vote for the Peterson-Dingell sub-
stitute, vote for a real honest limita-
tion on term limits, and then go home
and justify what you have done.”’

Mr. Speaker, George Santayana once said
that, “Fanaticism consists of redoubling your
efforts when you have forgotten your aim.”
This point seems particularly relevant today.
You might recall that in 1947, a constitutional
term limit on Presidents was ratified by a Re-
publican Congress, which had been entrusted
by the American people to make the difficult
decisions necessary to move our Nation for-
ward in the postwar era. In reality, the 22d
amendment was a Republican attempt to get
even with Franklin Roosevelt and the New
Deal.

Almost a half century later, we find a Re-
publican Party still spooked by FDR’s legacy,
and 40 years of progress under a Democratic
House. Showing a renowned lack of original-
ity, they have dusted off term limits as part of
their new agenda in the Contract With Amer-
ica, this time to limit the length of service for
Members of Congress. | am pleased that, de-
spite the inclusion of term limits in the con-
tract, that this plank is in trouble because of
opposition from Republicans and Democrats.
These are Members on both sides of the aisle
who share a faith in the ability of Americans
to make up their own minds when they go to
the polls.

Those who charge that retroactive term lim-
its are unfair may recall that President Truman
was grandfathered from the 22d amendment.
At the time, the Republicans did not want to
appear too partisan by attacking Truman.

For them, the pleasure came in attacking
his deceased predecessor—who was elected
to the Oval Office four times and is viewed by
most historians as among our best Presidents.
Despite the Republican special exemption
given to President Truman, he limited his own
service and chose not to run for reelection in
1952.

In the spirit of this Truman exemption, the
Republican leadership has presented us with
four amendments under a closed rule. Three
of these choices exempt the service of current
Members of Congress, so that when this de-
bate is over, the Speaker will have the chance
to serve almost as long as | have. This is be-
cause under the main amendment, it could
take another 19 years before any constitu-
tional amendment would completely remove
current Members of the House.

Mr. Speaker, beside me is a partial list of
current Members who would be forced into re-
tirement the Peterson-Dingell amendment
were ratified by the States today. As you can
easily see, it limits all sorts of people from
both side of the aisle.

To give a little more perspective, in 2014,
that would give me just over 59 years of serv-
ice—if | run and the people of Michigan’s 16th
Congressional District so choose. The Speak-
er would have 36 years under his belt, al-
though not all of those could be as Speaker,
since under the new House rules, he is under
a self-imposed term limit of four consecutive
terms that will force him to leave the Speaker-
ship for a 2-year sabbatical every 8 years.

Santayana also observed that those who fail
to learn from history are condemned to repeat
it. Today's debate fulfills that prophecy. When
one examines the history of the Presidential
term limit. Moreover, only two Presidents—Re-
publicans—have found themselves con-
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strained by it, and the Republicans sought vig-
orously to find away around it for the patron
saint of their party, President Reagan.

One of the major arguments for adopting a
term limits constitutional amendment is be-
cause its popular. We have been bombarded
by reports in the press that up to four out of
five Americans wants term limits. If any of my
colleagues are basing today’s decision on
popular opinion polls, | feel it is my duty to in-
form you of one fact: that same majority wants
congressional limits applied to you.

Only the Peterson-Dingell amendment gives
Members a chance to avoid the charge of hy-
pocrisy by addressing immediacy; in other
words, the immediate application of all time
served by sitting Members of the House and
Senate. The Peterson-Dingell amendment is
simple: apply to yourself that which you would
apply to others. Under the amendment, all
service counts, whether you're in your first
term or your 20th term. In the 104th Congress,
this means that 157 House Members would be
ineligible to run for another term if Peterson-
Dingell were ratified today. A list of those
Members is available for those who wish to
consult it. In addition, 67 Senators could never
again run for the U.S. Senate under the Peter-
son-Dingell amendment.

As some of your might guess, | must con-
fess that Senate term limits would trouble me
quite a bit less than House term limits.

