances of our great
Nation have tilted toward debt and def-
icit too long.

Mr. Chairman, let us pass the line-
item veto bill.
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Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 4 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Florida [Mrs. MEEK].

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I serve on the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform. I have heard the ar-
guments for and against the line-item
veto. I have read numerous reports and
analyses. I have heard from my con-
stituents and from my colleagues, both
pro and con, and noted arguments
ranging from James Madison’s intent
200 years ago to concerns about bal-
ancing the budget.

The question that keeps coming up in
my mind is what is the rationale for
the line-item veto? Why is the House so
anxious to alter the constitutional bal-
ance of power between the legislative
and executive branches? Why? Why are
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we so anxious to bolster the power of
the President and to bolster the power
of a minority of the House at the ex-
pense of our constitutional power?

It is a very scary initiative, Mr.
Chairman, the initiative that you will
find in the line-item veto bill.

I think that this line-item veto will
is a constitutional equivalent of the
huckster’s snake-oil cure of years gone
by. The claims are inflated, they are
exaggerated, the content is question-
able, the results are unknown and un-
predictable. No one has tested the im-
pact, either fiscal or otherwise, of a
line-item veto power being given to our
President.

I shudder to think of some of the
Presidents we have had in history hav-
ing the enormous power which we will
give him through the line-item veto.

Some people seem to think we need
it. The claim is that this bill will re-
duce Government spending. It seems to
me that at the very best, Mr. Chair-
man, this bill has only the potential to
reduce Government spending. The po-
tential rests right here, Mr. Chairman,
here in the Congress, with or without
this amendment. That is why we were
elected. Each of us has 600,000 constitu-
ents. They elected us to make the deci-
sions we are trying to give to the
President.

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. I yield to the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. HOKE. I appreciate the gentle-
woman yielding.

I would answer the question as to
why we have to do this now. It is be-
cause we are $5 trillion in debt, and we
spend and spend and spend and spend,
and the pendulum has to swing back.

You say there are no models, but I
would suggest to you that this has been
used repeatedly. We have got 43 States
that have some form of a line-item
veto, and there have not been problems
in those States. It has just given the
Governor additional power.

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I must reclaim my time. I would
like to say I come from a State that
had the line-item veto. We have had
Governors abuse that power. There is
the potential there.

To me, if there is just that small po-
tential of abusing that power, I feel
that we should keep that separation of
power.

Mr. Chairman, did not this body,
with great fanfare and expectation pass
the Gramm-Rudman bill in 1985 to get
control? That did not work. We passed
the second Gramm-Rudman-Hollings
bill, that did not work. We passed the
Budget Enforcement Act in 1990 to do
the same thing, to control the sky-
rocketing Federal deficit. Here we are
today still hoping.

We have enough procedural things
behind us, Mr. Chairman, to stop
spending. It is up to us as the Congress
to do this, and not to give the Presi-
dent these enormous powers. Why are
we going to cede our legislative powers
to the executive branch?
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Why empower a tiny minority, just
one-third of the House, to control the
aspects of Government policy, large
and small? We must be sure that we
keep the powers that the Constitution
gave to us.

I came to this House after 129 years
of not being able to get here, to partici-
pate in the governance of this Govern-
ment, not to give up the legislative
branch powers to the executive branch.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the blizzard of num-
bers and figures that define our annual
budget deficits and the accruing na-
tional debt sort of tends to numb us. It
is a sort of my-eyes-are-glazing-over
type of situation. We talk about the
billions, the trillions, the several hun-
dred billion dollar annual deficits we
face, the $4.5 trillion in rising debt we
are passing along to our children.
These aggregate numbers can often
seem very far away and unreal, espe-
cially when you are standing in a won-
derful place like this.

But when we bring those numbers
down to the individual level of our
daily lives, when we realize that our
debt translates into approximately
$18,000 of liability for every man,
woman, and child right now, today, in
our country, that is a tremendous bur-
den to carry.

I heard testimony yesterday in the
Committee on Rules that, well, it is
not really that bad, because we have
all these national treasures out there
that we can use as assets to offset that
debt. I do not know whether there is a
distinction there about cash flow or
not, but I have not heard any serious
proposals to sell Yosemite or the Grand
Teton Park or any of those places, so I
would suggest those may be assets, but
they are not liquid assets, and that
$18,000 of liability is real. And it is real
at tax time, because we are paying a
huge, huge interest on an incredibly
enormous national debt. It is a problem
there with real weight that Americans
have felt increasingly over the years.

The time has come. I think the need
to change the process has been ex-
pressed, and the outrage against politi-
cians, frankly, who have not taken cor-
rective action. And we are the people.
We are those politicians.

That is why an overwhelming major-
ity of Americans support a balanced
budget amendment and a Iline-item
veto. And they are fiscal tools, we
admit that. They are not magic rem-
edies. They are fiscal tools that will
help bring the Federal budget process
under control.

Today we begin the task of imple-
menting a line-item veto. It is a mile-
stone clearly in the mission of budget
reform. It is not the only one. For all
the rhetoric in the past years, this
House has never demonstrated its com-
mitment to a real line-item veto, one
which actually makes it harder to
spend money than it is to save it.

We have always tilted it the other
way. We have made it easier to spend
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than to save. Today the policy issue is
if you want to save it, go with the
tougher version, the version that is in
H.R. 2. If you want to spend it, go with
the amendments that are going to try
and gut it and make it easier to spend
it. That is the policy issue.

Some can say it is an issue over 72
votes. Some can say it is an issue over
whether or not there is a shift in Gov-
ernment power. What it is, is an issue
over whether we are going to spend or
whether we are going to save.

We have voted on measures in the
past that have been labeled ‘‘line-item
veto.” They are not real line-item veto.
We have never passed a bill that shifts
the burden, that requires Congress to
say ‘‘no”’ to a President’s spending cuts
and force Congress then to come up
with a two-thirds majority to make
that ‘“‘no” stick and spend the money
that the President wants to cut.

These are tough measures, I admit it.
They are the tough measures the Presi-
dent asked for. But our budget prob-
lems are tough problems, and they are
the ones that the people we work for,
the American people, have brought to
our attention, most recently in Novem-
ber.

We have a system where it is just too
easy for low priority or wasteful pro-
grams to make their way into massive
spending bills and onto the President’s
desk where they do slide into law be-
cause he has got to sign the whole bill.
No one would argue that a line-item
veto on its own will make our budget
problems disappear. No one is claiming
that. But clearly our fiscal crisis goes
much deeper than the abuses we have
seen of the appropriations process and
discretionary spending.

I am amused today to see that we are
going to have an amendment that sud-
denly we are going to open the door
and all the skeletons are going to fall
out and we are going to find out some-
how or another there somewhere have
been abuses. Imagine that. I am de-
lighted for that opportunity to review
those abuses, because once we review
them, maybe we can stop them.

Still, H.R. 2 marks the beginning of a
monumental effort to change the way
Congress does business and restore pub-
lic confidence in its ability to manage
the Nation’s finances. This is one piece
of the puzzle, and it is a necessary step
on the road toward better management
which we are asked to achieve here as
part of our public trust.

H.R. 2 says to Congress that if a
President wants to line out certain
spending, the Congress cannot hide
anymore. Unlike current law, which al-
lows Congress to ignore a President’s
spending cuts and get away with spend-
ing the money, under H.R. 2 the Con-
gress is going to have to come out into
the sunshine and make its case. The
harsh glare of accountability, coming
up with that extra level of support to
insist on spending what the President
opposes. Remember, insist on spending
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when the President says don’t spend it.
That is the issue.

During the course of this debate we
will hear principled arguments from
people who strongly believe that the
line-item veto gives too much author-
ity to the President. It is an inter-
esting argument; it is an important ar-
gument, but it is not the main issue.

We will hear that we should set up an
approval process instead, so that a sim-
ple majority of Congress can block a
President’s spending cuts. I understand
that argument and respect its pro-
ponents for their commitment to pre-
serving the institutional power of Con-
gress. But I believe, and I truly believe
this, that the American people have
asked us to deliver the toughest pos-
sible line-item veto, one that makes it
harder to spend their hard-earned tax
dollars and easier to save the money.
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That is what we pledged to do in the
Contract With America, and that is
what H.R. 2 delivers to the floor.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
MORAN].

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

This, again, is a bill that responds to
the American people. The American
people think that one of the answers to
the problems in American is to give the
President extraordinary control over
the Congress. Well, it is going to pass.
But I would like to remind my col-
leagues of some of the potential pit-
falls of it and also to emphasize some
areas that drastically need improve-
ment.

One of the flaws in this bill is that
there is a little-known provision that
says that the President can only line-
item veto tax provisions that affect 100
or fewer taxpayers. I would submit to
my colleagues that the real abuse of
the taxpayers’ money is not on the ex-
penditure side, it is on the tax side, be-
cause on the expenditure side, we have
to go through the scrutiny of appro-
priations committees. Invariable every
questionable item gets debated on the
floor of the House of Representatives,
exposed to the public, that is the way
it ought to be, and for the last several
years has been defeated. But not so
with tax provisions. Those we can
sneak in. We sneak into a tax bill thou-
sands of pages, and all it takes is a lit-
tle line. Hundreds of billions of dollars
of taxpayers’ money is lost because we
do not scrutinize what is in this Tax
Code in terms of special privileges and
because of the very nature of the tax
process.

Every single tax bill is a Christmas
tree, a giant Christmas tree that con-
tains thousands of provisions that
make it impossible for us, any indi-
vidual Member of Congress, even the
chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means, I would suggest, to know
what is in that entire tax bill.
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Let me tell my colleagues, if I were
to be a lobbyist, I would want to be a
tax lobbyist. That is where the money
is. That is where they can make the
changes that really benefit their client
in a big way and sneak it in, and it is
there forever.

This bill keeps those special privi-
leges in the law. This bill says that if
any special provision benefits 100 or
fewer people, then the President can-
not do anything about it. Well, those
are exactly the tax provisions that he
ought to be able to veto, because those
are the special privileges, the tax pref-
erences, for example, that may benefit
101 billionaires, 101 oil drillers, 101
chemical or pharmaceutical compa-
nies. And do not for a minute believe
that the tax lobbyists do not know ex-
actly what they were doing when they
put that provision in this line-item
veto, just as they knew what they were
doing when they put it in every tax
bill.

So if we are going to pass it, let us do
it right.

Now, the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. SPRATT] and I have an
amendment to correct this. I would
hope that every Member, there are a
few Members in this hall, but I would
trust there are more Members watch-
ing this, they may call their Member
and Members that are seeing this,
please, when the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. SPRATT] speaks, listen to
him carefully. He has a compelling ar-
gument for why this provision has to
be included in this line-item veto, if it
is going to be a bill that reflects any
real integrity of this body.

The second concern is even a more
fundamental concern. For the last sev-
eral years, any taxpayer that wanted
to lash out at the Congress, many of us
would grab the lash first and say, ‘‘No,
wait, let me do it. I will lash myself
and all my colleagues, too, and I can do
it so it hurts even more than it would
hurt us if you do it, because I know
where it will really hurt.”

We have been bashing ourselves. And
now, in keeping with that effort, what
we are going to do is to give over the
power of the purse, we are going to give
it to the President.

Now, some years that is going to be
fine, if we are in the same party as the
President in the White House. Other
years we are going to realize it never
should have been done. But in the long
run, the American people are going to
realize that this Congress will have se-
riously tipped the balance of powers
that our forefathers insisted upon, un-
derstood how important it was. They
put it into our Constitution, and we are
essentially going to take it out.

So I would hope we would think long
and hard before we give such extraor-
dinary power to the President to pun-
ish individual Members of the Con-
gress, to punish the Congress as a body,
but most importantly, to be free of the
balance of powers that has made this
the greatest democracy on Earth.

Now, there is a specific additional
issue with regard to separation of pow-
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ers, and that is one that goes back
through American history to under-
stand.

There was a day when a President of
the United States could take the budg-
et from the judicial branch of govern-
ment, put it together, change it and
submit it to the Congress. And, of
course, when something can be abused,
invariably at some point it will be.

