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considering today, if we are wise
enough not to amend it, is identical to
language that passed in the Senate on
July 25 in an overwhelming unanimous
bipartisan vote, 98 to 0. If we pass lan-
guage today without amendment, the
bill will go straight to the President’s
desk, and after 50 years of inadequacy
on the subject of lobbying disclosure,
we will finally have a law that meas-
ures up to the task.

The bill covers paid professional lob-
byists, those who spend 20 percent or
more of their time lobbying and are
paid more than $5,000 during a 6-month
period. It requires the semiannual re-
port. Documents are to be filed with
the Clerk of House and the Secretary of
the Senate and shall be available for
full public inspection. Grassroots lob-
bying activities are protected as they
are under the Constitution, and we do
not infringe upon those activities in
any way.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, let me once
again emphasize, this is the type of bi-
partisan action the American people
have requested. Today’s legislation re-
flects great credit on the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. CANADY], the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
FRANK], and the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. SHAYS].

I urge an affirmative vote on the rule
and the defeat of all amendments.

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

Mr. MCHALE. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Connecticut.

Mr. SHAYS. I thank the gentleman.
He introduced this bill identical to
what the Senate did and then incor-
porated his bill and the committee bill.
I just want to thank the gentleman for
his leadership on this issue and to say
that it has been a pleasure to work
with him as well. I am sorry I left him
out of my salutes because he deserves
to be on the very top.

Mr. MCHALE. Mr. Speaker, I would
note that the quality of the bill was
much improved when the name of the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. CANADY]
was moved to the front.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California [Ms. WOOLSEY].

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

Mr. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, the
American people are sick and tired of
wealthy special interests peddling in-
fluence through the halls of Congress.
We need to change the way Washington
works, and we need to do it now.

b 1945
For too long, Congress has been held

hostage by lobbyists trying to force
their special interest agendas on the
American public. And too often, they
are successful.

H.R. 2564 is the first truly com-
prehensive lobbying reform bill in al-
most 50 years. This bill will let the
American people know who the lobby-
ists are and how much they are spend-
ing to influence Members of Congress.

The Senate passed this important bill
unanimously. We don’t need to change
it. We need to pass it and send it to the
President right away. Let us not delay
this much needed reform any longer.

Mr. Speaker, it is time to restore
faith in American Government. Vote
for honest government. Vote for this
bill and vote for it without amend-
ment.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

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

Mr. Speaker, I, contrary to published
reports in the local newspaper this
morning, will support this rule. I would
add parenthetically that I have re-
ceived an apology from the newspaper
for making a mistake, and that started
my day in a very pleasant way, but
people have been asking me why I
would not support this rule. I am sup-
porting this rule. I urge others to do
the same.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time, and 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.

f

POSTPONING VOTES AND LIMIT-
ING DEBATE TIME ON AMEND-
MENTS TO H.R. 2564, LOBBYING
DISCLOSURE ACT OF 1995

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that dur-
ing further consideration of H.R. 2564
pursuant to House Resolution 269 the
Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole may postpone until a time dur-
ing further consideration in the Com-
mittee of the Whole a request for a re-
corded vote on any amendment, and
that the Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may reduce to not less than
5 minutes the time for voting by elec-
tronic device on any postponed ques-
tion that immediately follows another
vote by electronic device without in-
tervening business, provided that the
time for voting by electronic device on
the first in any series of questions shall
be not less than 15 minutes; and fur-
ther, that debate on each amendment
to the bill and any amendments there-
to be limited to 30 minutes equally di-
vided and controlled by the proponent
of the amendment to the bill and an
opponent.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

Mr. SKAGGS. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, and I do not ex-
pect that I will object, but I just want
to inquire of the gentleman if it is fur-
ther his understanding that agreement
has been reached informally with the
proponents of certain of the amend-
ments that have been noticed on this
bill that they will not come up tonight,
namely the amendment protected by
the rule offered by the gentleman from

Indiana [Mr. MCINTOSH], the amend-
ment protected in the rule to be offered
by the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
ISTOOK], and two other amendments of-
fered by the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. MCINTOSH] dealing with the same
general subject?