It was expressed in earlier debate that Pe-
terson-Dingell might lead to a very disorderly
transfer of power. However, a look at recent
history shows that chaos is unlikely. In fact,
the House has just completed a transfer of
power between the parties, and the Republic
is still in tact. In 1993, 11 freshman Members
took seats in the 103d Congress. So 157 re-
tirements would not be devastating on a nu-
merical basis. As | have long stated, the loss
would be in terms of legislative experience
which would empower bureaucrats, lobbyists,
and congressional staff to make decisions
made today by all of us, who are held ac-
countable by the people every 2 years.

I's no secret. | oppose term limits. Why?
Because | believe in the power of democracy,
the sanctity of the ballot box, and most of all,
the ability of voters to decide for themselves
who will best represent them. | am joined by
like-minded people from both sides of the
aisle, Republicans and Democrats who under-
stand that term limits would imperil democ-
racy. However, if in a rush for results, we de-
cide to impose congressional term limits to ad-
dress problems better solved through mean-
ingful campaign finance reform, we have a
duty to approve a constitutional amendment
which is free from hypocrisy. The other
amendments cast a shroud of self-interest
over the Constitution. There is only one
amendment which puts truth in term limits.
Vote only for Peterson-Dingell.

O 1600

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Utah [Mrs. WALDHOLTZ].

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Chairman, it
is time to expose those who now pi-
ously stand as would-be term-limit
martyrs. | stand as an unquestionable
supporter of term limits, and as unal-
terably opposed to this amendment.
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Eight out of ten Americans support
term limits, yet, for years the Demo-
crat-controlled Congress ignored the
will of the people and in their arro-
gance, refused to even debate the issue.
But, when the American people swept a
new majority into the House for the
first time in 40 years, Democrats
scrambled for a purely political posi-
tion. And retroactivity is the rock they
are hiding under. Members on the other
side of the aisle have wrapped them-
selves in the banner of term-limits and
proclaim themselves as having the only
consistent position: applying term lim-
its retroactively.

But as the term-limit debate has un-
folded this year, | realize that many of
those who most vigorously support ret-
roactive term limits are the very same
Members who worked to block consid-
eration of term limits in the past.

Because | wanted to know what my
colleagues had previously said about
making term limits retroactive, | went
through the transcript of the hearings
held in the last Congress—the 103d Con-
gress—on term limits. Mr. Chairman, |
could not find any reference by my col-
leagues to applying term limits retro-
actively.

Twenty-two States have passed term
limits, yet not one State has made
term limits retroactive. In fact, only
one State has put a retroactive term
limit on the ballot, Washington State,
and that initiative was defeated. Why?
Because the voters are smarter than
the retroactivity proponents think
they are. The voters know that this is
a debate about principle, not personal-
ity. The voters are not looking to send
half this Congress home next year
automatically—through retroactive
term limits. The voters are looking to
ensure that the abuses wrought in past
Congresses by too much seniority—
ranging from the post office scandal to
the national debt—can never happen
again.

As this debate began, | considered
the principle of retroactivity very
carefully. | looked at both pros and the
cons. | looked at what the voters have
done in 22 States already. But when |
looked at who was pushing retro-
activity the hardest, | realized it was
the same people who tried to Kill term
limits in the past. Retroactivity is a
stumbling block that has been thrown
up to stop term limits. Members who
oppose term limits have dressed them-
selves in the proverbial sheep’s cloth-
ing in an attempt to suppress the will
of the people.

Mr. Chairman, term limits will re-
store the idea of a citizen legislature to
this Congress. It will forever block the
excesses of seniority that have marred
this House and robbed the people of
their faith in their Government.

If term limits fails in the House this
day, it will not be because of the over-
three-fourths of Republicans who will
vote for it. It will be because of those
on the other side who hope to regain
and hoard their political power and se-
niority, and who are now seeking to
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save their own political image. | urge
my fellow Members to reject this false
attempt to kill term limits. Let us lis-
ten to the people who sent us here and
pass the term limits that they have
passed. Vote ‘‘no’’ this substitute and
vote ‘‘yes’” on final passage of term
limits.

