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name, the grantee’s identification number,
and—

(1) a statement that the grantee did not
engage in political advocacy; or,

(2) a statement that the grantee did engage
in political advocacy, and setting forth for
each grant—

(A) the grant identification number;

(B) the amount or value of the grant (in-
cluding all administrative and overhead
costs awarded);

(C) a brief description of the purpose or
purposes for which the grant was awarded;

(D) the identity of each Federal, state and
local government entity awarding or admin-
istering the grant, and program thereunder;

(E) the name and grantee identification
number of each individual, entity, or organi-
zation to whom the grantee made a grant;

(F) a brief description of the grantee’s po-
litical advocacy, and a good faith estimate of
the grantee’s expenditures on political advo-
cacy;

(G) a good faith estimate of the grantee’s
prohibited political advocacy threshold.

(b) OMB COORDINATION.—The Office of
Management and Budget shall develop by
regulation one standardized form for the an-
nual report that shall be accepted by every
Federal entity, and a uniform procedure by
which each grantee is assigned one perma-
nent and unique grantee identification num-
ber.

FEDERAL ENTITY REPORT

SEC. 603. Not later than May 1 of each cal-
endar year, each Federal entity awarding or
administering a grant shall submit to the
Bureau of the Census a report (standardized
by the Office of Management and Budget)
setting forth the information provided to
such Federal entity by each grantee during
the preceding Federal fiscal year, and the
name and grantee identification number of
each grantee to whom it provided written
notice under section 1(a)(6). The Bureau of
the Census shall make this database avail-
able to the public through the Internet.

PUBLIC ACCOUNTABILITY

SEC. 604. (a) Any Federal entity awarding a
grant shall make publicly available any
grant application, audit of a grantee, list of
grantees to whom notice was provided under
section 1(a)(6), annual report of a grantee,
and that Federal entity’s annual report to
the Bureau of the Census.

(b) The public’s access to the documents
identified in section 4(a) shall be facilitated
by placement of such documents in the Fed-
eral entity’s public document reading room
and also by expediting any requests under
section 552 of title 5, United States Code, the
Freedom of Information Act as amended,
ahead of any requests for other information
pending at such Federal entity.

(c) Records described in section (a) shall
not be subject to withholding except under
exemption (b)(7)(A) of section 552 of title 5,
United States Code.

(d) No fees for searching for or copying
such documents shall be charged to the pub-
lic.

SEVERABILITY

SEC. 605. If any provision of this title or
the application thereof to any person or cir-
cumstance is held invalid, the remainder of
this title and the application of such provi-
sion to other persons and circumstances
shall not be affected thereby.

FIRST AMENDMENT RIGHTS PRESERVED

SEC. 606. Nothing in this title shall be
deemed to abridge any rights guaranteed
under the first amendment of the United
States Constitution, including freedom of
speech, or of the press; or the right of the
people peaceably to assemble, and to peti-
tion the Government for a redress of griev-
ances.

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED
IN COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of August 2, 1995,
proceedings will now resume on those
amendments on which further proceed-
ings were postponed in the following
order: amendment No. 32 offered by the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. KoOLBE],
amendment No. 10 offered by the gen-

tleman from lowa [Mr. GANSKE],
amendment No. 18 offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
BLUTE].

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT NO. 32 OFFERED BY MR. KOLBE

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE] on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will designate the amend-

ment.

The Clerk designated the amend-

ment.

RECORDED VOTE
The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has

been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 206, noes 215,

not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 619]
AYES—206
Abercrombie Evans Kennedy (MA)

Ackerman Farr Kennedy (RI)
Baesler Fattah Kennelly
Baldacci Fawell Kleczka
Barrett (WI) Fazio Klug

Bass Fields (LA) Kolbe
Becerra Flake Lantos
Beilenson Foglietta Lazio
Bentsen Foley Leach
Berman Ford Levin
Bilbray Fowler Lewis (GA)
Bishop Fox Lincoln
Blute Frank (MA) LoBiondo
Boehlert Franks (CT) Lofgren
Bono Franks (NJ) Longley
Boucher Frelinghuysen Lowey
Brown (CA) Frost Luther
Brown (FL) Furse Maloney
Brown (OH) Ganske Markey
Bryant (TX) Gejdenson Martinez
Cardin Gekas Martini
Castle Gephardt Matsui
Chapman Gibbons McCarthy
Clay Gilchrest McDermott
Clayton Gilman McHale
Clement Gonzalez Mclnnis
Clyburn Goodling McKinney
Coleman Gordon McNulty
Collins (IL) Goss Meehan
Collins (MI) Green Meek
Condit Greenwood Menendez
Conyers Gunderson Metcalf
Coyne Harman Meyers
Cramer Hastings (FL) Mfume
DeFazio Hefner Miller (CA)
DelLauro Hilliard Mineta
Dellums Hinchey Minge
Deutsch Horn Mink
Dicks Houghton Molinari
Dingell Hoyer Moran
Dixon Jackson-Lee Morella
Doggett Jacobs Nadler
Dooley Jefferson Neal

Dunn Johnson (CT) Obey
Durbin Johnson (SD) Olver
Edwards Johnson, E. B. Owens
Ehrlich Johnston Pallone
Engel Kaptur Pastor
Eshoo Kelly Payne (NJ)
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Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter

Pryce
Ramstad
Rangel

Reed
Richardson
Rivers

Rose
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo

Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bereuter
Bevill
Bilirakis
Bliley
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Brewster
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cooley
Costello
Cox

Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis

de la Garza
Deal
DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Forbes
Frisa

Andrews
Bateman
Buyer
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Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Shaw
Shays
Sisisky
Skaggs
Slaughter
Smith (M)
Spratt
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Tanner
Thomas
Thompson
Thornton
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli

NOES—215

Funderburk
Gallegly
Gillmor
Goodlatte
Graham
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Hostettler
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kildee
Kim

King
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
Lucas
Manton
Manzullo
Mascara
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
MclIntosh
Mica
Miller (FL)
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood

Traficant
Tucker
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
White
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates
Zeliff
Zimmer

Nussle
Oberstar
Ortiz

Orton
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pombo
Portman
Poshard
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth

Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shuster
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf

Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—13

Filner
Geren
Gutierrez

McKeon
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Moakley Thurman Williams
Reynolds Towns Young (AK)
O 1936
Mr. TUCKER and Mr. EDWARDS

chaned their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘“‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of today, the Chair
announces he will reduce to a mini-
mum of 5 minutes the period of time
within which a vote by electronic de-
vice will be taken on each amendment
on which the Chair has postponed fur-
ther proceedings.

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. GANSKE

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from lowa [Mr. GANSKE] on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

Amendment No. 10 offered by Mr.
GANSKE.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE
The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 189, noes 235,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 620]
AYES—189

Abercrombie Engel Kelly
Ackerman Eshoo Kennedy (MA)
Baesler Evans Kennedy (RI)
Baldacci Farr Kennelly
Becerra Fattah Kleczka
Beilenson Fawell Klug
Bentsen Fazio Kolbe
Berman Fields (LA) Lantos
Bilbray Flake Lazio
Bishop Foglietta Leach
Boehlert Ford Levin
Bono Fowler Lewis (GA)
Boucher Frank (MA) Lincoln
Brown (CA) Franks (CT) Lofgren
Brown (FL) Franks (NJ) Lowey
Brown (OH) Frelinghuysen Luther
Bryant (TX) Frost Maloney
Cardin Furse Markey
Castle Ganske Martinez
Chapman Gejdenson Martini
Clay Gephardt Matsui
Clayton Gibbons McCarthy
Clement Gilchrest McDermott
Clyburn Gilman McKinney
Coleman Gonzalez Meehan
Collins (IL) Goodling Meek
Collins (MI) Green Menendez
Condit Greenwood Meyers
Conyers Gunderson Mfume
Coyne Gutierrez Miller (CA)
Cramer Harman Mineta
Danner Hastings (FL) Minge
Davis Hefner Mink
DeFazio Hilliard Molinari
DeLauro Hinchey Moran
Dellums Hoke Morella
Deutsch Horn Nadler
Dicks Houghton Nethercutt
Dingell Hoyer Obey
Dixon Jackson-Lee Olver
Doggett Jefferson Owens
Dooley Johnson (CT) Pallone
Dunn Johnson (SD) Pastor
Durbin Johnson, E. B. Payne (NJ)
Edwards Johnston Payne (VA)
Ehrlich Kaptur Pelosi

Peterson (FL)
Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Ramstad
Rangel

Reed
Richardson
Riggs

Rivers

Rose
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter
Bevill
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Brewster
Browder
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Cooley
Costello
Cox

Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
de la Garza
Deal

DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes

Fox

Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Gekas

Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Shays
Sisisky
Skaggs
Slaughter
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Thomas
Thompson
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli

NOES—235

Geren
Gillmor
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hostettler
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jacobs
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kildee
Kim

King
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manton
Manzullo
Mascara
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHale
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
McKeon
McNulty
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Neal
Neumann
Ney
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Traficant
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
White
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates
Zeliff
Zimmer

Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Ortiz

Orton
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pombo
Poshard
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Regula
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth

Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shuster
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MlI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thornberry
Thornton
Tiahrt
Tucker
Upton
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf

Young (FL)

H 8387

NOT VOTING—10

Andrews Reynolds Williams
Bateman Serrano Young (AK)
Filner Thurman
Moakley Towns

[0 1943

Mr. ROSE changed his vote from
““no” to “‘aye.”

