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I have been in the Congress, they have
grown an average of $59 billion a year,
$59 billion a year. The problem is that
spending has grown more rapidly than
revenues.

The tax limitation amendment is
simply a mechanism to make it more
difficult to raise taxes and, therefore,
easier to focus on spending reduction
or spending limitation, which is what
we should do in order to balance the
budget. This House and this Senate
sent to the President of the United
States a 7-year comprehensive budget
that would have balanced in 7 years
with no tax increases. The President
vetoed the Balanced Budget bill we
sent him. If we get a supermajority re-
quirement into our Constitution, fu-
ture Congresses will be able to work
with future Presidents and focus on
spending limitation, not on tax in-
creases, as a way to balance the budg-
et.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION
159, CONSTITUTIONAL AMEND-
MENT RELATING TO TAXES

Mr. McINNIS. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, | call
up House Resolution 395 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 395

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order to consider in
the House the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 159)
proposing an amendment to the Constitution
of the United States to require two-thirds
majorities for bills increasing taxes. An
amendment in the nature of a substitute
consisting of the text of House Joint Resolu-
tion 169 shall be considered as adopted. The
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the joint resolution, as amended,
and on any further amendment thereto to
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept: (1) three hours of debate on the joint
resolution, as amended, which shall be equal-
ly divided and controlled by the chairman
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary; (2) one motion to
amend, if offered by the minority leader or
his designee, which shall be considered as
read and shall be separately debatable for
one hour equally divided and controlled by
the proponent and an opponent; and (3) one
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motion to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWwWING). The gentleman from Colorado
[Mr. MCcINNIS] is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY],
pending which I yield myself such time
as | may consume. During the consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for purposes of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 395 is
a very simple resolution. The proposed
rule is a modified closed rule providing
for 3 hours of general debate divided
equally between the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. Upon adoption
of this rule an amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute consisting of House
Joint Resolution 169 shall be consid-
ered as adopted. Additionally, the rule
provides for an amendment by the mi-
nority leader, or his designee, which
would be separately debatable for 1
hour. Finally, Mr. Speaker, the rule
provides one motion to recommit with
or without instructions.

Mr. Speaker, we should not view a
proposed amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States lightly. How-
ever, the participants at the constitu-
tional convention were acutely aware
of the need to allow for the amend-
ments to the Constitution. During the
Constitutional Convention, Colonel
Mason urged the necessity of an
amendment process claiming that ‘“the
plan now formed will certainly be de-
fective, as the Confederation has been
found to be. Amendments therefore
will be necessary, and it will be better
to provide for them, in an easy, regular
and Constitutional way than to trust
chance and violence.”

Likewise, Thomas Jefferson stated “‘I
am not an advocate for frequent
changes in laws and constitutions. But
laws and institutions must go hand in
hand with the progress of the human
mind. As that becomes more developed,
more enlightened, as new discoveries
are made, new truths discovered and
manners and opinions change. With the
change of circumstances, institutions
must advance also to keep pace with
the times.”’
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The Framers with their infinite wis-
dom included Article V within the Con-
stitution of the United States. Article
V has not been overused. During the
course of our history, in addition to
the 27 amendments that have been rati-
fied by the required three-fourths of
the States, six other amendments have
been submitted to the States but not
ratified by them. At times the ratifica-
tion process moves slowly. For exam-
ple, the 27th amendment to the Con-
stitution was proposed on September
25, 1789, and it was declared ratified on
May 18, 1992, nearly 203 years later. Ul-
timately, this House, the Senate, and
the various State legislatures will have
thoroughly debated the merits of the
supermajority requirement prior to
ratification, or rejection, of this pro-
posal.

Mr. Speaker, in my opinion, requir-
ing a supermajority for tax increases is
a good idea. My State of Colorado re-
quires a three-fourths supermajority
for tax increases by the legislature,
and the State of Colorado is doing fine.
One-third of all Americans live in
States that have tax limitations in
their constitutions, and they have
curbed the growth of both taxes and
debt.

Today, the average American, who
works an 8-hour day, will spend the
first 2 hours and 46 minutes paying his
tax liability. This year, the average
American family will pay more in
taxes than housing, transportation,
recreation, and clothing combined. | do
not believe that we should continue to
increase the average person’s tax bur-
den unless there is broad bipartisan
consensus as to the increase being nec-
essary. Any tax measure that could
garner the required two-thirds vote
would obliviously enjoy wide support
from all political parties, and among
the people generally. 1 urge my col-
leagues to support this rule and the un-
derlying legislation.

Mr. Speaker, 1 include for the
RECORD documents detailing a com-
parison of the amendment process be-
tween the 103d Congress and the 104th
Congress.

The information referred to is as fol-
lows:

THE AMENDMENT PROCESS UNDER SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE,* 103D CONGRESS V. 104TH CONGRESS

[As of April 12, 1996]

Rule type

103d Congress 104th Congress

Number of rules

Percent of total Number of rules Percent of total

Open/Modified-open 2

Modified Closed 3

Closed 4

Total

46 44 60 59
49 47 26 25
9 9 16 16

104 100 102 100

1This table applies only to rules which provide for the original consideration of bills, joint resolutions or budget resolutions and which provide for an amendment process. It does not apply to special rules which only waive points of
order against appropriations bills which are already privileged and are considered under an open amendment process under House rules.

2An open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule. A modified open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule subject only
to an overall time limit on the amendment process and/or a requirement that the amendment be preprinted in the Congressional Record.

3A modified closed rule is one under which the Rules Committee limits the amendments that may be offered only to those amendments designated in the special rule or the Rules Committee report to accompany it, or which preclude
amendments to a particular portion of a bill, even though the rest of the bill may be completely open to amendment.

4A closed rule is one under which no amendments may be offered (other than amendments recommended by the committee in reporting the bill).
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H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule
H. Res. 38 (1/18/95) 0 HR. 5 Unfunded Mandate Reform A: 350-71 (1/19/95).
H. Res. 44 (1/24/95) MC H. Con. Res. 17 Social Security A: 255-172 (1/25/95).
HJ. Res. 1 ... Balanced Budget Amdt
H. Res. 51 (1/31/95) 0 HR. 101 Land Transfer, Taos Pueblo Indians A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 52 (1/31/95) 0 H.R. 400 Land Exchange, Arctic Nat'l. Park and Preserve A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 53 (1/31/95) 0 HR. 440 Land Conveyance, Butte County, Calif A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 55 (2/1/95) 0 HR. 2 Line Item Veto A: voice vote (2/2/95).
H. Res. 60 (2/6/95) 0 H.R. 665 Victim Restitution A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 61 (2/6/95) 0 H.R. 666 Exclusionary Rule Reform A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 63 (2/8/95) MO H.R. 667 Violent Criminal Incarceration A: voice vote (2/9/95).
H. Res. 69 (2/9/95) 0 HR. 668 Criminal Alien Deportation A: voice vote (2/10/95).
H. Res. 79 (2/10/95) MO H.R. 728 Law Enforcement Block Grants A: voice vote (2/13/95).
H. Res. 83 (2/13/95) MO HR. 7 National Security Revitalization PQ: 229-100; A: 227-127 (2/15/95).
H. Res. 88 (2/16/95) mMC HR. 831 Health Insurance Deductibility PQ: 230-191; A: 229-188 (2/21/95).
H. Res. 91 (2/21/95) 0 H.R. 830 Paperwork Reduction Act A: voice vote (2/22/95).
H. Res. 92 (2/21/95) MC HR. 889 Defense Supplemental A: 282-144 (2/22/95).
H. Res. 93 (2/22/95) MO H.R. 450 Regulatory Transition Act A: 252-175 (2/23/95).
H. Res. 96 (2/24/95) MO H.R. 1022 Risk A it A: 253-165 (2/27/95).
H. Res. 100 (2/27/95) 0 H.R. 926 Regulatory Reform and Relief Act A: voice vote (2/28/95).
H. Res. 101 (2/28/95) MO H.R. 925 Private Property Protection Act A: 271-151 (3/2/95).
H. Res. 103 (3/3/95) MO H.R. 1058 Securities Litigation Reform
H. Res. 104 (3/3/95) MO H.R. 988 Attorney Accountability Act A: voice vote (3/6/95).
H. Res. 105 (3/6/95) MO A: 257-155 (3/7/95).
H. ReS. 108 (3/7/95) ..covurvvvererrrriererireneiirns Debate H.R. 956 Product Liability Reform A: voice vote (3/8/95).
H. Res. 109 (3/8/95) MC PQ: 234-191 A: 247-181 (3/9/95).
H. Res. 115 (3/14/95) MO H.R. 1159 Making Emergency Supp. Approps A 242-190 (3/15/95).
H. Res. 116 (3/15/95) MC HJ. Res. 73 ... Term Limits Const. Amdt A: voice vote (3/28/95).
H. Res. 117 (3/16/95) ....oovevvvvevmrnrerrrecrirnenens Debate HR. 4 Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 A: voice vote (3/21/95).
H. Res. 119 (3/21/95) MC A: 217-211 (3/22/95).
H. Res. 125 (4/3/95) 0 HR. 1271 Family Privacy Protection Act A: 423-1 (4/4/95).
H. Res. 126 (4/3/95) 0 H.R. 660 Older Persons Housing Act A: voice vote (4/6/95).
H. Res. 128 (4/4/95) MC HR. 1215 Contract With America Tax Relief Act of 1995 A: 228-204 (4/5/95).
H. Res. 130 (4/5/95) mMC HR. 483 Medicare Select Expansion A: 253-172 (4/6/95).
H. Res. 136 (5/1/95) 0 H.R. 655 Hydrogen Future Act of 1995 A: voice vote (5/2/95).
H. Res. 139 (5/3/95) 0 HR. 1361 Coast Guard Auth. FY 1996 A: voice vote (5/9/95).
H. Res. 140 (5/9/95) 0 H.R. 961 Clean Water Amendments A: 414-4 (5/10/95).
H. Res. 144 (5/11/95) 0 HR. 535 Fish Hatchery—Arkansas A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 145 (5/11/95) 0 H.R. 584 Fish Hatchery—lowa A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 146 (5/11/95) 0 H.R. 614 Fish Hatchery—Minnesota A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 149 (5/16/95) MC H. Con. Res. 67 Budget Resolution FY 1996 PQ: 252-170 A: 255-168 (5/17/95).
H. Res. 155 (5/22/95) MO H.R. 1561 American Overseas Interests Act A: 233-176 (5/23/95).
H. Res. 164 (6/8/95) MC H.R. 1530 Nat. Defense Auth. FY 1996 PQ: 225-191 A: 233-183 (6/13/95).
H. Res. 167 (6/15/95) 0 H.R. 1817 MilCon Appropriations FY 1996 PQ: 223-180 A: 245-155 (6/16/95).
H. Res. 169 (6/19/95) MC HR. 1854 Leg. Branch Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 232-196 A: 236-191 (6/20/95).
H. Res. 170 (6/20/95) 0 H.R. 1868 For. Ops. Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 221-178 A: 217-175 (6/22/95).
H. Res. 171 (6/22/95) 0 H.R. 1905 Energy & Water Approps. FY 1996 A: voice vote (7/12/95).
H. Res. 173 (6/27/95) C HJ. Res. 79 ... Flag Constitutional Amendment PQ: 258170 A: 271152 (6/28/95).
H. Res. 176 (6/28/95) MC H.R. 1944 Emer. Supp. Approps PQ: 236-194 A: 234-192 (6/29/95).
H. Res. 185 (7/11/95) 0 H.R. 1977 Interior Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 235-193 D: 192-238 (7/12/95).
H. Res. 187 (7/12/95) 0 HR. 1977 Interior Approps. FY 1996 #2 PQ: 230-194 A: 229-195 (7/13/95).
H. Res. 188 (7/12/95) 0 H.R. 1976 Agriculture Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 242-185 A: voice vote (7/18/95).
H. Res. 190 (7/17/95) 0 H.R. 2020 Treasury/Postal Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 232-192 A: voice vote (7/18/95).
H. Res. 193 (7/19/95) C HJ. Res. 96 .........cco......  Disapproval of MFN to China A: voice vote (7/20/95).
H. Res. 194 (7/19/95) 0 H.R. 2002 Transportation Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 217-202 (7/21/95).
H. Res. 197 (7/21/95) 0 H.R. 70 Exports of Alaskan Crude Oil A: voice vote (7/24/95).
H. Res. 198 (7/21/95) 0 H.R. 2076 Commerce, State Approps. FY 1996 A: voice vote (7/25/95).
H. Res. 201 (7/25/95) 0 H.R. 2099 VA/HUD Approps. FY 1996 A: 230-189 (7/25/95).
H. Res. 204 (7/28/95) MC S. 21 Terminating U.S. Arms Embargo on Bosnia A: voice vote (8/1/95).
H. Res. 205 (7/28/95) 0 H.R. 2126 Defense Approps. FY 1996 A: 409-1 (7/31/95).
H. Res. 207 (8/1/95) MC H.R. 1555 Communications Act of 1995 A: 255-156 (8/2/95).
H. Res. 208 (8/1/95) 0 HR. 2127 Labor, HHS Approps. FY 1996 A 323-104 (8/2/95).
H. Res. 215 (9/7/95) 0 H.R. 1594 Economically Targeted Investments A: voice vote (9/12/95).
H. Res. 216 (9/7/95) MO H.R. 1655 Intelligence Authorization FY 1996 A: voice vote (9/12/95).
H. Res. 218 (9/12/95) 0 H.R. 1162 Deficit Reduction Lockbox A: voice vote (9/13/95).
H. Res. 219 (9/12/95) 0 H.R. 1670 Federal Acquisition Reform Act A: 414-0 (9/13/95).
H. Res. 222 (9/18/95) 0 H.R. 1617 CAREERS Act A: 388-2 (9/19/95).
H. Res. 224 (9/19/95) 0 HR. 2274 Natl. Highway System PQ: 241-173 A: 375-39-1 (9/20/95).
H. Res. 225 (9/19/95) MC H.R. 927 Cuban Liberty & Dem. Solidarity A: 304-118 (9/20/95).
H. Res. 226 (9/21/95) 0 H.R. 743 Team Act A: 344-66-1 (9/27/95).
H. Res. 227 (9/21/95) 0 H.R. 1170 3-Judge Court A: voice vote (9/28/95).
H. Res. 228 (9/21/95) 0 H.R. 1601 Internatl. Space Station A: voice vote (9/27/95).
H. Res. 230 (9/27/95) C H.J. Res. 108 Continuing Resolution FY 1996 A: voice vote (9/28/95).
H. Res. 234 (9/29/95) 0 H.R. 2405 Omnibus Science Auth A: voice vote (10/11/95).
H. Res. 237 (10/17/95) MC H.R. 2259 Disapprove Sentencing Guidelines A: voice vote (10/18/95).
H. Res. 238 (10/18/95) MC H.R. 2425 Medicare Preservation Act PQ: 231-194 A: 227-192 (10/19/95).
H. Res. 239 (10/19/95) C H.R. 2492 Leg. Branch Approps PQ: 235-184 A: voice vote (10/31/95).
H. Res. 245 (10/25/95) MC H. Con. Res. 109 . Social Security Earnings Reform PQ: 228-191 A: 235-185 (10/26/95).
H.R. 2491 ... Seven-Year Balanced Budget
H. Res. 251 (10/31/95) C H.R. 1833 Partial Birth Abortion Ban A: 237-190 (11/1/95).
H. Res. 252 (10/31/95) MO H.R. 2546 D.C. Approps. A 241-181 (11/1/95).
H. Res. 257 (11/7/95) C H.J. Res. 115 ... Cont. Res. FY 1996 A: 216-210 (11/8/95).
H. Res. 258 (11/8/95) MC H.R. 2586 Debt Limit A: 220-200 (11/10/95).
H. Res. 259 (11/9/95) 0 H.R. 2539 ICC Termination Act A: voice vote (11/14/95).
H. Res. 261 (11/9/95) C HJ. Res. 115 .........co.....  Cont. Resolution A: 223-182 (11/10/95).
H. Res. 262 (11/9/95) C H.R. 2586 Increase Debt Limit A: 220-185 (11/10/95).
H. Res. 269 (11/15/95) 0 H.R. 2564 Lobbying Reform A: voice vote (11/16/95).
H. Res. 270 (11/15/95) C H.J. Res. 122 Further Cont. Resolution A: 229-176 (11/15/95).
H. Res. 273 (11/16/95) MC H.R. 2606 Prohibition on Funds for Bosnia A: 239-181 (11/17/95).
H. Res. 284 (11/29/95) 0 H.R. 1788 Amtrak Reform A: voice vote (11/30/95).
H. Res. 287 (11/30/95) 0 H.R. 1350 Maritime Security Act A: voice vote (12/6/95).
H. Res. 293 (12/7/95) C H.R. 2621 Protect Federal Trust Funds PQ: 223-183 A: 228-184 (12/14/95).
H. Res. 303 (12/13/95) 0 H.R. 1745 Utah Public Lands
H. Res. 309 (12/18/95) C H.Con. Res. 122 ............. Budget Res. W/President PQ: 230188 A: 229-189 (12/19/95).
H. Res. 313 (12/19/95) 0 H.R. 558 Texas Low-Level Radioacti A: voice vote (12/20/95).
H. Res. 323 (12/21/95) C H.R. 2677 Natl. Parks & Wildlife Refuge Tabled (2/28/96).
H. Res. 366 (2/27/96) MC H.R. 2854 Farm Bill PQ: 228182 A: 244-168 (2/28/96).
H. Res. 368 (2/28/96) 0 H.R. 994 Small Business Growth
H. Res. 371 (3/6/96) C H.R. 3021 Debt Limit Increase A: voice vote (3/7/96).
H. Res. 372 (3/6/96) MC H.R. 3019 Cont. Approps. FY 1996 PQ: voice vote A: 235-175 (3/7/96).
H. Res. 380 (3/12/96) MC H.R. 2703 Effective Death Penalty A: 251-157 (3/13/96).
H. Res. 384 (3/14/96) MC H.R. 2202 Immigration PQ: 233-152 A: voice vote (3/21/96).
H. Res. 386 (3/20/96) C HJ. Res. 165 .................  Further Cont. Approps PQ: 234187 A: 237-183 (3/21/96).
H. Res. 388 (3/20/96) C H.R. 125 Gun Crime Enforcement A: 244-166 (3/22/96).
H. Res. 391 (3/27/96) C H.R. 3136 Contract w/America Advancement PQ: 232180 A: 232-177, (3/28/96).
H. Res. 392 (3/27/96) MC H.R. 3103 Health Coverage Affordability PQ: 229-186 A: Voice Vote (3/29/96)
H. Res. 395 (3/29/96) MC HJ. Res. 159 ... Tax Limitation Const. Amdmt.
H. Res. 396 (3/29/96) 0 H.R. 842 Truth in Budgeting Act

Codes: 0-open rule; MO-modified open rule; MC-modified closed rule; C-closed rule; A-adoption vote; D-defeated; PQ-previous question vote. Source: Notices of Action Taken, Committee on Rules, 104th Congress.
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Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, my Republican col-
leagues ought to be ashamed of this

rule and this constitutional amend-
ment.
The Constitution of the United

States is one of the most carefully
crafted and well-respected documents
ever created. It’s the foundation for the
greatest Government on Earth. It is
the protection of our freedoms. And it’s
no place for political theater. But
that’s what’s happening today, Mr.
Speaker.

Today my Republican colleagues are
staging a legislative fiasco, or, as the
New York Times put it, ‘““Staging a
vote on an irresponsible measure’”’—and
just in time for tax day. And they
know it will go nowhere. Because this
ridiculous amendment needs 290 votes
to pass the House and luckily that
won’t happen. So, today’s bill is show-
boating pure and simple and the Amer-
ican people deserve more from their
Congress.

They deserve a constitutional amend-
ment that at least has been reported
out of a congressional committee, and
this bill, House Joint Resolution 169,
has never been the subject of a full
committee hearing nor has it been re-
ported out.

Mr. Speaker, amending the Constitu-
tion is serious business and we should
at least know what we are doing.

Mr. Speaker, this issue, the issue of
getting a supermajority to raise taxes,
has come up three times this Congress.
In the beginning of the Congress my
Republican colleagues changed the
rules to require a three-fifth vote for
tax increases. But, every single time
that rule came up, my Republican col-
leagues voted against it.

They ignored it on the so-called Med-
icare Preservation Act, they ignored it
on the Budget Reconciliation Act, and
they ignored it on health insurance re-
form.

If my Republican colleagues think
this supermajority idea is so wonder-
ful, why didn’t they do it the first
three times they had the chance?

Mr. Speaker, they had three times to
show they were serious and three times
they showed they weren’t. They didn’t
impose on themselves this
supermajority that they now want to
impose on the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States.

And | would say to my colleagues
that it is a lot easier and a lot less dan-
gerous to change the House rules than
to change the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States of America.

This amendment, Mr. Speaker, like a
lot of other legislation we’ve seen this
Congress, will help the very rich at the
expense of lower income working
American families.

This amendment to our Constitution
will lock in corporate welfare and tax
breaks for the very rich at the expense
of middle and lower income families.
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This amendment will not prevent tax
increases on working families. In fact,
my Republican colleagues have given
themselves a big loophole. They can
still increase taxes on working families
as long as they also decrease taxes on
the very rich.

That means the Republican budget is
a-OK. That means that this amend-
ment allows the budget that will give
the richest 1 percent of Americans a
$15,000 tax break while it raises the
taxes on families earning $27,000 a year.

And finally, this rule, Mr. Speaker, is
one more restrictive rule in a year of
100 percent restrictive rules.

I urge my colleagues to defeat this
rule.

O 1645

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

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | should just very brief-
ly point out to the gentleman from
Massachusetts that according to the
study put out by the National Tax-
payers Union, more than 25 percent of
the revenue the IRS got in 1992 came
from 1 percent of the taxpayers. One
percent of the taxpayers, the very
wealthiest in the country, pay 25 per-
cent of the burden. So this certainly
clarifies the confusion on that side of
the aisle about what this rule does.

With that, Mr. Speaker, | yield such
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON],
the chairman of the Committee on
Rules, a gentleman who is well versed.
Certainly it is appropriate for him to
address some of the issues that have
been brought up by the ranking minor-
ity member.

Mr. SOLOMON. I certainly thank my
colleague from the Rules Committee, a
very valuable member of that commit-
tee from Colorado.

Mr. Speaker, my good friend from
Massachusetts says we ought to know
what we are doing before we vote on
this bill. Let me tell my good friend
from Massachusetts and everybody else
within listening ear here, we know ex-
actly what we are doing. We are mak-
ing it difficult for this Congress to
raise taxes on the American people.
That is exactly what we are doing.