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr.
Chairman, | yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, there have been four
national polls on term limits in the
past 4 or 5 months, and all have over-
whelmingly supported retroactivity.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BAR-
TON].

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in support of the Dingell-
Peterson amendment, and | want to
make several things absolutely crystal
clear.

No. 1, I drafted this amendment as
the Barton amendment, not knowing
that the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
DINGELL] and the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. PETERSON] had already drafted
the amendment. When | found out that
they had already presented it to the
Committee on Rules, | asked if | could
add my name to the bill. But | had
drafted the identical amendment that
is before us, so | do not consider this to
be necessarily the Democratic amend-
ment.

No. 2, if this passes, | am going to
vote for it on final passage. | am not
doing this simply as some sort of sub-
terfuge. | am doing it because, as has
been pointed out repeatedly on the
floor this afternoon, overwhelming
numbers of American citizens support
term limits. They happen to think that
if we pass a term-limit bill, it should
be effective immediately, not 12 years
from now, not 19 years from now, that
it should be effective immediately.

Now, | have the greatest respect for
people like the gentleman from Flor-
ida, Mr. BiLL McCoLLuM, and the gen-
tleman from South Carolina, Mr. Bos
INGLIS, who have steadfastly for many
years campaigned on term limits and
support term limits and say they are
going to abide by their self-imposed
limit whether the Congress passes any-
thing or not. So | think they are to-
tally sincere. But the bills they are
supporting do not take effect imme-
diately.

There is only one bill that automati-
cally takes effect immediately. That is
this one and, you can perhaps make the
argument, the bill of the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. VAN HILLEARY],
which gives the States the right to set
a term-limit bill that would be effec-
tive immediately.

If there is a problem that term limits
is the real solution to, the problem is
current Members of Congress that have
already been here too long. This is the
only vote that affects those people
today. If we pass the Dingell-Peterson
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amendment, they will not apply for re-
election in their primaries in the
spring of 1996. They would not be al-
lowed to.

Term limits are an issue which needs
to be debated on the floor of the House
of Representatives. We should com-
mend the Republican leadership for
doing that. We should commend the
Republicans like the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. McCoLLum] and the gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr.
INGLIS], and others who have worked so
hard to bring the issue before the
American people.

Mr. Chairman, | would hope that all
Republicans would vote for this sub-
stitute because again, it solves the
problem that term limits are supposed
to solve. It affects us in this body
today. Today. And if we are not willing
to vote for this, unless you are willing
to limit yourself individually, like the
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
INGLIS] is, then you are really not a
supporter of term limits.

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. GOODLATTE].

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentlewoman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong sup-
port of term limits, but | am not going
to participate in what | perceive to be
a sham, in suggesting that after we
have had term limits adopted by the
people of 22 different States and all of
them have adopted them without retro-
activity, that somehow people want to
have retroactive term limits. In fact,
the proof is in Washington State. The
voters there had term limits offered to
them with retroactivity. They rejected
them, brought them back 2 years later
without a retroactive provision, and
they passed them.

Mr. Chairman, let us not fool our-
selves. This is an effort to provide
cover for people who do not truly sup-
port term limits. If you do not believe
it, look and see what they do on the
final vote for final passage of a con-
stitutional amendment for term limits.
They are not going to vote for it unless
it has this retroactivity in it, when, in
point of fact, term limits will apply
going forward prospectively anyway.

Why not support it even if you do not
get your retroactivity that you seem
to want to have, when you can still im-
pose term limits on yourself if you are
a Member of Congress?