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SKAGGS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, it is my understanding that the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
ISTOOK] and the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. MCINTOSH] have both agreed
that those amendments would not be
brought before the House this evening.

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

Mr. SKAGGS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Let
me give the gentleman further assur-
ance. It is my guess that there being a
significant majority of Members left
that have any brains, that within
about 20 minutes after this unanimous-
consent request there will not be any
Members left in this place. Therefore
any amendment that is offered would
be at the suffrage of people who did not
want to suggest the quorum problem,
so I would assure my friend, if there
was any problem, that all of a sudden
we would be deterred by the lack of a
quorum.

Mr. SKAGGS. I appreciate the gen-
tleman’s further assurances.

Further on my reservation, the 1⁄2
hour equally divided debate time that
was included in the UC request would
apply to each and all amendments to
the bill either considered tonight or at
such subsequent date as we might re-
sume debate on this legislation; is that
correct?

Mr. CANADY of Florida. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Will
the gentleman yield to me further
under his reservation of objection?

Mr. SKAGGS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Let
me say to the gentleman who has been
very responsible for this, and I appre-
ciate our ability to work together,
while we would have the power under
this unanimous-consent request to roll
votes when we resumed, I would as-
sume that a spirit of comity would gov-
ern whether or not we use that; that is,
if there was not agreement on both
sides, we would not roll the votes when
we come back at it on the next time.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. It would
certainly be my desire that that power
be exercised in consultation with the
minority and other interested parties
so that the interests of all Members of
the House could be fully protected.

Mr. SKAGGS. Further reserving the
right to object, and in the same vein, I
think, and as I understand it, there are
some logical groupings of amendments,
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and it might make sense to apply some
sense of germaneness and mutual rel-
evancy as we look at which might be
rolled, and I assume the gentleman
would agree to take those kinds of fac-
tors into consideration as well.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Yes; of
course the Chair will be making the de-
cisions as to when the rolling of
amendments will take place and who
will be recognized to offer an amend-
ment, but it would certainly be my de-
sire to work with all Members to take
into account those considerations.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, if the gentleman would yield,
let me say the subcommittee chairman
has been perfectly fair, and I think
there is no problem.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Tim Sand-
ers, one of his secretaries.

f

LOBBYING DISCLOSURE ACT OF
1995

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 269 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. 2564.

b 1951

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. 2564) to pro-
vide for the disclosure of lobbying ac-
tivities to influence the Federal Gov-
ernment, and for other purposes, with
Mr. KOLBE 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.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. CANADY] will be recog-
nized for 1 hour, and the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] will
be recognized for 1 hour.

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

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, today this House is
presented with an historic opportunity
to end 40 years of inaction on the issue
of lobbying disclosure reform. H.R.
2564, the Lobbying Disclosure Act of
1995, provides for the effective disclo-
sure of those who lobby the executive
and legislative branches of Govern-
ment, what legislation they are at-
tempting to influence, and how much
they are being compensated to do so.

An identical measure passed the Sen-
ate on July 25 by a vote of 98 to zero.
However, the Senate vote should not be
taken as a sign that lobbying disclo-
sure reform legislation is a sure bet for
even the 104th Congress, which has
been far more reform-minded than
those which came before. Indeed, for
more than 40 years, there is only one
word to describe the attempts at mean-
ingful reform of the laws governing dis-
closure of lobbying activities—that
word is ‘‘gridlock.’’ Over the years,
Congress has tried again and again, but
failed again and again, to pass mean-
ingful lobbying disclosure legislation.

The Supreme Court’s narrow con-
struction of the 1946 Regulation of Lob-
bying Act in U.S. versus Harriss un-
questionably made the legislation vir-
tually meaningless. But the Court in
that same opinion also demonstrated
that it was sympathetic to the need for
lobbying disclosure. In fact, the Court
made it plain that Congress needed to
be aware of the activities of interest
and pressure groups.