Let me call attention right at the
outset of this debate, and the 3 hours
that we will go after this, | want you to
watch the people who stand up and op-
pose this constitutional amendment. |
have here a list, a brand new list from
the National Taxpayers Union, and |
guarantee you that everybody on that
side of the aisle that stands up to op-
pose this will appear as the biggest
spenders in the entire Congress.

So keep that in mind: The people
that oppose this constitutional amend-
ment are the big spenders that want to
continue to stick it to the American
people. And those of us that want to
make it difficult to raise taxes are
those that have the lowest record for
voting for big spending programs in
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this Congress. Now that we have set
the parameter, | want all of you to pay
attention and keep track as they stand
one by one on each side of the aisle.

Now, having said all that, | am rising
to support this legislation, Mr. Speak-
er.

Attempting to amend the Constitu-
tion of the United States is a serious
and a very historic undertaking. We
would not suggest that this approach is
any way easy at all, but as future Con-
gresses are forced to deal with budget
realities, the bottom line is that there
are limited options to reach a balanced
budget.

One is to cut spending, and that is
the way we ought to be doing it. The
other is to raise revenue, either by
raising taxes, which we should never
do, or improving economic growth.
That is the only way that you get new
revenues coming into the Federal budg-
et.

A proposed constitutional amend-
ment before the House today is de-
signed to discourage future Congresses
from imposing large tax increases un-
less there is a two-thirds consensus
that this is necessary. That is very
simple.

Mr. Speaker, the opponents of this
constitutional amendment may try to
portray it as some sort of unworkable
scheme, but we should keep in mind
that 10 States that | know of, and
maybe there are more, with one-third
of the Nation’s population already have
some sort of supermajority voting re-
quirement regarding taxation, and
those States seem to be managing nice-
ly. They do not have any problem. It
just takes an overwhelming need to
raise taxes before they will vote for it.

Other opponents may argue that in a
democracy all votes should be by a
simple majority. That sounds nice, but
our own U.S. Constitution already pro-
vides for two-thirds votes on a number
of issues. For example, this proposed
amendment to the Constitution, like
all constitutional amendments origi-
nating in the Congress, will require a
two-thirds vote in each House. So that
is already a part of the Constitution,
and that is what we are proposing to
extend here today.

The Constitution also requires a two-
thirds vote by each House of Congress
to pass any bill over the President’s
veto. There is another two-thirds re-
quirement. And the Constitution also
requires that there be a two-thirds vote
to expel a Member. So everywhere in
our rules and in the Constitution we
have the two-thirds proviso.

Mr. Speaker, the opponents also may
argue that the two-thirds vote require-
ment is only provided in cases of spe-
cial significance, and that is true. We
all admit that. But as Chief Justice
John Marshall stated in the case of
McCulloch versus Maryland in 1819, lis-
ten to this now, ‘“The power to tax in-
volves the power to destroy.”’

Let me tell you something: We have
all but destroyed the American family
in this country. When people with in-
comes of $30,000 and $40,000 and $50,000
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or less or more have to work 3 out of
every 8 hours of their day just to pay
the taxes for the Federal, State, and
local governments, let me tell you,
that is the power to destroy. That is
what we are trying to prevent from
happening in the future.

Mr. Speaker, the increasing of the
overall tax burden on the American
population is a situation of special sig-
nificance. It is at least as significant as
the ratification of a treaty, for exam-
ple, and the Constitution already re-
quires a two-third vote in the Senate
to approve any treaty at all.

Writing in support of this specific
constitutional amendment is someone
that 1 admire and respect very much.
Columnist George Will wrote last week
that ‘“‘the properly reverent reason for
amending the Constitution,” and listen
to this, “‘is to revive those of the Fram-
ers’ objectives that have been attenu-
ated by political developments since
the Framers left Philadelphia” way
back when. George Will concluded that

this proposed constitutional amend-
ment meets that test.

He cites two supporters of the
supermajority requirement, John

McGinnis of the prestigious Yeshiva
University’s Cardozo Law School and
Michael Rappaport of the University of
San Diego Law School, as saying the
amendment should be seen as an at-
tempt to revive the original values of
the Constitution rather than as a radi-
cal innovation.

Mr. Speaker, that is true. The Fram-
ers of our Constitution designed a sys-
tem to ‘“‘temper simple majoritar-
ianism’’ with Federalism and the sepa-
ration of powers, and to protect ‘“‘that
which taxation can threaten—the right
to enjoyment of property that results
from enterprise.”

We do not want to take money away
from people, and that is exactly what
we have been doing. And yet those val-
ues have been undermined by the Su-
preme Court’s expansive interpretation
of the commerce clause and by the
rules and regulations of the adminis-
trative state that have substantially
compromised property rights, which is
what we all cherish so much, property
rights, our own property.

George Will quotes the two legal
scholars to the effect that if the
supermajority requirement for raising
taxes ‘‘forces Congress to finance
spending with larger deficits that are
even more unpopular than higher
taxes,” what does that mean? “This
will induce Congress to spend less than
it otherwise would.”

Let me repeat that, because that is
really what this debate is all about.
“This will induce Congress to spend
less than it otherwise would.” That is
what it is all about. George Will echoes
these sentiments by saying that ‘“‘by
making tax increases most difficult, a
supermajority requirement would force
the political class to look to economic
growth to raise revenues,” and that is
where we should be looking.

George Will concludes, and | quote,
““Some such amendment could rep-
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resent reverent restoration of the val-
ues embodied in what the Framers did
at Philadelphia.”

Mr. Speaker, | have to go back to my
hero, Ronald Reagan, because in 1981
we rammed through the Reagan revolu-
tion. We made such a great beginning.

But in 1982 there were some deficits
that were appearing, and the liberals
that controlled this Congress back in
1982 went to Ronald Reagan and to me
and others and they said, ‘“Mr. Reagan,
if you will give us $1 in tax increase, we
will guarantee you $2 in spending
cuts.” Ronald Reagan, being a new kid
on the block, bought that. He bought
that deal.

And do you know what? He actually
signed a tax increase over my objec-
tion, but what do you think happened?
We did not get a nickel’s worth of
spending cuts at all. As a matter of
fact, we spent $1.29 more than we got in
tax revenues coming in. That is what
this debate is all about.

If we are ever going to stop this sea
of red ink, we are going to make it as
difficult as we possibly can in raising
taxes on the American people, and that
is why | hope everyone comes over here
and votes for this rule and then votes
for this very important constitutional
amendment. Because if we do, and we
give the two-thirds vote, that means
that the people themselves through
their representatives in the State legis-
latures across this country are going to
have a chance to then speak and be
heard about ratifying this proposal.
Let us give the American people that
choice by passing this today.

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

Mr. SOLOMON. 1| yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. MOAKLEY. | thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. But if he is so in-
tent in passing the supermajority, why
did his party three times this year
waive the supermajority that they put
in themselves in changing the rules?
Could the gentleman please answer
that question?

Mr. SOLOMON. As the gentleman
knows, he has some people on his side
of the aisle that would liked to have
raised a point of order and the point of
order would not have stood but it
would have taken up several hours of
this body’s time. That is the only rea-
son. It did not raise taxes and the gen-
tleman knows it.

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

Mr. SOLOMON. 1| yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. | hope
I have better luck getting a straight
answer.

When the gentleman said that it was
the liberals who controlled Congress in
1982 that forced Ronald Reagan to have
a tax increase, does he include in that
the man who was then chairman of the
Republican-controlled Senate Finance
Committee, ROBERT DOLE?

The tax bill he is talking about in
1982 was passed by a Democratic House

Mr.
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and a Republican Senate with ROBERT
DoLE as chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee.

Was ROBERT DoOLE who passed that
tax bill one of those liberals the gen-
tleman is complaining about?

Mr. SOLOMON. No. ROBERT DOLE was
asked by Ronald Reagan to go along
with that bill because Ronald Reagan
thought he could trust the liberals. He
found out he could not, and BoB DOLE
regrets it to this day.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. BEILENSON].

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

Mr. BEILENSON. | thank my good
friend from Massachusetts for yielding
time to me.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong opposi-
tion to the rule and to the proposed
constitutional amendment it makes in
order, which would require two-thirds
majorities for passage of bills increas-
ing revenues.

O 1700

Mr. Speaker, many of us believe that
the tax Ilimitation constitutional
amendment is a foolish idea, but even
Members who support it ought to be
very troubled by the manner in which
the House of Representatives is being
asked to consider it today.

Amendments to the U.S. Constitu-
tion are the most serious and impor-
tant measures Congress ever considers,
because they propose to change the
document that is the very foundation
of our Government. Yet this proposed
constitutional amendment has not
gone through even the minimal pre-
liminary step of being reported by the
committee of jurisdiction—the Judici-
ary Committee—before being brought
to the House floor. And, because the
amendment has not been reported,
there is no committee report available
discussing the reasons for the legisla-
tion.

In fact, only one hearing was held on
this subject in the Judiciary Commit-
tee—in one of its subcommittees—and
that was on a measure that was signifi-
cantly different from the one that we
are to consider today. This new pro-
posal was introduced on March 28, just
1 day before the House recessed for 2
weeks; and its only airing was in the
Rules Committee the following day, as
Members were preparing to leave
Washington for their home districts.

Even worse, this amendment will be
debated at a time when Members are
just returning from their districts after
the 2-week recess, and have not yet had
a chance to focus on this proposal, and
to consider the merits of the argu-
ments on both sides.

Why is so important a measure as
this being debated under such cir-
cumstances? For one simple reason: be-
cause its proponents believe they will
get some public-relations benefit by
holding this vote on April 15, the day
many Americans identify with paying
taxes.
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The Republican leaders are so intent
on holding this vote on April 15, to get
publicity as part of today’s tax-related
news stories, that they are willing to
violate the normal legislative process
to do so.

And, the Republican leadership is
holding this debate today knowing full
well that they will not come close to
obtaining the two-thirds vote nec-
essary to pass this measure.

This is a cynical strategy that de-
means the U.S. Congress by using the
floor of the House of Representatives
as a stage for a public-relations stunt,
and the debases the U.S. Constitution
by using a proposed amendment to it
as a stage prop. That is a disgraceful
misuse of the legislative process.

It is also more different than any-
thing could be from the -careful,
thoughtful debate of 1787-1788 of the
authors of the Constitution. If more
members had read any of their debates,
we would never dishonor them by at-
tempting to overthrow what they had
one in such an arrogant and thought-
less manner.

If we care at all about the Constitu-
tion we all swore to uphold, we would
never consider bringing such an impor-
tant proposal to the floor in the slip-
shod and disgraceful way that has been
followed here. | cannot conceive of
anyone being so disrespectful of the
men who devoted themselves to creat-
ing the great document that has bound
us all together so successfully now for
more than 200 years than the very man-
ner in which this matter has been thus
far considered—and is being presented
to the entire House for its final consid-
eration here today.

Beyond the circumstances under
which this amendment is being consid-
ered, the proposal itself is extremely
unwise, which perhaps explains why
the committee of jurisdiction refused
to act on it.

The primary reason we ought to re-
ject this amendment is that it violates
the principle of majority rule, which is
at the heart of our democratic form of
government. By requiring two-thirds of
each House to agree on bills that in-
crease revenues, it would hand control
over tax policy—one of Congress’s most
important responsibilities—to a one-
third minority in each House.

Currently, the Constitution requires
two-thirds majorities for only five
kinds of measures: Presidential im-
peachment, expulsion of House or Sen-
ate Members, ratification of treaties,
overriding a veto, and amending the
Constitution. This amendment would
for the first time require two-thirds
majority for passage of ordinary, regu-
lar legislation.

Since the committee did not take the
time to look carefully at the issue
which is being presented to us today,
perhaps it might be useful and of some
benefit to Members if we were to con-
sider that those who wrote our Con-
stitution, and fought to have it adopt-
ed, thought about this very matter.

Mr. Speaker, let me read just very
briefly, if I may, from two of the issues
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of the Federalist, the first being No. 22,
written by Mr. Hamilton, published in
December of 1787, in part, to give a mi-
nority a negative upon the majority,
which is always the case where more
than a majority is requisite to a deci-
sion is in its tendency to subject the
sense of the greater number to that of
the lesser. This is one of those refine-
ments which, in practice, has in effect
the reverse of what is expected from it
in theory, the necessity of unanimity
in public bodies or of something ap-
proaching towards it has been founded
upon a supposition that it would con-
tribute to security but its real oper-
ation is to embarrass the administra-
tion, to destroy the energy of the gov-
ernment and to substitute the pleas-
ure, caprice, or artifices of an insignifi-
cant, turbulent or corrupt junto to the
regular deliberations and decisions of a
respectable majority. In those emer-
gencies of the Nation in which the
goodness or badness or weakness or
strength of the government is of great-
est importance, there is commonly a
necessity for action. The public busi-
ness must in some way or other go for-
ward.

If a pertinacious minority can con-
trol the opinion of a majority respect-
ing the best mode of conducting it, the
majority in order that something may
be done, must then conform to the
views of the minority. Thus the sense
of the smaller number will overrule
that of the greater and give a tone to
the national proceedings different from
that of the majority. Hence tedious
delays, continual negotiations and in-
trigue, contemptible compromises of
the public good.

Secondly, from Federalist paper No.
58, published in February 1788, attrib-
uted to both Mr. Hamilton and to Mr.
Madison, but which scholars now seem
to believe was most likely written by
Mr. Madison, here too, Mr. Speaker, |
read just a small part. | quote: If has
been said that more than a majority
ought to have been required for a
quorum; in particular cases, if not in
all, more than a majority of a quorum
for a decision. That some advantages
might have resulted from such a pre-
caution cannot be denied. It might
have been an additional shield to some
particular interests and another obsta-
cle generally to hasty and partial
measures, but these considerations are
outweighed by the inconveniences in
the opposite scale in all cases where
justice or the general good might re-
quire new laws to be passed or active
measures to be pursued, the fundamen-
tal principle of free government would
be reversed. It would no longer be the
majority that would rule. The power
would be transferred to the minority,
where the defensive privilege limited in
particular cases, an interested minor-
ity might take advantage of it to
screen themselves from equitable sac-
rifices to the public wheal or in par-
ticular emergencies to extort unrea-
sonable indulgences.
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Mr. Speaker, two additional com-
ments, if | may, which | believe are rel-
evant:

No. 1, it is useful to recall that the
reluctance of the Framers of the Con-
stitution to including supermajority
provisions in the Constitution was
largely due to the ineffectiveness of
the Articles of Confederation which
they were drafted to replace. The arti-
cles required a supermajority for both
taxing and spending, and the fact that
it was so difficult to pay off debts from
the Revolutionary War and to pay for
the regular national expenditures
thereafter was the main reason for the
downfall of the Articles of Confed-
eration. For that reason, the Philadel-
phia Convention chose to reject propos-
als to impose supermajorities in legis-
lative fields of even special sensitivity
and concern, reserving them for the
five specific and special areas we have
heretofore mentioned.

No. 2, the Founding Fathers were
willing to accept the fact that Con-
gresses in the future might use poor
judgment at times and pass harmful
laws by a majority vote—but they be-
lieved so deeply in the principle of ma-
jority rule, that they placed that prin-
ciple above whatever personal concerns
they had that the majority at times
would act in a manner contrary to
their own feelings.

And, finally, in Federalist No. 30,
Hamilton argued that taxation is a ne-
cessity ‘““in one shape or another,” and
that any effort to weaken the power to
tax is to minimize what he referred to
as ‘‘the most important of the authori-
ties”’ of government.

For these reasons and many others
which I will submit in the form of ex-
tended remarks, Mr. Speaker, | strong-
ly oppose this proposal. | urge Members
to vote down the rule. That is not the
way to bring a constitutional amend-
ment before this body.

Mr. MCcINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | would say to the gen-
tleman from California, put this in real
simple terms. We are talking about
taxes, taxes, and taxes. You know,
taxes do not need rain. Taxes do not
need fertilizer to grow. All they need
are politicians.

What we are trying to do with this
two-thirds, which | live in a State
which exercises that, what we are try-
ing to do is put a speed bump in front
of politicians that want to continue to
increase taxes in this country. It is not
going to stop the opportunity from
funding the Federal Government. Obvi-
ously, that is important. It is going to
make you slow down before you hit
that speed bump. If you go over it at
the proper speed, you are going to get
through it. If you do not go over it at
the proper speed, it means you are rais-
ing taxes too much.

I think April 15 is a very appropriate
time for people to be considering, gosh,
how much further are we going to let
the Federal Government go, how much
deeper into our pockets are we going to
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let them get. This proposal we have
today was called by the gentleman
from California a stage prop, sinful,
slipshod.

You know, what we are attempting
to do, one thing, we are attempting to
give this to the States, every State in
the Union, that is what this Constitu-
tion says, they are entitled to debate
it. One debate took 203 years. We want
every State, we want thousands of
elected officials to debate this with the
constituents they represent. That is all
we are trying to do today. This does
not automatically put a two-thirds
limitation on the United States of
America. It says to the States of the
United States of America, here, States,
we want you to debate this, here
States, here is the opportunity under
this Constitution, under Jefferson and
so on, to debate it.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BARTON],
who is well versed in this area.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

I rise in strong support of the rule to
bring up the tax limitation amendment
this evening for floor consideration.

I would like to point out, under the
rule the minority party has an oppor-
tunity to offer a substitute if they so
wish. So, if they have a problem with
specific language in the amendment,
they will be given an opportunity to
offer their own language. It is my un-
derstanding they are not going to do
so.

The distinguished member, the rank-
ing member of the Committee on
Rules, Mr. MOAKLEY, said in his re-
marks earlier that this is irresponsible.
I would take exception to that and say,
Mr. Speaker, that this is the most re-
sponsible thing we could do on tax day,
1996.

For over 125 years of this Nation’s
history, we had tax limitation in the
Constitution. It was not a
supermajority vote requirement, it was
a requirement that all tax bills had to
originate in the House of Representa-
tives, that are the people’s body most
closely related to the people and elect-
ed for 2-year terms. Unfortunately, in
1913 we passed the 16th amendment to
the Constitution that said an income
tax was constitutional.

The marginal tax rate in that first
income tax bill in 1913 was 1 percent.
Today it is 39.8 percent. That is an in-
crease of 4,000 percent in the marginal
tax rate on the American people. In
1913, less than 1/10th of 1 percent of the
American people had to pay ever 1 per-
cent. Today, literally every American
working has to pay some sort of in-
come tax, and as we speak on the floor,
10 minutes after 5, April 15, 1996, it is 10
after 4 in Texas, 10 after 3 in Colorado,
10 after 2 in California, there are mil-
lions of American taxpayers, one-third
of all American taxpayers do not file
their tax return until the last 2 weeks.
There are millions of Americans as we
speak scrambling to fill out their
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taxes, to file an extension, to under-
stand the Tax Code, and every one of
those, | think, with almost no excep-
tion, is saying my taxes are too high.
Sixty percent of working families in
this country, both spouses have to
work. Of those that are single-parent
families, over half of them have to
have two jobs. Is it not time to say
enough is enough? A 4,000 percent in-
crease on working Americans in their
marginal tax rate should be enough for
even the biggest-spending liberal in
this body.

Let us vote for the two-thirds tax
limitation later this evening, send it to
the Senate, send it to the States, where
three-fourths of them are necessary to
ratify it, and begin to focus where we
should have focused on all along, and
that is on spending limitation, not on
tax increases.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. RANGEL].

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

O 1715

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, not too
long ago, when there was a different
majority, we used to have a little pam-
phlet called How to pass a law. | know
the freshmen had a chance to read it
before they took it off. But it used to
go something like this: A Member in-
troduces a bill. It is forwarded to a
committee. The committee assigns the
bill to a subcommittee. They have
hearings on the bill and people who are
for it and against it, they listen to the
testimony. Then the committee mem-
bers amend it, they change it. But
when they pass it, they take it up to
the full committee.

The full committee, they too some-
times have hearings, and they have
people to listen to it, to see whether it
makes sense. Then they amend it and
they report it to the floor. And that is
the way it used to be, before the new
rules come in.

Nothing goes to the committees any-
more. You can sit on the subcommit-
tee, the full committee, and all you
have to do is be in the back room with
the Speaker and let someone have a
great idea and pass it to my dear
friend, the gentleman from New York,
Mr. SoLOMON, and Mr. SOLOMON brings
it to the floor.

I do not mind that. When you lose,
you are entitled to be subjected to this
type of legislative oppression. | never
complain. But do not mess with my
Constitution. Do not do that to the
American people. Do not send it to a
public relations firm on the day that
we are supposed to pay taxes, and to
believe that this document that al-
lowed our country to survive for 200
years can now be distorted just because
you are down in the polls and you are
trying to make a couple of points.

No, no, no, no. The Committee on the
Judiciary has jurisdiction over this,
and the chairman of the Committee on
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the Judiciary should be entitled to
have hearings with scholars, with
judges, and with those people who hold
this document precious.

Mr. Speaker, oh, it is a good gim-
mick. | would use it if | could. But the
thing is that | would not use it on the
floor, not to be a hoaxer to the Amer-
ican people to believe that this is going
to become law and we are going to
change the Constitution.

We can take a lot of tomfoolery, we
can take a lot of jokes, a lot of hoax, a
lot of hypocrisy, but somewhere in
your hearts you know that, when you
want to amend that precious and sa-
cred document called the U.S. Con-
stitution, that at least the committee
of jurisdiction should hear it, should
have hearings, and report back to the
House.

Mr. Speaker, | know it is an election
year. | know it has been done before.
We like to have flat taxes. We like to
have fair taxes; we like to make cer-
tain that everyone pays an equal
amount. But when the time comes,
since you have the votes to put in a
bill, to have hearings on the bill and to
vote if you want the flat tax, vote for
it. You have the votes to pass anything
you want in taxes. But | warn you, do
not mess with our Constitution. Do not
do that to this Congress or to the
American people.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
6 minutes to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. FRANK].

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, 1 am honored to follow the
gentleman from New York, because he
laid out what we are talking about: A
political trick being played with the
Constitution as a prop, and that ought
to be beyond the pale.

Mr. Speaker, what we have here is
the most outrageous abuse of the pro-
cedures | have seen in 16 years. Here is
what happened.

This constitutional amendment was
presented in a hearing to the Judiciary
subcommittee on which | sit. At the
hearing, the chairman of the full Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. HYDE], was unable to
conceal his lack of belief in this
amendment. He was quite critical of it.