Well, it was a Democratic President,
and that Democratic President, when
he could not pack the court and when
the court did not agree with his New
Deal legislation, he decided he was
going to take away the court’s money
for bailiffs, to take away the court’s
travel money, to punish it, the court,
in every way possible. And he did that.

And so a law was passed in 1939 to say
the executive branch cannot change
the operating expenses of the judiciary
branch. It has to be left to the legisla-
tive branch to do that because the leg-
islative branch does not have the same
conflict of interest.

Now, today, when the Justice Depart-
ment is the principal litigant before
the Supreme Court, when there is the
greatest potential for conflict of inter-
est, we are going to go one step fur-
ther. Not only are we going to repeal
the intent of that 1939 law that has
still been on the books for good reason,
we are going to say, after the Congress
has acted on the appropriation for the
judiciary branch of government, the
President can go in and repeal, can
veto, can do anything he wants or she
wants, some day, to any operational
function of the judiciary branch.

And not only can he do it on a line
item, as the chairman of the commit-
tees mentioned earlier, he can reach
right down into any aspect of any line-
item appropriation and specifically
pull money out, can specifically punish
a particular circuit court that needs to
expand or judge that needs more
clerks, can do any number of ways to
punish the judiciary branch of govern-
ment. Talk about breaking the concept
of separation of powers.
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Talk abut making this country’s de-
mocracy vulnerable to people who
would like to abuse it, that is what we
are opening ourselves up to.

Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment
that will be coming up very shortly
that would not allow the President to
do that. It is not that we do not trust
the President, but we trust our Found-
ing Fathers more. We trust the U.S.
Constitution more than what we will
do today or this year or during this
first hundred days. We trust the Con-
stitution, our Founding Fathers, to
know what is right and to know that
the separation of powers is intrinsic to
the operation of this government.

We have some very serious problems
with this bill. I respect the people who
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put it together, but I know we are
going to have a constructive debate on
those provisions. I thank the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BEILEN-
SON] for yielding me this time.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr. BEIL-
ENSON] has expired.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr.
LoBIONDO], a member of the com-
mittee.

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, this month we have
taken the historic steps toward requir-
ing government to live within its own
means by passing the balanced budget
amendment. Today we have before us
another tool to cut spending, the line-
item veto.

Many of us recognize that we live in
tough times. Tough times require bold
initiatives and bold leadership. H.R. 2
is a bold initiative that demonstrates
bold leadership.

I do not believe we can any longer
hold the taxpayers hostage by includ-
ing wasteful and at times silly spend-
ing in important legislation. Right now
we put the President in the position of
signing a good bill that has wasteful
spending in it, or vetoing the wasteful
spending, or vetoing a good bill to get
the wasteful spending out of it. It is
not a good situation.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2 will change
this. It does not give the President the
authority to rewrite the budget or to
spend money on something else, but it
does allow the President to cut out
pork barrel spending for one reason and
one reason only, to reduce the deficit.
That is what we want to get at.

In my home State of New Jersey, like
42 other States across the Nation, we
have a line-item veto for our Governor.
It works in New Jersey, and it can
work in the U.S. Congress.

Line-item veto is another tool for
deficit reduction. We all agree that we
need to reduce the deficit.

We have been working in a bipartisan
nature to provide positive and mean-
ingful change to the American people.
Let us continue that bipartisan effort.
Let us vote for deficit reduction by
voting for H.R. 2.

Mr. CLINGER. As a point of inquiry,
Mr. Chairman, may I inquire how much
time is remaining for all participants
in this debate?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] has
23% minutes; the gentlewoman from
Michigan [Miss CoOLLINS] has 18 min-
utes remaining; and the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Goss] has 19 minutes
remaining.

Miss COLLINS of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 3% minutes to the
honorable gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. FATTAH].

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding time to
me.
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Mr. Chairman, we may differ on
whether the line-item veto will reduce
Federal spending. For example, Penn-
sylvania has a line-item veto. Its total
debt has tripled since 1982, growing
from $6.2 billion in 1982 to $16.5 billion
in 1994. For all of the States, total debt
has doubled in just 8 years, growing
from $186 billion in 1984 to $372 billion
in 1992.

At a hearing last month on this bill,
Mr. Chairman, the director of the Con-
gressional Budget Office testified:
“Evidence from the States suggest that
the item veto has not been used to hold
down State spending or deficits, but
rather has been used to State Gov-
ernors to pursue their own priorities.”

Mr. Chairman, I had the honor of
serving in the Pennsylvania Legisla-
ture prior to being elected to the Con-
gress. The experience from Pennsyl-
vania demonstrates how the executive
branch can use this power.

In the 1983-84 fiscal year, the Penn-
sylvania Legislature initially refused
to adopt the budget submitted by the
Governor, including his proposals to in-
crease taxes. The Governor responded
by cutting from the State Senate 62
percent of the Senate’s budget, includ-
ing Senators’ salaries and expenses,
and by completely eliminating salary
and mileage expenses for Members of
the State House.

This episode has affected all subse-
quent negotiations between the legisla-
ture and the Governor, not just on
budget and taxes but on nonspending
bills.

While the President may know the
most efficient way to run the executive
branch, he does not know the most effi-
cient way to run the Congress. Indeed,
a future President may want to make
Congress less effective in its oversight
of the executive branch.

The appropriations bill for the Con-
gress provides funds so that the Con-
gress can hire staff, such as the Gen-
eral Accounting Office and the Con-
gressional Budget Office, to do its job,
even though frequently their jobs in-
volve presenting conclusions that the
President dislikes. This function is dif-
ferent from what the report of the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight says it is seeking to elimi-
nate in H.R. 2, which is called ‘‘log roll,
pork barrel projects.”

The appropriations bill for Congress
is also more detailed than the appro-
priations bills for the executive branch
agencies. The committee’s report says
“We do not itemize appropriation bills
and see no reason to do so. For the
most part, Congress provides large
lump sum accounts for agencies,” but
the appropriations bills for the legisla-
tive branch are very detailed.

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman, under
the bill, the President says we can re-
duce funds appropriated for a par-
ticular House committee, perhaps in
response to an oversight investigation
by that committee.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, if we pass
this bill and give up control of the de-
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tails of our own budget to the Presi-
dent and a minority of the Senate, it is
unlikely we will ever be able to reclaim
it.

Mr. Chairman, I include, for the
RECORD, a table showing the increase
in debt for each State between 1984 and
1992.

The material referred to follows:

STATE GOVERNMENT DEBT OUTSTANDING AT END OF

FISCAL YEAR
[Thousands of dollars]
1984 1992

United States .............eeeererereressereese 186,378,896 371,800,683
Alabama 2,896,714 4,128,724
Alaska 6,529,672 4,941,602
Arizona 607,720 2,648,942
Arkansas 703,344 1,942,189
California ... 13,553,823 37,823,709
Colorado 1,256,257 2,977,116
CONNECICUL +.vvveeeeveee s 5,489,783 11,956,902
Delaware 1,909,003 3,541,000
Florida 3,909,566 12,295,486
Georgia 1,842,122 4,470,781
Hawaii 2,512,093 4,656,763
Idaho 574,359 1,292,022
lllinois 8,636,544 18,741,830
Indiana 1,563,271 5,171,670
lowa 651,311 1,863,947
Kansas 356,136 485,787
Kentucky 3,384,183 5,518,526
Louisiana 6,517,978 9,994,068
Maine 1,195,410 2,637,052
Maryland 4,761,182 8,334,061
M husetts 8,885,155 24,008,036
Michigan 5,222,480 10,356,583
MINNEOSEA ..veveveveveveveeemsmesareseesessseseseceererennees 3,388,868 4,143,203
Mississippi 1,025,222 1,626,737
Missouri 2,631,236 6,301,143
Montana 696,071 1,887,877
Nebraska 606,254 1,764,223
Nevada 864,520 1,934,144
New Hampshire .. 1,734,333 4,313,471
New Jersey ... 11,644,014 19,736,201
New Mexico ... 1,150,884 1,605,048
New York 29,390,713 65,888,432
North Carolina 1,885,929 3,819,102
North Dakota . 444,756 1,027,156
Ohio 6,664,321 12,193,154
Okla 3,041,744 3,658,022
Oregon 8,544,694 4,296,060
Pennsyl 6,637,824 12,962,120
Rhode Island . 2,291,705 5,150,733
South Carolina 3,241,814 4,864,627
South Daketa . 917,562 1,060,222
T 1,735,309 2,906,396
Texas 4,009,048 8,001,175
Utah 1,200,096 2,153,233
Vermont 809,901 1,542,671
Virginia 2,901,912 7,402,641
Washingt 3,098,219 7,191,966
West Virginia . 1,633,392 2,594,324
Wisconsin ...... 3,552,127 7,296,851
Wyoming 716,320 894,768

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. DUNCAN], who is a lifelong
resident of Knoxville, TN. He succeeded
his father here, who was one of the
most respected men in this House. He
has been a fighter, since the first day
he came to this body, for a line item
veto, and he is finally getting his
chance.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of this line item veto
legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I first want to thank
my good friend, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SOLOMON], with whom I
have worked so closely on this issue in
the past, for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, when we pass this leg-
islation a little later, I think there is
no one in this House who will deserve
more credit for it than the gentleman
from New York, GERRY SOLOMON. I con-
gratulate him for his work on this very
important piece of legislation.

Mr. Chairman, on the first day of
every Congress since I was elected in
1988, I have introduced a line item veto
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bill that is almost identical to the one
that we are considering now, H.R. 2.
While past Congresses have been un-
willing to pass a line item veto with
real teeth in it, and in fact we passed
one that the Wall Street Journal in
1993 called a voodoo line item veto bill,
I am pleased that today we are on the
verge of approving a line item veto bill
that will truly be effective in reducing
pork barrel spending.

Mr. Speaker, this is not a partisan
issue. Forty-three of our Nation’s Gov-
ernors, both Democrat and Republican,
already have the line item veto and are
using it to cut spending in their States
and balance their budgets. It is time
for Congress to give this same tool to
the President, so that he can eliminate
the most outrageous examples of
wasteful and unnecessary spending
without vetoing entire appropriation
bills.

The General Accounting Office esti-
mated in 1992 that more than $70 bil-
lion of pork barrel spending could have
been cut between 1984 and 1989 if Presi-
dents Reagan and Bush had had a line
item veto. The Cato Institute esti-
mates that $56 to $10 billion a year
could be saved with the line item veto.

Just last week in his State of the
Union address, President Clinton high-
lighted some of the most absurd exam-
ples of pork barrel spending approved
by the 103d Congress, and said ‘‘If you
give me the line item veto, I will re-
move some of that unnecessary spend-
ing.”

Mr. Chairman, I wish we did not need
such things as a balanced budget
amendment and a line item veto to
bring our Federal spending under con-
trol. TUnfortunately, however, Mr.
Chairman, Congress has proven time
and again that it does not have the will
to cut spending on its own. That is why
legislation such as H.R. 2 is so very
necessary today. If the Congress does
not really want to cut spending, it will
have to say so and say so publicly.

Mr. Chairman, with a national debt
of over $4.7 trillion, we simply cannot
afford to withhold this important tool
from the President any longer. Former
Senator Paul Tsongas, writing in the
Christian Science Monitor a few
months ago, said that if present trends
continue, the young people of today
will face average lifetime tax rates of
an incredible 82 percent. We must do
something about this to give a good
economic future to our children and
grandchildren.

This will not solve our problems by
itself, but it will be a big step in the
right direction. I urge passage of this
very important legislation.
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Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to a distinguished former Gov-
ernor, the gentleman from Delaware
[Mr. CASTLE], who is a great leader in
the line item veto fight and is the only
Member of this Congress who has actu-
ally wielded a line item veto.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.
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I also, by the way, congratulate the
Committee on Rules and all those who
discussed this, because I think this is
an important piece of legislation, a lit-
tle more complex than some people re-
alize, and I think the amendment proc-
ess will allow that discussion to take
place. I think we are going to have a
good time with that and perhaps learn
a lot about it.

I also think that the statutory line-
item veto is a good step. I believe in
the double-step process. I believe that a
President should understand if he or
she vetoes something, it is going to
come back over here and if indeed it is
overridden by a majority, a veto would
have to happen again, and it would be
a two-thirds vote at that point. I think
that is going to make people sit up and
take notice.