As Chief Justice Earl Warren stated,
‘‘The full realization of the American
ideal of government by elected rep-
resentatives depends to no small extent
on their ability to properly evaluate
* * *’’ lobbying activities. ‘‘Otherwise
the voice of the people may all too eas-
ily be drowned out by the voice of spe-
cial interest groups seeking favored
treatment while masquerading as pro-
ponents of the public weal.’’

Ironically, in 1950 the staff director
of the Joint Committee on the Organi-
zation of Congress, George Galloway,
said in reference to the 1946 act that
‘‘after the lobbying law had been in op-
eration for a few years, experience
would reveal any defects in it which
could be corrected by amending and
strengthening the Act.’’ Unfortunately,
Mr. Galloway could not have been more
wrong. Yes, the act has revealed its ex-
tensive defects. However, every at-
tempt to strengthen the act has turned
into an exercise in futility.

The history of lobbying disclosure re-
form is a history of inaction and stale-
mate. From 1956 to 1959, major revi-
sions to the Lobbying Act were pro-
posed. No action was taken on those
proposals.

In 1965, the Senate’s Committee on
Rules and Administration issued a re-
port recommending that administra-
tion of the Lobbying Act be assigned to
the Comptroller General. No action
was taken on this recommendation.

In 1967, measures strengthening the
Lobbying Act passed the Senate. Presi-
dent Johnson urged the House to take
similar action, but the House failed to
do so.

In 1970, the Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct, newly established
in the wake of the Bobby Baker inves-
tigations, reported a complex lobbying
disclosure bill titled the Legislative
Activities Disclosure Act. This major
effort at lobbying reform ultimately
came to naught.

In 1976, a bill was approved in the
Senate, but the House did not act until

the final day of the 94th Congress.
There was no time to reconcile the dif-
ferent bills passed by each chamber of
Congress. Once again nothing was ac-
complished.

In 1977, the House Judiciary Commit-
tee and the full House passed lobbying
disclosure legislation, but the Senate
bill was held up in committee.

In 1979, the House Judiciary Commit-
tee once again reported a measure, but
the House leadership held up floor con-
sideration until the Senate showed it
could get a bill through committee.
The bill never made it through the
Senate Committee.

In 1992, after years of study by the
Senate Committee on Governmental
Affairs, the first version of the Lobby-
ing Disclosure Act was introduced.
However, the Senate did not consider
the bill in the 102d Congress.

Just last year in the 103d Congress,
this House passed a lobbying disclosure
reform bill by an overwhelming major-
ity. The Senate passed an identical bill
last year, but cloture could not be ob-
tained on the Conference Committee
report in the Senate. Thus the effort
failed.

In some years as this history shows,
one chamber passed lobbying reform
and the other chamber then failed to
act. In other years, the legislation died
in conference between the House and
the Senate. At other times, there was
simply no movement forward.

The bottom line was always the
same: Gridlock. But today this House
can end the gridlock. Today this House
can pass the Lobbying Disclosure Act
without amendment. Today this House
can send the Senate-passed bill di-
rectly to the President’s desk for his
signature. This is an historic oppor-
tunity we cannot let slip away from us.

The Committee on the Judiciary re-
ported this legislation last week with
no amendments and no dissenting
votes. Today this House will consider a
number of amendments to this bill.
Some of the amendments have consid-
erable merit; others have less merit;
and a few are quite simply bad ideas.

But all of the amendments have one
thing in common: they threaten to de-
rail this important reform bill. If this
issue goes back to the Senate, and if
history is any guide, we may very well
hear nothing more about lobbying re-
form during this Congress. We should
not forsake the good in order to
achieve the ‘‘perfect’’ lobbying disclo-
sure reform bill. The risk of derailing
this bill is simply too great.

Mr. Chairman, let me briefly describe
what this bill does. H.R. 2564 is de-
signed to strengthen public confidence
in Government by replacing the exist-
ing patchwork of lobbying disclosure
laws with a single, uniform statute
which covers the activities of paid, pro-
fessional lobbyists. The Act stream-
lines disclosure requirements to ensure
that meaningful information is pro-
vided and requires all paid, profes-
sional lobbyists to register and file reg-
ular, semiannual reports identifying
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