As the hearing proceeded, this was
the original amendment which is still
the one they plan to vote on in the
Senate, it became clear under the
amendment they originally presented,
to go to a flat tax in the income tax, or
to go to a sales tax, or to give the
President the power to impose a coun-
tervailing tariff on a Nation discrimi-
nating against our project, all of those
would have required two-thirds. There
was some disagreement among the
sponsors, but they agreed to that.

So what happened then? Well, it was
clear from listening to several of the
Republicans on the subcommittee that
they did not have the votes to get it
out of subcommittee. So there was no
markup on this in subcommittee, there
was no markup in committee. Instead,
a private conference was held with the
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chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means, who to his credit thought
the original amendment was really stu-
pid. And it was.

Mr. Speaker, the hearing showed it
to be stupid. It did all kinds of things,
and | mean stupid in that it did all
kinds of things the original sponsors
did not mean it to do. So it has been
totally changed.

We now have an amendment before
us which is wholly different than the
one that was originally introduced.
This amendment has had no hearings,
because we had one hearing which
showed a great flaw in the original
amendment. They were so embarrassed
and the chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means said they cannot do
this, so they came up with a whole new
one. They did not learn from their mis-
takes. They learned if you are going to
have a stupid amendment, do not have
a hearing on it. Because this one did
not have a hearing.

They could not defend the original
one in the hearing, so they bring this
one forward, and it had no hearing, no
markup, nothing. It came out of the
private set of conversations.

| talked to one of the sponsors of the
bill today after it had been rewritten.
He said | have not seen it yet.

The chairman of the Committee on
Rules quoted George Will. George Will
wrote in his column supporting this
amendment that the language of this
version is problematic. George Will
asks us to vote for a constitutional
amendment that is problematic.

Now, George Will, with whom 1| dis-
agree, does not want to put problem-
atic language into the Constitution.
Obviously he thinks this is a good po-
litical gimmick and that is why he
talks about it. Why else would he say
pass something that is problematic?

Here is one of the things problematic
about it. It would require, according to
the majority’s own views, two-thirds to
cut the capital gains tax. | heard a lit-
tle colloquy before in which one of the
sponsors of the amendment said, well,
not necessarily. The Congressional
Budget Office does not score it that
way.

Mr. Speaker, that was not an answer.
Let me put this within the rules. That
was not an answer consonant with the
reality of the facts of the situation.
The facts of the situation are that this
amendment does not give CBO that au-
thority. CBO is irrelevant. This amend-
ment says by a method to be deter-
mined, we will require two-thirds if
that method says that has got a rea-
sonable chance of raising revenues
more than de minimis.

Never have we seen such imprecise
language in the Constitution. | have
more respect for my friends than to
think they are serious about putting
this kind of sloppiness into the Con-
stitution. But it does show what a po-
litical game this is.

But what they say is that, if it raises
the revenues, well now, they believe
every single sponsor of this believes
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that cutting the capital gains tax
raises revenues. If you put up a board
that reflected their views, that board
would rule that it needed a two-thirds
vote to reduce the capital gains tax.

Now, | guess their view is this: They
will be in control, a group that believes
that reducing the capital gains tax will
raise revenue will be in control, they
will propose such a thing, and then
they will set up a board which will rule
contrary to their rule that it will cut
the revenues. Obviously it will not hap-
pen.

The reference to CBO was not a le-
gitimate intellectual response, because
CBO has no role under this amendment
and the people who will be in control at
the time that a tax bill is proposed will
be the ones to deal with it.

The fundamental problem we have is
this: The right wing group that has
taken over the Congress, because they
are a majority of the minority, or a mi-
nority of the majority, but a very in-
tense one, they have control; the ideo-
logical right wing group that has taken
over has recognized that their view-
point is not supported by the majority.

The majority does not like their at-
tacks on Medicare, their attacks on
Medicaid, their attacks on the environ-
ment. It does not like those. The ma-
jority did not even like their tax cut. If
you poll them, they said we are serious
about balancing the budget, unlike
some who want to use it as a game.

What they are trying to do is change
the rules, if they are successful, so the
temporary majority they got in 1994
would continue to govern long after it
has been repudiated at the polls. What
this says is if the majority of the
American people decide 10 years from
now they would like to spend more
money on the higher education, the en-
vironment, defense, or anything,
tough. Because we, having gotten con-
trol now, will change the rulings.

But even on those terms, they had a
hard time coming up with an amend-
ment. And this amendment, which has
never had a hearing and never had a
committee vote, which is problematic
in its language, according to George
Will, which would require you to get a
two-thirds vote to cut the capital gains
tax, is a disgrace.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, while it is interesting
to hear the gentleman from Massachu-
setts refer to the right wing, | would
remind the gentleman from Massachu-
setts that this concept is supported by
68 percent of the Federal employees,
that this concept is supported by 71
percent of the union workers.

Now, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts makes a very eloquent speech
about how this is not getting a fair
hearing. If the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts wants to get this proposal a
fair and a complete hearing, he will
vote for this. You know why? Because
if he votes for it and we get the nec-
essary votes, we can send it to the 50
States.
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If you want a fair hearing, if the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts really
wants a complete hearing, he will get
it out here to every State in the Union,
in which, during the process of ratifica-
tion, thousands and thousands of elect-
ed officials will have the opportunity
to listen to their constituents, who
frankly think their taxes are awful
high.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
SHADEGG].

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my colleague from Colorado for yield-
ing me time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong support
of this constitutional amendment. It is
an amendment whose time has come. It
has well embodied the principle that
enough is enough. Six times since 1980
this Congress has raised taxes on the
American people. In 1993, the largest of
those tax increases passed with the
barest of majorities.

There is a simple premise behind this
constitutional amendment, a premise
embraced by 73 percent of all Ameri-
cans, a premise adopted by the 10
States that already have a constitu-
tional amendment requiring a
supermajority, indeed, the 10 States
whose population represents one-third
of all Americans, and that is the
premise that the U.S. Congress needs
to be more responsible about spending
the tax dollars it takes from American
taxpayers.

If you believe in that premise, then
you should not oppose this amendment,
but support it. Because by making it
somewhat more difficult to raise taxes
yet again, we will force on this Con-
gress a level of fiscal discipline which
has been missing. Indeed, if you look at
this Congress and the past Congresses,
our record of fiscal discipline, of spend-
ing cuts, is abysmal.

The gentleman earlier on the other
side referred to George Will and im-
plied that Mr. Will had criticized the
language of this amendment. But he
omitted the conclusion of Mr. Will.
And the conclusion of Mr. Will at sev-
eral of the different points in his arti-
cle was that this was indeed a good
amendment. He said:

The properly reverent reason for amending
the Constitution is to revive those of the
framers’ objectives that have been attenu-
ated by political developments since the
framers left Philadelphia.

Mr. Will continues:

Such am amendment will be voted on by the
House on Monday April 15, tax day. Such an
amendment could represent a restoration of
the values embodied in what the framers did
in Philadelphia.

This is indeed not an extreme amend-
ment. | would cite the words of a pro-
fessor from Cardozo Law School and
the University of San Diego Law
School who said:

The amendment should be seen as an at-
tempt to revive the original values of the
Constitution, rather than as a radical inno-
vation.

In a Nation where the average Amer-
ican family spends more on taxes than
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on food, clothing and shelter combined,
this is not a radical amendment of the
extreme right. It is an amendment sup-
ported by labor, it is an amendment
supported by rank and file Democrats,
it is an amendment whose time has
come, and | urge its passage.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. FRANK].

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, the concept is popular, but
the problem Members cannot seem to
get through their heads there is we do
not deal just in concepts. We have to
deal in reality. We are amending the
Constitution of the United States. We
are creating litigation, we are creating
rights, we are dealing with the basic
law.

I did not imply that George Will was
critical. | quoted George Will. He said
the language was problematic. That is
in response to the gentleman from Col-
orado, who says, and of all the silly ar-
guments, | think this is the silliest we
get today, oh, vote on the constitu-
tional amendment; and you should vote
yes, even if you disagree with it, be-
cause you leave it to the people.

Of course, when we vote on the Equal
Rights Amendment, that argument dis-
appears. When we vote on a lot of oth-
ers, that argument disappears. No, you
are supposed to vote on it, whether you
agree with it or not.

Here is the problem: It will not get a
fair hearing in the States because they
cannot change it. The point | am mak-
ing is on its own terms, it is stupid. It
does not do what the gentleman want-
ed it to do. If we had a markup and a
hearing we might be able to do that.
The States cannot change it.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. | yield
to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
my question is, If you do not agree
with the language but you agree with
the concept, is there going to be alter-
native language offered by the Demo-
crat minority?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, reclaiming my time, | would
say no, because we have not had the
time to do that. We have not had a
markup. You know, these rules that we
have of hearings, and we have had no
hearings on this language, of markups,
these are not games. There is a reality
to them. People that care about some-
thing come together and talk and
bounce it off.

I am not going to play the kind of
game you play. No, there was not in
the 2 weeks, all of which was recessed,
during which we could see the new lan-
guage, which replaced your original
wholly inadequate language, your
original language was repudiated on
your side, so they had to come up with
whole new language, it has similar
kinds of problems, and you have stu-
diously avoided subjecting any of this
language to any of the legislative pro-
cedures that would test it.
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So, no, we are not going to be able to
in this short period of time under this
gun play that kind of game with the
Constitution.

O 1730

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | ask for
a report on the balance of time remain-
ing.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWwWING). The gentleman from Colorado
[Mr. McINNIS] has 6% minutes remain-
ing, and the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. MOAKLEY] has 5 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. WATT].

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, | thank the gentleman for
yielding me time, and | am reluctant
to get into this high-powered debate.
But | do sit on the Committee on the
Judiciary, and | sit on the Subcommit-
tee on the Constitution of the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary, and I will tell my
colleagues that this bill has not come
to either one of those committees for
hearings or consideration. It was sim-
ply brought to the floor so that we
could deal with it on April 15, tax day,
so that it could be the backdrop for a
political debate on an issue that really
needs substantive deliberate consider-
ation.

Mr. Speaker, Members may think
that we are playing games when we
talk about representation and majority
rule, but that is what the entire con-
cept of our country is based on. Each
one of us, as Members of this body, is
sent here to represent a different con-
stituency, to bring our input to bear
from that constituency on every prob-
lem that comes to America. When we
talk about doing away with the con-
cept of majority rule, what we are
doing is undermining the basic fabric
and principle of the Constitution and
the democracy that we are sent here to
represent. So this whole notion that we
can take one-third or one-fourth of our
Members and tie up the whole process
and make them a majority is counter
democratic.

Mr. Speaker, | have been arguing
with my colleagues all this term that
this whole concept of undermining the
Constitution is not a conservative con-
cept. Conservative government is based
on the Constitution, and not with-
standing that, these revolutionaries
who call themselves conservatives have
four times, during the course of this
Congress, come to us and said let us do
away with the Constitution that we be-
lieve in so dearly, that we are sent here
to preserve.

Mr. Speaker, | think we ought to
vote down this rule and vote down the
bill and send it back for a proper con-
sideration and deliberation.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. RoTH].

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
McINNIS] for yielding me the time.
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Nowadays when you speak up for
something the American people want,
they call you a revolutionary. | do not
think that is a pejorative. | think that
is a praiseworthy word now. We need
to, | think, focus on the issue. The real
issue today is April 15 and it is tax day.

The Federal Government’s bite has
grown larger and more painful over the
years. Today, the average American
has to work from January 1 to May 6
just to earn money to pay his or her
taxes. That is not fair. Today the aver-
age American family has to pay nearly
40 cents out of every dollar it earns for
taxes. That is up in the Federal Gov-
ernment by some month more than it
was just 10 years ago. What is interest-
ing to me, | read in the paper over the
weekend that our Committee on Ways
and Means, some 40 people only 6 fill
out their own taxes, some 15 percent.
That means our tax system is too com-
plicated. If the people who write the
taxes here, legislation here in Con-
gress, if this legislation is too com-
plicated for the people in the Congress,
can you imagine what it must be for
the American people?

Mr. Speaker, this is a vote whose
time has come and today is the appro-
priate day, and | appreciate the Com-
mittee on Rules bringing this legisla-
tion up so we can vote on it for the
American people.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. HAYWORTH].

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Colorado for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong support
of this rule and in strong support of
this proposed constitutional amend-
ment, because there is nothing extreme
about allowing the American people to
hang on to more of their hard-earned
money, and there is nothing nonsen-
sical about requiring a supermajority
to raise taxes. Indeed, history has prov-
en all too eloquently in recent years
that this institution has raised taxes
time and again to the point that over
the past few years, for every dollar
raised in new taxes, Congress spends
$1.59.

Mr. Speaker, this is a great idea
whose time has come. Just as Arizona
and several other States of the Union
have put provisions such as this in
their respective State constitutions, |
rise in full support of doing the same
thing in our Federal Constitution. As
we have seen the cost of government
grow 13,500 percent since enactment of
the 16th amendment, we stand on the
rights of taxpayers. We stand on the
rights of the American people. We
stand for this rule. And we stand for
this amendment.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, every single
rule the House has adopted this session has
been a restrictive rule; you heard that cor-
rectly, the Republican House has so far adopt-
ed 100 percent restrictive rules in this session.
And if it is adopted, the rule before us will
leave that 100 percent purely restrictive rules
record intact.
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This is the 66th restrictive rule reported out
of the Rules Committee this Congress.
In addition 73 percent of the legislation con-

from committee—11 out of 15 measures
brought up this session have been unreported.
Mr. Speaker,

I include the following
sidered this session has not been reported extraneous material for the RECORD.

FLOOR PROCEDURE IN THE 104TH CONGRESS; COMPILED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE DEMOCRATS
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Bill No. Title Resolution No. Process used for floor consideration An}ﬁngrrggpts

HR. 1* Compliance H. Res. 6 Closed None.

H. Res. 6 Opening Day Rules Package H. Res. 5 Closed; contained a closed rule on H.R. 1 within the closed rule .. None.

HR. 5% .. Unfunded Mandates H. Res. 38 Restrictive; Motion adopted over Democratic objection in the Committee of the Whole to N/A.
limit debate on section 4; Pre-printing gets preference.

H.J. Res. 2* Balanced Budget H. Res. 44 Restrictive; only certain substitules; PQ 2R; 4D.

H. Res. 43 Committee Hearings Scheduling H. Res. 43 (0J) Restrictive; considered in House no amendments N/A.

HR. 101 . To transfer a parcel of land to the Taos Pueblo Indians of New Mex-  H. Res. 51 Open N/A.

ico.

H.R. 400 .......ccccoouervrerenenee T0 provide for the exchange of lands within Gates of the Arctic Na- H. Res. 52 Open N/A.

tional Park Preserve.

H.R. 440 To provide for the conveyance of lands to certain individuals in H. Res. 53 Open N/A.

Butte County, California.

H.R. Line Item Veto H. Res. 55 Open; Pre-printing gets preference N/A.

H.R. Victim Restitution Act of 1995 H. Res. 61 Open; Pre-printing gets preference N/A.

H.R. Exclusionary Rule Reform Act of 1995 ... H. Res. 60 Open; Pre-printing gets preference N/A.

HR. Violent Criminal Incarceration Act of 1995 . H. Res. 63 Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments N/A.

HR. The Criminal Alien Deportation | H. Res. 69 Open; Pre-printing gets preference; Contains self-executing provision N/A.

HR. Local Government Law Enforcement Block Grants H. Res. 79 Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preferenc N/A.

H.R. National Security Revitalization Act H. Res. 83 Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference; N/A.

H.R. Death Penalty/Habeas N/A Restrictive; brought up under UC with a 6 hr. time cap on amendments N/A.

S.2 Senate Compliance N/A Closed; Put on Suspension Calendar over Democratic objection .......... None.

HR. To Permanently Extend the Health Insurance Deduction for the Self- H. Res. 88 Restrictive; makes in order only the Gibbons amendment; Waives all points of order; Con- 1D.

Employed. tains self- executing provision; PQ.

HR. The Paperwork Reduction Act H. Res. 91 Open N/A.

H.R. Emergency Supplemental/Rescinding Certain Budget Authority .......... H. Res. 92 Restrictive; makes in order only the Obey substitute 1D.

H.R. Regulatory Moratorium H. Res. 93 Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference N/A.

HR. Risk Assessment H. Res. 96 Restrictive; 10 hr. Time Cap on amendments N/A.

H.R. Regulatory Flexibility H. Res. 100 Open N/A.

HR. Private Property Protection Act H. Res. 101 Restrictive; 12 hr. time cap on amendments; Requires Members to pre-print their amend- 1D.
ments in the Record prior to the bill's consideration for amendment, waives germaneness
and budget act points of order as well as points of order concerning appropriating on a
legislative bill against the committee substitute used as base text.

H.R. 1058* ..o SecUrities Litigation Reform Act H. Res. 105 Restrictive; 8 hr. time cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference; Makes in order the 1D.
Wyden amendment and waives germaneness against it.

H.R. 988* The Attorney Accountability Act of 1995 H. Res. 104 Restrictive; 7 hr. time cap on amendments; Pre-printing gets preference N/A.

H.R. 956* ... Product Liability and Legal Reform Act . H. Res. 109 Restrictive; makes in order only 15 germane amendments and denies 64 g 8D; 7R.
ments from being considered; PQ.

H.R. 1158 .......cccccconmenenn. Making Emergency Supplemental Appropriations and Rescissions ... H. Res. 115 Restrictive; Combines emergency H.R. 1158 & nonemergency 1159 and strikes the abortion N/A.
provision; makes in order only pre-printed amendments that include offsets within the
same chapter (deeper cuts in programs already cut); waives points of order against three
amendments; waives cl 2 of rule XXI against the bill, cI 2, XXI and cl 7 of rule XV
against the substitute; waives cl 2(e) od rule XXI against the amendments in the Record;

10 hr time cap on amendments. 30 minutes debate on each amendment.
H.J. Res. 73* Term Limits H. Res. 116 Restrictive; Makes in order only 4 amendments considered under a “Queen of the Hill” pro- 1D; 3R.
cedure and denies 21 germane amendments from being considered.
HR. 4* Welfare Reform H. Res. 119 Restrictive; Makes in order only 31 perfecting amendments and two substitutes; Denies 130 5D; 26R.
germane amendments from being considered; The substitutes are to be considered under
a “Queen of the Hill"” procedure; All points of order are waived against the amendments.
Family Privacy Act H. Res. 125 Open N/A.
Housing for Older Persons Act H. Res. 126 Open N/A.
The Contract With America Tax Relief Act of 1995 .. H. Res. 129 Restrictive; Self Executes language that makes tax cuts contingent on the adoption of a 1D.

balanced budget plan and strikes section 3006. Makes in order only one substitute.

Waives all points of order against the bill, substitute made in order as original text and

Gephardt substitute.

H.R. 483 Medicare Select Extension H. Res. 130 Restrictive; waives cl 2(1)(6) of rule XI against the bill; makes H.R. 1391 in order as origi- 1D.
nal text; makes in order only the Dingell substitute; allows Commerce Committee to file a
report on the bill at any time.

H.R. 655 . Hydrogen Future Act H. Res. 136 Open N/A.

H.R. 1361 Coast Guard Authorization H. Res. 139 Open; waives sections 302(f) and 308(a) of the Congressional Budget Act against the bill's N/A.
consideration and the committee substitute; waives cl 5(a) of rule XXI against the com-
mittee substitute.

HR. 961 ....ccccoeoommrrrrcrenner - Clean Water Act H. Res. 140 Open; pre-printing gets preference; waives sections 302(f) and 602(b) of the Budget Act N/A.
against the hill's consideration; waives cl 7 of rule XVI, cl 5(a) of rule XXI and section
302(f) of the Budget Act against the committee substitute. Makes in order Shuster sub-
stitute as first order of business.

H.R. 535 . Corning National Fish Hatchery Conveyance Act .. H. Res. 144 Open N/A.

H.R. 584 . Conveyance of the Fairport National Fish Hatchery o the State of H. Res. 145 Open N/A.

low:

HR. 614 o Con\_/leyance of the New London National Fish Hatchery Production Fa- H. Res. 146 Open N/A.

cility.

H. Con. Res. 67 ...............  Budget Resolution H. Res. 149 Restrictive; Makes in order 4 substitutes under regular order; Gephardt, Neumann/Solomon, 3D; 1R.
Payne/Owens, President’s Budget if printed in Record on 5/17/95; waives all points of
order against substitutes and concurrent resolution; suspends application of Rule XLIX
with respect to the resolution; self-executes Agriculture language; PQ.

HR. 1561 ... American Overseas Interests Act of 1995 . H. Res. 155 Restrictive; Requires amendments to be printed in the Record prior to their consideration; N/A.
10 hr. time cap; waives cl 2(1)(6) of rule XI against the hill's consideration; Also waives
sections 302(f), 303(a), 308(a) and 402(a) against the bill’s consideration and the com-
mittee amendment in order as original text; waives cl 5(a) of rule XXI against the
amendment; amendment consideration is closed at 2:30 p.m. on May 25, 1995. Self-exe-
cutes provision which removes section 2210 from the bill. This was done at the request
of the Budget Committee.

HR. 1530 .......cccoeeivsrienene. National Defense Authorization Act FY 1996 .........ccccccveiveriveiesisiennn. H. ReS. 164 Restrictive; Makes in order only the amendments printed in the report; waives all points of 36R; 18D; 2
order against the bill, substitute and amendments printed in the report. Gives the Chair- Bipartisan.
man en bloc authority. Self-executes a provision which strikes section 807 of the bill;
provides for an additional 30 min. of debate on Nunn-Lugar section; Allows Mr. Clinger
to offer a modification of his amendment with the concurrence of Ms. Collins; PQ.

HR. 1817 ......cccccccnuenene. Military Construction Appropriations; FY 1996 ...........ccccoeviisurinene H. ReS. 167 Open; waives cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI against the bill; 1 hr. general debate; Uses House N/A.
passed budget numbers as threshold for spending amounts pending passage of Budget;

HR. 1854 .......ccoeuenenen. Legislative Branch Appropriations H. Res. 169 Restnctlve Makes in order only 11 amendments; waives sections 302(f) and 308(a) of the 5R; 4D; 2
Budget Act against the bill and cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI against the bill. All points of Bipartisan.
order are waived against the amendments; PQ.

H.R. 1868 .........cccccoouuwnnnnn. FOTEIgN Operations Appropriations H. Res. 170 Open; waives cl. 2, cl. 5(b), and cl. 6 of rule XXI against the bill; makes in order the Gil- N/A.
man amendments as first order of business; waives all points of order against the
amendments; if adopted they will be considered as original text; waives cl. 2 of rule XXI
against the amendments printed in the report. Pre-printing gets priority (Hall)

(Menendez) (Goss) (Smith, NJ); PQ.