The history of the line-item veto in
the United States of America is long
and is very important. It was first pro-
posed by President Grant in 1873 and by
more than a dozen Presidents since.
Ronald Reagan said as Governor, ‘I
found this item veto is a powerful tool
against wasteful or extravagant spend-
ing.” It was introduced in this body in
1876 and there have been 200 resolutions
since that particular period of time.

It has a significant history. I did ex-
ercise the line-item veto as Governor
of the State of Delaware. President
Clinton did it as Governor of the State
of Arkansas. We know that 43 Gov-
ernors have this. I do not know of a
single State that is trying to rescind
it. I do not know of a single legislature
or Governor who is really fighting it.

What it really means, in truth, is
that you sit down and work out your
budget together and you bring the ex-
ecutive branch into the process. After
all, the executive, or the President in
this case, presents a budget, the Presi-
dent lives by the budget, and the Presi-
dent is the one that has to carry it out
with their various agencies.

I think the President should be in-
volved in setting that budget process
and also, if there are the pork-barrel
projects that we hear about, I believe
the President of the United States
should be one named as an involved
party and having been a party to that.
That is what happens in this particular
instance.

This will in my judgment address un-
necessary expenditures. But it will not
balance our budget. It is not going to
do that. I do not think we should over-
emphasize that.

I finally do not think that this is an
extreme shift of activity as we have
heard from time to time. It is really
not much of a power tilt. In fact, I
think the President may underutilize
it rather than overutilize it.

I would encourage all of us to support
the line-item veto legislation.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5% minutes to the gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr.
SPRATT].

(Mr. SPRATT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. SPRATT. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, the bill before us
passes up a practical solution, expe-
dited rescission, which this House has
voted for on 3 separate occasions, a so-
lution that is clearly constitutional,
and takes up instead a novel solution
that is constitutionally in question.

I know that the Congressional Re-
search Service has sifted through all
the case law on delegation of powers
and come to the conclusion that this
bill is probably constitutional. But as
Judge Bork put it in an article he
wrote some time ago about the line-
item veto, ‘“‘A solution that nobody has
thought of for 200 years has the burden
of persuasion, especially in constitu-
tional matters.”

Those who claim that we can give the
President line item veto authority bear
the burden of explaining to us how we
can amend the Constitution by statute.
They have to explain to us in all fair-
ness, I think, why it is that no Presi-
dent has ever noticed that he had this
authority implicit in the Constitution
for over 200 years.

Let us start with George Washington.
He presided over the Constitutional
Convention. When he was asked what
were his powers under the presentment
clause, he answered succinctly.

“From the nature of the Constitu-
tion,” said Washington, “I must ap-
prove all parts of a bill or reject it in
toto.”

William Howard Taft was both Presi-
dent and Chief Justice. He once wrote,
“The President has no power to veto
parts of the bill under the Constitution
and allow the rest to become law. He
must accept it or reject it in its en-
tirety.”

Where Judge Bork and William How-
ard Taft have refused to tread, the au-
thors of this bill rush in. In effect, they
say, ‘“‘Even if the Constitution doesn’t
give the President this power, Congress
can confer on the President by statute
powers that the President doesn’t have
under the Constitution.”

The bill does not use the words, but
the device it employs to confer the
item veto power upon the President is
delegation. In essence, this bill dele-
gates to the President the power to
cancel out items in a bill in lieu of
vetoing the bill in its entirety.

So this bill takes giant strides. It
shifts enormous power to the President
by delegation and it is so broad, so
unique, so unprecedented that I think
it fairly begs the question, ‘‘Is it con-
stitutional?”’

Fifty years ago, the Supreme Court
said, ‘‘Sweeping delegations of legisla-
tive power are unconstitutional.”

I know that a lot of water has flowed
over the dam since the Schecter deci-
sion came down, and that Schecter has
mostly been honored in the breach, as
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our courts have increasingly upheld
delegations of power that have become
broader and broader with time.

But 7 years ago in Bowsher versus
Synar, a case dealing with the budget
authority of the Congress, dealing spe-
cifically with sequestration, which was
much like a veto, the Court issued a
caveat for us to beware of. It said,

The ultimate judgment regarding the con-
stitutionality of a delegation must not be
made on the basis of the scope alone but on
the basis of its scope plus the specificity of
the standards that govern its exercise. When
the scope increases to immense proportions,
the standards must be correspondingly more
precise.

This is the caveat sent to us by Bow-
sher versus Synar, the caveat we
should heed here. The broader the
scope, the stricter the standards.

There is no question about the scope
of this bill. It is immense, it is broad,
it is as big as the powers of 13 different
appropriation bills that we pass every
year, all discretionary spending.

In effect what we are saying here is
the President can choose to do what-
ever he pleases with 13 different appro-
priation bills adopted into law each
year by the Congress.

What standards, what guidelines con-
trol what the President can do? What
tells him where the purpose of Con-
gress lies?

First of all, this bill says that when
the President cuts out spending, or re-
scinds, the rescission must reduce the
deficit or the national debt and limit
discretionary spending.

But, ladies and gentlemen, that is
tautological. By definition, anything
that cuts spending will reduce the def-
icit. So this is not a standard.

Next the bill says the rescission must
not impair essential governmental
functions or harm the national inter-
est. What does that mean?

The standard is so subjective that
the President can fill it any way he
wishes. It is so vague that it is mean-
ingless.

I know that in decisions from J.W.
Hampton to Mistretta dealing with the
sentencing guidelines, courts have al-
lowed Congress to hand over enormous
power to the executive branch, the
broadest sorts of power, the broadest
kinds of discretion, but it is to carry
out policies that we spell out and enun-
ciate.

The difference between all those
cases and this bill is that this bill dele-
gates to the President the power not to
carry out but to cancel out legislative
policies, not just to execute the will of
Congress but to, when the President
wishes to, eradicate the will of Con-
gress.

If we want to add a line item veto to
the President’s powers, then I think
the right way to do it is to amend the
Constitution. Until we have amended
the Constitution, the best way to give
the President the equivalent of a line
item veto is by enhancing and expe-
diting his authority to rescind. We will
offer in the course of this debate
amendments to do just that.
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Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEREUTER].

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

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong support of H.R. 2, the
Line Item Veto Act. It is an important
tool in the battle to reduce the spend-
ing that will be given to the President
through the line item veto authority.

I particularly appreciate the time
yielded to me today by the distin-
guished gentleman from Florida, be-
cause it is an opportunity to speak on
what has been for me a long-time com-
mitment to my constituents, a con-
tractual arrangement, you might say.

For more than 10 years now, I have
been saying in response to my con-
stituents’ concerns that I think there
are two fundamental changes that
must be made to deal with our con-
tinual deficit problem: One is the bal-
anced budget amendment and the other
is the line item veto for the President.
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So, since 1985 I have been cospon-
soring legislation which would grant
the President the line-item veto. It has
been frequently mentioned that 43 Gov-
ernors have this tool at their hand, and
it has been well used in those States.
In fact, in my home State we have an
extraordinarily powerful version of it.
We can actually have our Governor
mark down expenditure items, not only
mark them out.

It will enable us through the Presi-
dent’s authority to strike a pen to the
pork barrel projects that too often find
their way into appropriations bills.
This power given to our Governors in 43
States has been a successful tool in dis-
couraging unnecessary expenditures at
the State level. I think the President
can be well vested with this power as
well.

I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation. It is one of the funda-
mental, institutional changes we can
and must make. Obviously, with only
one balanced budget in the last 20
yvears, we not only need a balanced
budget amendment, we need this kind
of institutional change as well.

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, it gives
me great pleasure to yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Washington [Mr.
TATE], a new member of the Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight.

Mr. TATE. Mr. Chairman, this legis-
lation is of monumental importance to
our country. As a cosponsor, as many
other freshmen are, we are keeping our
commitment to the Contract With
America.

The line-item veto means cutting
spending, shrinking government and
that was the message last November.

The line-item veto provides a power-
ful tool for Congress to control spend-
ing to eliminate pork barrel legisla-
tion, and it is part of our Weight
Watchers diet for Congress.

The line item veto comes on the
heels of the balanced budget amend-
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ment, another way to reduce the def-
icit, another way to get Government
out of our wallets.

The time to act is now. Congress
must get its house in order, because
the American people are tired of more
of their money going for wasteful gov-
ernment programs and they are weary
of the excuses by Congress for the
spending. It is out of control.

We have heard many times the na-
tional debt is over $4'% trillion, $18,000
for every man, woman, and child. My
daughter, Madeleine, who was born 6
months ago, was saddled with this huge
debt for the future. The debt not only
jeopardizes future economics and fu-
ture earnings, but it jeopardizes the fu-
ture of our grandchildren and our great
grandchildren.

We can no longer allow this reckless
spending without an avenue to remove
it. Just last year we spent money to
study insect noise and to study lob-
sters. Sounds like a lot of pork to me.

The line-item veto provides a power-
ful check on congressional pork. Forty-
three States have the line-item veto to
balance the budget, to cut the fat. The
U.S. Congress should follow this move-
ment.

Congress has proved incapable of
making the tough decisions. The public
has asked us to pass this bill and we
should, if not for ourselves, then let us
pass this for the American families we
are here to represent.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Michigan [Miss COLLINS].

(Miss COLLINS of Michigan asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Miss COLLINS of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the honorable gen-
tlewoman from Illinois for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the line-item veto bill. I op-
posed it when the White House was Re-
publican; I oppose it now; and—for the
sake of Congress—I would encourage
my colleagues to do likewise.

Mr. Chairman, I for one, believe in
the Congress; and while we have had
our problems of late, I cannot support
legislating ourselves into irrelevance.
We are not children, and we do not
need a Republican or Democratic
“‘daddy’ standing over us and telling
us that we do not need items x, y, or z
because ‘‘father knows best.”

Imagine, if you will, the incredible
leverage which the President will have
over each and every Member of this
body. Heaven help any colleague who
crosses a vindictive President with this
power. The Member will see his sub-
committee’s work vanish with the
stroke of a pen; and simple, routine
items could require their own ‘‘super-
majority.”” Are we prepared for that?
Remember, my colleagues, Presidents
can be either friendly or hostile.
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Your friend now could be your nemesis
in a few years.

I ask my colleagues, can we not stop
this collective hari-kari once and for
all? We have run this country for over
200 years, and our system is the envy of
governments around the world. Now,
again, I will be the first to acknowl-
edge our problems, but this solution is
far too severe. And it is far too perma-
nent. I will not cut off my foot to get
out of the bear trap. Absolutely not.

Mr. Chairman, why on Earth would
this U.S. House of Representatives
willingly vote away its power?

We negotiate in our respective com-
mittees for programs which will ben-
efit our constituents. We win the battle
in committee. We win the battle in ap-
propriations. We win in floor debate.
Then a President, with one stroke of a
mighty pen, can render all of our hard
work void and useless. A President can
hold your district programs hostage to
votes he wants for other bills. He can
be very punitive to teach Members a
lesson.

Why? Why emasculate the Congress?

Why? Turn our responsibilities over
to the executive branch?

Why? Give up our power to legislate
and appropriate?

I ask, why—why—why?

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3%
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Mississippi, [Mr. PARKER].

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, we also
yield 12 minutes to the distinguished

gentleman from  Mississippi [Mr.
PARKER].
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Mississippi is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, the mi-
nority whip recently issued a state-
ment in which he brands H.R. 2 as a Re-
publican proposal under which ‘‘Con-
gress would cede to the executive
branch one of its most important re-
sponsibilities—the power of the purse.”

Well first of all, here is one Democrat
who supports this ‘‘Republican’ pro-
posal. I am an original sponsor of the
legislation before us. In fact, I have
supported the concept of a line-item
veto from my first day in Congress.
Here is one Democrat who is not pre-
pared to just toss aside his party’s
claim on a good idea.

Second, have not we done a fine job
in carrying out our most important re-
sponsibility? Congress has not respon-
sibly exercised the power of the purse
for years. We have been downright irre-
sponsible with this power.

Opponents of a line-item veto claim
this is a balance of power issue. I agree.
There currently exists vast imbalance
in the power to exercise fiscal responsi-
bility. This is an effort to remedy that
problem.