So, the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 18 OFFERED BY MR. BLUTE

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
BLUTE], on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 53, noes 367,
answered ‘“‘present’’ 3, not voting 11, as
follows:

[Roll No. 621]
AYES—53

Allard Frank (MA) Molinari
Baesler Frisa Neal
Baldacci Houghton Ney
Blute Johnson (CT) Olver
Boehlert Kelly Petri
Bono Kennedy (MA) Quinn
Camp Kv.ennelly Ramstad
Castle Kildee Reed
Ch_rysler King Schaefer
Clinger Klug

Shuster
Danner LaFalce
Ehlers Lazio Skelton
Emerson LoBiondo Slaughter
English Martini Solomon
Flanagan McDade Torkildsen
Foglietta McHugh Volkmer
Forbes McNulty Walsh
Fox Meehan Whitfield

NOES—367

Abercrombie Brownback Crane
Ackerman Bryant (TN) Crapo
Archer Bryant (TX) Cremeans
Armey Bunn Cubin
Bachus Bunning Cunningham
Baker (CA) Burr Davis
Baker (LA) Burton de la Garza
Ballenger Buyer Deal
Barcia Callahan DelLauro
Barr Calvert DelLay
Barrett (NE) Canady Dellums
Barrett (WI) Cardin Deutsch
Bartlett Chabot Diaz-Balart
Barton Chambliss Dickey
Bass Chapman Dicks
Becerra Chenoweth Dingell
Beilenson Christensen Dixon
Bentsen Clay Doggett
Bereuter Clayton Dooley
Berman Clement Doolittle
Bevill Clyburn Dornan
Bilbray Coble Doyle
Bilirakis Coburn Dreier
Bishop Coleman Duncan
Bliley Collins (GA) Dunn
Boehner Collins (IL) Durbin
Bonilla Collins (MI) Edwards
Bonior Combest Ehrlich
Borski Condit Engel
Boucher Conyers Ensign
Brewster Cooley Eshoo
Browder Costello Evans
Brown (CA) Cox Everett
Brown (FL) Coyne Ewing
Brown (OH) Cramer Farr
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Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Flake
Foley

Ford
Fowler
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Jackson-Lee
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Johnston
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kennedy (RI)
Kim
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette

Laughlin
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McHale
Mclnnis
MciIntosh
McKeon
McKinney
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mfume
Mica
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nadler
Nethercutt
Neumann
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey

Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
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Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose

Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce

Rush

Sabo
Salmon
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stokes
Studds
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thornton
Tiahrt
Torres
Torricelli
Traficant
Tucker
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Wamp
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Wicker
Wise

Wolf
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

ANSWERED ““PRESENT”—3

DeFazio

Andrews
Bateman
Filner

Moakley

Jacobs

Sanders

NOT VOTING—11

Payne (VA)
Reynolds
Thurman
Towns

Williams
Wilson
Young (AK)

0 1951

Mr. SKELTON changed his vote from
““no’ to “‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, | regret,
due to the fact that | was told at mid-
night on August 2 to expect no more
recorded votes, that | left the floor of
the House and did not vote on rollcall
vote No. 617, on a motion to adjourn.
Had | voted | would have voted ‘“‘nay.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chair-
man, | want to correct my vote on roll-
call vote No. 614 from ‘‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”
Let the REecorD reflect this clarifica-
tion as my original intention.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to title VI?

AMENDMENT NO. 64 OFFERED BY MR. SKAGGS

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 64 offered by Mr. SKAGGS:
Page 76, strike line 1 and all that follows
through page 88, line 7.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
order of the House of August 2, 1995,
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
SKAGGS] will be recognized for 20 min-
utes, and a Member opposed will be rec-
ognized for 20 minutes.

The gentleman from Oklahoma will
be taking the time in opposition; is
that correct?

Mt. ISTOOK. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Colorado
[Mr. SKAGGS].

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 3%2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, it is important as we
start consideration of this amendment,
to strike what is referred to as the
Istook amendment out of this bill, that
we understand what the amendment is
and what it is not, that we attempt to
separate myth from fact.

Let me make a generalization to
begin with, which | intend to support
with some specifics. The generalization
is this: This proposal, now 13 pages bur-
ied in this appropriations bill, is an in-
credibly intrusive scheme designed to
do one thing, and that is to control cer-
tain kinds of political activity in this
country, activity that is clearly pro-
tected by the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States and the first amendment. It
is designed to keep many Americans
and their organizations from partici-
pating fully in the political life of this
great and free land.

That may seem incredible to Mem-
bers. How could we be running so di-
rectly into the teeth of the first
amendment? So let me try to give
some particulars.

The first question to be answered is
who is covered under this legislative
proposal. We need to look at the par-

August 3, 1995

ticulars. The devil is truly in the de-
tails here. A grant here is not just Fed-
eral money, it is a provision of any-
thing of value. Any grantee who re-
ceives a grant is covered. And although
there has been a lot of propaganda put
out about this, individual persons, not-
withstanding the amendment of the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. PORTER]
at the beginning of the debate on this
bill, will still be subject to five out of
the eight very major restrictions that
this legislation involves. All business
and organizations, not just nonprofits,
will be subject to these very restrictive
provisions.

Those are the definitions. How do the
definitions apply to reality? Here are
some—I| stress ‘‘some’’—of the individ-
uals, businesses and organizations that
are going to become subject to this po-
litical reporting and control regime:

People getting science research
grants at your local college or univer-
sity; pregnant women in your district
getting Women, Infant and Children
vouchers and early childhood care;
after you may have a disaster, anybody
getting FEMA disaster relief; meals on
wheels; BUREC water; even day care
subsidies.

What happens to these people? Con-
trols on their privately funded political
activity. They must handle their af-
fairs according to generally accepted
accounting principles; they are subject
to Federal audits by the GAO and IG;
subject to lawsuits by zealous citizens
that want to take on the task of being
a private attorney general; they must
certify their political activity to the
United States Government; and all of
that gets collected in a Big Brother-
like centralized computer in Washing-
ton, DC, that will keep track of the po-
litical communications and contribu-
tions in this country.

It is a stunningly chilling proposal
that should scare the heck out of every
single one of us.

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

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, the language which
the gentleman from Colorado wishes to
take out of this bill was placed there
by an open and public vote after much
debate by the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

0O 2000

It also relates to hearings that have
been held on three occasions in recent
weeks by committees of this body.

Mr. Chairman, the reason is in the
United States, taxpayers’ money from
the Federal Government, approxi-
mately $40 billion, with a B, each year
goes to tens of thousands of organiza-
tions; not for a contract, not for serv-
ices rendered or an exchange of goods
for cash, but as grants, as gifts from
the Federal Government to promote
certain purposes.

Mr. Chairman, the difficulty is these
groups are heavily engaged in lobbying
activity and political advocacy in try-
ing to advance a political agenda. The
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language which the gentleman seeks to
take out says basically two things:
Those who receive these gifts of tax-
payers’ dollars, first, cannot use any of
the taxpayers’ money for lobbying;
and, second, if they want these hand-
outs from the Federal Government,
then they should not use any more
than 5 percent of their other money for
any type of lobbying activity.

That 5 percent parallels restrictions
already placed on nonprofit organiza-
tions through the IRS code. They are
not prohibited from activity. Their free
speech rights are reserved, but no
longer will taxpayers’ money be used
for welfare for lobbyists, Mr. Chair-
man.