Now, the reason why retroactive
term limits are a bad idea is very sim-
ple: We hear those who oppose term
limits all the time telling us we should
not lose the institutional memory of
this House of Representatives. Yet
they want to turn around and in one
single election cycle, turn over half of
the membership of the House of Rep-
resentatives, and you take those who
have been here more than 12 years, add
to those who will voluntarily leave, as
many Members do before they ever get
to term limits, add to that those who
are defeated and those who run for
other offices, and you will have close
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to, if not in excess of, one-half of the
Members of this House leaving at one
time.

Term limits should be phased in.
That is why they have been made pro-
spective in every single State that has
enacted term limits, and that is why
they should be made prospective only
as we vote on them in this House of
Representatives as well.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues
to reject what is a sham, and | urge ev-
eryone to look at who votes for real
term limits on the final vote today to
tell you who really supports them.

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from lllinois [Mr. GUTIERREZ].

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, |
often hear Republicans say we need
term limits because ““It’s time to clean
out the barn.”” | have never said that in
a campaign. First of all, in Chicago |
am not sure what kind of response we
would be getting because there are not
a lot of barns. Maybe in Chicago we
would say something like “It is time to
shovel the snow off the street.”

When | hear someone say ‘‘We need
to clean out the barn,” it sounds like
something that is awfully important,
not a few years down the road, but
today, right now. And it should not
wait until you have sold the farm and
turned over the cleaning to someone
else.

So | do not understand when those
who have been in Congress for 12, 20, 25
years say they support term limits, but
they plan to stick around Washington
just a little bit longer, because these
are the same folks that said ““We have
got to clean out the barn.”

Fine, grab a broom, clean out the
barn. But what happens when it turns
out that you are the one who is making
the mess? What happens when you look
at your own resume and realize that
you have been here for 12 years or more
and your limit is up? Well, then you
better get out of the barn, too.

That is what the Dingell-Peterson
amendment does. It turns term limits
from rhetorical cheap shot into real
change. Retroactivity, Mr. Chairman,
cleans out the barn now.

Look, this amendment is not a cheap
shot. It is not a threat to you or any-
one else. It is an opportunity for every-
one, an opportunity to prove that you
are serious.

Now, if you still want a 12-year limit
and you have been here more than
that, there is a very simple option.
There is the door. It is very easy to get
to National Airport. It takes about 10
minutes from here. And if you are a
Member of Congress, they have even
got a free parking lot there for you.

You know, people say that they are
opposed to retroactivity because the
people are not for it, and as evidence
for this they point to various polls.
Well, Mr. Chairman, in a recent CNN-
USA Today-Gallup poll, respondents
were asked, if there is a 12-year term
limit for Members of Congress, do you
think Members should be allowed to
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run for another 12 years in office, or
should current Members who have been
in Congress 12 years not run again?

Seventy-one percent of the respond-
ents replied that such Members should
not be allowed to run again. Mr. Chair-
man, if we are going to put our faith in
polls, we should put our faith in all the
polls and be consistent.

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. LEwiS].

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | very much appreciate my col-
league yielding this time. She knows
my general position on term limits and
is most generous in offering that time.

Term limits, my colleagues, were a
part of the Articles of Confederation.
During the debates leading to ratifica-
tion of our Constitution, our Founding
Fathers soundly rejected that idea.

Today term limits as a populist issue
has come about because of a deep-seat-
ed frustration that has boiled over be-
cause of the people’s sense that their
Congress was not responding to the
public’s priorities.

During the last two elections, that
same public reflected by their actions
that the genius of our Founding Fa-
thers continues to work in our system.
They simply decided to throw many of
the rascals out. Today over one-half of
my conference is made up of people
who have been here essentially 2 years
or less.

With that in mind, let me share with
you the words of one of those early
founders. ‘““The people are the best
judges of who ought to represent them.
To dictate and control them, to tell
them whom they ought to elect, is to
abridge their natural rights.”” He goes
on to say, ‘“We all know that experi-
ence is indispensably necessary to good
government. Shall we, then, drive expe-
rience into obscurity? | repeat, this is
an absolute abridgement of the people’s
rights.”” That quote is from Robert Liv-
ingston during the New York debates
on ratification of our Constitution.