A 1992 GAO report indicated that the
line-item veto will work. I refer you to
page 5 of the Rules Committee Report
on H.R. 2:

If Presidential line item vote/line item re-
duction authority had been applied to all
items to which objections were raised in the
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Statements of Administration Policy during
fiscal years 1984 through 1989, spending could
have been reduced by amounts ranging from
$7 billion in 1985 to $17 billion in 1987, for a 6-
year total of about $70 billion. This would have
reduced federal deficits and borrowing by 6.7
percent, from the $1059 billion that actually
occurred during that period to $989 billion.
(Emphasis added.)

That is good enough for me.

What we are talking about here is
the creation of an additional deficit re-
duction tool. If a carpenter set out to
build a house without a hammer, he
would not be able to accomplish much
toward the construction project. If you
were the President of the TUnited
States, you would also want the tools
needed to carry out your duties for
that office. In an effort to provide a
balanced budget or to eliminate waste-
ful programs and expenditures, the
line-item veto is a vital tool for the
President of either political party.

While the enhanced recission alter-
native is also a new tool, it is not as
strong as the line-item veto. The line
item veto will require a two-thirds vote
to reverse a Presidential reduction in
spending while enhanced recission will
require a simple majority. That is es-
sentially the only difference between
these two proposals.

So the choice before you is quite sim-
ple. You are either serious about reduc-
ing spending and want to make it as
difficult as possible to avoid doing so,
or your want to protect this body’s
spendthrift power.

This is really not a balance of power
issue. This is an expansion of power
issue. I support expanding the power of
the President and/or the Congress to
engage in the practice of fiscally
reponsible government.

More than 85 percent of the Nation’s
Governors have the line-item veto
where it has been used as a valuable
tool in helping those Governors keep
their State’s budgets in balance.

The time for a line-item veto has ar-
rived. If we are going to have a bal-
anced budget, the President needs the
tools necessary to produce such a budg-
et. I urge you to support H.R. 2 as in-
troduced and take a giant step toward
fiscal responsibility.
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Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas, Mr. GENE GREEN.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I speak today in support of
the Line-Item Veto Act, and I support
the premise behind the call for the
line-item veto, that the Congress has
included many questionable items in
appropriations over the years, and
steps need to be taken to remedy the
problem.

Today the notion that Congress can
control itself is doubted by the public,
and that is why this is a popular idea.
In the public’s mind Congress defines
itself with the little things we do as
well as the big things we do. It is my
sense that the line-item veto may help
put an end to the funding of some of
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the outdated, unneeded programs or
projects that we put into appropria-
tions bills.

This will not end, and it is not the
panacea. The line-item veto does not
end Congress’ responsibility for self-re-
straint. As my colleagues noted in our
committee hearings, Presidents, recent
Presidents particularly, are not known
for submitting balanced budgets, and
we should not expect this or any other
President to save us from ourselves.

We should consider another point,
that maybe we are overselling the ben-
efits of this bill. The item-veto could
cut millions of dollars and help Con-
gress set better priorities on programs,
for example, by eliminating nondefense
items in the defense budget, but public
support of this measure stems in large
part from the size of the deficit. Many
are under the impression the item-veto
will have a noticeable fiscal impact.
But what effect will it really have on
the deficit?

The item-veto has been used, as we
heard earlier, by 43 Governors. And I
served 20 years as a legislator and with
many Governors, and they enjoyed
that authority, and I had the honor and
privilege of having projects and bills
vetoed by both Democrat and Repub-
lican Governors in Texas.

The item-veto most often is used to
get the attention of those of us in the
legislature and not necessarily as a
budget-reducing item. I would hope it
would be used for that, not only by our
President if this passes, but also by
Governors.

I support the measure because I be-
lieve it is progress. However, the line-
item veto will not control nondis-
cretionary spending, the big-ticket
items like health care costs or interest
on the national debt.

I believe that the point needs to be
made clear to the public, let us not
oversell the benefits of the line-item
veto, but we still need to pass it.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Huntington Beach, CA
[Mr. ROHRABACHER].

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
the President’s veto power is granted
by the Constitution, and we have heard
today the question: Why, why, why
change this power now or try to have
some impact on how this power is
being used in this body?

Well, I will be very happy to explain
it. Something has gone totally hay-
wire, and spending is totally out of
control and has been for decades.

One of the reasons this system is not
working is because there has been a
fundamental change, a diminution of
the President’s veto power. Past legis-
lation, especially spending bills, that
went through this body were specific
and usually very, very understandable.
Today we find massive continuing reso-
lutions and appropriations bills that
are hundreds, if not thousands, of pages
long that span the issues, that span our
whole imagination, and they are very
difficult to understand. This is how our
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process has evolved, and what has hap-
pened is the President’s veto power in
this evolution has been devolved along
with this.

In short, the President’s veto power
has been neutralized by the evolution
of how we do our business, and the rea-
son why our spending situation is out
of control is this constitutional au-
thority given by our Founding Fathers
is really no longer in effect.

That was never made more clear to
me than when I worked at the White
House for the President of the United
States. I remember when President
Reagan stood right here and in a State
of the Union Message had a huge con-
tinuing resolution. Do you remember
that? And he threw it down on this
table before us and said, ‘‘Something is
wrong when we have to consider all of
this, all or nothing.” The President is
faced with all or nothing.

What kind of veto power does he have
left?

Well, a little story I would like to
share with you: I was in the Oval Office
with President Reagan the day after
his presentation of the State of the
Union Message that time when he actu-
ally threw down that continuing reso-
lution showing, demonstrably showing,
that his veto power, meaning all or
nothing, you know, was irrelevant now,
and I notice that his finger was ban-
daged. President Reagan’s finger had a
bandage on it. I said, ‘“Mr. President,
what happened to your finger?”’ He
said, ‘“Well, DANA, when I was up in
front of the Congress last night and I
threw that bill down, my finger did not
get out from under it and it smashed
my finger.”

Now, most people did not understand
that he was in pain during the delivery
of the rest of the State of the Union
Message.

There is something wrong when the
legislation that we have is so big that
it is smashing the President’s finger,
much less his veto power. I think we
should restore the President’s finger
and restore the veto power to the
President of the United States to pro-
tect us against unnecessary spending,
and that means supporting H.R. 2, the
real line-item veto.

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cleve-
land, OH [Mr. HOKE], a distinguished
member of the Committee on the Budg-
et.

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to asso-
ciate myself with the remarks of the
gentleman from  Mississippi [Mr.
PARKER], who spoke quite eloquently
in favor of this enhanced-rescission
bill.

I would like to particularly point out
that the gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr. PARKER] is a very conservative
Democrat, and I would like to further
point out that the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. PARKER] and many other
Democrats have voted in favor of every
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single bill that has been passed by this
Congress so far as part of the Contract
With America.

I think it is important, Mr. Chair-
man, that we remind ourselves that
this is a very bipartisan effort that is
going forward. Democrats voted on
every part of the rules package. They
voted in favor of the balanced budget
amendment. Without them we never
would have passed it. They voted in
favor yesterday of unfunded mandates,
nearly half the Democrat Caucus, and
on and on, and I think, no, I am sorry,
more than half, substantially more
than half of the Democrat Caucus, and
I think it is important, Mr. Chairman,
for the American people to remember
that we are not in the business of doing
the Republican Party’s agenda or the
Democrat Party’s agenda, but that we
are working for America here, and we
are working in a bipartisan spirit and a
bipartisan manner that many in the
press would like the public not to be
aware of.
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You know, we have been saying that
last November the American people
spoke and they declared the days of
wasteful spending by the Federal Gov-
ernment should stop. Today we are on
the threshold of fulfilling another part
of our contract, the line-item veto. I
think it is probably a little bit myopic
and maybe a little bit of bragging to
suggest we are really the authors of
this. The fact is this is an idea whose
time has finally come, brought about,
initially made by Ronald Reagan. It
started in the early 1980’s and finally
after an extraordinarily long gestation
period we are going to see this bear
fruit. Mr. Chairman, great ideas are
worth waiting for.

Mr. Chairman, President Reagan is
going to be 84 years old on Monday. I
cannot think of a better birthday
present that we could give him.

Far too long now Congress has in-
sulted the taxpayers of this country by
first taking its money, and it should
not.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Buf-
falo, NY [Mr. QUINN], a distinguished
member of the Joint Economic Com-
mittee and a leader in the effort to give
the President a line-item veto.

Mr. QUINN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me, and I ap-
preciate his comments.

Mr. Chairman, it is an honor for me
to be here today and join so many of
our colleagues in enthusiastically sup-
porting H.R. 2.

Twice during the 103d Congress, since
I have been a Member here in the Con-
gress, we have had a chance to vote on
the line-item veto, and twice we fell
short of those votes. In the 104th Con-
gress now I think we have a real oppor-
tunity to give the President of the
United States the line-item veto.

Mr. Chairman, the line-item veto will
rise or fall on its own merits. But I
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think we have an opportunity here to
go above and beyond that. We hear
words like ‘“‘power’ and ‘‘punishment.”
I think one of the problems we are into
right now is that we have an oppor-
tunity here, unlike other legislation,
where H.R. 2 says that the President’s
rescissions will take effect imme-
diately unless the Congress rejects
them. If the Congress rejects them
within 20 days, they go back to the
President and they will be vetoed
again, if he indeed wants that to hap-
pen. Then it comes back to the House
for a two-thirds majority. One of the
by-products of H.R. 2 will be some dis-
cussion, communication, interaction
between the House and the Senate and
the President of the United States. I
think that is healthy for this Govern-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, at the same time we
have some naysayers, who are oppo-
nents and say we are giving the Presi-
dent too much power. We are back to
the power and punishment words. They
say that he will punish Members for
things they have done or have not done
during the course of their term here.

I think the track record that we have
in city halls across the country, in
State legislatures, in the Governors’
chairs—we heard a former sitting Gov-
ernor right here as our Member, the
gentleman from Delaware [Mr. CAS-
TLE], say that that is not the case, that
the Presidents of this United States
will use that power accordingly.

Then we hear whether or not the
President will be accountable, whether
or not he punishes other Members or
uses that power in the wrong way. Let
us remember Presidents are also ac-
countable to the same constituents
that we are accountable to.

Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure for me
to strongly support H.R. 2, and I ask
my colleagues to do the same.

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Cox], the distinguished
chairman of the Republican Policy
Committee and a former White House
counsel who worked extensively on
budget issues during the Reagan years.

Mr. COX of California. I thank my
colleague for that gracious introduc-
tion and for yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2, the Line Item
Veto Act, is something the American
people have wanted for a long time. It
is a fitting tribute to their tireless ef-
forts, as well as to the tireless efforts
of one man who has been mentioned
here several times in the course of this
debate, Ronald Reagan.

Next Monday, February 6, Ronald
Reagan will celebrate his 84th birth-
day. It is absolutely fitting that we
will vote on final passage of H.R. 2 on
Ronald Reagan’s birthday.

A decade ago Ronald Reagan said
about the line-item veto, ‘“‘No other
single piece of legislation would so
quickly and effectively put order back
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into our budget process.” That is as
true today as it was 10 years ago.

It will restore what the Founders saw
as the strongest deterrent to wasteful
spending by Congress, an energetic ex-
ecutive with the power to force a
thoughtful and thorough debate on in-
dividual items of spending.

H.R. 2 will reverse some of the dam-
age that was done by the 1974 Budget
Impoundment and Control Act, passed
by a liberal Congress at the height of
its powers as a slap at President Nixon,
then at the depths of his disfavor with
the Congress.

It radically shifted the respective
powers of the legislative and executive
branches and emasculated the Presi-
dent’s impoundment authority, sub-
stituting weak powers of deferral and
rescission which this Congress has ever
since 1974 chosen to override.

Since 1974, this Congress has chosen
to ignore almost every rescission re-
quest proposed by every Republican
and Democratic President. In the 2
years that I worked in the White
House, President Reagan issued over
400 rescission requests, they totaled
over $18 billion. Do you Kknow how
many the Congress voted on? Not a sin-
gle one.