Public money should not be used to
try to promote bigger Government,
bigger taxes, greater expenditures, and
more feeding at the Federal trough.
That is what the language seeks to do,
which we desire to preserve by defeat-
ing the Skaggs amendment.

Mr. Chairman, organizations that are
on the public dole should not claim it
as free speech. It is taxpayer subsidized
speech.

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

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1% minutes to the gentlewoman from
New York [Ms. SLAUGHTER].

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in strong support of the Skaggs
amendment. The Istook language to re-
strict nonprofit organizations and com-
panies from using their own private
funs for political advocacy is the most
far reaching, radical approach to si-
lencing the opposition that | have ever
witnessed as a Member of this institu-
tion. This language is simply not nec-
essary; current law already prohibits
the use of any Federal funds for lobby-
ing. If there is concerns about enforce-
ment, then lets deal with that.

I have several concerns regarding the
Istook provisions. Perhaps the most
pertinent would be the fact that this
new mandate is being pushed through
the House with little or no discussion.
An appropriations bill is clearly not
the vehicle for authorizing this type of
assault on the Bill of Rights. | find it
interesting that the Subcommittee on
National Economic Growth, Natural
Resources, and Regulatory Affairs of
the Government Reform and Oversight
has held two hearings on this language
after it was adopted in the Appropria-
tions Committee. Hearings are held to
allow the public to comment and
present testimony on pending legisla-
tive action. What has been done in this
situation is that the Republicans have
reached a conclusion and are now mis-
using the hearing process to build their
case. It would be like a jury deciding
the innocence or guilt of the defendant
prior to the trial and then conducting
the trial, picking witnesses based on
their predetermined verdict.

I urge the adoption of the Skaggs
amendment. In any case, | am sure the
courts would find this all unconstitu-
tional if it should pass, but we should

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

not allow this assault on the first
amendment rights of groups like the
March of Dimes, Mothers Against
Drunk Driving, and veterans organiza-
tions. These groups should not have a
grand new bureaucracy imposed upon
them.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, we will
later have the Chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary to address the
constitutional issue.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY], the
majority whip.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, this is a
glorious day. We are revealing Wash-
ington’s best-kept secret: welfare for
lobbyists.

This is an amendment that exposes
what has been going on in this town for
many, many Yyears, where organiza-
tions from the left like Act-Up all the
way to the U.S. Chamber of Commerce
have taken Federal funds and have lob-
bied for more Federal funds.

It is a cycle, a continuous cycle that
we have to break, and we hope to break
it tonight. As the gentleman says,
there is $40 billion in Federal grants
each year that goes into lobbying and
we are not limiting anyone. They can
spend up to a million dollars. Is a mil-
lion dollars not enough to lobby in this
town? We are not closing anybody
down, but what we are doing is we are
breaking that chain that has con-
trolled this town for so long.

This bill attacks the problem di-
rectly and indirectly. Money is fun-
gible. If we give them Federal grants in
one pocket they can take other moneys
to lobby with. Stop welfare for lobby-
ists. Vote ‘““no”” on the Skaggs amend-
ment.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. YATES].

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, when |
came to the House as a freshman
many, many years ago, Speaker Sam
Rayburn spoke to the freshman class
and said that the floor of the House is
great theater. He said, ‘“‘Don’t take the
floor unless you know what you are
talking about.”

We have tried to obtain answers from
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
IsTOOK]. We have tried to obtain an-
swers on definitions. Nothing has
greeted us except distortion and mis-
representation. He speaks as though
this were a bill directed against lobby-
ists.

Take a look at what the definitions
are. The definitions themselves show
that it is not only the average lobbyist.
This is what it says is covered: carry-
ing on propaganda or otherwise at-
tempting to influence legislation or
agency action.

Anybody who writes his Congress-
man, any constituent of yours who
writes his Congressman about one of
the issues and who happens to have a
Federal grant is subject to that defini-
tion.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, there is
an exemption for individuals.
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Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Washington
[Ms. DUNN].

Ms. DUNN of Washington. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in opposition to the Skaggs
amendment which is really an effort to
remove the language that ends Govern-
ment subsidies for advocacy groups.

In 1990, more than 40,000 organiza-
tions from all across the political spec-
trum received a total of $39 billion—
yes, billion—in Government grants.
Many of these groups turn around and
aggressively lobby Congress on behalf
of their own special interests. It is a vi-
cious circle, and the taxpayer loses.

Mr. Chairman, we are talking about
giving taxpayer dollars to advocacy
groups so that they can use those tax-
payer dollars to hire people to lobby
for more taxpayer dollars.

A couple of months ago, my parents
received a direct mail scare piece from
one of these Federal grant recipient
groups alleging—falsely—that 1, as a
Member of Congress, was going to wipe
out my parents’ retirement plans by
blindly cutting their Medicare benefits.

My father, age 84, called my congres-
sional office here in Washington, DC,
wanting to know if it were true the Re-
publicans wanted to ruin his retire-
ment by slashing his Medicare cov-
erage.

Mr. Chairman, this is a flat-out lie.
There are no plans to cut Medicare,
only hopes to save it. Yet this particu-
lar organization that sent my parents
the mailing receives $86 million of tax-
payer funds each year to help pay for
its scare-tactic lobbying. This is out-
rageous, and a huge conflict of interest
and should be ended.

Mr. Chairman, the taxpayers are bur-
ied in debt. We do not need to add in-
sult to injury by taking their money to
give it to groups which often exist
largely to lobby for more money from
the taxpayer.

This is not a question of whether or
not we support the various groups that
receive these taxpayer dollars, it is a
question of whether special interests
should be allowed to use those tax-
payer dollars to advance their agendas.

Side with the taxpayers, support this
provision, and reject this amendment.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1%> minutes to the gentlewoman from
Ilinois [Mrs. CoLLINS], the distin-
guished ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

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

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in support of the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Colorado.

The gentleman’s amendment would
strike title VI of the bill about which |
have great concerns.

Over 400 different groups have op-
posed the restrictions on political ad-
vocacy contained in title VI of the bill.
These groups include the Red Cross,
the American Cancer Society, the Boy
Scouts, the Girl Scouts, the YMCA, the
YWCA, and many others.
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Title VI contains severe, new restric-
tions on the amount a small charitable
organization can spend on political ad-
vocacy. Title VI also limits for the
first time the amount that certain pub-
lic interest groups can spend on politi-
cal advocacy. It also imposes burden-
some new reporting and accounting re-
quirements on all Federal grantees.

Mr. Chairman, | thought the new Re-
publican majority was all about lifting
government regulation from the Amer-
ican people; but, the restrictions on po-
litical advocacy in this bill do just the
opposite. Title VI of this bill tells ev-
eryone from the YMCA to the Associa-
tion of Retarded Citizens how much of
their own money they can spend on po-
litical advocacy.

These restrictions are so broad that
universities and colleges would have to
report and account annually for the po-
litical activities of its trustees, its fac-
ulty, and its students. The Red Cross
would have to require all of its volun-
teers to fill out political advocacy
statements and to account for their po-
litical activities. In addition, all those
receiving Federal grants would have
the burden of proving that they have
not spent more than 5 percent of their
own money on political advocacy in
any one of the last 5 years.

Clearly, these provisions impose new
regulatory burdens; they do not lift ex-
isting ones. | can only conclude, there-
fore, that the proponents of this provi-
sion are not interested in lifting gov-
ernment regulation for everyone.

If we look at the way title VI works,
we get an idea of who the proponents
want to regulate, and who they do not.
For example, big companies and big
charities that receive Federal grants
will not be affected by the spending
limitations in title VI. Their overall
budgets are so large that they would
never spend as much on advocacy as
the bill permits.

Furthermore, these new restrictions
discriminate against smaller, non-prof-
it groups which would be allowed to
spend only a quarter as much of their
own funds on political advocacy as
larger non-profits. In addition, these
limitations would only apply to Fed-
eral grantees, while defense and other
government contractors would be able
to engage freely and without limita-
tion in the same political activities.

Question: Why should the YMCA be
subject to severe, new limitations in
asking Congress to allow it to continue
providing after-school services, but
General Dynamics be completely free
to lobby all it wants for a new purchase
of fighter planes? Does this sound fair?

The proponents like to say these new
restrictions are needed because money
is fungible. They say that even if grant
funds cannot be used for lobbying, it
frees up other money that can.