HR. 1905 ... Energy & Water Appropriations H. Res. 171 Open; waives cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI against the bill; makes in order the Shuster N/A.
amendment as the first order of business; waives all points of order against the amend-
ment; if adopted it will be considered as original text. Pre-printing gets priority.

H.J. Res. 79 ......cccoomeeneeen. - Constitutional Amendment to Permit Congress and States to Prohibit  H. Res. 173 Closed; provides one hour of general debate and one motion to recommit with or without in- N/A.

the Physical Desecration of the American Flag. structions; if there are instructions, the MO is debatable for 1 hr; PQ.

HR. 1944 ..o Recissions Bill H. Res. 175 Restrictive; Provides for consideration of the bill in the House; Permits the Chairman of the N/A.

Appropriations Committee to offer one amendment which is unamendable; waives all
points of order against the amendment; PQ.
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Bill No. Title Resolution No. Process used for floor consideration An}ﬁng&]eepts
H.R. 1868 (2nd rule) .......... Foreign Operations Appropriations H. Res. 177 Restrictive; Provides for further consideration of the bill; makes in order only the four N/A.
amendments printed in the rules report (20 min. each). Waives all points of order
against the amendments; Prohibits intervening motions in the Committee of the Whole;
Provides for an automatic rise and report following the disposition of the amendments;
PQ.
H.R. 1977 *Rule Defeated* Interior Appropriations H. Res. 185 Open; waives sections 302(f) and 308(a) of the Budget Act and cl 2 and cl 6 of rule XXI; N/A.

provides that the bill be read by title; waives all points of order against the Tauzin
amendment; self-executes Budget Committee amendment; waives cl 2(e) of rule XXI
against amendments to the bill; Pre-printing gets priority; PQ.
H.R. 1977 ....ccccevcvmmunenn Interior Appropriations H. Res. 187 Open; waives sections 302(f), 306 and 308(a) of the Budget Act; waives clauses 2 and 6 of N/A.
rule XXI against provisions in the bill; waives all points of order against the Tauzin
amendment; provides that the bill be read by title; self-executes Budget Committee
amendment and makes NEA funding subject to House passed authorization; waives cl
2(e) of rule XXI against the amendments to the bill; Pre-printing gets priority; PQ.
H.R. 1976 ........coeccenueenen. Agriculture Appropriations H. Res. 188 Open; waives clauses 2 and 6 of rule XXI against provisions in the bill; provides that the N/A.
bill be read by title; Makes Skeen amendment first order of business, if adopted the
amendment will be considered as base text (10 min.); Pre-printing gets priority; PQ.

H.R. 1977 (3rd rule) ......... Interior Appropriations H. Res. 189 Restrictive; provides for the further consideration of the bill; allows only amendments pre- N/A.
printed before July 14th to be considered; limits motions to rise.

H.R. 2020 ... Treasury Postal Appropriations H. Res. 190 Open; waives cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI against provisions in the bill; provides the bill be N/A.
read by title; Pre-printing gets priority; PQ.

HJ. ReS. 96 oo Disapproving MFN for China H. Res. 193 Restrictive; provides for consideration in the House of H.R. 2058 (90 min.) And H.J. Res. 96 N/A.
(1 hr). Waives certain provisions of the Trade Act.

HR. 2002 ........ccoouuvuueeennennn. - Transportation Appropriations H. Res. 194 Open; waives cl. 3 Of rule XIll and section 401 (a) of the CBA against consideration of the N/A.

bill; waives cl. 6 and cl. 2 of rule XXI against provisions in the bill; Makes in order the
Clinger/Solomon amendment waives all points of order against the amendment (Line
Item Veto); provides the bill be read by ftitle; Pre-printing gets priority; PQ. *RULE

AMENDED*,

HR. 70 ..cocvovevirecrvesenen. EXpoOIts of Alaskan North Slope Oil H. Res. 197 Open; Makes in order the Resources Committee amendment in the nature of a substitute as N/A.
original text; Pre-printing gets priority; Provides a Senate hook-up with S. 395

HR. 2076 .......ccooorvrvrenenenen. COmmerce, Justice Appropriations H. Res. 198 Open; waives cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI against provisions in the bill; Pre-printing gets pri- N/A.
ority; provides the bill be read by title.

H.R. 2099 ......cccccconuunenn. VAJHUD Appropriations H. Res. 201 Open; waives cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI against provisions in the bill; Provides that the N/A.

amendment in part 1 of the report is the first business, if adopted it will be considered
as base text (30 min.); waives all points of order against the Klug and Davis amend-
ments; Pre-printing gets priority; Provides that the bill be read by title.
S. 21 s Termination of U.S. Arms Embargo on BoSNia .............ccccoeueeeveireneen H. RES. 204 Restrictive; 3 hours of general debate; Makes in order an amendment to be offered by the 1D.
Minority Leader or a designee (1 hr); If motion to recommit has instructions it can only
be offered by the Minority Leader or a designee.
H.R. 2126 ........cccccoouunnnn. Defense Appropriations H. Res. 205 Open; waives cl. 2(1)(6) of rule XI and section 306 of the Congressional Budget Act against N/A.
consideration of the bill; waives cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI against provisions in the bill;
self-executes a strike of sections 8021 and 8024 of the bill as requested by the Budget
Committee; Pre-printing gets priority; Provides the bill be read by title.

H.R. 1555 ......ccervvsenneneen. Communications Act of 1995 H. Res. 207 Restrictive; waives sec. 302(f) of the Budget Act against consideration of the bill; Makes in 2R/3D/3 Bi-
order the Commerce Committee amendment as original text and waives sec. 302(f) of partisan.
the Budget Act and cl. 5(a) of rule XXI against the amendment; Makes in order the Bliely
amendment (30 min.) as the first order of business, if adopted it will be original text;
makes in order only the amendments printed in the report and waives all points of order
against the amendments; provides a Senate hook-up with S. 652.

Labor/HHS Appropriations Act H. Res. 208 Open; Provides that the first order of business will be the managers amendments (10 min.), N/A.

if adopted they will be considered as base text; waives cl. 2 and cl. 6 of rule XXI
against provisions in the bill; waives all points of order against certain amendments
printed in the report; Pre-printing gets priority; Provides the hill be read by title; PQ.

Res. 215 Open; 2 hr of gen. debate. makes in order the committee substitute as original text ........... N/A.

Res. 216 Restrictive; waives sections 302(f), 308(a) and 401(b) of the Budget Act. Makes in order N/A.

the committee substitute as modified by Govt. Reform amend (striking sec. 505) and an
amendment striking title VII. Cl 7 of rule XVI and cl 5(a) of rule XXI are waived against
the substitute. Sections 302(f) and 401(b) of the CBA are also waived against the sub-
stitute. Amendments must also be pre-printed in the Congressional Record.

H.R. 1162 .......cc.ocrccsnuurenee Deficit Reduction Lock Box H. Res. 218 Open; waives cl 7 of rule XVI against the committee substitute made in order as original N/A.

text; Pre-printing gets priority.

H.R. 1670 .....cccceurrvrennnenen. Federal Acquisition Reform Act of 1995 ... H. RES. 219 Open; waives sections 302(f) and 308(a) of the Budget Act against consideration of the N/A.

bill; bill will be read by title; waives cl 5(a) of rule XXI and section 302(f) of the Budget
Act against the committee substitute. Pre-printing gets priority.
HR. 1617 ... T0 Consolidate and Reform Workforce Development and Literacy Pro-  H. Res. 222 Open; waives section 302(f) and 401(b) of the Budget Act against the substitute made in N/A.
grams Act (CAREERS). order as original text (H.R. 2332), cl. 5(a) of rule XXI is also waived against the sub-
stitute. provides for consideration of the managers amendment (10 min.) If adopted, it is
considered as base text.
HR. 2274 .......cccccouuue.. National Highway System Designation Act of 1995 ... H. ReS. 224 Open; waives section 302(f) of the Budget Act against consideration of the bill; Makes H.R. N/A.
2349 in order as original text; waives section 302(f) of the Budget Act against the sub-
stitute; provides for the consideration of a managers amendment (10 min.) If adopted, it
is considered as base text; Pre-printing gets priority; PQ.
H. Res. 225 Restrictive; waives cl 2(L)(2)(B) of rule XI against consideration of the bill; makes in order 2R/2D.
H.R. 2347 as base text; waives cl 7 of rule XVI against the substitute; Makes Hamilton
amendment the first amendment to be considered (1 hr). Makes in order only amend-
ments printed in the report.

HR. 2127 ...

. 159 ..
. 1655 ...

Economically Targeted INVESIMENLS ..........cccuervvermemrirenreiecriseerieenns
Intelligence Authorization

T T

=T
oo

HR. 927 . Cuban Liberty and Democratic Solidarity Act of 1995 ..

HR. 743 .....ccccmicvmnencnn. - The Teamwork for Employees and managers Act of 1995 ................. H. Res. 226 Open; waives cl 2(I)(2)(b) of rule XI against consideration of the bill; makes in order the N/A.
committee amendment as original text; Pre-printing get priority.

HR. 1170 ... 3-Judge Court for Certain Injunctions .. H. Res. 227 Open; makes in order a committee amendment as original text; Pre-printing gets priority .... N/A.

H.R. 1601 International Space Station Authorlzatlon Act of 1995 H. Res. 228 Open; makes in order a committee amendment as original text; pre-printing gets priority ... N/A.

H.J. Res. 108 .. Making Continuing Appropriations for FY 1996 H. Res. 230 Closed; Provides for the immediate consideration of the CR; one motion to recommit which .
may have instructions only if offered by the Minority Leader or a designee.

HR. 2405 ........ccocevcccenenen. Omnibus Civilian Science Authorization Act of 1995 ...........cocccvvmerernnes H. Res. 234 Open; self-executes a provision striking section 304(b)(3) of the bill (Commerce Committee N/A.
request); Pre-printing gets priority.

H.R. 2259 ........ccccccouuueeen. TO Disapprove Certain Sentencing Guideline Amendments .................. H. Res. 237 Restrictive; waives cl 2(1)(2)(B) of rule XI against the bill's consideration; makes in order 1D.

the text of the Senate bill S. 1254 as original text; Makes in order only a Conyers sub-
stitute; provides a senate hook-up after adoption.
HR. 2425 ... Medicare Preservation Act H. Res. 238 Restrictive; waives all points of order against the bill's consideration; makes in order the 1D.
text of H.R. 2485 as original text; waives all points of order against H.R. 2485; makes in
order only an amendment offered by the Minority Leader or a designee; waives all points
of order against the amendment; waives cl 501 of rule XXI (¥ requirement on votes
raising taxes); PQ.

H.R. 2492 ... . Legislative Branch Appropriations Bill H. Res. 239 Restrictive; provides for consideration of the bill in the House .. N/A.
H.R. 2491 ... 7 Year Balanced Budget Reconciliation Social Security Earmngs Test H. Res. 245 Restrictive; makes in order H.R. 2517 as original text; waives all pints of order agalnst ‘the 1D.
H. Con. Res. 109 Reform. bill; Makes in order only HR. 2530 as an amendment only if offered by the Minority
Leader or a designee; waives all points of order against the amendment; waives cl 501
of rule XXI (¥ requirement on votes raising taxes); PQ.
H.R. 1833 ... Partial Birth Abortion Ban Act of 1995 ........cccuvinimmneriiiiisissinnnienss H. RES. 251 Closed N/A.
H.R. 2546 ... D.C. Appropriations FY 1996 H. Res. 252 Restrictive; waives all points of order against the bill’s consideration; Makes in order the N/A.
Walsh amendment as the first order of business (10 min.); if adopted it is considered as
base text; waives cl 2 and 6 of rule XXI against the bill, makes in order the Bonilla,
Gunderson and Hostettler amendments (30 min.); waives all points of order against the
amendments; debate on any further amendments is limited to 30 min. each.
HJ. Res. 115 .. Further Continuing Appropriations for FY 1996 H. Res. 257 Closed; Provides for the immediate consideration of the CR; one motion to recommit which N/A.
may have instructions only if offered by the Minority Leader or a designee.
H.R. 2586 .......cc.ococrsnemren. TEMpoFary Increase in the Statutory Debt Limit ............cccocciseeine. H. ReS. 258 Restrictive; Provides for the immediate consideration of the CR; one motion to recommit 5R.

which may have instructions only if offered by the Minority Leader or a designee; self-
executes 4 amendments in the rule; Solomon, Medicare Coverage of Certain Anti-Cancer
Drug Treatments, Habeas Corpus Reform, Chrysler (MI); makes in order the Walker amend
(40 min.) on regulatory reform.

HR. 2539 ......ccoervriiirenenee ICC Termination H. Res. 259 Open; waives section 302(f) and section 308(a)
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Bill No.

Title

Resolution No.

Process used for floor consideration

Amendments
in order

HJ. Res. 115 s
HR. 2586 ..cooorrrrrrrr

H. Res. 250 .....cccoovvvvivivnens

HR. 2564 ...
HR. 2606 ...

HR. 1788 i

HR. 1350 s

HR. 2621 ..ooooinriiicnen

HR. 1745 i

HRes. 304 ....ccooomrrriviiiiennns

H.Res. 309 ..
HR. 558 ... .
HR. 2677 s

HR. 1643 ..o

HJ. Res. 134 ...
H. Con. Res. 131

H. R 1358 i

HR. 2924
HR. 2854 ..

HR. 3021 s
HR. 3019

HR. 2703 oo

HR. 2202 s

H.J. Res. 165 ..

HR. 3136 o

HR. 3103 ...

H.J. Res. 159 ..o

Further Continuing Appropriations for FY 1996 .........ccccuvmerrerinnens
Temporary Increase in the Statutory Limit on the Public Debt ............

House Gift Rule Reform

Lobhying Disclosure Act of 1995

Prohibition on Funds for Bosnia Deployment ...........cccoccrveveenecreonenns

Amtrak Reform and Privatization Act of 1995 .......ccccccmmmmerviiiiiinnnns

Maritime Security Act of 1995

To Protect Federal Trust Funds

Utah Public Lands Management Act of 1995 ..........ccccuvmriiinnnnniirinnnns

Providing for Debate and Consideration of Three Measures Relating
to U.S. Troop Deployments in Bosnia.

Revised Budget Resolution

Texas Low-Level Radioactive Waste Disposal Compact Consent Act ...

H.

Res.
Res.

. Res.

Res.

. Res.

. Res.

Res.

. Res.

. Res.

N/A

H.
H.

Res
Res

The National Parks and National Wildlife Refuge Systems Freedom H. Res

Act of 1995.

. 309
. 313
. 323

Closed; provides for the immediate consideration of a motion by the Majority Leader or his
designees to dispose of the Senate amendments (Lhr).

Closed; provides for the immediate consideration of a motion by the Majority Leader or his
designees to dispose of the Senate amendments (1hr).

Closed; provides for consideration of the bill in the House; 30 min. of debate; makes in
order the Burton amendment and the Gingrich en bloc amendment (30 min. each);
waives all points of order against the amendments; Gingrich is only in order if Burton
fails or is not offered.

Open; waives cl. 2(1)(6) of rule XI against the bill’s consideration; waives all points of order
against the Istook and Mclntosh amendments.

Restrictive; waives all points of order against the bill’s consideration; provides one motion
to amend if offered by the Minority Leader or designee (1 hr non-amendable); motion to
recommit which may have instructions only if offered by Minority Leader or his designee;
if Minority Leader motion is not offered debate time will be extended by 1 hr.

Open; waives all points of order against the bill's consideration; makes in order the Trans-
portation substitute modified by the amend in the report; Bill read by title; waives all
points of order against the substitute; makes in order a managers amend as the first
order of business, if adopted it is considered base text (10 min.); waives all points of
order against the amendment; Pre-printing gets priority.

Open; makes in order the committee substitute as original text; makes in order a managers
amendment which if adopted is considered as original text (20 min.) unamendable; pre-
printing gets priority.

Closed; provides for the adoption of the Ways & Means amendment printed in the report. 1
hr. of general debate; PQ.

Open; waives cl 2(1)(6) of rule XI and sections 302(f) and 311(a) of the Budget Act against
the bill's consideration. Makes in order the Resources substitute as base text and waives
cl 7 of rule XVI and sections 302(f) and 308(a) of the Budget Act; makes in order a
mar;agers’ amend as the first order of business, if adopted it is considered base text (10
min).

Closed; makes in order three resolutions; H.R. 2770 (Dorman), H.Res. 302 (Buyer), and
H.Res. 306 (Gephardt); 1 hour of debate on each.

Closed; provides 2 hours of general debate in the HOUSE; PQ ......cocovvvucreemmcrermnerrissereiecnii

Open; pre-printing gets priority

Closed; consideration in the House; self-executes Young amendment .................oooueeeeereernnnes

PROCEDURE IN THE 104TH CONGRESS 2D SESSION
H. Res. 334

To authorize the extension of nondiscriminatory treatment (MFN) to
the products of Bulgaria.

Making continuing appropriations/establishing procedures making
the transmission of the continuing resolution H.J. Res. 134.
Conveyance of National Marine Fisheries Service Laboratory at

Gloucester, Massachusetts.

Social Security Guarantee Act
The Agricultural Market Transition Program ..............oocoveereeneererncreens

Regulatory Sunset & Review Act 0f 1995 ........cccooovvmmervvrieiinnsnnieiinnnns

To Guarantee the Continuing Full Investment of Social security and
Other Federal Funds in Obligations of the United States.
A Further Downpayment Toward a Balanced Budget

The Effective Death Penalty and Public Safety Act of 1996 ................

The Immigration and National Interest Act of 1995 ..........cccocrveeermrnnnns

Making further continuing appropriations for FY 1996

The Gun Crime Enforcement and Second Amendment Restoration Act
of 1996.
The Contract With America Advancement Act of 1996 ..............ccccooeeee.

The Health Coverage Availability and Affordability Act of 1996 ..........

Tax Limitation Constitutional Amendment .............cccoccvvninnnerviiiiiiennnns

H.

H.

H.

H.

=

Res

Res.

. Res.
. Res.

. Res.

Res.

. Res.

Res.

. Res.

. Res.

Res.

. Res.

. Res.

. Res.

. 336

355
366

371

391

. 395

Closed; provides to take the hill from the Speaker's table with the Senate amendment, and
consider in the House the motion printed in the Rules Committee report; 1 hr. of general
debate; previous question is considered as ordered. **NR; PQ.

Closed; provides to take from the Speaker's table H.J. Res. 134 with the Senate amendment
and concur with the Senate amendment with an amendment (H. Con. Res. 131) which is
self-executed in the rule. The rule provides further that the bill shall not be sent back to
the Senate until the Senate agrees to the provisions of H. Con. Res. 131. **NR; PQ.

Closed; provides to take the bill from the Speakers table with the Senate amendment, and
consider in the house the motion printed in the Rules Committee report; 1 hr. of general
debate; previous quesetion is considered as ordered. **NR; PQ.

Closed; **NR; PQ

Restrictive; waives all points of order against the bill; 2 hrs of general debate; makes in
order a committee substitute as original text and waives all points of order against the
substitute; makes in order only the 16 amends printed in the report and waives all
points of order against the amendments; circumvents unfunded mandates law; Chairman
has en bloc authority for amends in report (20 min.) on each en bloc; PQ.

Open rule; makes in order the Hyde substitute printed in the Record as original text; waives
cl 7 of rule XVI against the substitute; Pre-printing gets priority; vacates the House ac-
tion on S. 219 and provides to take the bill from the Speakers table and consider the
Senate bill; allows Chrmn. Clinger a motion to strike all after the enacting clause of the
Senate bill and insert the text of H.R. 994 as passed by the House (1 hr) debate; waives
germaneness against the motion; provides if the motion is adopted that it is in order for
the House to insist on its amendments and request a conference.

Closed rule; gives one motion to recommit, which if it contains instructions, may only if of-
fered by the Minority Leader or his designee. **NR.

Restrictive; self-executes CBO language regarding contingency funds in section 2 of the
rule; makes in order only the amendments printed in the report; Lowey (20 min), Istook
(20 min), Crapo (20 min), Obey (1 hr); waives all points of order against the amend-
ments; give one motion to recommit, which if contains instructions, may only if offered
by the Minority Leader or his designee. **NR.

Restrictive; makes in order only the amendments printed in the report; waives all points of
orer against the amendments; gives Judiciary Chairman en bloc authority (20 min.) on
enblocs; provides a Senate hook-up with S. 735. **NR.

Restrictive; waives all points of order against the bill and amendments in the report except
for those arising under sec. 425(a) of the Budget Act (unfunded mandates); 2 hrs. of
general debate on the bill; makes in order the committee substitute as base text; makes
in order only the amends in the report; gives the Judiciary Chairman en bloc authority
(20 min.) of debate on the en blocs; self-executes the Smith (TX) amendment re: em-
ployee verification program; PQ.

Closed; provides for the consideration of the CR in the House and gives one motion to re-
commit which may contain instructions only if offered by the Minority Leader; the rule
also waives cl 4(b) of rule Xl against the following: an omnibus appropriations bill, an-
other CR, a bill extending the debt limit. **NR.

Closed; self-executes an amendment; provides one motion to recommit which may contain
instructions only if offered by the Minority Leader or his designee. **NR.

Closed; provides for the consideration of the bill in the House; self-executes an amendment
in the Rules report; waives all points of order, except sec. 425(a)(unfunded mandates) of
the CBA, against the bill's consideration; orders the PQ except 1 hr. of general debate
between the Chairman and Ranking Member of Ways and Means; one Archer amendment
(10 min.); one motion to recommit which may contain instructions only if offered by the
Minority Leader or his designee; Provides a Senate hookup if the Senate passes S. 4 by
March 30, 1996. **NR.

Restrictive: 2 hrs. of general debate (45 min. split by Ways and Means) (45 split by Com-
merce) (30 split by Economic and Educational Opportunities); self-executes H.R. 3160 as
modified by the amendment in the Rules report as original text; waives all points of
order, except sec. 425(a) (unfunded mandates) of the CBA; makes in order a Democratic
substitute (1 hr.) waives all points of order, except sec. 425(a) (unfunded mandates) of
the CBA, against the amendment; one motion to recommit which may contain instruc-
tions only if offered by the Minority Leader or his designee; waives cl 5(c) of Rule XXI
(requiring 3/5 vote on any tax increase) on votes on the bill, amendments or conference
reports.

Restrictive; provides for consideration of the bill in the House; 3 hrs of general debate;
Makes in order H.J. Res. 169 as original text; allows for an amendment to be offered by
the Minority Leader or his designee (1 hr) **NR.