Mr. Chairman, James Madison once
wrote that unless kept in check, Con-
gress would be everywhere extending
the sphere of its activity and drawing
all power into its impetuous vortex.
James Madison was right. Congress’
spending appetite needs to be con-
trolled.

H.R. 2 is a solid step on the way to
doing just that.

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, it gives
me great pleasure to yield 2 minutes to
a renowned deficit hawk, the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire [Mr.
ZELIFF] chairman of Subcommittee on
National Defense, International Affairs
and Judiciary, and the author of the A-
to-Z spending reduction.

Mr. ZELIFF. I thank the gentleman
for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 2, to give the President the
line-item veto. Last November we
promised the taxpayers of America
that we would manage their funds with
greater care and discipline.

We promised no more business as
usual. We promised to prioritize Fed-
eral spending just as families and busi-
nesses do.

The line-item veto, along with the
balanced budget amendment and the
unfunded mandates legislation just
passed, will go a long way toward forc-
ing this Government to prioritize.

There is no better example of the
need for a line-item veto than the Cali-
fornia earthquake emergency appro-
priation passed last year.

It was amazing how much damage
was actually done by that earthquake,
since the $8.6 billion emergency fund-
ing bill went way beyond California
and included money for States from
Hawaii to Maine. It included: $10 mil-
lion dollars for a post office in New
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York City; $1.5 million dollars to build
a maritime museum in South Carolina;
$1.3 million dollars for Hawaiian sugar-
cane funding; and $1.4 million dollars
to fight potato fungus in Maine.

If the President had a line-item veto,
he could have taken these unnecessary
spending programs right out of the leg-
islation without affecting the nec-
essary funds for the horrible damage in
California.

We see opposition to the line-item
veto because it is a threat to this type
of pork-barrel politics. It is a threat to
the old spending habits of past con-
gresses. but times have changed for the
better, and pork-barrel politics must
end.

The bottom line is that America now
faces a $4.6 trillion debt. We pay over
$200 billion in interest payments alone.

A line-item veto takes the power
away from the wheelers and dealers
and gives it back to the President and
this Congress.

A line-item veto forces account-
ability on the part of the Congress and
the President, and stops the blame
game that now routinely occurs.

I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation and take yet another step
toward ensuring our Nation’s future
through accountability and fiscal re-
sponsibility.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
STENHOLM].

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

Mr. STENHOLM. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, | am pleased to come to the
floor today to debate proposals to strengthen
the ability of Presidents to identify and elimi-
nate low-priority budget items. The Members
of the House will have the opportunity to con-
sider a variety of approaches to this issue, in-
cluding an amendment which | will be offering
with JOHN SPRATT.

| know that my friends on the other side of
the aisle have waited a long time to pass a
pure line-item veto bill. | do want to point out
that even the amendment before us today is
not a line-item veto constitutional amendment,
which | believe is what most Americans are
thinking of when they speak about “the strong-
est possible line-item veto.”

Nonetheless, | have no doubt that sup-
porters will pass the pure statutory line-item
veto when the Committee of the Whole rises
after debating the various amendments that
will be brought to the floor during the next sev-
eral days. There also has never been any
doubt about my position on this so-called pure
line-item veto; | have opposed it.

For those who believe that any President—
Democrat or Republican—should have minor-
ity rule over Congress, should be able to get
just one-third-plus-one of the Congress to
agree with him on the most targeted of fund-
ing items, those people should vote for the
pure line-item veto. | respect their right to
have that opinion, but | strongly disagree with
it.

What some call “modified line item veto,” or
what | prefer to call “expedited rescission pro-
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cedure,” is the approach that | always have
found far preferable. Under this scenario, a
President still would be given the opportunity
to propose cuts to individual spending or tax
items. Within 10 legislative days after the
President sent such a rescission package to
Congress, a vote on that package would be
taken on the House floor. That bill could not
be amended, except that 50 House Members
could request a separate vote on an individual
item which had been proposed for rescission.
If a majority of Members voted to retain fund-
ing for that individual item, it would be struck
from the rescission bill. If the remainder of the
rescissions were approved by a simple major-
ity of the House, the bill then would be sent
to the Senate for consideration under the
same expedited procedure.

This latter approach encourages deficit re-
duction and maintains the balance of power
established by the Constitution, thus excusing
it from the grave Constitutional concerns cre-
ated by the language of the base bill.

| also want to be careful not to claim indi-
vidual or partisan credit for this approach. Ex-
pedited rescission legislation embodies an
idea which many Members, both Democrats
and Republicans, have fought hard for over
the years. Dan Quayle first introduced expe-
dited rescission legislation in 1985. Tom Car-
per and DIiCK ARMEY did yeomen’s work in
promoting this legislation. On the Democratic
side, TIM JOHNSON, Dan Glickman, Tim Penny,
and L.F. PAYNE spent years as patrticularly ef-
fective advocates of this legislation. Numerous
Republicans, including Lynn Martin, Bill Fren-
zel, GERALD SOLOMON, HARRIS FAWELL, and
others made meaningful contributions to expe-
dited rescission legislation as it has devel-
oped. And of course, the language which we
voted on last year was the Stenholm-Penny-
Kasich amendment. The deficit reduction
prowess of my two cohorts in that effort is al-
most legendary, and deservedly so.

Thanks to the efforts of these and other
Members, the House overwhelming passed
expedited rescission legislation in each of the
past 3 years.

| do not in any way intend to imply that all
of these Members have supported expedited
rescissions to the exclusion of or even in pref-
erence to a pure line-item veto. Although this
proposal was described a few years by GER-
ALD SOLOMON as “a tremendous compromise
* * * that this house can support overwhelm-
ingly on both sides of the aisle,” my friend
from New York has always made it clear that
he prefers the one-third-plus-one approach.

What | am saying is that, in an overwhelm-
ingly bipartisan way, Members have stated
through their words and their votes, that the
expedited rescission procedure is a very good
one.

Let me say that again. Members have stat-
ed through their words and their votes that the
expedited rescission procedure is a very good
one. That is important to emphasize because
of the way which votes will be taken in the
next few days.

My colleague from West Virginia, Mr. WISE,
will be offering precisely my amendment which
was approved by a vote of 342 to 69 last July.
If | were to have my way, that is the amend-
ment that would prevail in the end.

But | can count votes as well as anybody,
and | understand that a majority of this body
now wishes to pass language along the lines
of the Contract With America when it comes to
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line-item veto. Therefore, | will subsequently
offer an amendment which is not a substitute,
but rather is an add-on amendment to H.R. 2.
In this way, my friends on the other side of the
aisle can have the best of both worlds. They
can maintain their language, but they can also
support language along the lines they have
approved for each of the last 3 years.

Where we are in agreement is in the belief
that we must bring greater accountability to
the appropriations process and the tax bene-
fits process so that individual items may be
considered on their individual merits. The cur-
rent rescission process does not make the
President or Congress accountable. Congress
can ignore the President’s rescissions, and the
President can blame Congress for ignoring his
rescissions. | believe that it is appropriate to
strengthen the President’'s ability to force
votes on individual budgetary items.

To my friends on the left who feel that we
don’t need to take any of these actions, |
would like to make one further point. The cur-
rent discharge process for forcing a floor vote
on the President’s rescissions is cumbersome
and has never been used. The President is re-
quired to spend the money if Congress has
not enacted the rescissions within 45 days. In
other words, Congress can reject the spending
cuts proposed by the President through inac-
tion.

According to data compiled by the General
Accounting Office, Congress has approved
barely one-third of the individual rescissions
submitted by Presidents of both parties since
1974. Congress has ignored about $50 billion
in rescissions submitted by Presidents under
the existing process without any vote at all on
the merits of the rescissions.

During the vote on the Stenholm-Kasich
amendment last July, my Democratic col-
leagues on the Appropriations Committee cor-
rectly pointed out that Congress had passed
more than $60 billion in rescissions of its own
since 1974. That notwithstanding, | do not be-
lieve that the fact that Congress had approved
more spending cuts than the President had
submitted is a justification for not voting on the
President’s rescission proposals.

The public is fed up with the finger-pointing
in which each side argues that the problem is
really the other side’s fault. Constituents do
not consider doing better than the other side
to be a substitute for actually dealing with a
problem. When we are faced with deficits in
the $200 billion range, we cannot afford to ig-
nore any proposals to cut spending.

Forcing votes on individual items in tax and
spending bills will have a very real cleansing
effect on the legislative process and will take
a step toward reducing the public cynicism
about the political process. It provides the
President with a real tool to ferret out ques-
tionable spending items while preserving the
power of Congressional majorities to control
spending decisions.

When we rise from the Committee of the
Whole into the Whole House, | will be submit-
ting for the RECORD a number of items which
will be valuable to Members evaluating this
issue as well as to scholars who might be
studying it. Included in this material are legal
opinions from the American Law Division of
the Congressional Research Service and an-
swers to the most commonly asked questions
about this issue.

| urge my colleagues to strengthen the proc-
ess by voting for the Stenholm-Spratt amend-
ment and then voting yes on final passage.
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Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I am very
happy to yield 12 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentlewoman from Florida
[Mrs. FOWLER].

(Mrs. FOWLER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, none
of us has the illusion that the line-item
veto will be a cure-all for our Nation’s
fiscal woes. It can, however, be an im-
portant tool to help the Federal Gov-
ernment get its chronic deficits—like
this year’s $176 billion deficit—under
control.

The line-item veto will give the
President the power to excise wasteful
pet projects and eliminate tax provi-
sions that only benefit special inter-
ests.

And it can work. In the 43 States
where Governors currently enjoy this
power, it has been a success.
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In California, Mr. Chairman, former
Governor Deukmejian used the line-
item veto to trim $1.2 billion from his
State’s budget. In Wisconsin Governor
Thompson has used the same authority
to eliminate some $143 million in
wasteful spending. A 1992 GAO study
estimated that a Presidential line-item
veto could have saved $70.7 billion in
pork-barrel spending between fiscal
years 1984 and 1989.

Let us act before we lose another pre-
cious tax dollar to wasteful spending.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BARRETT].

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, last session I had the pleas-
ure of joining the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SOLOMON] and virtually
every other Republican to support a
true line-item veto, and a number of
Democrats decided it made sense for
the President to have the authority to
get rid of pork barrel spending and es-
pecially tax giveaways, both of which
are important arrows in the quiver
against our rising deficits. But I am
upset today, Mr. Chairman, because
the emperor has no clothes. The bill
that we have before us only does half
the job. Although it gives the Presi-
dent the authority to get rid of pork
barrel spending, it does not give him
adequate authority to get rid of the tax
loopholes.

Newsweek magazine put it best:

The fine print of the bill now moving
through the House reveals though the Re-
publicans are tough on spending, they are
lax on special interest tax giveaways. The
bill allows the President to target tax bene-
fits, but then defines that phrase to include
only a tiny number of small loopholes. The
vast majority of tax breaks, worth hundreds
of millions of dollars, would remain immune
from the President’s veto. Any lobbyist look-
ing for goodies from the Federal Government
could work through the tax code instead of
the spending bills.

Mr. Chairman, that is exactly what is
going to happen if we pass this bill.
Any tax lawyer in this city, any lobby-
ists worth their salt, are going to say,
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“Let’s not spend our time on the ap-
propriations bills. Let’s find a time
bomb that we can place in a revenue
bill. Let’s have a tax loophole created
in a revenue bill.”

Now what has happened? Last year
every Republican voted to give the
President of the United States the au-
thority to get rid of these tax loop-
holes. In the Contract With America,
Mr. Chairman, virtually every Repub-
lican signed language that gave the
President of the United States the au-
thority to get rid of these tax loop-
holes. But now the rubber meets the
road, and the bill is before us today,
and the new leadership does not want
to give the President of the United
States adequate ability to get rid of
tax loopholes.

Mr. Chairman, last year I bolted from
my party in good faith because I felt
that the Republicans were onto some-
thing here. I thought they were sincere
in wanting to get rid of both pork bar-
rel spending and tax loopholes. But
now in the 104th Congress, when they
are in control, it appears obvious to me
that, yes, they want to get rid of this
port barrel spending because there is
no growth in pork barrell spending. It
is not a growth industry in this town.
But they do not want to give up their
ability to slip tax loopholes into rev-
enue bills.