If the argument is that money is fungible,
then the restrictions the proponents want to
put on grantees should also be put on defense
and other contractors. Federal dollars that go
to firms in the form of contracts are every bit
as fungible as Federal dollars that go to char-
ities and other entities in the form of grants.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Proponents also like to say they simply do
not believe that the taxpayer should have to
subsidize the political activities of those who
received Federal grants. Who does?

Lobbying with Federal grant money has
been prohibited since 1919.

The only new policy in this proposal, is the
restriction on political advocacy that an organi-
zation pays for with its own, privately gen-
erated money.

Title VI provides a very sweeping definition
of political advocacy. It includes everything
from contacts with a local water and sewer
agency, to contacts with federal agencies, the
Congress, as well as litigation before the
courts.

Political advocacy is also defined to include,
and | quote, carrying on propaganda. Who is
supposed to decide what propaganda is—the
bill gives us no clue at all.

It is clear, Mr. Chairman, that if this provi-
sion is enacted, every Federal agency will po-
tentially be able to decide for itself what prop-
aganda is. These agencies compile reports on
the political activities of its grant recipients,
and the result will be nothing less than a na-
tional data base on political advocacy.

I think that is a result that can serve no use-
ful purpose. It could, however, restrain and in-
hibit freedom of political debate like nothing
we have seen since the 1950's.

In fact, David Cole, a constitutional law pro-
fessor at Georgetown University Law Center,
said:

The Istook bill is constitutionally flawed
in numerous respects, most fundamentally
because it restricts the rights of all federal
grantees to use their own money to engage
in core First Amendment protected activi-
ties, including public debate on issues of pub-
lic concern, communication with elected rep-
resentatives, and litigation against the gov-
ernment.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues, as
strongly as | possibly can, to vote for the gen-
tleman’s amendment, so that title VI may be
stricken from the bill.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, of
course, only groups which ask for and
get Federal handouts are covered.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from [Illinois [Mr.
HYDE], the chairman of the Committee
on the Judiciary.

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

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Chairman, if there is anything
unjust, almost by definition, it is being
coerced out of funds and having them
spent on causes one violently disagrees
with. That is really at the heart and
soul of having funds that one must pay
to get into a school or to be a student
in good standing, and have those funds
subsidizing causes that may violate
their conscience or their sense of pru-
dence or proportion. It is just the defi-
nition of injustice.

If a cause is worthy of its name, it
will be supported. If you build it, they
will come. But to coerce money for lob-
bying on things that you abhor is just
wrong. | do not want public funding of
elections, my money, to go to pay for
Lyndon LaRouche’s campaign, and |
daresay the Members do not either.
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If a charity deserves contributions
they will get them, but do not have
them coerced out of people who resist.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from
North Dakota [Mr. POMEROY].

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, | find
almost amusing the suggestion that
this is somehow an antilobbying bill.
As | walk down the halls coming over
to the floor of the House, just like ev-
eryone else, | pass lobbyists, lots of
lobbyists, but they are not lobbyists
representing the homeless associations
and nonprofit groups across the coun-
try. They are not lobbyists represent-
ing the nonprofit battered spouse shel-
ters.

They are lobbyists from the defense
contractors. They are lobbyists from
the highway contractors. They are lob-
byists from the space station contrac-
tors. We have written them out of this
exclusion. We do not deal with them at
all. That is where the lobbying is com-
ing from.

I asked myself why in the world
would we draw a distinction like that.
Is there something about a space sta-
tion lobbyist whose company makes
their entire revenues from space sta-
tion contracting that makes their ad-
vice on Federal legislation more valu-
able than coming from an advocate for
a battered spouse who happens to do-
nate her time helping victims of do-
mestic violence? Why in the world
would we draw a distinction like that?
Shelters do not have a lot of PAC
money. They do not support political
action committees, but in fact the con-
tractors do, the space station contrac-
tors do, the defense contractors do, the
highway contractors do. That is why
this mean-spirited amendment has
been drawn to choke out the voices of
those who cannot be heard and leaving
unchecked the raw lobbying clout of
some of the most mighty contractors
in this country.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. HAYWORTH].

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

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in strong opposition to the Skaggs
amendment to strip the provision in
this bill which once and for all puts an
end to federally funded welfare for lob-
byists.

O 2015

Now, it is an indication of just how
difficult it is to bring this Federal defi-
cit spending under control when we
have to fight off an attempt from the
same old crowd, the guardians of the
old order who think it is absolutely es-
sential to take our Federal tax dollars
and pay people to come in here and
lobby us. Aside from the outrageous
use of taxpayers’ dollars to keep lobby-
ists on the Federal trough, it is also
used by Federal agencies as an escape
hatch for the Hatch Act.

Let me give you an example. The Na-
tional Fish and Wildlife Foundation, a
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private, nonprofit foundation and orga-
nization, received $7.5 million in Gov-
ernment grants and then was asked by
the Secretary of the Interior to lobby
Congress on behalf of the National Bio-
logical Service. This is nonsensical.
Shame to those who would continue
this type of practice. It has to stop.

We can made the sea change now.
““No”” on Skaggs and ‘‘yes’” on the end
of welfare for lobbyists.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. TATE].

Mr. TATE. Mr. Chairman, | was talk-
ing to one of my constituents the other
day, and he said, ‘‘Randy, do | got this
right? | work hard, | sent my tax dol-
lars to Washington, DC, then they give
it to groups to lobby against things |
do not believe in.”

Let me give you an example. The
American Bar Association received,
what, $10 million last year, then staged
a rally against the flag amendment.

They lobby for all kinds of things we
do not believe in.

I have heard arguments across the
aisle about free speech. How can it be
free if the taxpayers have to pay for it.
I have heard about that this somehow
is Big Brother. Nothing could be more
Big Brother than going into my wallet,
taking my money, and then spending it
for causes | do not believe in.

How can you look in the eyes of my
taxpayers who already are paying
enough and ask them to take a little
bit more so we can send it back to
Washington, DC, so they can lobby for
causes | do not believe in? It is time
that those lobbyists get out of laying
sideways in the public trough and get
back out into the trenches. It is time
to end welfare for the lobbyists.

I urge your opposition.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1% minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. HASTINGS].

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in strong support of the
Skaggs amendment to title VI.

This title is particularly hypocritical
since some of the same Members who
support this language are the ones who
killed lobbying reform legislation last
year. Why did they Kkill lobbying re-
form? Because they said it would have
stifled grassroots lobbying efforts. But
it is this language which will stifle
grassroots lobbying and stifle free
speech.

This language restricts the use of pri-
vate funds for lobbying by individuals
and organizations. This is an insidious
assault on the freedoms of all Ameri-
cans who choose to avail themselves of
the political process.

This is clearly an attempt by Repub-
licans to stifly the voice of the liberal-
earthy - cunchy- labor- supporting-bran-
ola-eating individuals and organiza-
tions which devote themselves to mak-
ing America a better place by utilizing
their constitutionally mandated right
to influence the political process.

The entire premise of this title is bi-
zarre. There seems to be among con-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

servative groups the misconception
that nonprofit groups are using Federal
dollars to lobby.

This is illegal. There are already laws
on the book that prohibit the use of
Federal dollars to lobby. In fact, if it is
found that Federal moneys have been
used to lobby, the group found in viola-
tion must return the money. They are
then prohibited from applying for fu-
ture grants, and there is a serious risk
that criminal procedures will be
brought against them.

I find it ironic that this language
mandates stringent reporting require-
ments, when one of the goals of the re-
strictive Republican revolution has
been to remove the Federal Govern-
ment from the everyday lives of the
American public. Requiring all Federal
grantees to fill out lengthy reports is
extraordinarily intrusive.

I am amazed that the Republican
Party, who tried to end the school
lunch program because “the
Governement should stay out of the
business of feeding our children,” is the
same party that wants to force the
American public to report their politi-
cal activities. Senator McCarthy is
dead, but his legacy clearly lives on.

The intent of this language is obvious. It is
to send the message to labor-oriented per-
sons, nonprofits, and grassroots organizations
not to disagree with the conservatives. It tells
those groups that they may participate in the
democratic process only if they agree with the
Republicans. Well, | for one will not support
censorship. This is the United States of Amer-
ica, not Fidel Castro's Cuba. Support free
speech by supporting the Skaggs amendment.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 15 seconds to point out what
often seems to be forgotten. We are not
talking about free speech. We are talk-
ing about people who expect the tax-
payers to buy them a microphone or a
broadcasting studio or a printing press.
We are talking about groups that ask
for and receive billions of dollars of
taxpayers’ money.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from California [Mr. RIGGS].