N/A.
N/A.
2R.

N/A.
N/A.

N/A.

N/A.

N/A.

N/A.

1D; 2R.

N/A.
N/A.
N/A.

N/A.

N/A.

N/A.

N/A.
5D; 9R; 2
Bipartisan.

N/A.

N/A.
2D/2R.

6D; 7R; 4
Bipartisan.

12D; 19R; 1
Bipartisan.

N/A.

N/A.
N/A.

N/A.

1D.

*Contract Bills, 67% restrictive; 33% open. ** Al legislation 1st Session, 53% restrictive; 47% open. *** Al legislation 2d Session, 95% restrictive; 5% open. **** Al legislation 104th Congress, 66% restrictive; 34% open. *****NR
indicates that the legislation being considered by the House for amendment has circumvented standard procedure and was never reported from any House committee. ******PQ Indicates that previous question was ordered on the resolu-
tion, ******* Restrictive rules are those which limit the number of amendments which can be offered, and include so-called modified open and modified closed rules as well as completely closed rules and rules providing for consideration

in the House as opposed to the Committee of the Whole. This definition of restrictive rule is taken from the Republican chart of resolutions reported from the Rules Committee in the 103d Congress. N/A means not available.
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Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS].

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS] is
recognized for 3 minutes.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for vyielding me the
time.

Earlier in this debate, | asked the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Rules if he might yield, and he
indicated that | should await my time,
which has now come. The gentleman
knows the rules, because he followed
the rules in bringing the flag desecra-
tion amendment to this House. That
was, as | recall, properly considered in
the Committee on the Judiciary, was
the subject of hearings and markup,
then was brought to the Committee on
Rules.

The gentleman from New York, ear-
lier in this hour, observed that this is
important and serious business, amend-
ing the Constitution of the United
States. And | would simply ask the dis-
tinguished Chairman of the Rules Com-
mittee, would it not have been proper
and better procedure for this proposal
to have at least had a hearing in the
Committee on the Judiciary, so that
the implications of these words, which
have otherwise received no hearing
other than your Rules Committee hear-
ing on March 29, so that we could have
had a careful examination of this pro-
posal, as we did of the gentleman’s pro-
posal to amend the Constitution to
protect the flag? Would that not have
been better procedure?

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

Mr. SKAGGS. | yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | just
say to the gentleman that it could
have been, the same as in three pre-
vious Congresses we have considered
balanced budget amendments that
never went through the proper process,
either. The gentleman makes a point.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, I know the gentleman
knows better, because he has shown
that he knows better than to follow or
to be a party to an abuse of the Rules
of the House in considering an amend-
ment to the fundamental charter of
this country, as we are experiencing
here this evening.

This is a sad, sad occasion, to have
completely run roughshod over the
basic guarantees of serious, deliberate
action on something as fundamental as
our Constitution. It is a shameful dem-
onstration of the priority being given
to political theater, to symbolism over
our responsibilities as legislators for
this country to look carefully before
we act on an amendment to the Con-
stitution. Because the process that has
brought us to this point has been such
an insult to the intelligence and re-
sponsibility of the Members, | regret-
fully will need to make sure that we
have every opportunity to vote on
every conceivable procedural point for
the rest of this evening.
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Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Goss].

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

marks.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
strong support of this rule and the pur-
pose for it.

Mr. Speaker, as the American people en-
dure yet another April 15, it is appropriate to
note the direct relationship between higher
taxes and higher government spending. While
incomes have stagnated for many Americans
over the last 20 years, the actual take-home
pay for Government rose 58 percent and Gov-
ernment spending increased even faster. In
fact, the Federal Government spent 80 per-
cent more in inflation adjusted terms in 1995
than in 1973.

The rationale for the last two major tax
hikes was deficit reduction. The deal was
this—give us more of your money and, trust
us, we will get serious about cutting spending.
However, while the American taxpayer kept
his end of the bargain, prior to this Congress
the Federal Government maintained its reck-
less spending habits. Spending did not slow
down, it accelerated. Adjusting for inflation,
nondefense discretionary spending was 23
percent higher in 1995 than 1990. The Amer-
ican people are not selfish and they certainly
do not mind paying their fair share, but they
are not stupid either—they recognize when
their Government has sold them a bill of
goods.

Mr. Speaker, we have all heard the same
disheartening facts. Every year, the average
American works until May 5 just to pay his or
her taxes. Put another way, this means that 3
hours out of every work day are dedicated
solely to sustain Government spending.

This Congress has worked to reduce this
oppressive tax burden. We have sent Presi-
dent Clinton a variety of tax relief measures,
from middle-class tax relief to increasing the
Social Security earnings limit, making it clear
that we intend to keep our word with the
American taxpayer. We have also begun ex-
amining long-term alternatives to our current
tax system, that would increase fairness and
simplicity. | commend Representatives BAR-
TON and SHADEGG for their hard work to pro-
vide long-term protection for American tax-
payers through the bill before us today.

Mr. McCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. HAYWORTH].

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Colorado for
yielding me the time.

Listening to my colleague across the
aisle from Colorado talk about this
process being an insult, I would just
simply remind all of us that article V
of the Constitution simply says in its
opening clause: ‘““The Congress, when-
ever two-thirds of both houses shall
deem it necessary, shall propose
amendments to this Constitution.”

It does not provide for any other fol-
derol where there are urgent questions
of action to be taken. It is incumbent
upon this Congress to take those ac-
tions, so it is not insult. It is proper to
move forward in this fashion to amend
the Constitution of the United States.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself the balance of my time.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. Mclnnis] is
recognized for 4 minutes.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | find it
awfully interesting that one would be
able to stand up and talk about the
word shameful and so on. This is 2
years after this country experienced
the largest tax increase in the history
of this country. And by the way, some
may argue, well, that tax increase real-
ly was to try and get the wealthy peo-
ple of this country and it did not im-
pact the average working Joe or the
working Jane out there. It sure as heck
did.

Anybody that buys a gallon of gaso-
line pays four cents more per gallon be-
cause this Congress passed a tax in-
crease on them. Some time take a
look, and this is a good day to do it, on
April 15, take a look at what you have
to pay in taxes. Not just what you send
in to the Federal Government. Not just
what you send in to the State govern-
ment, but stop and buy a gallon of gas-
oline. And after that, if you get really
depressed, stop by the liquor store and
buy a fifth of whiskey, and see what
you pay on a fifth of whiskey in taxes.
Then go to the store and see what you
pay in sales tax to buy a lawn mower
to mow your grass.

Taxes, taxes, taxes. Around here,
that is the fuel that feeds this fire in
the U.S. Congress. And it seems that
the U.S. Congress wants to get the big-
gest bonfire it can ever have. Well, you
know what it has led to? It has led to
this. It has led to a concept where we
have got to put a speed bump in the
way of these people that love to raise
your taxes, and raise you taxes, and
raise your taxes.

Right now, just in this proposal of
this concept, 73 percent of the Amer-
ican people are saying do it. An inter-
esting number here, 68 percent of the
Federal employees say do it. Seventy-
one percent of the union members say
do it. In the Democrats, 64 percent of
the Democrats as polled say do it. It is
time that we bring a conscience to this
country.

Now, some people say, well, you are
not giving an opportunity for debate.
That is exactly what this concept does.
That is why it so carefully follows the
Constitution of the United States.
What it does is it allows this to go to
every State, all 50 States, all of the
elected State legislators in those
States, which, by the time this debate
was thoroughly finished, by the time it
got ratified or did not get ratified, you
would have thousands and thousands of
locally, not in Washington, but locally
elected officials who were engaged in
this debate of whether or not we should
require a supermajority to go out to
the working people of this country and
raise their taxes.

Mr. Speaker, | think that this rule is
fundamentally fair, and | think that
this concept is fundamentally nec-
essary for the positive growth and the
future of this country.
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Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time, and | move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, | object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to the provisions of clause 5
of rule XV, the Chair announces that
he will reduce to a minimum of 5 min-
utes the period of time within which a
vote by electronic device, if ordered,
will be taken on the question of adop-
tion of the resolution.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 232, nays
168, not voting 31, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 111]
YEAS—232

Allard Dunn Kim
Archer Ehlers King
Armey Ehrlich Kingston
Bachus Emerson Klug
Baker (CA) English Knollenberg
Baker (LA) Ensign Kolbe
Ballenger Everett LaHood
Barr Ewing Largent
Barrett (NE) Fawell Latham
Bartlett Flanagan LaTourette
Barton Foley Laughlin
Bass Forbes Lazio
Bateman Fowler Leach
Bereuter Fox Lewis (KY)
Bilbray Franks (CT) Linder
Bilirakis Franks (NJ) Livingston
Bliley Frelinghuysen LoBiondo
Blute Frisa Longley
Boehlert Funderburk Lucas
Boehner Ganske Manzullo
Bonilla Gekas Martini
Bono Geren McCollum
Brownback Gilchrest McCrery
Bryant (TN) Gillmor McDade
Bunn Gilman McHugh
Bunning Goodlatte Mclnnis
Burr Goodling Mclntosh
Burton Gordon McKeon
Buyer Goss Metcalf
Callahan Graham Meyers
Camp Greene Mica
Campbell Greenwood Miller (FL)
Canady Gunderson Molinari
Castle Gutknecht Montgomery
Chabot Hall (TX) Moorhead
Chambliss Hancock Morella
Chenoweth Hansen Myers
Christensen Hastert Myrick
Chrysler Hastings (WA) Nethercutt
Clinger Hayes Neumann
Coble Hayworth Norwood
Coburn Hefley Nussle
Collins (GA) Heineman Packard
Combest Herger Parker
Cooley Hilleary Paxon
Cox Hobson Petri
Crane Hoekstra Pombo
Crapo Hoke Porter
Cubin Horn Portman
Cunningham Hostettler Pryce
Davis Houghton Quillen
Deal Hutchinson Quinn
DelLay Hyde Radanovich
Diaz-Balart Inglis Ramstad
Dickey Istook Regula
Doolittle Johnson (CT) Riggs
Dornan Johnson, Sam Roberts
Dreier Jones Roemer
Duncan Kelly Rogers

Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Shuster
Skaggs
Skeen

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bevill
Bishop
Bonior
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Cardin
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Danner
DeFazio
DelLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Durbin
Edwards
Eshoo
Evans

Farr

Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Frank (MA)
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt

Borski
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Calvert
Chapman
Cremeans
de la Garza
Engel
Fattah
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)

Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Talent
Tate
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torricelli
Traficant

NAYS—168

Gibbons
Gonzalez
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
Lantos
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Miller (CA)
Minge

Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran
Murtha
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Upton
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pomeroy
Poshard
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Richardson
Rivers
Rose
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tanner
Tejeda
Thompson
Thurman
Torres
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—31

Ford
Frost
Gallegly
Hunter
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Kasich
Lewis (CA)
Lightfoot
Lipinski
Ney

O 1803

Ortiz
Oxley
Pelosi
Stockman
Tauzin
Thornton
Towns
Williams
Wilson
Wise

Mr. WYNN changed his vote from
““yea’ to “‘nay.”’
Mr. GORDON and Mr. CHAMBLISS

changed their vote from

“yea.”

“nay’’ to

So the previous question was ordered.
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The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. SKAGGS

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, | offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EwWING). The Clerk will report the mo-
tion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. SKAGGS moves to reconsider the vote
whereby the House ordered the previous
question on House Resolution 395.

MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR. MC INNIS

Mr. McCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | offer a
motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. MCINNIS moves to lay the motion to re-
consider on the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
MCINNIS] to lay on the table the mo-
tion to reconsider offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS].

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, on that |
demand the yeas and nays.

The

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This
will be a 15-minute vote, followed by a
5-minute vote on the adoption of the

rule.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 232, nays

169, not voting 30, as follows:

[Roll No. 112]
YEAS—232

Allard Cooley Graham
Archer Cox Greene
Armey Crane Greenwood
Bachus Crapo Gunderson
Baker (CA) Cubin Gutknecht
Baker (LA) Cunningham Hall (TX)
Ballenger Davis Hancock
Barr Deal Hansen
Barrett (NE) DeLay Hastert
Bartlett Diaz-Balart Hastings (WA)
Barton Dickey Hayes
Bass Doolittle Hayworth
Bateman Dornan Hefley
Bereuter Dreier Heineman
Bilbray Duncan Herger
Bilirakis Dunn Hilleary
Bliley Ehlers Hobson
Blute Ehrlich Hoekstra
Boehlert Emerson Hoke
Boehner English Horn
Bonilla Ensign Hostettler
Bono Everett Houghton
Brownback Ewing Hutchinson
Bryant (TN) Fawell Hyde
Bunn Flanagan Inglis
Bunning Foley Istook
Burr Forbes Johnson (CT)
Burton Fowler Johnson, Sam
Buyer Fox Jones
Callahan Franks (CT) Kelly
Camp Franks (NJ) Kim
Campbell Frelinghuysen King
Canady Frisa Kingston
Castle Funderburk Klug
Chabot Gallegly Knollenberg
Chambliss Ganske Kolbe
Chenoweth Gekas LaHood
Christensen Geren Largent
Chrysler Gilchrest Latham
Clinger Gillmor LaTourette
Coble Gilman Laughlin
Coburn Goodlatte Lazio
Collins (GA) Goodling Leach
Combest Gordon Lewis (KY)
Condit Goss Linder
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Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morella
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Norwood
Nussle
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Petri
Pombo
Porter

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bevill
Bishop
Bonior
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Cardin
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Danner
DeFazio
DelLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Durbin
Edwards
Eshoo
Evans

Farr

Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Frank (MA)
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gonzalez

Borski
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Calvert
Chapman

Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Shuster
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon

NAYS—169

Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
Lantos
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Miller (CA)
Minge

Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran
Murtha
Nadler

Neal
Oberstar
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Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Talent
Tate
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torricelli
Traficant
Upton
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

Obey
Olver
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pomeroy
Poshard
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Richardson
Rivers
Roemer
Rose
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skelton
Slaughter
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tanner
Tejeda
Thompson
Thurman
Torres
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—30

Cremeans
de la Garza
Engel
Fattah
Fields (LA)

Fields (TX)
Ford

Frost
Hunter

Jackson-Lee Ney Thornton
(TX) Ortiz Towns

Kasich Oxley Williams
Lewis (CA) Pelosi Wilson
Lightfoot Stockman Wise
Lipinski Tauzin
O 1820

So the motion to table was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). The question is on the resolu-
tion.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, | demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a
5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 234, noes,
162, not voting 35, as follows:

[Roll No. 113]

AYES—234
Allard Emerson Largent
Archer English Latham
Armey Ensign LaTourette
Bachus Everett Laughlin
Baker (CA) Ewing Lazio
Baker (LA) Fawell Leach
Ballenger Flanagan Lewis (KY)
Barr Foley Linder
Barrett (NE) Forbes Livingston
Bartlett Fowler LoBiondo
Barton Fox Longley
Bass Franks (CT) Lucas
Bateman Franks (NJ) Manzullo
Bereuter Frelinghuysen Martini
Bilbray Frisa McCollum
Bilirakis Funderburk McCrery
Bliley Gallegly McDade
Blute Ganske McHugh
Boehlert Gekas Mclnnis
Boehner Geren Mclntosh
Bonilla Gilchrest McKeon
Bono Gillmor Metcalf
Brownback Gilman Meyers
Bryant (TN) Goodlatte Mica
Bunn Goodling Miller (FL)
Bunning Gordon Molinari
Burr Goss Montgomery
Burton Graham Moorhead
Buyer Greene Morella
Callahan Greenwood Myers
Camp Gunderson Myrick
Campbell Gutknecht Nethercutt
Canady Hall (TX) Neumann
Castle Hancock Norwood
Chabot Hansen Nussle
Chambliss Hastert Packard
Chenoweth Hastings (WA) Parker
Christensen Hayes Paxon
Chrysler Hayworth Petri
Clinger Hefley Pombo
Coble Heineman Porter
Coburn Herger Portman
Collins (GA) Hilleary Pryce
Combest Hobson Quillen
Condit Hoekstra Quinn
Cooley Hoke Radanovich
Cox Horn Ramstad
Cramer Hostettler Regula
Crane Houghton Riggs
Crapo Hutchinson Roberts
Cubin Hyde Roemer
Cunningham Inglis Rogers
Davis Istook Rohrabacher
Deal Johnson (CT) Ros-Lehtinen
DelLay Johnson, Sam Roth
Diaz-Balart Jones Roukema
Dickey Kelly Royce
Doolittle Kim Salmon
Dornan King Sanford
Dreier Kingston Saxton
Duncan Klug Schaefer
Dunn Knollenberg Schiff
Ehlers Kolbe Seastrand
Ehrlich LaHood Sensenbrenner
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Shadegg Stearns Walsh
Shaw Stockman Wamp
Shays Stump Watts (OK)
Shuster Talent Weldon (FL)
Skaggs Tate Weldon (PA)
Skeen Taylor (NC) Weller
Skelton Thomas White
Smith (MI) Thornberry Whitfield
Smith (NJ) Torkildsen Wicker
Smith (TX) Torricelli Wolf
Smith (WA) Traficant Young (AK)
Solomon Upton Young (FL)
Souder Vucanovich Zeliff
Spence Walker Zimmer
NOES—162
Abercrombie Gibbons Murtha
Ackerman Gonzalez Nadler
Andrews Green Neal
Baesler Gutierrez Oberstar
Baldacci Hall (OH) Obey
Barcia Hamilton Olver
Barrett (WI) Harman Orton
Becerra Hastings (FL) Owens
Beilenson Hefner Pallone
Bentsen Hilliard Pastor
Berman Hinchey Payne (NJ)
Bevill Holden Payne (VA)
Bishop Hoyer Peterson (FL)
Bonior Jackson (IL) Peterson (MN)
Boucher Jacobs Pickett
Brewster Jefferson Pomeroy
Browder Johnson (SD) Poshard
Brown (OH) Johnson, E. B. Rahall
Bryant (TX) Johnston Rangel
Cardin Kanjorski Reed
Clay Kaptur Richardson
Clayton Kennedy (MA) Rivers
Clement Kennedy (RI) Roybal-Allard
Clyburn Kennelly Rush
Coleman Kildee Sabo
Collins (IL) Kleczka Sanders
Collins (MI) Klink Sawyer
Costello LaFalce Schroeder
Coyne Lantos Schumer
Danner Levin Scott
DeFazio Lewis (GA) Serrano
DelLauro Lincoln Sisisky
Dellums Lofgren Slaughter
Deutsch Lowey Spratt
Dicks Luther Stark
Dingell Maloney Stenholm
Dixon Manton Stokes
Doggett Markey Stupak
Dooley Martinez Tanner
Doyle Mascara Taylor (MS)
Durbin Matsui Tejeda
Edwards McCarthy Thompson
Engel McDermott Thurman
Eshoo McHale Torres
Evans McNulty Velazquez
Farr Meehan Vento
Fazio Meek Visclosky
Filner Menendez Volkmer
Flake Miller (CA) Ward
Foglietta Minge Waters
Frank (MA) Mink Watt (NC)
Furse Moakley Woolsey
Gejdenson Mollohan Wynn
Gephardt Moran Yates
NOT VOTING—35
Borski Frost Pelosi
Brown (CA) Hunter Rose
Brown (FL) Jackson-Lee Scarborough
Calvert (TX) Studds
Chapman Kasich Tauzin
Conyers Lewis (CA) Thornton
Cremeans Lightfoot Tiahrt
de la Garza Lipinski Towns
Fattah McKinney Waxman
Fields (LA) Ney Williams
Fields (TX) Ortiz Wilson
Ford Oxley Wise
0 1829
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Calvert for, with Ms. Jackson-Lee of
Texas against.

Mr. Lightfoot for, with Mr. Towns against.

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
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MOTION OFFERED BY MR. SKAGGS

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, | offer a
motion to reconsider.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EwWING). The Clerk will report the mo-
tion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. SKAGGS moves to reconsider the vote
whereby the House adopted House Resolu-
tion 395.

MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR. MC INNIS

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the motion to reconsider be laid
on the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
MCINNIS] to lay on the table the mo-
tion to reconsider offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS].

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, | demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken be electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 233, noes 164,
not voting 34, as follows:

[Roll No. 114]
AYES—233

Allard Doolittle Hyde
Andrews Dornan Inglis
Archer Dreier Istook
Armey Duncan Johnson (CT)
Bachus Dunn Johnson, Sam
Baker (CA) Ehlers Jones
Baker (LA) Ehrlich Kasich
Ballenger Emerson Kelly
Barr Ensign Kim
Barrett (NE) Everett King
Bartlett Ewing Kingston
Barton Fawell Klug
Bass Fields (TX) Knollenberg
Bereuter Flanagan Kolbe
Bilbray Foley LaHood
Bilirakis Forbes Largent
Bliley Fowler Latham
Blute Fox LaTourette
Boehlert Franks (CT) Laughlin
Boehner Franks (NJ) Lazio
Bonilla Frelinghuysen Leach
Bono Frisa Lewis (KY)
Brownback Funderburk Linder
Bryant (TN) Gallegly Livingston
Bunn Ganske LoBiondo
Bunning Gekas Longley
Burr Geren Lucas
Burton Gilchrest Manzullo
Buyer Gillmor Martini
Callahan Gilman McCollum
Camp Goodlatte McCrery
Campbell Goodling McDade
Canady Gordon McHugh
Castle Goss Mclnnis
Chabot Graham Mclintosh
Chambliss Greene McKeon
Chenoweth Greenwood Metcalf
Christensen Gunderson Meyers
Chrysler Gutknecht Mica
Coble Hall (TX) Miller (FL)
Coburn Hancock Molinari
Collins (GA) Hansen Montgomery
Combest Hastert Moorhead
Condit Hastings (WA) Morella
Cooley Hayes Myers
Cox Hayworth Myrick
Cramer Hefley Nethercutt
Crane Heineman Neumann
Crapo Herger Ney
Cremeans Hilleary Norwood
Cubin Hobson Nussle
Cunningham Hoekstra Packard
Davis Hoke Parker
Deal Horn Paxon
DelLay Hostettler Petri
Diaz-Balart Houghton Pombo
Dickey Hutchinson Porter

Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Schaefer
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bevill
Bishop
Bonior
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Cardin
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Danner
DeFazio
DelLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans

Farr

Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Frank (MA)
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gonzalez

Baesler
Bateman
Berman
Borski
Brown (FL)
Calvert
Chapman
Clinger

de la Garza
English
Fattah
Fields (LA)

Mr. GIBBONS changed his vote from

Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stockman
Stump
Tate
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry

NOES—164

Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
Lantos
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Miller (CA)
Minge

Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran
Murtha
Nadler

Neal
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Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Traficant
Upton
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Orton
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pomeroy
Poshard
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Richardson
Rivers
Roemer
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sisisky
Skaggs
Slaughter
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tanner
Tejeda
Thompson
Thurman
Torres
Torricelli
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—34

Ford
Frost
Hunter
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Lewis (CA)
Lightfoot
Lipinski
McKinney
Ortiz
Oxley
Pelosi

0O 1847

“aye” to “‘no.”