Robert Livingston, reflecting the ge-
nius of our earliest leaders, made two
points which | wish to emphasize.
First, the people’s right to choose
should not be abridged. Term limits
today reflects the people’s frustration
with Members elected in other people’s
districts. Today in America people
across the country essentially want
their own Member to remain in Con-
gress. Let us not detract from the peo-
ple’s right to choose whom they wish
to serve as their Representative.

Livingston’s second point, experience
is a necessary ingredient in our rep-
resentative system. That is very fun-
damental to our work. Without it, we
completely turn our Government over
to the unelected bureaucrat.

| do not know about you, but it took
this Member a few years to really un-
derstand the challenges involved in
making the people’s government work.
Maybe some of my colleagues were
struck with inspired genius the day
they were elected to office. | would
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submit, however, that for most of us it
takes a few years to really do this very
tough job, and even more to do it well.

So one more time, do not leave our
Government in the hands of the
unelected. Experience is necessary, and
citizens in each district have the good
sense and, indeed, the responsibility to
know there is a difference.

A last point, not from Robert Living-
ston, but from myself. 1 will not vote
for the retroactive amendment because
| do not believe in term limits. | be-
lieve in the people’s government that is
the result of the people’s choice. If ap-
plied retroactively, this proposal would
overnight eliminate from the House
the likes of HENRY HYDE, Speaker
NEWT GINGRICH, RICHARD GEPHARDT,
LEE HAMILTON, and, yes, even our own
BoB LIVINGSTON, giants of our time
without whose leadership and dedica-
tion the people’s House would be se-
verely diminished.

But if you, my colleagues, happen to
be one of those who is considering to
vote for term limits, | would suggest in
all sincerity that you ought to go down
the hall and take a look in the mirror.
Look very closely. Are you sure you
are not just reacting to the fear of a
populist firestorm and, in doing that,
you have traded in your responsibility
in this body to lead.

O 1615

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. BENTSEN].

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

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, first
let me state for the record that the
voters of Houston have voted twice for
retroactive term limits. | think some
of the speakers should do their re-
search so that they know that. Twice
they voted for retroactive term limits
and the city of Houston continues to be
strong and vibrant.

My colleagues, if we feel compelled
to change the Constitution,which has
worked effectively for over 200 years, in
order to limit the people’s right to
choose their representatives, then we
must do so not haphazardly, but fully.
It is hypocritical of this House to say
it is for term limits, and yet give mem-
bers 6, 12, or 24 more years in Congress
as House Joint Resolution 73 and the
other substitutes would do.

What is the point of term limits if
they do not take effect immediately?
Why should my friend, the chairman of
the Ways and Means Committee, who
hails from the great State of Texas,
who was first elected when | was 11
years old, be given 12 more years? Thir-
ty-six years is a career to many Ameri-
cans.

I do not want to single out my fellow
Texans. Many Members on both sides
of the aisle could be examples of the
folly of House Joint Resolution 73.
Rather, | do so out of fairness.

I further notice that one of the advo-
cates of House Joint Resolution 73 was
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quoted as stating that retroactive term
limits would violate the American
sense of fairness and change the rules
in the middle of the game. Let me sub-
mit to you that any term limit changes
the rules in the middle of the game.
And speaking to the freshman, how is
it fair that we perpetuate the seniority
system?

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. TORKILDSEN].

Mr. TORKILDSEN. Mr. Chairman, |
thank my colleague and friend, the
gentlewoman from Florida [Mrs. FowL-
ER] for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in opposi-
tion to this amendment, which is a
charade.

Caveat Emptor. Let the buyer be-
ware. We should all beware of this
amendment, given that two of its three
sponsors oppose any and all term lim-
its. Given their opposition, why would
they offer a trojan horse limit? Simply
put, to scuttle any chance of term lim-
its passing in this House.