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman, my colleague on the
Committee on Appropriations, for his
fine work in this area.

This is a tough fight, but | urge my
colleagues to resist the Skaggs amend-
ment and point out that we are going
to hear a lot about first amendment
rights being discussed out here on the
floor this morning, this evening, soon
to be morning.

Anyone that takes a careful look at
this amendment knows the first
amendment rights are not being in-
fringed upon. There are plenty of advo-
cacy groups out there across the land,
by the way, nonprofit educational re-
search institutes, who are sharing their
insights with us elected policymakers
without using the taxpayers’ money.
This is really one of those times when
we have to, if you will pardon the ex-
pression, put up or shut up.

If we believe in lobbying reform in
this body, the Istook, and others,
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amendment is a very fine place to
start, and | urge my colleagues oppose
the Skaggs amendment. Support the
Istook language in the base bill re-
ported out by the Committee on Appro-
priations.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. NADLER].

(Mr. NADLER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-

marks.)
Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, much
of the debate on this bill, I am sad to

say, has been full of sophistry and a lit-
tle hypocrisy.

Remember the law says you cannot
use Federal money to lobby, period, ex-
isting law. What this bill says, and re-
member, we have paid professional lob-
byists all over this town. This bill does
not affect them. We have companies
represented by those paid professional
lobbyists who get billions of dollars of
Federal contracts. This bill does not af-
fect them.

What this bill says is, to quote from
yesterday’s Chicago Tribune, if you are
a nonprofit group and you get a grant
to run a homeless shelter, shut up; if
you are a for-profit group with a con-
tract to run a homeless shelter, you
are free to speak.

In short, this amendment stifles non-
profit service groups which get money
from the Federal Government to carry
out purposes that the Government de-
cides are for a public purpose, just the
same as Lockheed gets money from the
Federal Government to carry out a
program of defense development that
Government decides is a public pur-
pose.

But we tell the local group that is
running a homeless shelter shut up, but
Lockheed can spend billions on lobby-
ists.

This amendment stifles nonprofit
service groups while continuing to
allow defense contractors, agri-
business, professional paid lobbyists
and a host of others who also receive
billions of dollars of tax dollars in Fed-
eral money not to be gagged. Why do
we not gag these lobbyists, too? Be-
cause it is not in your ideological pur-
pose to do so.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. EHRLICH], one of the
coauthors of this amendment which is
now under scrutiny.

Mr. EHRLICH. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, enough of the dema-
goguery, enough of the spin.

I want to talk about some facts. Fact
No. 1, I rise to speak for the unrepre-
sented here, which is the American
taxpayer, the folks not outside that
door lobbying this Congress.

Second, with respect to the scare tac-
tics employed by the other side on this
issue, if you read the bill, if you look
at the facts, the facts are as follows:
This bill does not cover recipients of
entitlements. This bill does not cover
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individuals. This bill does not cover re-
cipients of school loans. This bill does
not cover the courts. This bill does not
cover State government. This bill does
not cover educational loans. They are
the facts. Read the bill.

Third, Mr. Chairman, the definition
of a grantee and the definition of a
Federal contractor, there is a clear dis-
tinction in the law. This, Mr. Chair-
man, this is the law, and these are the
regulations with respect to laws gov-
erning Federal contractors.

We do not have law with respect to
Federal grantees. That is what this bill
is about. That is what this initiative is
about.

Fourth, for some reason, Mr. Chair-
man, over the course of the last 30
years there has grown a distinction be-
tween nonprofits who perform advo-
cacy and perform service. This whole
initiative is to get nonprofits back to
actually doing what the taxpayers ex-
pect them to do, perform the service.
Do not lobby the Congress for addi-
tional money and then keep coming
back time after time after time. Do
what you are supposed to do, do the
right thing.

Mr. Chairman, lastly, what this
whole initiative is about, and | con-
gratulate my cosponsors of the amend-
ment, is to empower the American tax-
payer. It is true lobbying reform. It is
why we were sent to this Congress.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Maryland [Mr CARDIN].

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, let us be
truthful with our constituents as to
what the circumstances are. You can-
not use taxpayer money, Federal funds,
to lobby. That has been the law. That
is currently the law. Grantees cannot
use Federal funds to lobby.

What this bill does is punitive
against certain groups on their rights
to petition their Government: the Can-
cer Society in dealing with health care
issues, special education groups from
dealing with the needs of children, the
NAACP in dealing with civil rights
matters. These are groups that are im-
pacted by this bill.

We are right, the defense contractors
who receive the largest amount of Fed-
eral funds are free to use their funds to
lobby Government. Why should not pri-
vate groups be able to use their own
funds to lobby Government? That is
their right. They should be able to do
it.

Let us not be hypocritical and say
some groups are subject to these rules
and others are not.

Vote for the Skaggs amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong support of the
Skaggs amendment. The Istook rider restricts
citizens from exercising their first amendment
right to petition the Government. The first
amendment to our U.S. Constitution states:

Congress shall make no law * * * abridging
the right of the people * * * to petition the
Government for a redress of grievances.

Presently, there are adequate laws which
guarantees that Federal dollars are not used
for lobbying. Therefore, this rider is telling the
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citizens of the United States that they cannot
use their own, non-Federal dollars as they so
choose.

In addition, the Istook rider is unjust. It ap-
plies to the most vulnerable in our society, the
poor, the homeless, the elderly, the disabled.
Many of these groups were, in fact, founded
specifically to advocate on behalf of the dis-
posed. However, the largest recipient of Fed-
eral money, Defense contractors, are not cov-
ered by this rider. Therefore, the American
Red Cross could be barred from advocating
for disaster relief, or the National Cancer Soci-
ety could be barred from advocating for
health, but Defense contractors will be free to
lobby without limitation.

Furthermore, this rider defines public advo-
cacy to include public interest litigation, in
which groups advocate change in public pol-
icy. Think of the civil rights suits which may
not be brought because they are deemed po-
litical advocacy. For example, the NAACP re-
ceives Federal grants as defined by the rider.
Most recently, the NAACP received a grant to
participate in an education campaign on fair
housing. However, the NAACP also argued
Brown versus Board of Education before the
Supreme Court, which changed our Nation’s
policy regarding school segregation.

Mr. Chairman, the Istook rider is unconstitu-
tional, unjust, and restricts important public ad-
vocacy. | urge my colleagues to vote “yes” on
the Skaggs amendment.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. McINTOsH], the other principal co-
author of this measure, who has had
hearings in the subcommittee.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, we
have an opportunity to root out one of
Washington’s best kept little secrets:
welfare for lobbyists. This bill will
guarantee that Americans’ taxpayer
dollars do not go to fund lobbying here
in Washington.

My subcommittee held 3 days of
hearings. We found that the Federal
Government pays out $40 billion in
grants to subsidize rich, multimillion-
dollar outfits. We also heard from real
charities who are striving to help real
people.

I want to share with my colleagues
and the American people about one
such person whose story deeply, deeply
moved us. Mrs. Hannah Hawkins, who
is pictured here, is a retired welfare
pensioner from the inner city. She did
not seek welfare for lobbyists. Instead,
Mrs. Hawkins donated her own pension
money to set up a program to help poor
inner-city kids. She opened up her own
home so kids could have a place to go
after school rather than joining a gang,
doing drugs or ruining their lives. Mrs.
Hawkins is a hero in her neighborhood.

There are thousands of heroes like
Mrs. Hawkins who work to help the el-
derly, the poor, the disabled and our
children in the inner cities and the
rural communities throughout Amer-
ica. Many do the work silently and out-
side the lights of television cameras,
that keep their communities knit to-
gether.

But some groups are using a large
percentage of their funds, much of it
from taxpayer funds, in order to play
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politics rather than help real people.
They started down the road of much
special interest politics, becoming
high-powered lobbyists, and they have
become intoxicated on the power
brought by the welfare for lobbyists.
They have forgotten Mrs. Hawkins and
her kids. She does not need a lobbyist.
She does not need Federal money. She
needs people in her community who are
willing to give their love, to reach out
and care for their neighbors.

The choice for us today is clear. Are
we going to be on the side of the well-
heeled, fat, rich lobbying organiza-
tions, or are we going to be on the side
of Mrs. Hawkins and her kids and thou-
sands and thousands of people like here
in America? Those of us on the side of
the American taxpayer and Mrs. Haw-
kins and her Kkids say it is time to end
welfare for lobbyists.