So the motion to table was agreed to.

Rose
Scarborough
Schiff
Talent
Tauzin
Thornton
Towns
Waxman
Williams
Wilson
Wise

April 15, 1996

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, pursuant to the provisions of House
Resolution 395, I call up the joint reso-
lution (H.J. Res. 159) proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to require two-thirds
majorities for bills increasing taxes,
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, | raise
the question of consideration of House
Joint Resolution 159.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). The question is: Will the House
now consider House Joint Resolution
159, as amended.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, | demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 241, noes 157,
not voting 33, as follows:

[Roll No. 115]
AYES—241

Allard Doolittle Hutchinson
Archer Dornan Hyde
Armey Dreier Inglis
Bachus Duncan Istook
Baker (CA) Dunn Jacobs
Baker (LA) Ehlers Johnson (CT)
Ballenger Ehrlich Johnson, Sam
Barr Emerson Jones
Barrett (NE) English Kasich
Bartlett Ensign Kelly
Barton Everett Kim
Bass Ewing King
Bateman Fawell Kingston
Bereuter Fields (TX) Klug
Bilbray Flanagan Knollenberg
Bilirakis Foley Kolbe
Bliley Forbes LaHood
Blute Fowler Largent
Boehlert Fox Latham
Boehner Franks (CT) LaTourette
Bono Franks (NJ) Laughlin
Browder Frelinghuysen Lazio
Brownback Frisa Leach
Bryant (TN) Funderburk Lewis (KY)
Bunn Gallegly Linder
Bunning Ganske Livingston
Burr Gekas LoBiondo
Burton Geren Longley
Buyer Gilchrest Lucas
Callahan Gillmor Manzullo
Camp Gilman Martini
Campbell Goodlatte McCollum
Canady Goodling McCrery
Castle Gordon McDade
Chabot Goss McHugh
Chambliss Graham Mclnnis
Chenoweth Greene Mclintosh
Christensen Greenwood McKeon
Chrysler Gunderson Metcalf
Coble Gutknecht Meyers
Coburn Hall (TX) Mica
Collins (GA) Hancock Miller (FL)
Combest Hansen Molinari
Condit Hastert Montgomery
Cooley Hastings (WA) Moorhead
Cox Hayes Morella
Cramer Hayworth Myers
Crane Hefley Myrick
Crapo Heineman Nethercutt
Cremeans Herger Neumann
Cubin Hilleary Ney
Cunningham Hobson Norwood
Davis Hoekstra Nussle
Deal Hoke Packard
DelLay Horn Pallone
Diaz-Balart Hostettler Parker
Dickey Houghton Paxon
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Petri
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Schaefer
Schiff

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bevill
Bishop
Bonior
Boucher
Brewster
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Cardin
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Danner
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans

Farr

Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Frank (MA)
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt

Bonilla
Borski
Brown (FL)
Calvert
Chapman
Clay
Clinger

de la Garza
DeFazio
Fattah
Fields (LA)
Ford

So the House agreed to consider

Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (M)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tate
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas

NOES—157

Gibbons
Gonzalez
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klink
Lantos
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Miller (CA)
Minge

Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran
Murtha
Nadler
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Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torricelli
Traficant
Upton
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Orton
Owens
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pomeroy
Poshard
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Richardson
Rivers
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sisisky
Slaughter
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tanner
Tejeda
Thompson
Thurman
Torres
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—33

Frost
Hunter
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
LaFalce
Lewis (CA)
Lightfoot
Lipinski
Martinez
McKinney
Ortiz
Oxley

0O 1906

Pelosi

Rose
Scarborough
Tauzin
Thornton
Towns
Waxman
Williams
Wilson

Wise

House Joint Resolution 159.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
MOTION OFFERED BY MR. SKAGGS

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, | offer a
motion to reconsider the previous vote.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). The Clerk will report the mo-

tion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. SKAGGS moves to reconsider the vote
whereby the House agreed to consider House
Joint Resolution 159.

MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR. CANADY OF

FLORIDA

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | move to lay the motion to recon-

sider the vote on the table.
The SPEAKER pro tempore.

The

question is on the motion offered by

the gentleman

from Florida

[Mr.

CANADY] to lay on the table the motion
to reconsider the vote offered by the

gentleman

SKAGGS].

The question was taken;

from

Colorado

[Mr.

and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, | demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were ayes 236, noes 157,
not voting 38, as follows:

Allard
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bono
Brewster
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham

[Roll No. 116]
AYES—236

Davis

Deal

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

Fox

Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Greene
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman

Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke

Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly

Kim

King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morella

Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Paxon

Petri
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bevill
Bishop
Bonior
Boucher
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Cardin
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Danner
DeLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans

Farr

Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Frank (MA)
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons

Becerra
Bonilla
Borski
Brown (FL)
Calvert
Chapman
Clay
Clinger

de la Garza
DeFazio
Fattah
Fawell
Fields (LA)

Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Talent

NOES—157

Gonzalez
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Holden
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klink
Lantos
Levin

Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Miller (CA)
Minge

Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran
Murtha
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Tate
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torricelli
Traficant
Upton
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Orton
Owens
Pastor
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pomeroy
Poshard
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Richardson
Rivers
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Sanders
Sawyer
Schroeder
Scott
Serrano
Sisisky
Skaggs
Slaughter
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Studds
Stupak
Tanner
Tejeda
Thompson
Thurman
Torres
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Ward

Watt (NC)
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates

NOT VOTING—38

Ford
Frost
Hayes
Hunter
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
LaFalce
Laughlin
Lewis (CA)
Lightfoot
Lipinski
Martinez
Ortiz

Oxley
Pelosi
Rose
Schumer
Stockman
Tauzin
Thornton
Towns
Waters
Waxman
Williams
Wilson
Wise
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So the motion to table was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, during rollcall votes Nos. 111,
112, 113, 114, 115, and 116, | was unavoid-
ably detained, out of town at a meeting
with my constituents.

Had | been present, I would have
voted ““no’’ on 111, ““no’’ on 112, ‘“‘no’’ on
rollcall 113, ‘“‘no’’ on 114, ““no” on 115,
and ‘‘no’” on 116.

Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. Speaker, be-
cause | was unavoidably detained, |
missed the procedural rollcall votes
Nos. 111, 112, 113, 114, 115, and 116. Had
I been present, | would have voted
‘‘yea’’ on each of these votes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
RIGGS). Pursuant to House Resolution
395, an amendment in the nature of a
substitute consisting of the text of
House Joint Resolution 169 is adopted.

The text of House Joint Resolution
159 is as follows:

H.J. RES. 159

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled (two-thirds of each House
concurring therein), That the following article
is proposed as an amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States, which shall be
valid to all intents and purposes as part of
the Constitution when ratified by the legis-
latures of three-fourths of the several States
within seven years after the date of its sub-
mission for ratification:

“ARTICLE —

““SECTION 1. Any bill to levy a new tax or
increase the rate or base of any tax may pass
only by a two-thirds majority of the whole
number of each House of Congress.

““SECTION 2. The Congress may waive sec-
tion 1 when a declaration of war is in effect.
The Congress may also waive section 1 when
the United States is engaged in military con-
flict which causes an imminent and serious
threat to national security and is so declared
by a joint resolution, adopted by a majority
of the whole number of each House, which
becomes law. Any provision of law which
would, standing alone, be subject to section
1 but for this section and which becomes law
pursuant to such a waiver shall be effective
for not longer than 2 years.

“SECTION 3. All votes taken by the House
of Representatives or the Senate under this
article shall be determined by yeas and nays
and the names of persons voting for and
against shall be entered on the Journal of
each House respectively.”.

The text of House Joint Resolution
159, as amended, is as follows:
H.J. REs. 169

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled (two-thirds of each House
concurring therein), That the following article
is proposed as an amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States, which shall be
valid to all intents and purposes as part of
the Constitution when ratified by the legis-
latures of three-fourths of the several States
within seven years after the date of its sub-
mission for ratification:

“ARTICLE —

““SECTION 1. Any bill, resolution, or other
legislative measure changing the internal
revenue laws shall require for final adoption
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in either House the concurrence of two-
thirds the members present, unless that bill,
resolution, or measure is determined at the
time of adoption, in a reasonable manner
prescribed by law, not to increase the inter-
nal revenue by more than a de minimis
amount.

““SECTION 2. The Congress may waive sec-
tion 1 when a declaration of war is in effect.
The Congress may also waive section 1 when
the United States is engaged in military con-
flict which causes an imminent and serious
threat to national security and is so declared
by a joint resolution, adopted by a majority
of the whole number of each House, which
becomes law. Any provision of law which
would, standing alone, be subject to section
1 but for this section and which becomes law
pursuant to such a waiver shall be effective
for not longer than 2 years.

““SECTION 3. All votes taken by the House
of Representatives or the Senate under this
article shall be determined by yeas and nays
and the names of persons voting for and
against shall be entered on the Journal of
each House respectively.”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. CANADY] and the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS]
each will control 1% hours of general
debate time.

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

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
within which to revise and extend their
remarks on House Joint Resolution 159.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 45 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. ARCHER], and | ask
unanimous consent that he may be per-
mitted to yield blocks of time to other
Members.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent to yield 45 minutes
to the distinguished past chairman of
the Committee on Ways and Means, the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS],
and | ask that he be recognized to yield
blocks of time.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, today, the millions of
Americans rushing to meet the mid-
night deadline to file their Federal in-
come tax return are asking them-
selves—why is it that every year more
and more of my family’s income goes
to pay Federal taxes, leaving me with
less and less to meet my needs and the
needs of my children? As they write

April 15, 1996

that painful final check to the IRS or
review the bottom line of their tax li-
ability, they are asking themselves—is
there any relief in sight? Will Congress
ever be weaned from imposing higher
and higher taxes? Will Washington ever
get its spending habits under control?
To the American people | say, today’s
vote should give you a glimmer of
hope.

Today, we are again considering a
mechanism that will bring relief to the
American taxpayers. We will be debat-
ing and voting on a constitutional
amendment to require a two-thirds
vote of each House of Congress for any
bill that increases revenue by more
than a de minimis amount.

Members voted on a similar provision
that was part of House Joint Resolu-
tion 1, the balanced budget constitu-
tional amendment of the Contract
With America in January 1995. In the
1st session of the 104th Congress, the
Subcommittee on the Constitution
held hearings and the Full Judiciary
Committee favorably reported the bal-
anced budget constitutional amend-
ment which included a supermajority
requirement for raising tax revenue.

On January 26, 1995, the House voted
253 to 173 in favor of the balanced budg-
et constitutional amendment that had
been reported by the Committee on the
Judiciary. That version of the amend-
ment, which was sponsored by Con-
gressman BARTON, would have required
a three-fifths majority of the entire
House and Senate to increase tax reve-
nue and would have allowed a simple
majority to waive the requirement in
times of war, or in the face of a serious
military threat. The balanced budget
amendment ultimately adopted by the
House did not, however, include the
Barton supermajority tax limitation
provision.

When the House passed a balanced
budget amendment without the Barton
supermajority requirement, Speaker
GINGRICH promised to schedule another
vote on the supermajority tax limita-
tion amendment in the 104th Congress.
Today’s vote fulfills that promise.

On March 6, 1996, the Subcommittee
on the Constitution held an additional
hearing on the Barton tax limitation
constitutional amendment. House
Joint Resolution 159 was criticized as
being too broad. For example, as origi-
nally drafted House Joint Resolution
159 would have required a two-thirds
majority of each House to close a tax
loophole or make revenue neutral
changes to the Tax Code. Under the
Barton substitute amendment made in
order under the Rule, such actions
would not require a supermajority vote
as long as the legislation as a whole
was revenue-neutral or resulted in only
a de minimis increase in revenue.

The amendment before wus this
evening requires a two-thirds vote of
each House for any bill that is not rev-
enue neutral. Congress may waive this
requirement when a declaration of war
is in effect, or by adopting a joint reso-
lution upon finding that the United
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States in engaged in military conflict
which causes an imminent and serious
threat to national security. The
amendment requires that all votes be
taken by rollcall.

This substitute amendment is in
keeping with the supermajority re-
quirement that was approved by the
Committee on the Judiciary and the
House in January 1995 as part of the
Contract With America.

In addition, the House Rules as
adopted at the beginning of this Con-
gress require a three-fifths majority
vote to pass a Federal income tax rate
increase. However, the House Rule can-
not bind future Congresses and can be
waived by the Rules Committee as had
been done at least once this past year—
yet another reason why we need the
permanence and certainty of a con-
stitutional amendment.

Members should be aware that the
language of the constitutional amend-
ment we are voting on today differs
significantly from the House Rule. The
constitutional amendment, unlike the
House Rule, does not apply to bills that
cut taxes or that are roughly revenue
neutral. It will make it harder for Con-
gress to raise taxes, yet allows flexibil-
ity to make revenue neutral changes to
the tax laws.

The National Commission on Eco-
nomic Growth and Tax Reform, headed
by former Congressman Jack Kemp, re-
cently recommended requiring a two-
thirds supermajority vote to raise the
tax rate. The Kemp Commission rec-
ommended substantial changes to the
Tax Code and argued that such changes
should be held in place by requiring a
supermajority vote to raise taxes. The
Commission report stated ‘‘a two-
thirds supermajority vote of Congress
will earn Americans’ confidence in the
longevity, predictability, and stability
of any new tax system.”

The Framers of our Constitution un-
derstood the need for requiring
supermajority votes for certain fun-
damental decisions. The Constitution
currently includes ten supermajority
requirements for decisions of impor-
tance including the requirement of a
two-thirds vote to send a constitu-
tional amendment to the States for
ratification. | submit that under our
current system it is too easy for us to
add to the already onerous tax burden
Congress has placed upon the American
people. The adoption of a
supermajority provision can only help
us give careful consideration to propos-
als to raise taxes, and will require us to
reach broad consensus in order to do
so.

I urge my colleagues to support this
important measure and | reserve the
balance of my time.

0O 1930

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

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to include extraneous mate-
rial.)
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Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, as one
distinguished Republican told me as we
were coming over here, “And to think
we gave up a whole day of vacation for
this debate.”” I think he put his finger
right on the issue here. Everybody in
this Chamber and everybody within the
sound of my voice knows that what we
are doing tonight is show business; not
very good show business, but show
business.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. BAR-
TON] sent us a Dear Colleague letter
numbering some 20 pages. As | read it
and studied it, it reminded me of a
quotation that a distinguished Su-
preme Court Justice made about 100
years ago: Taxes are what we pay for
civilization. Taxes are what we pay for
civilization.

How well have Americans done? The
Organization for Economic Coopera-
tion and Development, which keeps
statistics on all of the industrialized
countries on Earth, tells us that there
are 24 industrialized countries on
Earth. Of those 24 industrialized coun-
tries on Earth, the United States has
the lowest tax rate of any of those 24
countries. This is not ancient history,
this is today’s history, compiled by the
OECD. They are not an American orga-
nization. The United States is a mem-
ber of the OECD, but the headquarters
of it is in Europe. It rates all of the in-
dustrialized nations.

Of all of the industrialized nations,
the United States of America, this Fed-
eral Government, has the lowest tax
rate of any of them. Do any of you in
this Chamber dispute what | have just
said? | would ask the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BARTON], does he dispute
what | have just said?

In fact, in the 20-some page letter of
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BAR-
TON], he included in his Appendix E on
page 20 a list of all of the industrialized
nations that had tax limitations in
their procedures. I do not think the
gentleman from Texas even read this
himself or he never would have sent it
to us. Of all the nations in this chart
that have tax limitations, guess what?
Every single one of them has a higher
tax rate than the United States of
America.

Mr. Speaker, | would ask the gen-
tleman from Texas, did he know that
when he sent this to us?

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GIBBONS. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I would tell the gentleman from Flor-

ida [Mr. GiBeBoNs], | did read that
memo.
Mr. GIBBONS. It did not sink in

then, though, did it?

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I will be happy to debate it if the gen-
tleman wishes to.

Mr. GIBBONS. | just wondered if the
gentleman had read it. He is arguing
for a tax limitation by constitutional
amendment. He sent us a chart listing
all the other countries on Earth that
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have tax limitations. Every one of
them has a higher tax rate than the
United States of America.

Mr. Speaker, taxes are the dues of
civilization. It is what we pay for civ-
ilization. The tax rate in America,
being the lowest of the 24 industri-
alized countries, has remained remark-
ably stable for about the last 50 years.
The tax rate for the 1950’s comes out at
17.62 percent. That was the tax rate for
the 1950’s. The tax rate for the 1960’s
comes out at 18.31 percent. We have to
remember that we were fighting the
Vietnam war at that time. The tax rate
for the 1970’s comes out at 18.47 per-
cent. The tax rate for the 1980’s comes
out at 18.97 percent. For the first 5
years of 1990, the tax rate has dropped
to 18.75 percent.

Mr. Speaker, the ridiculous thing
about this amendment is its unin-
tended consequences that will occur. If
this amendment ever became law, we
would first of all have to declare war
on some unsuspecting country, so that
for 2 years we could handle the ordi-
nary and necessary business of this
country, which from time to time re-
quires us to make certain adjustments
in the Tax Code. After 2 years we would
have to find some other unsuspecting
country and declare war on it, or
maybe we can declare war on somebody
in outer space. As long as we declare
war, we can waive all of this.

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

Mr. GIBBONS. | yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman just stated some interesting
statistics of 17 percent and 18 percent
tax rates. | suspect the gentleman was
referring to the percentage of gross do-
mestic product.

Mr. GIBBONS. That is correct. That
is the only way you can measure tax
rates.

Mr. STARK. That is the only effec-
tive way to measure it?

Mr. GIBBONS. That is the only way
you can measure tax rates.

Mr. STARK. | thank the gentleman
for clarifying that.

Mr. GIBBONS. | thank the gentleman
for bringing up that question and let-
ting me clarify it.

Mr. Speaker, there are so many other
reasons why this is just a ridiculous
piece of show business here today, but
Mr. Speaker, at this time | will go back
and yield time to other Members so
they can participate in the debate.

Mr. Speaker, | include for
RECORD the following document:

the

CENTRAL-GOVERNMENT TAXES AS PERCENTS OF GDP,
1992: AN INTERNATIONAL COMPARISON

Percent

Rank GOP

Country

452
431
425
41.0
39.7
39.3
37.3
37.0
35.2

Netherlands
Luxembourg
Belgium
Italy
Greece
France
Finland
Norway
Ireland
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CENTRAL-GOVERNMENT TAXES AS PERCENTS OF GDP,
1992: AN INTERNATIONAL COMPARISON—Continued

Percent

Country Rank GOP
Austria 10 341
New Zealand 11 337
Denmark 12 336
United Kingdom 13 335
Sweden 14 329
Spain 15 314
Portugal 16 312
Germany 17 28.1
Iceland 18 26.6
Japan 19 220
Australia 20 218
Turkey 21 212
Canada 22 208
Switzerland 23 202
United States 24 19.9

Note: Of the 24 countries for which the OECD keeps statistics, the United
States ranks lowest in terms of tax burden.

Source: Committee on Ways and Means Democratic Staff based on infor-
mation from the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development
[OECD]. Prepared April 15, 1996.

Total U.S. Federal revenue as percents of GDP,
1950-95

Fiscal year Total receipts
14.8
16.5
19.4
19.1
18.9
17.0
17.9
18.3
17.8
16.5
.. 17.62
L1960 . eneniee e 18.3
R Y 18.3
1962 . 18.0
1963 . 18.2
1964 . 18.0
1965 . 17.4
1966 . 17.8
1967 . 18.8
1968 . 18.1
1969 ..ovviiiiinennen 20.2
Average, 1960’s ... 18.31
1970 v 19.6
1971 . 17.8
1972 . .. 181
1975 s 18.5
L1976 s 17.7
1977 . 18.5
1978 . 18.5
1979 i 19.1
Average, 1970’s ... 18.47
1980 ..uviiieiinennen 19.6
1981 . 20.2
1982 . .. 19.8
1983 18.1
T984 oo 18.0
1985 . 18.5
1986 . 18.2
1987 . 19.2
1988 . 18.9
1989 ..o 19.2
Average, 1980’s 18.97
1990 ..eiiiiiiienennen 18.8
T99T e 18.6
1992 s 18.4
1993 18.4
1994 19.0
1995 . 19.3
Average, 1990-95 . 18.75

Note: Federal Revenue has hovered at 18-19 per-
cent of GDP for all of our Post-WWII history.

Source: Committee on Ways and Means Demo-
cratic Staff based on information from the Organiza-
tion for Economic Cooperation and Development
(OECD). Prepared April 15, 1996.

DISTRIBUTION OF THE CURRENT FEDERAL TAX BURDEN

[Projected 1996 income levels]

Number of  Average in-  Effective tax

Income range families (in come (in  rate (in per-
millions) dollars) cent)

Less than $10,000 .........ccccceewens 146 $6,009 6.7
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DISTRIBUTION OF THE CURRENT FEDERAL TAX BURDEN—
Continued
[Projected 1996 income levels]

Number of  Average in-  Effective tax
Income range families (in come (in  rate (in per-
millions) dollars) cent)
$10,000-$20,000 .. 18.5 14,794 10.4
$20,000-$30,000 .. 16.6 24,941 16.5
$30,000-$40,000 .. 135 34,841 194
$40,000-$50,000 .. 10.8 44,808 217
$50,000-$75,000 .. 17.7 61,278 236
$75,000-$100,000 86 85,637 254
$100,000-$200,000 70 129,788 26.7
$200,000 or more . 19 486,031 319
All e 110.8 48,165 238

Source: Committee on Ways and Means Democratic Staff based on June
1995 information from the Congressional Budget Office.

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

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
| yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. ARCHER], the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, let me quickly say that
the percentage of GDP is not the only
way to determine the tax burden on
Americans. GDP and its percentage rel-
ative to taxes means very little to the
worker. What is important to the
worker is how much comes out of his
or her paycheck, not what percentage
of GDP.