The only term limit amendment de-
bated and passed by Congress was in
the Republican 80th Congress in 1947.
This term limit became known as the
22d amendment. It was specifically not
retroactive, and specifically excluded
the sitting President of the United
States—Harry S. Truman. For very
logical reasons, a precedent was estab-
lished when Congress voted against ret-
roactive term limits in 1947.

| oppose retroactive laws in general,
as | opposed President Clinton’s retro-
active tax increase in 1993. Personally,
I pledged, prior to my election in 1992,
that | would voluntarily serve no more
than six terms, so retroactivity will
not affect my length of service.

Of the 22 States whose voters have
passed term limits, none—I repeat,
none—have imposed them retro-
actively. Clearly, the voters of 22
States have spoken on the issue of
retroactivity.

Serving in Congress should not be a
lifetime career. | urge my colleagues to
vote against this charade of a sub-
stitute, and vote for genuine term lim-
its.

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Alabama [Mr. BROWDER.]

Mr. BROWDER. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in support of retroactive term limits.
As a matter of fact, Mr. Chairman, |
am going to vote for anything up on
that board regarding term limits and
for final passage.

Last year, when we were closing the
term and | saw that we were not going
to pass campaign reform, we were not
going to pass lobby reform, | decided if
we are not going to change the way we
do business around here, then maybe
term limits is a good idea. And | think
that is true today.

I look around on the agenda. | do not
see cleaning up the way we do things
around here with lobby reform or cam-
paign reform. I do not even see it on
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the horizon. So let us do something dif-
ferent. Let us vote for term limits and
let us make them retroactive.

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. SOUDER].

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, as For-
rest Gump might say, the Democrats
are like a box of chocolates, you never
know what you are going to get.

But unlike Forrest Gump, the Amer-
ican people are not gullible enough to
believe that the Democrats are taking
this amendment and proposal seri-
ously. This is how the Democratic-
sponsored proposal will affect House
Democrats: 82 of them can just resign
right now. Under this amendment, 82 of
them would no longer be here. Thirty
should have left 8 years ago at least.
Even two of the proponents of this ret-
roactive proposal have been in Con-
gress longer than 12 years and thus will
be ousted by their own proposals.

One sponsor has served 40 years. He is
like 3% Congressmen. When you go out
and talk to the average people, they
understand the hypocrisy of this par-
ticular amendment since we have not
had a first hearing on term limits in
the House until November 1993. They
have been opposed by the prior leader-
ship.

During the 40 years prior to that
hearing there was never a single vote
on term limits. The former speaker
even sued his own constituents on the
term limit law.

I, like other of my freshman col-
leagues, have made a pledge. We will
only serve 12 years, whether or not
Congress passes an amendment. We are
not just voting; we are actually acting.
I challenge others who plan to vote for
this amendment, as | plan to do, to act,
not just talk. People are tired of politi-
cians who just talk. Join with me in
committing to resigning after 6 or 12
years, whatever you vote for, whether
or not this passes.

Actions speak louder than words.

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from California [Ms. ESHOO].

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, unlike
many Members of Congress, | have ac-
tually had term limits applied to me.
The San Mateo County Board of Super-
visors in California, on which | served,
was the first legislative body in Cali-
fornia back in the 1970’s to adopt term
limits. | have seen for myself the value
of replacing incumbents with new lead-
ership which brings fresh perspectives
to the body politic.

Now we hear Members saying that
they are for term limits. They were for
them during their campaigns, but they
do not insist that a term limits bill
apply to everyone here today.

In this Congress | introduced a bill
which would allow Members of Con-
gress to serve three terms of 4 years
each. | personally believe that the
terms should be expanded. Two years
and campaigning all year-round | do
not think is what our Founding Fa-
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thers had in mind. But like many other
bills, that has not reached the floor.

My legislation would apply to all of
us in this Congress and would be retro-
active. Every single day of this 104th
Congress has started with a Republican
telling America that under the new re-
gime Congress will be required to ““live
under the same laws as every one else.”’
I think it is time to make this law
apply to every one in this House.

If we are going to talk about congres-
sional accountability, it should be ap-
plied to term limits as well.