I say vote ‘“no” on the Skaggs
amendment. Put a stop to welfare for
lobbyists.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. ScHuU-
MER].

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

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in strong support of the Skaggs amend-
ment.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO].

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

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of the Skaggs amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, | rise to express my strong
support for the Skaggs amendment to strike
title VI from H.R. 2127, and put an end to ef-
forts to prohibit political advocacy by organiza-
tions that receive Federal grants.

Today we are considering fiscal year 1996
appropriations for the Departments of Labor,
Health and Human Services, and Education. It
is largely through the funding cuts in this legis-
lation that the new Republican leadership
hopes to balance the budget by the year 2002
while simultaneously increasing defense
spending and cutting taxes for wealthy individ-
uals and corporations. This legislation tells
American workers and students, the children
and the elderly, the middle class and the dis-
advantaged to absorb painful budget cuts so
that the very wealthiest can prosper further
still. This objective is at the core of the Repub-
licans’ fiscal agenda.

Equally disturbing, however, is the fact that
this Republican bill reaches far beyond do-
mestic budgeting matters. It actually attempts
to regulate the participation of some organiza-
tions in the political process by curbing their
ability to engage in political advocacy.

Provisions in title VI—adopted as the Istook
amendment—would effectively suppress the
political voices of certain organizations by se-
verely restricting advocacy by those receiving
Federal grants. Current law already bans the
use of public funds for political advocacy.
However, these provisions extend the prohibi-
tion far beyond the reach of Federal dollars.
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Federal grantees would be forbidden to use
more than 5 percent of their own private funds
to engage in political advocacy.

A very select group of organizations would
be impacted by these prohibitions. In an un-
justifiable break with current laws, the political
activities of Federal grantees alone are singled
out while Federal contractors are left alone.
Additionally, the provisions is drafted so that it
will impose greater burdens on grantees that
operate on a shoe-string budget than those
who are well-funded.

Federal grantees would be permitted to use
up to 5 percent of their budget for political ad-
vocacy, or up to 1 percent if their annual
budget exceeds $20 million. Therefore, a cor-
porate grantee with a $100 million budget
would still be permitted to spend $1 million for
political advocacy. It is unlikely that such a
large sum would force the company to alter
their lobbying budget significantly from its lev-
els under current law. However, a nonprofit or-
ganization with a $100,000 budget could
confront considerable difficulties with a $5,000
ceiling imposed on its political advocacy.

Consequently, corporate and business enti-
ties which receive Federal grants and con-
tracts would not be forced to change the way
they do business. Small nonprofit organiza-
tions would. | believe these provisions were
drafted in order to silence particular voices. It
is no coincidence that those nonprofits which
oppose the Republicans’ fiscal and social
agendas are the organizations impacted by
this proposal.

In order to uncover the true intent of this
provision. | offered an amendment to the
Istook amendment when the Appropriations
Committee considered the Labor, Health and
Human Services bill. My amendment would
have extended the same prohibitions to the
beneficiaries of Federal contracts and loans. If
the intent of the original amendment was to
safeguard taxpayer dollars, then proponents
should have viewed my amendment as an im-
provement. If, however, the intent of the origi-
nal amendment was to curb a certain type of
political advocacy, then my amendment would
have been regarded as an unacceptable ob-
struction to that goal. My amendment failed in
an 18-29 vote, and the Istook amendment
was adopted.

Is this what the American people want? |
don't believe citizens want to bias the political
debate in this country by silencing university
researchers and children’s advocates, while
extending open arms and deep pockets to le-
gions of corporate lobbyists.

We are fortunate that those who drafted this
proposal were unavailable to assist in drafting
the Bill of Rights. Title IV engages in blatant
first amendment infringement. It seeks to pro-
hibit free speech in public policy making. It is
shameful that such a deliberate attempt to si-
lence particular points of view has worked its
way through the legislative process to confront
us here on the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives. | urge my colleagues to put an
end to this. Vote in favor of the Skaggs
amendment.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Ha-
waii [Mrs. MINK].

(Mrs. MINK of Hawaii asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in strong support of the Skaggs
amendment.
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This title VI is the most frightening
piece of legislation that | have read
since coming to the Congress. It is not
only unconstitutional but it is a bla-
tant attempt to stifle and control the
expression of ordinary citizens who
just happen to belong to an organiza-
tion that may have received a grant
from the Federal Government. Its
reach is broad and extensive. It tells
you that if you want to qualify for a
Federal grant, you have to be sure that
the people that you buy goods and
services from have not ever been in a
position of asking the Congress to sup-
port or defeat any legislation.

I cannot think of anything more
stunning than this complete denial of
what we are all about. We are here as
Members of a democratic, representa-
tive Government that seeks to encour-
age people to contact us.

Vote for the Skaggs amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | am alarmed by the inclusion
in this Appropriations bill of 13 pages which
strip away individual rights guaranteed to each
and every one of us to petition our Govern-
ment for any reason whatsoever. Title VI of
this bill states that you can’t get any Federal
funds if you participate in political advocacy.

This bill if passed would prohibit any person
who received a Federal grant under any law,
not just this act, from speaking out on any
matter relating to laws whether, State, Federal
or local. The prohibition against “political ad-
vocacy” which includes attempts to influence
legislation or agency action explicitly prohibits
communication with legislators and their staffs.
The definition of “grantee” includes the entire
membership of the organization who are ex-
plicitly prohibited from communicating with leg-
islators or urging others to do so.

This bill disqualifies anyone from receiving a
Federal grant if for 5 previous years it used
funds in excess of the allowed threshold.

Further anyone receiving Federal grant
money cannot spend it on the purchase of
goods and services from anyone who in the
previous year spent money on political advo-
cacy in excess of the allowed limit.

Political activity is defined as including pub-
lishing and distributing statements in any politi-
cal campaign, or any judicial litigation in which
Federal, State, or local governments are par-
ties, or contributing funds to any organization
whose expenses in political advocacy ex-
ceeded 15 percent of its total expenditures.

This title of the bill is totally and completely
unconstitutional. It is a blatant unlawful effort
to stifle dissent and advocacy. It is contrary to
basic principles of our democracy. It is a gag
law. It must be defeated.

O 2030

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. GUTKNECHT].

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

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Chairman, |
would like to thank the gentleman for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to quote
Thomas Jefferson. We heard a lot
about the first amendment tonight and
let us just hear from the gentleman
who actually wrote the first amend-
ment.
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He said:

To compel a man to furnish funds for the
propagation of ideas he disbelieves and ab-
hors is sinful and tyrannical.

It is sinful and tyrannical. That real-
ly is what is at stake tonight, Mr.
Chairman and Members.

One example we heard in committee,
a group that lobbies on the Hill and, in-
cidentally, has a very large PAC, last
year, they got 96 percent of their funds
from the taxpayers. And guess what?
They turn right around and come back
and ask for more money from the tax-
payers. To ask the taxpayers to con-
tinue to fund this kind of abuse is
wrong.

But let us really talk about what is
so perverse here.

I would like to thank Arianna
Huffington. She not only testified but
wrote a guest op-ed piece earlier. She
said, what is happening in America
today is many of these nonprofit
groups are not helping people who need
help. They think it is their mission to
get the government to help them. And
we should stop it.

Please vote ““no’’ on this amendment.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from California [Mr. MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of California. | will tell
you what is perverse. It is the gentle-
men on this side trying to equate the
fat-cat lobbyists sitting in their offices
and the office of the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. DELAY] and office of the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BOEHNER]
writing the regulatory reform act and
gutting the Clean Water Act and to
equate that with people in the Red
Cross and equating that with people
who are helping citizens who are dying
of cancer and helping hospices and
helping our kids stay drug free.

The gentleman did not think they
were on the dole when the Mississippi
River overflowed its banks and you
wanted the Red Cross’ help. They did
not think they were on the dole when
the hurricane came through Florida
last night and you wanted their help.
But you think they are on the dole if
they want to comment on emergency
regulations or FEMA, if they want to
comment and tell us how to do it bet-
ter.

You do not think they are on the dole
when they run a hospice and a member
of your family is dying of cancer, but if
they want to comment on a regulatory
action you think they are on the dole.
That is perverse.

That is what is perverse. Because the
fat-cat lobbyists are not these people.
The fat-cat lobbyists are sitting in
your office and they are contributing
to your campaigns and the Peace and
Freedom whatever-it-is Foundation,
Arianna Huffington, was started with
staff money from the Speaker’s Office,
and the wallet you took out of your
pockets was paid for by the taxpayers.
That is perverse.