We can talk in those glossary terms
inside the beltway, but the American
people who are out there producing un-
derstand that what they have left in
their paycheck is not as much as it
should be. That is why I rise in strong
support of this constitutional amend-
ment that will serve as a barrier to
those who seek to raise taxes and in-
crease the Federal Government’s role
in our lives, because that is what this
debate is all about. That is what the
balanced budget debate is all about:
How big will the Federal Government
be, and how much will it take out of
our hard-earned pay?

Taxes in this country are too high,
irrespective of what they are in other
places around the world. That is be-
cause too often Congress has found it
easier to raise taxes than to say no to
new spending. A constitutional limita-
tion on tax increases will rectify that
unfortunate bias. It is time to tilt tax
and spending decisions in favor of
working Americans who pay the taxes.
This proposed constitutional amend-
ment does exactly that.

I have made no secret of my desire to
tear our current income tax out by its
roots and replace it with a consump-
tion tax on the purchase of goods and
services; so simple, because it will re-
move the IRS completely and totally
from every American’s individual lives.
Accordingly, the amendment’s sponsor
and | have worked hard to come up
with language that would require a
supermajority vote for tax increases
without making it harder to replace
the current income tax system. This
revised language accomplishes these
twin objectives.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to have a
brief colloguy with the sponsor, the
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gentleman from Texas [Mr. BARTON],
about how the amendment will work in
practice.

Mr. Speaker, as | read the proposed
constitutional amendment, the two-
thirds requirement would not apply to
tax legislation that is a net tax cut or
that is revenue-neutral overall.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ARCHER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I would tell the gentleman, that is cor-
rect.

Mr. ARCHER. Accordingly, the
supermajority requirement would not
have applied to the Balanced Budget
Act of 1995 or the Contract With Amer-
ica Tax Relief Act of 1995, since those
bills provided a net tax cut, is that cor-
rect?

Mr. BARTON of Texas. That is cor-
rect, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. ARCHER. It would also not apply
to legislation that replaces one tax sys-
tem with another, as long as that re-
placement is revenue-neutral; for ex-
ample, if we were successful in tearing
the income tax out by its roots and re-
placing it with a broad-based consump-
tion tax, that legislation would be sub-
ject to a simple majority vote, is that
correct?

Mr. BARTON of Texas. If the replace-
ment tax raised the same amount or
less revenue than the current tax, then
the answer is yes.

Mr. ARCHER. Also, the superma-
jority requirement does not apply to
tax legislation that raises a de minimis
amount of revenue. Am | correct in as-
suming that a bill that increases Fed-
eral tax revenue by less than one-tenth
of 1 percent would be considered de
minimis?

Mr. BARTON of Texas. That is cor-

rect.
Mr. ARCHER. Therefore, H.R. 831,
which increased and extended the

health insurance deduction for the self-
employed, H.R. 2778, which provided
tax relief to our troops in Bosnia, and
H.R. 3103, the Health Coverage Avail-
ability and Affordability Act of 1996,
would not have required a two-thirds
vote. Is that correct?

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
the gentleman is correct. Those bills
would have met the de minimis excep-
tion.

Mr. ARCHER. | thank the gentleman
for the clarification. I would also like
to point out that the amendment al-
lows Congress to establish procedures
that would provide certainty at the
time of passage as to whether the two-
thirds requirement applies.

I want to address one spurious criti-
cism. Some opponents of House Joint
Resolution 159 have argued that it
poses problems similar to those alleged
with the current House rule that re-
quires a supermajority vote for Federal
income tax rate increases.
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Anyone who makes that argument
clearly has not read the amendment.
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The amendment and the House rule
are fundamentally different. Indeed the
wording of the constitutional amend-
ment reflects the lessons that we have
learned from our experiences in dealing
with the House rule. The House has not
passed any bill containing a Federal in-
come tax rate increase.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. RANGEL].

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

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, everyone
knows that this is April 15, the time
that we are supposed to pay taxes. But
some of my colleagues think it is April
1, that is, April Fool’s Day, because the
whole idea of passing a constitutional
amendment has been aborted.

Normally a bill would go to the com-
mittees that have jurisdiction so that
we could really find out the impact of
this bill on the American people and
especially the American taxpayer. But
my dear friend from Texas, Mr. BAR-
TON, did not ask for the House Judici-
ary Committee that is headed by
Chairman HYDE who everyone knows is
an expert on the Constitution, he just
went to his friend James Perry of the
Americans for Tax Reform. | see that
17 pages was sent in support of the Bar-
ton amendment. There is nothing here
from the Committee on the Judiciary
because they never had hearings.

My distinguished chairman, at least
chairman for the rest of this year, BiLL
ARCHER, was here, and this really talks
about how this thing is supposed to
work, and there is an asterisk next to
Mr. Perry’s name, but no place here
does it say who he is. But it is not im-
portant. | would rather have seen
something from the Committee on
Ways and Means that would just an-
swer certain questions.

Under this amendment if we wanted
to protect the Social Security system
or to protect the Medicare system and
if we had to increase the premium, we
would need a two-thirds vote in order
to do that. On the other hand if we
wanted to raise taxes for education or
health care or Social Security or any-
thing, we would need a two-thirds vote
for that. But suppose we wanted to
close the loopholes, because | refer to
this as a lobbyist amendment, not a
constitutional amendment. Suppose
those people were supporting corporate
welfare or wanted to strike it out,
close the loopholes. That would mean
an increase in taxes. And we would
need a two-thirds vote or lock in the
lobbyists who are protecting the cor-
porations.

On the other hand, it seems to me
that when the majority party decided
it was going to increase the taxes of
the earned-income tax, the benefits
that we give to the lowest, the poorest
working people we have in the United
States, they just waived a provision
that they have in the rules.

Someplace they would say this to the
taxpayers as they said, and let me read
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this section here from this paper that
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. GiB-
BONS] has given to me. This is not a
committee report, this is not a Ways
and Means report. This is not a Judici-
ary report. This is a report from Amer-
icans for Tax Reform and this is how
they open this debate.

That millions of Americans while
they are standing out there in front of
the post offices paying their taxes, for
the first time would see these Repub-
licans on the floor on TV, drive-time
radio talk shows will offer live cov-
erage as the votes and hearings pro-
ceed. What hearings? As the vote pro-
ceeds, and for the first time this reso-
lution will give guaranteed live media
coverage.

And so, my friends, enjoy your gim-
mick, enjoy your public relations, but
let us not treat the Constitution that
way, and you should have more respect
for the American taxpayers than to do
this gimmick on this particular day.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 3 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. HOKE], a member of the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. HOKE. | thank the chairman for
yielding the time.

Mr. Speaker, in 1950, the average in-
come family in America had 2 percent
of its income paid to the Government
in taxes. In 1996, that number has gone
up to about 25 percent. We have had,
you could say, a 12 times, a 1,200 per-
cent increase in the percentage of taxes
that the average American family is
paying to the Government. We have
seen that increase in taxation that
falls directly on the backs of working
men and women fuel the explosion in
growth in government in the past 45
years. That is what has fueled it.

What | would ask the gentlemen and
gentlewomen on the other side of the
aisle is do you think that would have
been possible if this tax limitation
amendment had been in place? | would
suggest to you that it would not have
been possible and that today what we
are fighting and what is a fundamental
problem that faces our society and our
economy is that families cannot make
it on one income, and the reason that
they cannot make it on one income is
not because it is not enough money to
actually raise children with one person
staying at home, and it makes no dif-
ference to me whether it is the mother
or the dad staying at home, but they
cannot make it because too much
money is being kept out of the pay-
checks and given to the Government.
That is the fundamental problem.
When you go from 2 percent in 1950 to
25 percent in 1996, and we are not talk-
ing about the rich people, upper-class
people, we are talking about the aver-
age income family in America. That is
the fundamental problem. That is the
fundamental problem that tears at the
social fabric. That is the fundamental
reason that we have been able to fuel
this tremendous growth in govern-
ment, this explosion in the size of gov-
ernment.
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The other thing that | wanted to ad-
dress, and | would draw to your atten-
tion, particularly the gentleman from
Florida, the senior Member who is re-
tiring this year, this is an article that
just appeared in this week’s, or | guess
last week’s Time magazine. It says
“Europe’s Job Crunch.”

You draw attention to the fact that
other economies, other countries have
got higher tax rates. I want to just
read a little bit about what they say
because what we do know is that in
other countries, there is tremendous
stagnation. They say:

Call it Eurosclerosis, the combination of a
staggering tax burden and a blanket of regu-
lations that smother new businesses and en-
trepreneurship. The symptoms. Europe’s un-
employment rate of 11 percent is twice as
high as the United States and its job cre-
ation chart is a flat line. Over the past 3
years the U.S. has created 8.4 million new
jobs. Europe none. Significantly many of
those new American jobs pay higher than av-
erage wages and as many as 60 percent are
managerial or professional.

Spain has got a 20-percent unemploy-
ment rate; Italy 12; we have got 11 per-
cent in Germany; and France has got 12
percent. This is exactly what you get
when you have higher and higher and
higher taxes. It is not what created the
American success story. It is not what
holds the potential of the American
dream. We ought to pass this. It will
really slow down the growth of govern-
ment.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. MoORAN].

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, there are
at least five very good reasons to vote
““no’ on this ill-advised constitutional
amendment.

The first is that it is a classic exam-
ple of pure political posturing. At the
very beginning of this session of Con-
gress we passed legislation, a rule that
said that we would require three-fifths
votes to raise taxes, and every single
time that rule was to apply, the major-
ity had the rule waived. So we cannot
even abide by the rule that exists now,
and we want to make it into a con-
stitutional amendment so that we can-
not even waive the rule.

Imagine what would have happened
with all of the tax legislation that
passed for the last 20 years if we had
had this rule. There was only one
minor piece of legislation that would
have passed.

Second, it is fiscally irresponsible. It
makes it almost impossible to raise
revenue to reduce the deficit, whether
it is to cut capital gains taxes, which
would increase revenue in the initial
years, or particularly to close cor-
porate and individual tax loopholes. We
cannot do that under this legislation.

Third, it really shows contempt for
the wisdom of the Founding Fathers.
They debated this many times and
they decided that the Articles of Con-
federation, article 9, which required a
supermajority to increase revenue, was
not working, that the minority was
thwarting the will of the majority. And
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so in 1787 at the Constitutional Con-
vention they decided, they voted that
they had to have a pure political ma-
jority for this democracy to work.

The Constitution is not some rough
working draft. It is a body of law that
has served this Nation better than any
Constitution has served any nation in
the history of mankind. For 200 years
it has made us the most democratic,
the strongest nation on Earth, and now
we want to mess around with it, with
this kind of constitutional graffiti.

Fourth, it shows a contempt for the
legislative process. This language was
not even considered by the subcommit-
tee or the full Committee on the Judi-
ciary. We bring it out here and we look
at it here on the floor. By the seat of
the pants we are coming up with defini-
tions that we want to put into the Con-
stitution.

For example, what does ‘de
minimis” mean? We say, well, how
about 0.1 percent of the Federal budg-
et? What kind of constitutional defini-
tion is that? We do not even know how
many years we should measure wheth-
er the revenue is de minimis or not, or
whether user fees would apply.

There are all Kkinds of issues that
have not even been adequately consid-
ered. The fact is that this is just pure
political grandstanding. We are mak-
ing politically expedient points at the
cost of the integrity of this body. This
is a bad amendment. we all ought to
vote ‘“‘no”’ on it.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON], the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee.

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

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, | am very
pleased to rise today in support of the
tax limitation amendment requiring a
supermajority to raise taxes, and |
commend the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BARTON] for his hard work and de-
termination in bringing this amend-
ment to the floor tonight.

I am also proud to say that in 1991,
along with my colleague from Texas, |
was one of the first Members to bring
this supermajority voting requirement
to the American people’s attention. To-
night we bring it to the attention of
the American people once again, this
time in anticipation of passing the
measure.

For many years we have known that
a fundamental change in the way Con-
gress does business is needed, and this
is an example of the kind of change
that we sincerely believe is needed.
Currently it is much easier to raise
taxes on the hard-working American
people than it is to cut spending, and
so we have seen year in and year out as
the budget went up, and 1990 is a good
example, we increased taxes. In 1993
once again the majority increased
taxes, and still we have a deficit.

Let me just say what | think the real
issue is here. It is demonstrated by this
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chart on my left. Today there are 10
States that have supermajority re-
quirements for raising taxes. They hap-
pen to be Arizona, Arkansas, Califor-
nia, Colorado, Delaware, Florida, Lou-
isiana, Mississippi, Oklahoma, and
South Dakota. Four of those States
have a two-thirds supermajority re-
quirement, 3 have a three-fifths, and 3
have a three-fourths requirement.

This chart demonstrates quite clear-
ly that in the States on average that
have a supermajority requirement,
that growth is much lower in govern-
ment than in States that have no
supermajority requirement, that is,
growth in spending.

So, of course, that makes us believe
that the same pattern would hold true
within the Federal Government. If we
went on the street today and asked al-
most any American, the great majority
would say that government is too big,
it is too burdensome, it is growing too
fast, it is too overwhelming on the
American people, and taxes are too
high.

go this provision creates a situation
in which both parties will realize a
major objective that we promise the
American people every year, lower
taxes.

How does this work? It is very sim-
ple. We are trying to restore some bal-
ance to the way we operate here in the
Congress, the pressures for spending.
Just take, for example, a State that
wants to build a highway or a series of
highways.
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There is a very focused effort by a
number of special interest groups to
get those highways built. There are
people who want to get quicker from
point A to point B, and that is very im-
portant for them for their morning and
afternoon commute to and from work.
They are focused on those projects.
There are labor unions who want jobs;
they are focused on those jobs. There
are contractors and business people
who will make a profit, and they are
focused on those projects.

So an intense lobbying effort takes
place because of that focus. Now, no-
body wants higher taxes. But how deep-
ly do the American people have an op-
portunity to lobby for lower taxes?
Only on the surface, only at election
time. They do not have lobbyists in
this town, like the special interest
groups. And so it seems to me that by
requiring a larger vote known as a
supermajority, we put some balance
back in the system to achieve what
these 10 smart-minded States have
been able to accomplish. That is slower
growth in their governments, and slow-
er growth is what both parties have
promised the American people in this
House.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, leave that chart there
just a minute. Do not move that chart.
That chart is as phony as a $3 bill.

He has got California and Florida in
that supermajority States. Florida re-
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quires a supermajority for increase in
corporate income tax. But you can in-
crease the Florida sales tax, which col-
lects 90 percent of the revenue. Califor-
nia you listed as a supermajority
State, and California only applies to
property taxes. But you can increase
the income tax and the sales tax and
everything else. 1 do not know how
many other phony things you have got
in that, but that chart is no good.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the

gentleman from  California [Mr.
STARK].
Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | thank

the distinguished gentleman for yield-
ing me this time.

Mr. Speaker, this amendment pro-
posal is really nothing more than polit-
ical sham, phony or not, and we all
know it.

These proceedings, which  will
amount to 5 or 6 hours, are a pathetic
political circumstance, staged by the
radical Republican leadership of the
House, to hopefully be broadcast at
prime time on today’s tax day.

At this moment in our history, a
brief moment, the House happens to be
under the control of a misguided van-
guard who are ideologically opposed to
any tax increases whatsoever. That
does not mean we should pervert our
Constitution, which has served us so
well and supports the longest lasting
system of democratic government in
modern history.

That is right. This is just another
cheap publicity stunt. Remember the
Contract With America? That bunch of
stupid ideas that sounded so good? Now
the Republicans are using that con-
stitutional amendment as a prop and a
shallow scheme to convince the public
that new majority is working in the
best interests of average Americans.

The same radical zealots who said
they would save Medicare when they
actually wanted to destroy it and
handed out tax breaks to the rich are
trying to trick us again. Just as Amer-
icans file their tax forms, we have the
promise of a constitutional amendment
to require a two-thirds vote. But the
absurdity of this proposal goes much
deeper. Any major government initia-
tive requires funding.

Think of it, if this law had been in ef-
fect, you would not now have Social
Security or you would not now have
Medicare. And somebody earlier men-
tioned family values. Well, that would
be fine, except there would be no high-
way system for the families to go any-
where and you would not be able to
vaccinate your children, because we
pay for those childhood vaccines with a
tax.

All of that would not be here today if
this amendment were to pass, and that
is not how it is supposed to be done.
Amending the Constitution is a serious
matter, and this resolution has been
rushed through without any discussion
or deliberation at the committee level,
without any public debate, simply so it
could be here tonight on tax day. This
is no way to run a country, and my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
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who support this proposal should be
ashamed.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. WAMP].

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

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, | must say, as a fresh-
man Member of this body, it dis-
appoints me to see the kind of name-
calling, shallow partisan rhetoric that
seems to always seep its way into this
debate, particularly by senior Members
that have brought distinction to this
institution for a long period of time.
And now it seems like the same angry,
hostile words are used over and over
again as if the American people do not
know better.

I am not much for partisan rhetoric
and shallow words, and | do not come
down here on a regular basis to say
that Republicans are always right,
Democrats are always wrong. 1 come
down here tonight because | do think
this is a fundamental issue in 1996. It is
the litmus test of this whole process
today, and that is the size and scope of
the government and the difference in
the two parties and their positions and
their record on this issue. The barom-
eter of the issue of the size and scope of
the Federal Government is taxes. The
government is going to grow as the
Congress taxes the American people.
The government is going to shrink
which the American people would like
as we reduce taxes on the American
people.

Our party, the party of Lincoln,
clearly today stands for less govern-
ment and lower taxes. The Democratic
Party, as you have seen tonight, is still
Congress coming down here in defense
of big government, in defense of higher
taxes, even stating that maybe we
should or inferring that we should have
higher taxes like other countries in
other parts of the world where | per-
sonally do not want to live. | want to
live here, and we want our country to
have lower taxes.

Let us look for a moment where we
have been: $2,286 per person was paid in
1980, just a few short years ago. | re-
member that year very well—1980, per
person to the Federal Government,
$2,286. Last year, that figure was $4,996,
almost $5,000. We have gone from $2,286
per person to almost $5,000, well over
doubled in those few short years the
amount the average American is pay-
ing to the Federal Government.

I tell you, the reference was made to
our Framers of our Constitution and
our Founding Fathers. Obviously they
cannot report to us tonight, but here is
what | think they are doing tonight,
they are rolling over in their graves,
screaming we told you so, we warned
you time and time again about the gov-
ernment. You know, think about this,
a balanced society would have govern-
ment, business, religion, and family,
all four at the same level in a healthy
balance.
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Do we not realize that the govern-
ment is way above the line? The family
is now way below the line, our religious
institutions are way below the line,
business is now way below the line, be-
cause the government has sucked off
the responsibilities of those other four
institutions. In order to bring it down,
we have got to reduce the tax burden
and balance out our society.

We had the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
HOKE] report that in 1950 we paid 2 per-
cent of our dollars in revenues to the
Federal Government; now that figure is
25 percent. | have a 9-year-old son and
a 7-year-old daughter. My question is,
at this pace, what are they going to be
paying or will they have anything at
all left from the dollars that they
make? Because | suspect that they will
not unless we draw a line in the sand
tonight.

Ladies and gentlemen, people of
America, this is about drawing a line
in the sand and saying we are not, as a
responsible Congress, going to raise
your taxes anymore. We are going to
have to learn to do with less. We need
to limit Congress’ ability to raise
taxes. It happened in 1993. | think that
one vote was the defining vote of the
election of 1994 if there was one vote
you could turn to. This is something
we need to do.

I come from east Tennessee. | con-
sider east Tennessee the center of the
universe. The hills and valleys of east
Tennessee, the people are honest and
straightforward. They believe very pas-
sionately that the government is too
big, that taxes are too high. They want
me to do something about it. And | am.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Mrs. KENNELLY].

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in strong opposition to this constitu-
tional amendment. The amendment is
not what it appears. This amendment
is more than mischievous it will bring
the definition of the word *‘“‘gridlock”
to new highs.

This constitutional amendment could
add to the deficit. Normally when reve-
nue raisers and spending provisions are
matched to assure that legislation is
paid for they do not match exactly but
rather yield slight differences that are
used to reduce the deficit. This amend-
ment would seem to preclude that,
meaning that the authors of bills will
adjust their spending upward so as to
avoid a super majority requirement.
This simply makes no sense.

This constitutional amendment is
being considered without hearings and
without ever being considered by the
Judiciary Committee. Constitutional
amendments are serious matters and
they deserve the most careful consider-
ation. The handling of this amendment
on this particular day is more suitable
to a publicity stunt than to a change to
the Constitution.

This amendment would require a
super majority to close down egregious
tax shelter or corporate welfare if the
proceeds went to deficit but not if the
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proceeds went to fund tax cuts or other
corporate welfare. Again, this simply
does not make sense: We should not
have a constitutional bias against defi-
cit reduction.

Ordinary reauthorizations of popular
programs would require super majori-
ties under the amendment.

The only tax bill enacted last year
would have violated the proposed
amendment. The Congress last year en-
acted legislation to extend the health
insurance deduction for the self insured
and paid for it by closing down a tax
loophole after press reports about its
abuse by one corporation. Under the
terms of the amendment, however, a
super majority would have been re-
quired—since shutting down a loophole
would meet the definition of a tax in-
crease.

Finally, the majority has already
waived a similar House rule three
times. They waived it for consideration
of their big tax cut bill because it
would have increased taxes on working
American families by $36.45 billion to
help pay for tax cuts for better off fam-
ilies. They waived it for consideration
of the Medicare bill because the pre-
mium increase could be construed as
an income tax rate increase. And they
waived it on the recently passed health
insurance reform bill.

If the majority can not live under its
own rule, they clearly can not be seri-
ous about a constitutional amendment.
I believe our Constitution and the
American taxpayer deserves better
treatment.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Texas [Mr. STOCKMAN].

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

Mr. STOCKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
really shocked. In fact, as you are in
Texas right now, 7:15, filling out your
taxes, you heard on the House floor to-
night that it is radical to allow you to
keep your money. Listen to what | am
saying. They say it is radical for you to
keep your money.

Now, I do not know about you, but I
find that a radical thought and a little
bit shocking that you are so stupid
that we need to take your money and
bring it up here in Washington and
make your State of Texas weaker and
make us stronger.

I believe in you. They obviously, on
the other side, do not. They want to
take more of your money. The gen-
tleman from Ohio, very articulate gen-
tleman, said that the unemployment
rate in Europe is 12 percent, and so
since they are doing what they are
doing and the gentleman suggests we
should follow them, then the logic says
maybe we should make our unemploy-
ment rate 12 percent. Let me finish.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, | have a
point of order.