I think the American people deserve
some political genuineness in this. |
am afraid that with the retroactive
issue being left out of the debate, that
there is a great deal of political dis-
ingenuousness. So | rise in support of
the Dingell-Peterson substitute, cer-
tainly in terms of the legislation that
I sponsored in the 104th Congress, and |
urge my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle to vote in favor of congressional
accountability and term limits for
every one here and retroactivity.

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. INGLIS].

Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, | thank the gentlewoman
for yielding time to me.

I would rise to make two observa-
tions. First, it is very important for ev-
eryone to realize that every single per-
son speaking in favor of this particular
substitute is opposed to term limits
with the exception, | believe, of the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. PETER-
SON]. Every other person who has spo-
ken is against term limits.

That makes an important point. In
fact, with all due respect to the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL],
earlier | asked him on the floor to yield
and he was gracious enough to yield.
And he told me he is absolutely op-
posed to term limits. Certainly he is
opposed to term limits. Very important
point to make.

Folks that are proposing this amend-
ment are adamantly opposed to term
limits. So let us make it clear what
they are trying to do.

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina. |
yield to the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr.
Chairman, that is absolutely false. |
stand before you a strong supporter. |
know the gentlewomen from Califor-
nia, Ms. EsHoo, Ms. HARMAN, a whole
host of us here are very strongly in
support of term limits. And so | would
ask the gentleman to retract that.

Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina. Re-
claiming my time, | saw you were not
listening when | mentioned you as the
one person that | knew of at the time.
Now | understand there are two more.

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr.
Chairman, if the gentleman will con-
tinue to yield, there is a whole host of
us here.

Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina. That
makes three that I know now that sup-
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port term limits that are for this sub-
stitute. Every other one is opposed, am
I not correct? Name another one.

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. There are
at least 40 Members on this side. If |
can name them, | have got a list. It
was printed in the Roll Call this morn-
ing. And so it is public knowledge. We
are not alone, and this should not be a
partisan issue. It is only partisan be-
cause it was printed as part of a con-
tract that you all signed.

Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, reclaiming my time, it is a
very important point to make, though,
with all due respect, that one of the
chief authors of this, and | think every-
one who has spoken on the floor, with
the few exceptions you have named by
name, are adamantly and fundamen-
tally opposed to term limits. So it does
not take a rocket scientist to figure
out what is going on here.

This is designed to be a poison pill in
two ways. The point is, it is a poison
pill for the Senate and for the State
legislatures. It is very important that
we defeat this substitute.

There is another important point to
make here. That is, we are talking here
about the Democratic alternative. | see
my good friend from Massachusetts
here, the batter on deck, to get ready
to speak. | would point our that we
needed to have more Republican votes.
It is a very interesting situation here.
Eighty percent of the American people
favor term limits; 80 percent of the Re-
publican conference favors term limits
and will vote for it today.

If the Democratic caucus would sim-
ply vote by the same margins and rep-
resent America, we would have term
limits by the end of the day. But the
fact is the Democratic caucus will not
represent America at the end of the
day. They will not vote by an 80-per-
cent margin for term limits. We will.
You will not.

As a result, we will not have term
limits. It is very important that we ac-
tually come forward and produce the
votes. We need votes on your side for
term limits today.

Vote in proportion to the American
people, 80 percent of you, vote for term
limits and we will have it by the end of
the day. We will be way over the 290
margin.

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the gen-
tlewoman from California [Ms. HAR-
MAN].

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

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am
one of a number of Democrats who rise
in strong support of term limits and of
this amendment. | have always be-
lieved that politics is public service,
not a career, and there are many ways
to serve. Term limits ensure a constant
supply of new ideas and new energy.
Term limits are good for both parties.
They are good for Congress and, most
of all, they are good for the American
people. 1 support them prospectively
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and retroactively, and | did so when
Democrats were in the majority.

But term limits are not enough. Un-
less term limits are coupled with tough
campaign finance reform, | do not be-
lieve true reform will be achieved.