The gentleman from Texas
DELAY] says this is a glorious day.

Let me explain something to you.

[Mr.
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Mr. EMERSON. Regular order.

Mr. MILLER of California. This is
regular order with me when | get
angry. Yes.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Regular order.

Mr. MILLER of California. It it a glo-
rious day.

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee will
be in order.

Mr. MILLER of California. It is a glo-
rious day. If you are a fascist, it is a
glorious day. That is what it is about.

Mr. EMERSON. Regular order.

Mr. MILLER of California. Come on,
give me a prayer now. Talk to me now.
Help me now. Give me a prayer. Let us
go. It is tough out there, ladies and
gentlemen. It is hard down there.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. MILLER] has an
obligation to the Rules of the House.

Mr. MILLER of California. | do.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has
an obligation to the Rules of the
House. The gentleman is out of order.

Mr. MILLER of California. Yes, and
so is this law out of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
be in order.

Mr. MILLER of California. The gen-
tleman is in order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
not in order. The gentleman should
take his seat.

Mr. MILLER of California. No, | pre-
fer to stand.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman em-
barrasses himself and the House when
he carries on in the manner that he
just did.

Mr. MILLER of California. The gen-
tleman did not embarrass himself.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman did
embarrass himself.

Mr. MILLER of California. Do not
speak for me. Do not speak for me.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair, regard-
less of all Members, will maintain reg-
ular order. Regular order is being ob-
served.

Mr.
right.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair requires
of all Members that they obey the
Rules of the House.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. DURBIN. Parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The time is con-
trolled. To whom does anyone wish to
yield time?

Mr. DURBIN. Parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The time is con-
trolled, and the gentleman has to be
yielded to for a parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. DURBIN. Parliamentary inquiry,
Mr. Chairman.

MILLER of California. That is

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] is recog-
nized.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, under

what rule of the House can the Chair
make an editorial comment about a
Member speaking on the floor?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair was at-
tempting to bring order to the House
and was pointing out to the Members
that they had a responsibility to the
Rules of the House.
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Mr. DURBIN. The Chair has violated
the rules himself.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has not
violated the rules. The Chair is com-
pletely within his bounds to try to
maintain order in the House of Rep-
resentatives, and all Members have an
obligation to the Chair.

Mr. MILLER of California. The Chair
was not in bounds to speak for the
Member.

The CHAIRMAN. Who yields time?

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. ISTOOK].

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, | would
inquire whether the extra time
consumed by the last speaker would
not be charged against the time of the
other side?

The CHAIRMAN. Since the gen-
tleman was out of order, the Chair is
not going to take the time out of the
gentleman from Colorado. That would
not be fair to the gentleman from Colo-
rado.

Mr. ISTOOK. Certainly we would not
wish to visit that upon the gentleman
from Colorado.

The CHAIRMAN. But the gentleman
from Oklahoma is free to yield time.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. SHADEGG].

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

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, it is
truly sad when we see a display as the
one we just saw. It is regrettable that
the proponents of this amendment do
not want to deal in fact.

In point of fact, we are told the
amendment does not apply to lobby-
ists. This town is knee deep in lobby-
ists for organizations that get grants
and then turn around and use substan-
tial portions of their money to oppose
or influence legislation.

Here in fact is the list of those orga-
nizations which get grants, and grants
are gifts of taxpayers’ money. Those
grants, last year they got $163 million
in gifts of taxpayers’ money that we
voted to give them, and they turned
around and used their monies to lobby
us.

No one told you what the bill said.
No one said?

What it says is any one of those orga-
nizations can come and lobby. We have
heard a dozen times from the other side
that they cannot come and lobby.
Every single one of those times we
were being told an untruth. In point of
fact, each of those organizations can
come forward and spend up to 5 percent
of their budget to lobby us, but let us
talk about one.

The National Council of Senior Citi-
zens got $72 million last year, and they
spent 95 percent of that money to
lobby.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. MENENDEZ].

(Mr. MENENDEZ asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, |
strongly support the Skaggs amend-
ment. Let me tell my colleagues the
package we see on the floor is one of
the most chilling pieces of legislation
possibly in this century, and it is noth-
ing less than a conspiracy to silence
those who have politically and ideo-
logically different views than the Re-
publican majority.

Because if that was not the case,
then in fact what would happen is they
would have included those who make a
profit from the Federal Government
and use that profit to come back and
lobby the Federal Government for
more. They would have included all the
nonprofit organizations that support
them, the informational ones that tell
how the Members voted and now they
will be rated here. Yet they get con-
tributions that are tax deductible,
equally as fungible.

Even the gentleman from Oklahoma
[Mr. IsToOK] in his testimony said both
tax exemptions and tax deductibility
are a form of subsidy that is admitted
through the tax system. Yet he ex-
cluded them from his piece of legisla-
tion which had to be included in an ap-
propriations bill because it could not
stand the daylight of scrutiny.

Mr. ISTOOK, Mr. Chairman, how
much time is remaining?
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Oklahoma [Mr. ISToOK] has 3 min-
utes and 45 seconds remaining, and the
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS]
has 4 minutes remaining.

Mr. ISTOOK. The gentleman from
Colorado has the excess time remain-
ing, is that correct?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS] has 4 min-
utes compared to the gentleman from
Oklahoma [Mr. IsToOK’sS] 3 minutes 45
seconds.

Mr. SKAGGS. If only we were so pre-
cise in the drafting of this proposal.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from North Carolina
[Mrs. CLAYTON].

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

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, the
political advocacy provisions of this
bill found in title VI are both dan-
gerous and perilous prescriptions for
disaster. It is the most shameful, the
most chilling piece of legislation under
the name of reform. And particularly it
is shameful to come from the party
who has said we want to get the gov-
ernment off of our backs. Particularly
it is shameful to come from the party
who says we do not want more regula-
tion.

Who would be covered by this? Any-
body who received Federal grants. Do
we include the freedom of speech? Any
college? Any nonprofit organization?

This is not about reform. This is not
really subjecting the fat cats. This is
really chilling because they want to si-
lence the little voices, those who speak
for the average person, those who
speak for the little person should feel
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they have no longer a voice in this de-
mocracy. Shame on you.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
myself 15 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to share,
since Members have mentioned the
U.S. Supreme Court and constitutional
issues, in 1983 the U.S. Supreme Court
wrote, legislature’s decision not to sub-
sidize the exercise of a right does not
infringe on that right. Congress has the
authority to determine if the advan-
tage the public receives is worth the
money it pays to subsidize it.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 30 seconds to
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr.
DICKEY].

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

Mr. DICKEY. Mr. Chairman, the
question is power. Power is flowing
from over there, away from over there,
and that is why we have such a tremen-
dous reaction. All we are saying is we
do not want the power players who re-
spond and support you as candidates.
We want to stop that, because the
American people do not want that to
happen.

We understand that we could wait,
and this thing would flow, and we
would get the same support that you
all would get, but it is corruption when
we do it with Federal dollars. It is cor-
ruption, and we do not want it.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as she may consume to the

gentlewoman from California [Ms.
PELoOsI].
(Ms. PELOSI asked and was given

permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong opposition to this frightening
language in the appropriations bill and
in support of the Skaggs amendment.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida [Mrs. MEEK].

(Mrs. MEEK of Florida asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, let me tell you something. You
better be careful of the Istook amend-
ment. You think it is going to be good
for you. It is going to be poisonous.

First of all, it is drafted very poorly.
It does not define anything. An elemen-
tary drafting person could do a better
job, because you would know what he
meant.

You do not know what grant means.
You do not know what contract means.
Nothing in this thing says so.

Another thing you are not looking
at. This bill keeps the grantee from
using his or her own private funds.

| get letters every day. | had a letter
from a farmer in my district, and |
want to say to the gentleman from
Oklahoma [Mr. IsToOK], do not mess
with my farmers. They will write me a
letter and in that letter they use their
own funds to write me.

If this amendment were to pass, this
would be a form that would be wrong
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under the Istook bill. So you be care-
ful. How would you treat them dif-
ferently? Suppose right now we spend a
lot of money here allowing the big
companies to come in and talk to us?

My friend, chairperson of the com-
mittee, showed | am showing a very big
firm that lobbies me. They spent this
amount of money to lobby. Is this fair?

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from lllinois [Mr. DURBIN].