The previous speaker talked about
bipartisan cooperation in this House.
Since every Republican voted in favor
of the language that would give the
President the authority to get rid of
tax loopholes last year, and virtually
every Republican signed the contract,
that would give the President that au-
thority. I would ask that my friends on
the Republican side of the aisle keep to
their word and not break that Contract
With America on this issue. Give the
President the authority to get rid of
tax loopholes.

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 22 minutes to respond to the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BAR-
RETT].

Mr. Chairman, in the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight we
adopted an amendment sponsored by
the Democrats that would expand the
number of individuals, businesses or in-
dividuals, who are receiving tax bene-
fits to 100, to allow the President to
veto a much broader number of tax
benefits. But at the same time we felt
it was important not to give the Presi-
dent too much power. That is a con-
cern. I think anything we do that shifts
power to the President, we narrowed
that to a very defined area to get after
the most egregious efforts to reward
certain interests in the Tax Code. To
expand that further, in an unlimited
way, would give the President far too
much power and would allow the Presi-
dent to veto things that we do not
want the President to be able to veto,
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such as a middle-class tax cut, for ex-
ample, if we were to pass something
like that.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BLUTE. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I have a lot of respect for
the gentleman from Massachusetts, as
he knows. My understanding is that
this language, for example, would not
give the President of the United States
the authority to veto out one of the tax
provisions that we have, for example,
that would give a special tax credit for
drug companies doing business in Puer-
to Rico. This tax benefit gives 24 com-
panies $2.6 billion in tax credits.

I ask the gentleman, don’t you think
that the President of the United States
should have that ability to get rid of
that type of tax loophole?

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, if I get
the question from my good friend cor-
rectly, he mentioned 26 companies?

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. That is
correct. There are 26 companies that
get $2.6 billion. There are 338 compa-
nies that benefit overall, but 26 of
those companies get the lion’s share,
$2.6 billion.

Mr. BLUTE. Well, if it related to spe-
cifically 26 companies, then the Presi-
dent would be able to veto that par-
ticular benefit. It it goes beyond 100,
then he would not.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. And this
provision does go beyond 100. It goes to
338 companies, but again the lion’s
share goes to that 26 companies.

Mr. BLUTE. I would simply respond
that we wanted to narrow the scope of
this capability of the President’s, to
limit it and to target it at the most
egregious examples of tax pork. I think
we have done that. We adopted a Demo-
crat amendment.

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts [Mr. TORKILDSEN].

Mr. TORKILDSEN. Mr. Chairman, I
rise today in strong support of H.R. 2—
the Presidential line-item veto.

Last week this Chamber passed a
constitutional amendment to require a
balanced budget in 7 years. The line-
item veto is perhaps the best single
tool to help us achieve this goal. I
would hope that every Member who
voted for the balanced budget amend-
ment would support the line-item veto
as the next logical step toward elimi-
nating the deficit and balancing the

budget.
Today, 43 Governors possess the
power of the line-item veto. Many

times just having this power does a
great deal to discourage legislative
add-ons and wasteful spending.

This issue is not a question of par-
tisan politics or political gamesman-
ship. We Republicans are giving this
power to the President, currently a
Democrat. This is one of the best tools
available to cut wasteful spending.

Some have argued that the line-item
veto grants too much power to the Ex-
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ecutive and that it represents a dan-
gerous move toward centralization of
our Federal Government, which the
framers of the Constitution opposed.
We must remember that the line-item
veto is a way to reduce the size of Gov-
ernment. The line-item veto is simply
a modern adaptation of the original
Presidential veto which can be over-
ridden by a two-thirds vote of the Con-
gress.

If we are serious in our desire to
downsize Government; if we are serious
in our desire to see a balanced Federal
budget; if we are serious in our desire
to be fiscally responsible, then the
time has come to stand up and be
counted on this proposal.

Mr. Chairman, what is good for 43 of
50 Governors is certainly good enough
for the President of these United
States. I urge my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle to support H.R. 2, and
give the President the ultimate weapon
needed to reduce the defict—the line-
item veto.
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Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, may I in-
quire how much time is left on each
side?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Goss] has 6 minutes
remaining, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. BLUTE] has 5% minutes
remaining, and the time of the gentle-
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS] has
expired.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I will close with a few
brief comments.

We have had in this general debate
process a preview of some of the pro-
posed amendments that we may be
talking about, and they really under-
score what the debate is. We have got
a debate on a major policy issue of
whether we want a real line-item veto
with a two-thirds vote required to
overturn the President’s decision, or
whether we want to stick to the simple
majority rule of approval that we have
had here under various titles and labels
over the years, which is not really a
line-item veto.

It is a very good debate, and it is one
that has already started, and I hope it
ends up with the toughest version, but
I respect very much those proponents
of the other way.

My view on the other way is it clear-
ly has not worked; otherwise we would
not be looking at couple-hundred-bil-
lion-dollar deficits every year, we
would not be looking at a $4.5 trillion
national debt, which is growing and
predicted to grow over $6 trillion de-
spite our current President’s best ef-
forts.

It seems to me is we have to say, ‘“We
surrender. it does not work. We need a
better system, better machinery, and
better tools.”” And that is what this
process is about.

There is a concern that this is some-
how going to get out of control. We
have built in, as a result of the delib-
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erative process through the commit-
tees, some oversight monitoring with
GAO. It is a good provision. We have
gone into streamlining the time for re-
view by the various bodies, the execu-
tive and the legislative bodies, so that
we move this thing more quickly and
do not interfere with the normal flow
of Government business, but we have
check and balance points that come
more quickly.

We created a new process to guar-
antee every Member of this institution
the right to get an objection to what
the President does to the floor of the
House for not one vote, not two votes,
but in some cases three votes, depend-
ing on which procedure is used.

We have picked the toughest way to
go, because this is the toughest prob-
lem we have in our country right now.
There has been some talk about if we
do this we will never be able to change
it. Well, I hope we are not going to be
able to change it, because it is the
medicine this country needs. I do not
want to change it.

But I would point out I think most
people will understand these types of
measures in fact can be checked or
withdrawn by actions taken on inde-
pendent appropriations bills only must
pass legislation that exempts certain
provisions that would override some of
the concerns I have expressed here
today. I hope that does not happen, be-
cause I think that would be weakening,
but there is always a back door, it
seems, in Washington.

I think there is a real benefit to
bringing the President into the loop. It
is not just the benefit of accountability
and making the President, if he
catches a bit of mischief coming out of
Congress, being complicit in it. He has
the opportunity and responsibility to
erase it. And this gives the American
voters one more shot at accountability
when the November elections come. Of
course, it is the November elections
that really are the core of democracy.

But beyond that, that extra account-
ability for the President, we have
something that I think is very bene-
ficial that has been alluded to by sev-
eral of our speakers, and that is the
interaction between the legislative and
the executive branches in the process
of developing the budget for our coun-
try as we go through the year.

I think that is a process that clearly
is going to yield a better product than
we have had so far, less surprises, both
happy and unhappy, more predictable
results, more efficient use of tax dol-
lars, more on-time targeting of the way
we spend our money. And I think we all
come out ahead if we do this.

We do not present this legislation
lightly. This has been well thought
out. It has been through the mill,
through the cooperative committee
process, and I am very pleased to be as-
sociated with this legislation and look
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forward to the for
amendments.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, now is the time to
give the President of the United States
the line-item veto authority. This issue
has been kicking around up her on Cap-
itol Hill for decades, and has been dis-
cussed and chewed over, committees
have heard testimony, and still we
have not done what needs to be done
and give the President this needed tool.

We already have an example of it
working in our system of government.
It has been field-tested in the 43 States
that now have a line-item veto for
their Governors. We have heard testi-
mony in the committees from liberals
and conservatives, from Republicans
and Democrats, that the line-item veto
works as a tool to keep the budget in
line. There can be no doubt about that,
and it is time that the President had a
similar tool.

Beyond that, Mr. Chairman, I think
it needs to be pointed out that in the
last Presidential campaign, both the
Republican candidate, the Democratic
candidate, and the independent can-
didate all supported giving the Presi-
dent a line-item veto authority. It was
as close to a consensus issue as there
was in that campaign. The American
people support it by the polls. I believe
it is time we did what the American
people want and give the President this
very important tool.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
NEUMANN], one of the original sponsors
of the line-item veto bill.

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Chairman, I be-
lieve this particular bill is important
for a whole variety of reasons. First
off, I will tell you when I campaigned
last fall, I was concerned as to whether
or not we would be able to actually
keep the promises in the contract. This
is important, because it is another one
of those steps to keep the promises we
made last fall during the campaigns.

More important than that, our Na-
tion right now today is $3.8 trillion in
debt. If every man, woman, and child in
the whole country were to take out
their checkbook and just pay off their
share of the national debt, they would
need to pay $18,500. For my family of 5,
the Federal Government has borrowed
$92,500. Just think about this. Over the
last 15 years, this Government has bor-
rowed $92,500 on behalf of my family of
five. To just pay the interest on the na-
tional debt, my family must write out
checks or pay taxes, if you like, of over
$6,000 a year. The people in my district
back in southeastern Wisconsin have
average incomes of $32,000 a year, and
yet they must write out checks just to
pay the interest on the national debt of
over $6,000 a year.

I strongly support this line-item veto
and was one of the original sponsors,
because I think it is one of two pieces
of legislation that will stop this situa-
tion.

opportunities
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In Wisconsin, Governor Tommy
Thompson has successfully used the
line-item veto to hold down spending,
to balance budgets without raising
taxes on the Wisconsin people, and I
believe we should be using those Wis-
consin ideas here in Washington, DC.

The other reason I strongly support
the line-item veto is because it is a bi-
partisan effort and it is very encour-
aging to me to come out here, being
outside the world of politics, and be in-
volved in a bill that has bipartisan sup-
port, where both sides of the aisle are
working together to get it through. It
is very, very important if we are going
to reduce the Federal spending that we
get this piece of legislation through.

I do not think this is the end-all. I
think there are many, many more
steps that are necessary to actually
balance the Federal budget. But this is
certainly a very important first step as
we move forward on completing the
items in the contract that we have
pledged to the people last fall.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, | rise today
in strong support of the line-item veto legisla-
tion. As a longtime author of a constitutional
amendment to give the President line-item
veto power | am pleased to take part in this
important debate today.

As long as Congress continued to send the
President jam-packed all-encompassing
spending bills, the President often had to
choose between signing unnecessary spend-
ing into law on one hand and shutting down
the Federal Government on the other. Or,
signing a bill that was 70 percent necessary,
30 percent unnecessary. A General Account-
ing Office [GAQ] report estimated that if the
President had line-item veto authority from
1984 through 1989, the savings would have
ranged anywhere from $7 to $17 billion per
year.

With the national debt skyrocketing toward
$5 trillion and 1995 interest payments on the
national debt totaling $339 billion, runaway
spending must be stopped. The Federal deficit
alone stands at $176 billion this year. To bal-
ance the Federal budget, every man, woman,
and child in the United States would have to
pay an additional $700 dollars in taxes this
year. A Presidential line-item veto is the first
step toward fiscal responsibility that will save
taxpayers billions of dollars. This, coupled with
the recently passed balanced budget amend-
ment are important fiscal tools necessary to
get our house in order. | urge support of this
important legislation.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of H.R. 2, the Line-ltem Veto
Act. As an original cosponsor of this bill, | be-
lieve it is long overdue.

In fact, this is a historic occasion. This is the
first time that freestanding line-item veto legis-
lation has been allowed to come to the floor
of the House. For years, the Democratic Con-
gress refused to allow an honest vote on line-
item veto legislation, despite the request of
Presidents Reagan, Bush, and Clinton. Finally,
under Republicans leadership, Congress will
move to take this necessary and important ac-
tion.

For years, Americans have been outraged
by the provisions snuck into much larger bills
by individual Members of Congress. With ap-
propriations bills routinely running into the
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hundreds of billions of dollars, many Members
of Congress grew quite adept in adding their
pet provisions. Because the President’'s cur-
rent veto authority is limited to an up-or-down
decision on a bill, Presidents have been
forced to sign bills containing Members’ pet
projects.