Today a broad bipartisan group that
supports term limits is sending a letter
to Speaker GINGRICH strongly encour-
aging him to include campaign finance
reform as a high priority for the second
100 days of this session.

I look forward to working with Mem-
bers from both sides of the aisle on
campaign finance reform, regardless of
the vote today and tomorrow.

Let us enact true reform, term limits
and campaign finance reform.

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. Goss].

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, | thank the
gentlewoman from Florida, my col-
league, for yielding time to me.

This sudden interest in promoting
term limits by the advocates of this
amendment is a little misleading and, |
have to admit, a bit intriguing.

I think we have got to be clear on
one thing, because the time is short
and it is time for candor. Many who are
supporting the Peterson-Dingell-Frank
amendment are the same Members who
freely admit, at least to the press they
freely admit, that they oppose term
limits.
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They are the same people who helped
ensure that under 40 years of Democrat
rule no debate or vote on term limits
would take place. They are the same
people who have shown little interest
in responding to the will of the Amer-
ican people on this issue.

We know almost 80 percent of Ameri-
cans support term limits. They want us
to deal with it. We also know that 22
States have adopted them. In every
case, those term limit proposals pre-
dominantly written by citizens are not,
repeat, not, retroactive.

If, as the proponents of this smoke-
screen amendment argue, Americans
want retroactive term limits, then why
have those 22 States passed citizen
referenda that are not retroactive?
Why, in the one State that voted on
such a proposal, was the proposal of
retroactivity soundly defeated?

It is because Americans are smarter
than the status quo Democrats seem
willing to believe. Americans know a
true term limits supporter from one
who is simply seeking to score political
points on its way to the dust bin, which
is what this amendment will do.

Vote against this amendment. Its
sole purpose is to provide political
cover for those politicians who like the
status quo and want term limits to go
away.

Of the man who wrote the first Bill of
Rights in this country, George Mason
the Fourth, a man who did not sign the
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Constitution, even though he penned
that Bill of Rights for the Common-
wealth of Virginia which was the model
for our Bill of Rights:

Nothing so strongly impels a man to re-
gard the interest of his constituents as the
certainty of returning to the general mass of
the people, from whence he was taken.

So said Mr. Mason. | think those are
valid words, and | think he was right
not to sign the Constitution until he
had a commitment to the Bill of
Rights, and when he finally did get the
Bill of Rights in there, | think he
would have been glad to sign it.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida [Mr. PETERSON] has 15
minutes remaining, the gentlewoman
from Florida [Mrs. FOwWLER] has 10 min-
utes remaining, and under the rules of
the House the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. PETERSON], as the proponent, has
the right to close.

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr.
Chairman, | yield myself 10 seconds to
respond to one point.

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on
Rules, of which the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. Goss] was a member, al-
lowed the Democratic side one sub-
stitute, and therefore we had only one
opportunity to present the Democratic
side. This is the bill that is before us
today with the retroactivity.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. TAY-
LOR].

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, let me begin by saying how
appropriate it is that a former prisoner
of war for 7 years in Hanoi Hilton is the
sponsor of this amendment. Unlike
many Members of this body who claim
to be promilitary but sought student
deferments, the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. PETERSON] is promilitary and
enlisted in our country’s Armed
Forces.

I say this because he also, on the
first day of this body, voted to put Con-
gress under the same laws as every
other member of the American society,
as did I, and as did the majority in this
body. We did not say we are special; we
said we should live by the same laws as
everyone else.

Yet, some people in this room this
very day will say they are better than
a prospective Congressman because
they should be allowed to serve their 20
years, their 18 years, their 50 years, and
then and only then should the 12-year
limit go on top of that. That is wrong.
That is egomaniacal of the worst sort.
That is the sort of thing that really
makes America mad at Congress.

I want to commend my good friends,
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. PE-
TERSON], the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. DINGELL], both former service peo-
ple serving our country, both of whom
realized t