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

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of the Skaggs amendment and
opposed to the Istook language.

Why do the Gingrich Republicans fear free
speech?

Six screwballs burned the American flag last
year and these so-called conservatives want
to amend the Bill of Rights for the first 5 in
over 200 years.

Garrison Keillor needles them on public
radio and these rightwingers run to eliminate
public broadcasting.

And now this Istook proposal to muzzle po-
litical rhetoric for organizations he finds objec-
tionable.

But these conservatives know full well that
after all these voices are silenced their special
interest friends, their big business buddies, will
still be politically articulate.

Big business will have a bigger voice and
the average American will lower their voice to
conservatives supposedly committed to strict
construction of the Constitution.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
a half minute to the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY], our distin-
guished ranking member on the full
committee.

0O 2045

Mr. OBEY. This has nothing to do
with the majority party’s desire to
curb lobbyists. It has everything to do
with the desire to stifle expression on
the part of the new authoritarians who
control this House. Their amendment
does not apply to corporate lobbyists
who can do full page ads telling us
every day to spend $50, $60, $70 billion
of taxpayers’ money on airplanes we do
not need while we are trying to starve
our own folks. We should be ashamed of
ourselves. This amendment is an abso-
lute joke and it is a disgrace to the
Congress.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, | yield 45
seconds to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. DAvIS].

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
IsTookK] for yielding me time.

Colleagues, the 1994 elections were
about change, but it is clear from the
discussion in this Chamber tonight
that the old habits die hard. We came
here to change government, and de-
spite the rhetoric we have heard this
evening from the other side, the exist-
ing language in the appropriation bill
does not affect the Red Cross, it does
not affect the YMCA, it does not affect
the churches and other genuine chari-
table organizations. They are not af-

H 8395

fected. They do not spend 5 percent of
their time lobbying the Federal Gov-
ernment doing inside activities. They
are genuine charitable organizations.

Mr. Chairman, for those who are
tired of business as usual, of having tax
dollars go to special interest groups
who come back here and try to funnel
back that money to the group giving
them money in the first place, this is
our time, this is our moment. Let us
defeat this amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. IsTooK] has 2 min-
utes 15 seconds remaining, the gen-

tleman from Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS]
has 1% minutes remaining, and the
gentleman  from Oklahoma  [Mr.

IsTooK] has the right to close.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself my remaining time.

Indeed, Mr. Chairman, the American
Red Cross would be affected, and there
is no better example of the perverse ap-
plication of this very ill-conceived idea
than that. They have written to all of
us saying that they fear the con-
sequences of this amendment and how
it would impede the effective carrying
out of their very important mission.

This does not just affect organiza-
tions spending 5 percent of their own
private funds, it affects them if they
spend one dime on political activity.
Every one will have to come in and go
through the rigmarole of reporting and
participating in the incredible propo-
sition of a national political database,
maintained by the Federal Govern-
ment. The Founding Fathers must be
revolted at the very concept.

Mr. Chairman, if we want such a big
brother operation, with a Washington,
DC computer keeping track of political
activity in this country, vote against
this amendment. If we believe in the
land of the free, in which we should
welcome the full-voiced participation
in the political debate of this country
by every American without fear of in-
timidation, vote yes for this amend-
ment.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman for Wisconsin [Mr. ROTH].

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

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding and | am
strongly opposed to this amendment.

First, let me congratulate the gentleman
from Oklahoma for drafting this provision, and
the Appropriations Committee for including this
in the bill.

Here's the bottom line. If the Skaggs
amendment passes, taxpayer funds will keep
on flowing to lobbyists, pressure groups, and
other special interests.

The American people voted last fall for
change. One change that every taxpayer de-
serves is to keep his tax dollars out of the lob-
byist's pockets.

If anything, the bill does not go far enough.
I think this should apply to Federal agencies
as well.

When we were working on reform of our
bloated foreign aid bureaucracy. We caught
AID red-handed, trying to block our bill.
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So | view this title as just a first step.

Let's defeat the Skaggs amendment, let's
pass this ban on taxpayer funds for lobbyists,
and then let's take the next step and shut
down the lobbying at the Federal agencies,
who are working overtime to block the peo-
ple’s agenda.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Wick-
ER].

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

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong opposition to the Skaggs
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | rise to support the
Mclntosh-Istook-Ehrlich  provision in  H.R.
2127, the Labor, Health and Human Services
and Education Appropriations Act for fiscal
year 1996, and to oppose the Skaggs amend-
ment to strike.

As a member of the Appropriations Commit-
tee who serves on the Labor, HHS and Edu-
cation Subcommittee, | was pleased to sup-
port the inclusion of this important amendment
when Mr. IsTook offered it at the full commit-
tee markup. The Appropriations Committee
debated this measure fully and sent it on to
the full House following a recorded vote of 28
to 20.

Mr. Speaker, the Mcintosh-Istook-Ehrlich
amendment provides that any nonprofit or
charity which receives Federal grants certify at
year's end that it has not spent more than 5
percent of its entire budget on political advo-
cacy or lobbying. The Office of Management
and Budget is directed to produce a single
form which will be acceptable for all grantees
to submit to the General Accounting Office
[GAQ] and to the grant making agency or de-
partment once a year.

There is no reason for any charity to spend
a large percentage of its annual budget on
lobbying if the charity receives Federal tax-
payer funding in the form of grants. | urge you
to oppose the Skaggs amendment, and sup-
port the retention of the McIntosh-Istook-Ehr-
lich language in this Labor, HHS appropria-
tions bill before us today.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
the remainder of the time to the ma-
jority leader, the gentleman from the
lone star State of Texas [Mr. ARMEY].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas is recognized for 2 minutes
and 15 seconds.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Chairman, | want to thank the
gentleman  from Oklahoma [Mr.
IsTook], the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. McINnTOsH], and the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. EHRLICH] for the
offering of this important legislation.

This is good legislation, well drafted,
well thought out, carefully balanced. It
represents the best work of the best
legal minds on this subject, and if we
pass it today it will be a great day for
the taxpayers of this country. If this
language is about anything, it is about
cleaning up the way this House works
and the way this city works. The first
step in cleaning up Washington must
be to end the practice of special inter-
ests using taxpayers’ dollars to lobby
for still more taxpayers’ dollars.

Mr. Chairman, we are not breaking
new ground here, we are building on ex-
isting law; and, indeed, the existing
law was originally crafted by the sen-
ior Senator from West Virginia. How-
ever broadly Senator BYRD’s views dif-
fer from my own, he and | share this:
We share a determination to keep the
spending process honest. We both be-
lieve the practice of federally subsidiz-
ing a solicitation of further Federal
subsidies is wrong.

Ladies and gentlemen, any idea on
which ROBERT BYRD and Dick ARMEY
agree on must surely qualify as a self-
evident truth. In 1990, Senator BYRD
added an amendment to the Interior
appropriations bill designed to end tax-
payer finance advocacy. It was a small
step, and not a wholly successful one,
but it was a step. So today we come to
build on that step. Our friends on the
other side of the aisle should join us in
this effort, not oppose it.

This legislation does not just save
the taxpayers potentially billions of
dollars, it also sends a powerful mes-
sage to the special interests who oc-
cupy so much office space in this city.
The bill says something | think the
American people would regard as com-
mon sense: Government should assist
the needy, not those whose business it
is to lobby the government in the name
of the needy.

Mr. Chairman, despite what some of
our opponents have said, let us remem-
ber that this language is content neu-
tral. It applies equally to the left and
to the right. It hits both the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce and Greenpeace.
We are not favoring any special inter-
est, we are imposing openness and hon-
esty on all special interests in order to
benefit the public interest.

This debate is about reform. It is
about making this government honest
so that the American people might
again be able to trust their Govern-
ment. | urge my colleagues to oppose
the amendment from the gentleman
from Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS] and sup-
port the Istook-MclIntosh rider and end
welfare for lobbyists. Let us tell those
who would advocate for more money
for themselves with the public’s
money, do it on your own time and
your own dime. Vote ‘“no” for the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. SKAGGS].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Chairman, | de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 187, noes 232,
not voting 16, as follows:
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Abercrombie
Ackerman
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bevill
Bishop
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Canady
Cardin
Chapman
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Danner

de la Garza
DeFazio
DelLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Doyle
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans

Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Flake
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brewster
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Castle
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[Roll No. 622]

AYES—187

Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
LaTourette
Leach
Levin
Lewis (GA)