Here are few examples: In the fiscal year
1994 Agriculture appropriations bill, Congress
added $221,000 for blueberry research at the
University of Maine and $140,000 for swine
research at the University of Minnesota. The
Commerce/Justice/State bill contained
$683,000 for fish laboratory repair in South
Carolina and $400,000 to deal with the algal
bloom crisis in Maui. The Energy and Water
bill contained $50 million for one road project
in West Virginia and $4 million for a program
at Florida A&M University. The Treasury/Post-
al bill included $120 million for a courthouse in
Phoenix and $96 million for a courthouse in
Oregon. All of these items were cited by the
Citizens Against Government Waste because
they were either only requested by one Cham-
ber of Congress, not specifically authorized,
not competitively awarded, greatly increased
in funding over the prior year, mainly of local
interest, or not requested by the President.

Current rescission authority under the 1974
Impoundment Control Act hasn’t worked. Last
year, Congress made several sputtering at-
tempts to enhance rescission authority. Given
the extreme reluctance of Congress to take up
actual rescissions, one wonders if the zeal for
enhanced rescission in the past wasn’t more
directed toward keeping the line-item veto off
the agenda than to truly improving the system.

H.R. 2 gives the President a permanent leg-
islative line-item veto. With this authority, the
President may strike or reduce any discre-
tionary budget authority or eliminate any tar-
geted tax provision in any bill. The President
must prepare a separate rescissions list for
each bill and submit his proposal to Congress
within 10 days after signing the original bill.

The key to why line-item veto authority is
better than enhanced rescission is in what
comes next. Under line-item veto, the Presi-
dent’s proposed rescissions are approved un-
less Congress passes a disapproval bill within
20 days after receiving them. Enhanced re-
scission legislation, on the other hand, dis-
approves the recommendations unless Con-
gress acts. With line-item veto, the upper hand
goes to the cutting side, where with enhanced
rescission, the advantage goes to the spend-
ing side.

H.R. 2 sets out clear procedures for dealing
with a line-item veto. The list sent by the
President is unamendable. There are expe-
dited procedures to bring a line-item list to the
floor of the House and limits on debate time
in the Senate.

The line-item veto will not solve our budget
crisis. It will, however, do something equally
important—help to restore the confidence of
the American people in their government. It is
time to give the President the same authority
that 43 of the 50 Governors have. It is time for
Congress to enact the line-item veto.

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, for years |
have supported a straightforward way to help
solve Congress’ lack of spending restraint: the
line-item veto. Today, the House begins con-
sideration of H.R. 2, a bill introduced as part
of the Republican Contract With America,



H1104

which would provide the President with a per-
manent legislative line-item veto. Line-ltem
veto authority would permit a President to
strike specific, wasteful spending projects from
appropriations bills as soon as they reach his
desk. The funding for any rescinded items
would be canceled unless both the House and
Senate could muster a vote of two-thirds to
override the line-item veto.

In the past, the rescission procedure has
proven to be too cumbersome. The burden
has always been on the President to obtain
congressional approval during a fixed period
of time; Congress need do nothing to defeat a
President's proposal. H.R. 2 would reverse
this burden: Presidential proposals would be-
come law unless Congress takes action to
stop them.

With the line-item veto, Presidents can
weed out wasteful pork-barrel spending or tax
benefits that are tucked away in otherwise
good bills. While some argue that line-item
veto authority will have little effect on bringing
the Federal budget under control, | submit that
if we can’t cut wasteful spending we will have
little chance to make the tough decisions
needed to balance the budget.

Author Brian Kelly, in his excellent book
“Adventures in Porkland,” described how
pork-barrel projects—while not amounting in
themselves enough to balance the budget—
are the “grease” that lubricates the entire
spending machine in Congress. He estimates
that pork greases more than $100 billion an-
nually. Members of Congress are often afraid
to take on any spending programs for fear that
a project funded in their district might be jeop-
ardized. Thus, a few million dollars spent in
Congressman X’s district might keep him or
her from cutting billions of dollars in other pro-
grams that they otherwise would oppose. This
is where the line-item veto could really make
a difference—it could change the culture of
spending in Congress for good.

There are numerous examples of how the
line-item veto would have remedied wasteful
legislation. One of the best examples is the
1994 emergency spending bill intended for
California’s earthquake victims. In reviewing
that bill, | discovered the following items,
among others: $10 million for planning and de-
velopment of a train station and commercial
center in New York; $1 million for Hawaiian
sugar cane mills; and, $1.5 million to dry dock
and repair the Savannah, the world’s first nu-
clear powered commercial ship, among others.
Because the majority did not allow amend-
ments to strike this pork from the bill, the
President was faced with signing the bill in its
entirety, with all of the pork included, or with
vetoing the entire bill leaving California’s
earthquake victims without assistance.

Mr. Chairman, this floor debate on H.R. 2
this week follows on the heels of House pas-
sage of a balanced budget constitutional
amendment. | urge my colleagues to support
this long-overdue reform. A line-item veto will
not, by itself, balance the Federal budget. It
will, however, be another effective weapon in
the fight to reduce the Federal deficit.

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired. Pursuant to the
rule, the amendment in the nature of a
substitute as printed in House Report
104-15 is considered as an original bill
for the purpose of amendment and is
considered as read.
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The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute made in order by
House Resolution 55 as an original bill
for the purpose of amendment under
the 5-minute rule is as follows:

H.R. 2

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Line Item
Veto Act”.

SEC. 2. LINE ITEM VETO AUTHORITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding the pro-
visions of part B of title X of The Congres-
sional Budget and Impoundment Control Act
of 1974, and subject to the provisions of this
section, the President may rescind all or
part of any discretionary budget authority
or veto any targeted tax benefit which is
subject to the terms of this Act if the Presi-
dent—

(1) determines that—

(A) such rescission or veto would help re-
duce the Federal budget deficit;

(B) such rescission or veto will not impair
any essential Government functions; and

(C) such rescission or veto will not harm
the national interest; and

(2) notifies the Congress of such rescission
or veto by a special message not later than
ten calendar days (not including Sundays)
after the date of enactment of an appropria-
tion Act providing such budget authority or
a revenue or reconciliation Act containing a
targeted tax benefit.

(b) DEFICIT REDUCTION.—In each special
message, the President may also propose to
reduce the appropriate discretionary spend-
ing limit set forth in section 601(a)(2) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 by an
amount that does not exceed the total
amount of discretionary budget authority re-
scinded by that message.

(c) SEPARATE MESSAGES.—The President
shall submit a separate special message for
each appropriation Act and for each revenue
or reconciliation Act under this section.

SEC. 3. LINE ITEM VETO EFFECTIVE UNLESS DIS-
APPROVED.

(a)(1) Any amount of budget authority re-
scinded under this Act as set forth in a spe-
cial message by the President shall be
deemed canceled unless, during the period
described in subsection (b), a rescission/re-
ceipts disapproval bill making available all
of the amount rescinded is enacted into law.

(2) Any provision of law vetoed under this
Act as set forth in a special message by the
President shall be deemed repealed unless,
during the period described in subsection (b),
a rescission/receipts disapproval bill restor-
ing that provision is enacted into law.

(b) The period referred to in subsection (a)
is—

(1) a congressional review period of twenty
calendar days of session, beginning on the
first calendar day of session after the date of
submission of the special message, during
which Congress must complete action on the
rescission/receipts disapproval bill and
present such bill to the President for ap-
proval or disapproval;

(2) after the period provided in paragraph
(1), an additional ten days (not including
Sundays) during which the President may
exercise his authority to sign or veto the re-
scission/receipts disapproval bill; and

(3) if the President vetoes the rescission/re-
ceipts disapproval bill during the period pro-
vided in paragraph (2), an additional five cal-
endar days of session after the date of the
veto.

(c) If a special message is transmitted by
the President under this Act and the last ses-
sion of the Congress adjourns sine die before
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the expiration of the period described in sub-
section (b), the rescission or veto, as the case
may be, shall not take effect. The message
shall be deemed to have been retransmitted
on the first Monday in February of the suc-
ceeding Congress and the review period re-
ferred to in subsection (b) (with respect to
such message) shall run beginning after such
first day.

SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS.

As used in this Act:

(1) The term ‘‘rescission/receipts dis-
approval bill”’ means a bill or joint resolu-
tion which only disapproves, in whole, rescis-
sions of discretionary budget authority or
only disapproves vetoes of targeted tax bene-
fits in a special message transmitted by the
President under this Act and—

(A) which does not have a preamble;

(B)(1) in the case of a special message re-
garding rescissions, the matter after the en-
acting clause of which is as follows: ‘“That
Congress disapproves each rescission of dis-
cretionary budget authority of the President
as submitted by the President in a special
message on ", the blank space being
filled in with the appropriate date and the
public law to which the message relates; and

(ii) in the case of a special message regard-
ing vetoes of targeted tax benefits, the mat-
ter after the enacting clause of which is as
follows: ‘“That Congress disapproves each
veto of targeted tax benefits of the President
as submitted by the President in a special
message on >, the blank space being
filled in with the appropriate date and the
public law to which the message relates; and

(C) the title of which is as follows: ‘A bill
disapproving the recommendations sub-
mitted by the President on . the
blank space being filled in with the date of
submission of the relevant special message
and the public law to which the message re-
lates.

(2) The term ‘‘calendar days of session”
shall mean only those days on which both
Houses of Congress are in session.

(3) The term ‘‘targeted tax benefit’’ means
any provision of a revenue or reconciliation
Act determined by the President to provide a
Federal tax deduction, credit, exclusion,
preference, or other concession to 100 or
fewer beneficiaries. Any partnership, limited
partnership, trust, or S corporation, and any
subsidiary or affiliate of the same parent
corporation, shall be deemed and counted as
a single beneficiary regardless of the number
of partners, limited partners, beneficiaries,
shareholders, or affiliated corporate entities.

(4) The term ‘‘appropriation Act’” means
any general or special appropriation Act, and
any Act or joint resolution making supple-
mental, deficiency, or continuing appropria-
tions.

SEC. 5. CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION OF
LINE ITEM VETOES.
(a) PRESIDENTIAL SPECIAL MESSAGE.—

Whenever the President rescinds any budget
authority as provided in this Act or vetoes
any provision of law as provided in this Act,
the President shall transmit to both Houses
of Congress a special message specifying—

(1) the amount of budget authority re-
scinded or the provision vetoed;

(2) any account, department, or establish-
ment of the Government to which such budg-
et authority is available for obligation, and
the specific project or governmental func-
tions involved;

(3) the reasons and justifications for the
determination to rescind budget authority or
veto any provision pursuant to this Act;

(4) to the maximum extent practicable, the
estimated fiscal, economic, and budgetary
effect of the rescission or veto; and



February 2, 1995

(5) all actions, circumstances, and consid-
erations relating to or bearing upon the re-
scission or veto and the decision to effect the
rescission or veto, and to the maximum ex-
tent practicable, the estimated effect of the
rescission upon the objects, purposes, and
programs for which the budget authority is
provided.

(b) TRANSMISSION OF MESSAGES TO HOUSE
AND SENATE.—

(1) Bach special message transmitted under
this Act shall be transmitted to the House of
Representatives and the Senate on the same
day, and shall be delivered to the Clerk of
the House of Representatives if the House is
not in session, and to the Secretary of the
Senate if the Senate is not in session. Each
special message so transmitted shall be re-
ferred to the appropriate committees of the
House of Representatives and the Senate.
Each such message shall be printed as a doc-
ument of each House.

(2) Any special message transmitted under
this Act shall be printed in the first issue of
the Federal Register published after such
transmittal.

(c) INTRODUCTION OF RESCISSION/RECEIPTS
DISAPPROVAL BILLS.—The procedures set
forth in subsection (d) shall apply to any re-
scission/receipts disapproval bill introduced
in the House of Representatives not later
than the third calendar day of session begin-
ning on the day after the date of submission
of a special message by the President under
section 2.

(d) CONSIDERATION IN THE HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES.—(1) The committee of the
House of Representatives to which a rescis-
sion/receipts disapproval bill is referred shall
report it without amendment, and with or
without recommendation, not later than the
eighth calendar day of session after the date
of its introduction. If the committee fails to
report the bill within that period, it is in
order to move that the House discharge the
committee from further consideration of the
bill. A motion to discharge may be made
only by an individual favoring the bill (but
only after the legislative day on which a
Member announces to the House the Mem-
ber’s intention to do so). The motion is high-
ly privileged. Debate thereon shall be lim-
ited to not more than one hour, the time to
be divided in the House equally between a
proponent and an opponent. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the motion to its adoption without inter-
vening motion. A motion to reconsider the
vote by which the motion is agreed to or dis-
agreed to shall not be in order.

(2) After a rescission/receipts disapproval
bill is reported or the committee has been
discharged from further consideration, it is
in order to move that the House resolve into
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for consideration of the
bill. All points of order against the bill and
against consideration of the bill are waived.
The motion is highly privileged. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on that motion to its adoption without in-
tervening motion. A motion to reconsider
the vote by which the motion is agreed to or
disagreed to shall not be in order. During
consideration of the bill in the Committee of
the Whole, the first reading of the bill shall
be dispensed with. General debate shall pro-
ceed without intervening motion, shall be
confined to the bill, and shall not exceed two
hours equally divided and controlled by a
proponent and an opponent of the bill. After
general debate the Committee shall rise and
report the bill to the House. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill to final passage without intervening
motion. A motion to reconsider the vote on
passage of the bill shall not be in order.

(3) Appeals from the decisions of the Chair
relating to the application of the rules of the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

House of Representatives to the procedure
relating to a bill described in subsection (a)
shall be decided without debate.

(4) It shall not be in order to consider more
than one bill described in subsection (¢) or
more than one motion to discharge described
in paragraph (1) with respect to a particular
special message.

(5) Consideration of any rescission/receipts
disapproval bill under this subsection is gov-
erned by the rules of the House of Represent-
atives except to the extent specifically pro-
vided by the provisions of this Act.

(e) CONSIDERATION IN THE SENATE.—

(1) Any rescission/receipts disapproval bill
received in the Senate from the House shall
be considered in the Senate pursuant to the
provisions of this Act.

(2) Debate in the Senate on any rescission/
receipts disapproval bill and debatable mo-
tions and appeals in connection therewith,
shall be limited to not more than ten hours.
The time shall be equally divided between,
and controlled by, the majority leader and
the minority leader or their designees.

(3) Debate in the Senate on any debatable
motions or appeal in connection with such
bill shall be limited to one hour, to be equal-
ly divided between, and controlled by the
mover and the manager of the bill, except
that in the event the manager of the bill is
in favor of any such motion or appeal, the
time in opposition thereto shall be con-
trolled by the minority leader or his des-
ignee. Such leaders, or either of them, may,
from the time under their control on the pas-
sage of the bill, allot additional time to any
Senator during the consideration of any de-
batable motion or appeal.

(4) A motion to further limit debate is not
debatable. A motion to recommit (except a
motion to recommit with instructions to re-
port back within a specified number of days
not to exceed one, not counting any day on
which the Senate is not in session) is not in
order.

(f) POINTS OF ORDER.—

(1) It shall not be in order in the Senate to
consider any rescission/receipts disapproval
bill that relates to any matter other than
the rescission of budget authority or veto of
the provision of law transmitted by the
President under this Act.

(2) It shall not be in order in the Senate to
consider any amendment to a rescission/re-
ceipts disapproval bill.

(3) Paragraphs (1) and (2) may be waived or
suspended in the Senate only by a vote of
three-fifths of the members duly chosen and
sworn.

SEC. 6. REPORTS OF THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING
OFFICE.

Beginning on January 6, 1996, and at one-
year intervals thereafter, the Comptroller
General shall submit a report to each House
of Congress which provides the following in-
formation:

(1) A list of each proposed Presidential re-
scission of discretionary budget authority
and veto of a targeted tax benefit submitted
through special messages for the fiscal year
ending during the preceding calendar year,
together with their dollar value, and an indi-
cation of whether each rescission of discre-
tionary budget authority or veto of a tar-
geted tax benefit was accepted or rejected by
Congress.

(2) The total number of proposed Presi-
dential rescissions of discretionary budget
authority and vetoes of a targeted tax ben-
efit submitted through special messages for
the fiscal year ending during the preceding
calendar year, together with their total dol-
lar value.

(3) The total number of Presidential rescis-
sions of discretionary budget authority or
vetoes of a targeted tax benefit submitted
through special messages for the fiscal year

H1105

ending during the preceding calendar year
and approved by Congress, together with
their total dollar value.

(4) A list of rescissions of discretionary
budget authority initiated by Congress for
the fiscal year ending during the preceding
calendar year, together with their dollar
value, and an indication of whether each
such rescission was accepted or rejected by
Congress.

(56) The total number of rescissions of dis-
cretionary budget authority initiated and
accepted by Congress for the fiscal year end-
ing during the preceding calendar year, to-
gether with their total dollar value.

(6) A summary of the information provided
by paragraphs (2), (3) and (b) for each of the
ten fiscal years ending before the fiscal year
during this calendar year.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that has been print-
ed in the designated place in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD.
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Those amendments shall be consid-
ered as read.

Are there any amendments to the
bill?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BLUTE

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BLUTE:

In section 2(c), strike ‘‘paragraph’ and in-
sert ‘‘section.”

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Chairman, this is a
technical amendment called to our at-
tention this morning by the Office of
Legislative Counsel. It is due to a
drafting error in that office.

It simply makes clear that the spe-
cial message being referred to is the
one described in section 2 as opposed to
a nonexistent paragraph.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, we have no objection
to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from  Massachusetts [Mr.
BLUTE].

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. CLINGER

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. CLINGER: In sec-
tion 2(a), strike ‘‘discretionary budget au-
thority” and insert ‘‘the dollar amount of
any discretionary budget authority specified
in an appropriation Act or conference report
or joint explanatory statement accom-
panying a conference report on the Act,”.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, the
statutory line-item veto proposed in
H.R. 2 is broader and stronger, as we
have heard in general debate, than a
constitutional amendment. It fulfills
the President’s request that we give
him the strongest possible bill, which
is what we are attempting to do.

Unlike a constitutional amendment,
which simply permits the President to
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line out spending items from appro-
priations acts, H.R. 2 permits the
President to reduce or eliminate spend-
ing from bills and accompanying bill
reports.

In addition, H.R. 2 permits the Presi-
dent to veto targeted tax benefits for
100 or fewer.

The purpose of my amendment is to
clarify an area of potential misunder-
standing in H.R. 2. Our bill is intended
to permit the President to eliminate or
rescind congressional earmarks for
wasteful spending.

We all know that these earmarks can
occasionally be found in bills but are
more often hidden in report language
to accompany those bills.

I think probably all of us have been
sort of victimized by finding things
that we were not aware of at the time.
My amendment simply clarifies the un-
derstanding of our committee, I think,
that the President may look to both
bills and accompanying reports or
manager statements in specifying re-
scissions proposals. In addition, my
amendment makes clear that the
President may not look to OMB or
agency justifications or other types of
documents to rescind funds for pro-
grams not specified by Congress.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment will
relieve the concerns expressed, I think,
legitimately expressed by some, that
the President might, for example, re-
taliate against a particular judicial
circuit, and that, I know, has been
raised by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. KANJORSKI], by going be-
yond bill or report language to zero out
funding for that circuit. As was dis-
cussed in my committee, that was not
the intent and never was the intent of
H.R. 2. This amendment simply spells
out in statutory language that under-
standing.

In addition, my amendment ad-
dressed the concerns of some Members
that the President might attempt to
strike statutory language he finds ob-
jectionable in an appropriations bill.

While I have been assured by both
legislative counsel and CRS that H.R. 2
does not permit such action, my
amendment reaffirms that limitation
by specifying that the President may
only rescind dollar amounts, not bill
language.

I think this confusion arises from the
fact that in some States the Governor
does have the power to actually effect
statutory language. It was never our
intent to give the President that addi-
tional authority, which would really
enable him to effect policy and change
or undercut congressional actions by
changing statutory language.

This will just merely make it very,
very clear that all we are talking about
is dollar amounts.

I would urge the amendment’s adop-
tion.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I do so for the purpose
of asking the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania a question regarding his amend-
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ment. I know that the language of the
amendment is identical to language al-
ready in the committee report that
purports to describe the bill as re-
ported.

On page 12 of the committee report
on H.R. 2, it is stated, and I quote,

we decided on enhanced rescission for sev-
eral reasons. It permits Congress to continue
appropriating with lump sums. After a Presi-
dent signs an appropriations bill, he may
propose for reduction or elimination any dol-
lar amount specifically identified in a bill or
committee report or joint explanatory state-
ment accompanying a conference report on
that act.

Should we conclude then that the de-
scription of the President’s line-item
veto authority which I read refers to
the language in the gentleman from
Pennsylvania, Mr. CLINGER’s amend-
ment rather than the language of the
bill as reported?

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. I yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, the
purpose of the amendment, I am sorry,
I did not her the entire statement, but
the purpose, I want to reemphasize, is
to make it very clear that it was our
intent that the President not be able to
look beyond statutory or report lan-
guage. That is the absolute limit as to
what he is able to look at or impact.
There had been some suggestions that
this was kind of an open sesame, that
we were going to allow the President
sort of to roam through all kinds of ex-
traneous documents and extraneous
material to affect the report. We are
going to make it very clear that this is
a severely limited power and that it is
limited to appropriations bills, statu-
tory bills, and committee reports.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Let me ask
then what might be an accurate de-
scription of the bill as reported? I un-
derstand that the original draft of the
committee report, which was distrib-
uted to each member in our markup,
was actually written by the Congres-
sional Research Service of the Library
of Congress and the CRS experts on
these matters described the authority
this bill gave the President quite dif-
ferently than the way it is described in
the version of the report which I read.

Let me quote from the original draft
report which the Congressional Re-
search Service prepared. It said,
“moreover, after a President signs an
appropriations bill, he may go as deep
as he likes within an appropriations ac-
count to propose specific rescissions.”

Clearly, this describes the President
as having unlimited authority to reach
within a particular appropriation
passed by the Congress and to cut
spending for specific projects and pro-
grams such as administrative expenses
for a Federal court that may have rules
against a President on an important
matter.

The question then is does the gen-
tleman agree with the CRS assessment
that the President’s line-item veto au-
thority under H.R. 2, as reported, is in
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fact unlimited, that a President may
go as deep as he likes within an appro-
priations account to cut specific
projects?

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentlewoman will continue to yield, he
may within the appropriations bill.
The purpose of this is to say that he
cannot go outside of these specifically
enumerated sources to do that. It
would allow, yes, deepening. CRS was
cooperating with us in that language.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. If the lan-
guage in H.R. 2 concerning the Presi-
dent’s line-item veto authority did not
change, the question is, why was this
section of the report changed from the
original CRS draft in which the Presi-
dent is identified as having unlimited
authority to the version in the filed re-
port which identifies limitations on the
President’s authority. There seems to
be considerable confusion on the part
of the proponents as to just how broad
the President’s authority in this bill
actually is.

The description of the President’s au-
thority in the filed committee report is
clearly not accurate. I believe this is a
good example of why the majority
should not be racing through the legis-
lative process to bring complicated
matters like the line-item veto act to
the floor of the House. We should first
make sure we fully understand what
these proposals do.

The gentleman’s amendment also
makes dollar amounts in committee
reports subject to the Presidential re-
scission. Why does the amendment
refer to committee reports? Is it in-
tended to give the President a basis for
describing the budgetary authority he
is rescinding? Is it not the result that
the President is being constrained by
Congress through something short of
public law, and is that not an action
that would run counter to the Supreme
Court’s decision in INS versus Chadha?

It appears that this would be using
the committee report to alter, and I
quote, ‘‘the legal rights, duties and re-
lations of persons outside the legisla-
tive branch.”’

What then is the practical effect of
this amendment and does not the
amendment merely provide the appear-
ance of definiteness and specificity?
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Mr. CLINGER. If the gentlewoman
will yield, the amendment’s point, I
think, is to try to make clear the limi-
tations that we are imposing with this
amendment.

I think that the gentlewoman is
right, there has been some confusion
about this. We have been trying to say,
Look, we are trying to limit this to
dollar amounts, and we are