Mr. STOCKMAN. Mr. Speaker, |
think it is radical for them to deny you
your money as you are going to file
your income tax.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
RIGGS). The gentleman from Texas will
suspend so the gentleman from New
York can be heard on his point of
order.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman in the well has made it abun-
dantly clear that he is addressing his
constituents in Texas somewhere and
his eyes are directed at the camera so
that it is difficult for me really to
know whether he is talking to me or
making a political address to his con-
stituents. | thought that violated the
rules of the House.

Mr. STOCKMAN. Mr. Speaker, | will
address that through the Chair.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
point or order offered by the gentleman
from New York is well taken. The
Chair will remind all Members to ad-
dress their remarks only to the Chair.

Mr. STOCKMAN. Mr. Speaker, | have
to tell you your money tonight is going
to be spent by Washington, and, Mr.
Speaker, | have to tell you that I am
going to stand here in the well and say
we are going to defend every Ameri-
can’s right to keep their money regard-
less of the demagoguery and to me a
very offensive rhetoric on the other
side. We believe in the American peo-
ple, and we think the money does not
belong here in Washington but indeed
it belongs in your pockets across
America, and remember, 12 o’clock,
when you are filing that check, they
want more of it.

O 2015

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, | rise to
a point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
RIGGS). The gentleman will state his
point of order.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, cleverly
the gentleman has wound up his speech
once again addressing his taxpayers
back home.

Mr. Speaker, | withdraw my point of
order.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. JAcoBS].

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, | ask my
friends and colleagues to recognize
something that has occurred tonight in
this debate, and that is a betrayal of an
inclination to suggest that there is no
connection between taxes and spend-
ing. It is said that if taxes are cur-
tailed, spending will be curtailed. In
my nearly 30 years in Congress, | have
not found that to be the case.

In 1976 1 began the movement for a
balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution. By the way, mine was
called the Payment Book Amendment.
After the balance was achieved, then 5
percent of the national debt, which
then was $750 billion, had to be retired
each year by a surplus equal to the 5
percent.

I do not mean to pick out any par-
ticular President, but as a good exam-
ple, almost never has the Congress ap-
propriated as much money as a Presi-
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dent requests. President Reagan’s
budgets increased spending in his first
4 years in office by $1 trillion and cut
taxes in 1981 by $750 billion, restoring
some of that the following year by a
reguessive tax increase.

One night when ‘I pondered weak
and weary’” and could not sleep, |
turned on a TV interview program, on
which a prominent Member of the Con-
gress was advocating a $40 billion in-
crease in spending on a new space pro-
gram. The interviewer was thoughtful
enough to ask, ‘““Would you offer an in-
crease in taxes by $40 billion to pay for
the increased spending?”’

The Member of Congress replied,
“Mr. Rose, this country spends $40 bil-
lion a year on dog food.”’

Mr. Rose did not ask the logical fol-
low-up question, which, of course, was,
“which dog are you going to ask to
give up his food?”” The mere fact that
people spend a certain amount on dog
food does not mean you can increase
spending in the Government without
increasing taxes to pay for it.

If you really want to curtail spending
constitutionally, forbid the Govern-
ment from borrowing. The easiest
thing in the world is to whip out the
U.S. Government credit card, and that
is exactly what has been done in a bi-
partisan manner as long as | have
served in the Congress.

As for complaints about making car
payments or paying the electric bill or
any of the other things that are neces-
sities in life, and | do not say that all
the increased spending in the eighties
was a necessity—I| cast my district’s
vote against much of it—but | do say
the necessity is to get cracking and
pay for it and stop paying interest on
it.

People have not only recently com-
plained about paying taxes. |1 do not
like to pay taxes. | do not like to pay
any of my bills, and | do not like it if
someone else runs up bills that | have
to pay. Will Rogers said, “It is a great
country, but you can’t live it in for
nothing.”

Some of the greater patrioteers |
would say in this country swear their
allegiance and undying love,
“‘patrioticer’” than thou. They do not
serve in the military, they do not go
out and sweep the streets. There is one
way they can show their love for the
country, and the only way is not to
complain about the taxes. But do they
ever.

And it is human nature to avoid
distastful duty. It is poor state craft
indeed to have an arrangement where
it is easier to run up the bills than to
pay them. A constitution is supposed
to restsorum the more foolish aspects
of human nature, not view force and
encourage them.

Finally, if | have time, | want to dis-
abuse people of a couple of myths. One
myth is that the 1993 tax act was the
largest increase in history. That is not

true. Neither was the 1982 act—the
Reagan tax increase—the largest in
history.
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In World War 11, there were all sorts
of increases that dwarfed both of them.
Between the two, however, the Reagan
tax increase in 1982 was $340 billion in
1993 dollars, the only fair comparison,
adjusted for inflation, and the Clinton
tax increase was $249 billion. And the
myth has gone on for decades that
John F. Kennedy was elected President
because they stole it in Chicago and II-
linois went for Kennedy. The fact is
that at 3:33 on the morning following
the election, Michigan went over to
Kennedy and elected him. Illinois was
surplusage. These are two myuths
which have been asserted so certainly
and so often, that most people have
come to believe them. “Truth crushed
to earth * * *”’

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from lowa [Mr. GANSKE].

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in strong support of this joint
resolution. Today the people in my
home State of lowa are filing their tax
returns. The average lowan is sending
more of their hard-earned money to
Washington than they spent on food,
shelter, and clothing combined.

For the last 40 years, liberals in Con-
gress have been incapable of restrain-
ing the urge to spend and spend and
spend. 1 am glad that my colleague just
recently mentioned a credit card, be-
cause it is as easy for a Member of this
Congress to pull out their congres-
sional credit card, their congressional
voting card, slip it into the slot and
push a yes button, and you have just
spend billions of dollars.

lowans are frustrated, because in-
stead of working for their families,
they have been working to support the
spending habits of past liberal Con-
gresses. A minister’s wife told me just
the other day, ‘‘I went back to work
part-time. The extra income that we
made for our family bumped us up into
the next tax bracket. | basically went
back to work to pay our family’s
taxes.”’

One of the things we can do to put a
halt to this madness, this raising of
taxes time and time again, is to pass
this resolution.

The problem is not that Americans
do not pay enough taxes; the problem
is that Congress spends too much. By
making it harder to raise taxes, we can
accomplish two goals: First, more
money stays where it should, in the
families; second, it mades reducing
spending even more necessary.

If liberals in Congress have a tougher
time raising taxes, maybe they will be
forced to quit spending more money
that we have. They have spent too
much for too long, and the American
people are tired of paying for it. | urge
my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’” on this
joint resolution.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. LEWIS].

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
this amendment is the essence of non-
sense. Just look at it—read it.
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But we are not here because this is a
well-written, well-reasoned amend-
ment. this amendment isn’t even a
good idea. We are here because it is
April 15, tax day—it is time to score
political points—the Constitution be
dammed.

Two fundamental truths underlie our
Government—majority rule, and the
Constitution. This amendment is con-
trary to both. It is ill-conceived, ill-
constructed, and ill-advised.

Our Constitution is a sacred docu-
ment. It is the foundation of the great-
est democracy on Earth. Since the
adoption of the Bill of Rights over 200
years ago, the people have seen fit to
amend it only 17 times. That is because
the Constitution is not merely law—it
is the foundation of our Nation. It is
liberty. It is the separation of powers—
checks and balances. It is the essence
of democracy.

I revere the Constitution. We must
not amend it lightly. Welfare reform—
Government spending—tax policy—
these are the province of laws. We must
not clutter our Constitution with such
matters. We must not cheapen the
foundation of this great Nation.

It appears that many of my col-
leagues disagree.

In the past 16 months, the Republican
leadership has brought four constitu-
tional amendments to the floor of the
House. This is nothing less than an as-
sault on our Constitution—on our de-
mocracy. Republicans would restrict
the right of voters to choose their
Member of Congress. They would limit
free speech. They would deny majority
rule—deny democracy.

If this amendment had been part of
our original Constitution, there would
be no Social Security. There would be
no Medicare. You see, Republicans
voted against Social Security and Med-
icare. They did not want these pro-
grams. They do not want these pro-
grams today. Republicans want Medi-
care to wither on the vine. You have
even heard the Senate majority leader
brag about his ““no’’ vote.

Democrats—the majority of Con-
gress—the majority of America—sup-
ported Social Security. They supported
Medicare and they won. Republicans
lost—they could not stop the will of
the people. With this amendment, they
could. No majority rule. No one man—
one person—one vote. So much for fun-
damental truths. So much for our Con-
stitution.

Mr. Speaker, | am saddened that I, as
a Member of this House, have been re-
duced to voting on such a terrible and
unwise amendment. | am embarrassed.
There have been no hearings. This
amendment was born in darkness and
conceived in a den of inequity. It is a
vague, overly broad, political stunt. It
is silly.

Our Constitution is not silly. Democ-
racy is not silly. This amendment is
not worthy of the U.S. Constitution, of
majority rule, or of this body. Do not
demean, do not cheapen—the Constitu-
tion of the greatest nation on Earth.
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This amendment does not belong
here—it certainly does not belong in
the Constitution. Get this amendment
out of here. Get if off of the floor, out
of this House. It is a waste of paper. It
is trash. It belongs in the garbage—the
waste heap of political stunts.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
amendment.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Speaker, I must address the re-
marks of the distinguished gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. LEwWIS].

Mr. Speaker, the den of iniquity that
the gentleman referred to where this
specific language was actually drafted
was a Committee on Ways and Means
hearing room right across the hall.
There have certainly been some shady
deals discussed in that room over the
past, but this is not one of them.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Fox].

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

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speak-
er, | thank the gentleman for his lead-
ership on this issue and for bringing it
forward.

Mr. Speaker, the tax limitation bal-
anced budget amendment will ensure
that, like American families, the Gov-
ernment spends only within its means.
The tax limitation balanced budget
amendment will prevent the Congress
from balancing governmental books on
the backs of working Americans. The
tax limitation balanced budget amend-
ment is necessary because Congress has
repeatedly failed to control its spend-
ing.

When Gramm-Rudman would have
forced budget cuts in 1987, Congress re-
vised the act to put off a balanced
budget. Congress’ inability to cut the
deficit and pay down the debt dem-
onstrates the need for this legislation.
A balanced budget amendment is the
best approach to eliminate the deficit
while protecting the fruits of the
American worker’s labor.

Had this measure been in effect, Mr.
Speaker, during 1993, the largest tax
increase in history would have needed
290 votes, rather than 218. Instead of
passing by only one vote with the sup-
port of only one party, a clear biparti-
san consensus would have been re-
quired.

If you believe that Americans are
undertaxed and passing tax increases
ought to be as easy as possible and the
quick-fix solution to our fiscal prob-
lems, do not vote for this measure. On
the other hand, if you do not want to
hold your constituents’ hard-earned
tax dollars hostage, you will vote for
this reform.

O 2030

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself 30 seconds to ask the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. BARTON], | heard him
take that cheap shot at the Committee
on Ways and Means. The gentleman is
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not inferring that we had anything on
the Committee on Ways and Means to
do with this joke of yours, is he?

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GIBBONS. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I am not referring to anything.

Mr. GIBBONS. The gentleman is not
saying the Committee on Ways and
Means took any action on this.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
LEwiIS] used the term of ‘‘den of inig-
uity” and the room is the Committee
on Ways and Means where we drafted
this language. That was the only point
I was trying to make. | did not refer to
that as the den of iniquity.

Mr. GIBBONS. Well, it was a cheap
shot.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. PAYNE].

Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in opposition to this ill-conceived
amendment. And while | can certainly
agree with those Members who are at-
tempting to find ways to cut spending
and to reduce the size and the scope of
the Federal Government, | strongly op-
pose their use of this mechanism to ac-
complish that goal.

Mr. Speaker, while my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle would like to
convince us that the debate on this
amendment is about whether or not we
believe it should be easier or harder to
raise taxes, in reality, the real issue at
stake here is very different. This
amendment does not make it harder to
raise taxes so long as the tax money
raised is immediately spent on some-
thing through the Tax Code. That is
the part of this bill that its sponsors
are not making clear.

Under the language of the resolution,
Congress can raise taxes on anyone by
a majority vote: The rich, the poor, the
middle class, corporations, large ones,
small ones, foreign or domestic, any-
one, so long as we immediately spend
the money we raise on someone else
through the Tax Code. The only ones
we cannot spend this money on are our
children and grandchildren, because
tax bills which raise money for deficit
reduction are the only bills that will be
subject to this supermajority vote.
This means that we cannot close cor-
porate loopholes, even those considered
inadvertent or egregious, and dedicate
the money to deficit reduction unless
we can get a supermajority of the Con-
gress to agree. However, it will only
take a simple majority of the Members
to close those same loopholes and
spend the money, creating new loop-
holes for a different group which just
might happen to be more popular in
some future political climate.

Since my election to Congress, | have
spent many hours working on various
proposals to balance the Federal budg-
et. | have done this because | believe
that budget deficits hurt our economy
and represent a legacy of fiscal irre-
sponsibility that we then pass on to fu-
ture generations. But despite my ef-
forts and the efforts of many other
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Members on both sides of the aisle,
those who have worked to produce a
balanced budget that is fair and re-
sponsible and acceptable to the major-
ity of Congress and the American peo-
ple, this goal has not been achieved,
and | cannot in good conscience sup-
port an amendment to the Constitution
which will make the task of balancing
our budget even more difficult in the
future.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
this amendment.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Connecticut [Mrs. JOHN-
SON].

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, | rise in opposition to this
constitution amendment.

The greatest sin against our children
is the sin of the deficit, spending more
than we are willing to raise in tax reve-
nue. It will impose a paralyzing burden
on our children, crippling government
in their adulthood, robbing it of the re-
sources necessary to provide even es-
sential services. The deficit is the
greatest threat we face. It destroys the
lifeblood of economic growth, robbing
our neighbors of their jobs and our Kids
of a strong, vital economy.

We must cut the rate of growth in
spending. We must reform entitlements
to address real, not imagined, need.
But if we fail, we must pay for the
services we are enjoying. High taxes
have finally elected a Republican ma-
jority that is finally discipling spend-
ing, providing important public serv-
ices in a more efficient, cost-effective
way. That is the real answer. That is
the right answer in a democracy, dis-
ciplined spending, balancing the budg-
et.

I am proud as a Republican that we
have had the courage to offer and to
pass a balanced budget to cut spending,
to wipe out the annual deficit over 7
years, but | leave each generation free
to establish that balance between tax-
ing and spending that they believe is in
their interest. Democracy is about tak-
ing responsibility. Responsibility to
identify and serve society’s needs, to
appropriate and to tax, that is democ-
racy, and | am for it. | oppose this
amendment.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. NEAL].

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, today is a day that is dreaded
by most Americans for one reason or
another. Today, April 15, is commonly
known as Tax Day. Anxiety is high and
many Americans are scrambling to
meet the deadline. People across Amer-
ica are concerned if they have to pay or
if they did their taxes right. Today, the
House is participating in a publicity
stunt to try to ease the anxiety and
fear about our current tax system.

Tonight, we are debating an amend-
ment to the Constitution. Any time we
amend the Constitution it should be
done in a serious manner. Amending
the Constitution should not be taken
lightly.
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As a former history teacher, | value
the Constitution and | have tried to
pass this on to my students. Currently,
the Constitution requires a two-thirds
majority vote in the House in only
three instances—overriding the Presi-
dent’s veto, submission of a constitu-
tional amendment to the States, and
expelling a Member from the House.
These instances differ substantially
from the issue before us today.

The issue of requiring a two-thirds
majority is not a new issue. This issue
plagued our Founding Fathers. This
proposed amendment would gravely
weaken the principle of majority rule
that has been at the heart of our sys-
tem for more than 200 years. The Con-
stitutional Convention rejected requir-
ing a super-majority approval for basic
functions such as raising taxes. James
Madison associated majority rule with
‘“free government.” He believed a per-
son whose vote is diluted by super-ma-
jority rules is not an equal citizen and
his freedom is not fully enjoyed. The
arguments of James Madison still hold
true today. With the adoption of this
amendment, power would be trans-
ferred to the minority. A minority
would be able to prevent passage of im-
portant legislation. Our Founding Fa-
thers recognized the difficulty of oper-
ating under a two-thirds majority. The
Articles of Confederation required the
vote of nine of the thirteen States to
raise revenue. We should learn from
the wisdom of our Founding Fathers.

The proposed Constitutional Amend-
ment would change how the House cur-
rently functions. This amendment
would require any bill closing loop-
holes for deficit reduction to require a
two-thirds majority. However, the
amendment would permit tax increases
on one group of taxpayers to pay for a
tax break for another group of pref-
erences.

This proposed amendment would re-
quire a two-thirds majority to rein-
state funding of the Superfund pro-
gram. A supermajority would be re-
quired to reinstate the trust fund for
the airport and safety and improve-
ment program.

Deficit reduction should be our pri-
mary focus and this proposed amend-
ment would make it harder to enact
deficit reduction. The coalition budget
which was a responsible balanced budg-
et would require a two-thirds majority
by closing unnecessary tax preferences.

We should take a hard look at the ac-
tion we about to take today. Last week
the Washington Post ran an editorial
entitled ‘“‘False Promises.” This edi-
torial hit the nail on the head. It re-
minds us that damage done to the Con-
stitution cannot be undone. We simply
cannot waive the Constitution.

We are all in election mode and we
should realize that we are elected to
make hard decisions. A majority of
major legislation passes with less than
a two-thirds margin. Our job would be
easier here if two-thirds of us could al-
ways agree this is not supposed to be
an easy job. We have to make tough de-
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cisions which often result
votes.

Between 1982 and 1993, five bills that
raised significant revenue were enacted.
President Reagan signed three and the other
two were signed by President Bush and Presi-
dent Clinton. All five of these bills did not re-
ceive a two-thirds vote on the House Floor.

| cannot predict the future, but based on
past precedents, | believe it will be extremely
difficult for any President to have a budget
pass Congress if this amendment is enacted.
So many of us hear the complaints from our
constituents about gridlock. This amendment
could add to the gridlock. We would not be
able to pass the budget deals of the past with-
out a supermajority. We should all know from
this year’s budget battle how difficult this could
be.

We will hear today that this amendment is
important because it will help reduce our
taxes. If we really want to help the American
taxpayer can do better than this legislation
today. Our energy should be focused on defi-
cit reduction. This amendment would make
deficit reduction more difficult.

We all want to make our tax system more
fair and simpler. This amendment will not help
reach that goal. We have not studied the ef-
fects of this amendment closely enough. The
wording of this amendment is not clear and
could result in years of litigation. The resolu-
tion is not specific enough to address ques-
tions such as the length of the budget window
or what constitutes a tax or a fee.

| urge you not to support this proposed
amendment. We do not know enough about
its effects. Tomorrow, we have on the sched-
ule the Taxpayer Bill of Rights and this an ex-
ample of legislation that will really help the in-
dividual taxpayer. Just because it is Tax Day,
we would not support a constitutional amend-
ment that sounds good at first. In reality, this
amendment will create numerous problems
and will change the concept of majority rule.
With this amendment, we are turning back the
clock of history and not moving forward.

I offer a suggestion tonight, Mr.
Speaker, that we reject this foolhardy
proposal.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California [Mrs. SEASTRAND].

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, |
rise in strong support of this constitu-
tional amendment requiring a
supermajority to increase our Federal
taxes.

The average American family of four
already spends 38.2 percent of their in-
come to government in taxes. We need
to pass this amendment so that we can
have two-thirds of this body’s vote to
help cement a pattern we have ad-
vanced in this Congress, that pattern
being that when we face a problem of
deficit spending, we address it by re-
ducing spending and not taxing our
citizens of these United States, taxing
them out of a job or making a decent
living.

I have heard liberal opponents of this
measure describe it as fiscally irre-
sponsible, and | want to throw out a
few statistics to counter those claims.
For instance, the States that have a
supermajority for tax increases have
incurred 13 percent less debt than those

in close
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States with a simple majority. Second,
a supermajority does not exclude gov-
ernment from raising taxes in the
event of fiscal hardships. It just en-
sures that the legislators, those elected
officials, will scrutinize their options
and provide added projections to the
average taxpayer.

I heard earlier this evening the gen-
tleman from Florida, the ranking
Member, making comments about Cali-
fornia, and | want to say that | served
in the State assembly in California,
and | want everyone to know that you
need a supermajority, two-thirds, to
raise taxes. In fact, as a member, | op-
posed a measure about 5 years ago that
increased taxes on the citizens of Cali-
fornia. However, my point is that still
we were able, that body was able to in-

crease taxes even with a
supermajority.
Last, Mr. Speaker, statistics show

that the States that live under the
supermajority tax increase require-
ment have smaller tax and spending in-
creases, grow faster, create more jobs
and accumulate less debt. | urge Mem-
bers to back this supermajority for tax
increases.

Mr. Speaker, | heard a lot of com-
ments about cheap shots and publicity
stunts, but | will tell you, my 26-year-
old who is just entering the job mar-
ket, my daughter who is 24, are anx-
ious, like your children and grand-
children, are anxious for us to do this
tonight.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. HOYER].

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

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Florida for yield-
ing me the time.

This is a sad day in the House of Rep-
resentatives. Amending the Constitu-
tion of the United States is a very seri-
ous matter. | have voted to amend the
Constitution of the United States on a
number of occasions. | believe we ought
to have a requirement that we will be
constrained by our revenues in our ex-
penditures. | believe that deficits eat
at our economy and place at risk the
next generation. But tonight, in my
opinion, is the theater of the irrespon-
sible. I do not see senior Members who
have given thoughtful consideration to
this speaking very much on this floor
on behalf of this amendment. | do not
see the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on the Judiciary on the
floor as a proponent of this amend-
ment. | did see a distinguished senior
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means, the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Mrs. JOHNSON], say that she
believed in democracy, she believed in
our Constitution, and unlike many doc-
uments, it gave to the people the right
to choose.

Perhaps the people sometimes make
mistakes, as each of us do, but it gave
them that right. It did so for the most
part by majority vote. This House,
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under this leadership, does not trust
the people, no matter what it may see,
and let me give the examples. We
adopted a rule. It said that we could
not raise taxes except by a three-fifths
vote. We have waived that rule, of
course, on a number of occasions when
it suited the fancy of the leadership of
this House.

O 2045

Seventy-three percent of the bills
that have come to this floor have come
without a hearing in the substantive
committees, out of the Committee on
Rules. That shuts the American public
out of the decisionmaking process.

One hundred sixty-five legislative
riders have been added to appropria-
tions bills without a single hearing on
any of those riders.

Term limits. Term limits is a classic
“‘we don’t trust the people.” We do not
trust them to elect the right people.
Every 2 years they have that oppor-
tunity to choose in a democracy, to
send us back or to retire us. But there
are some in this body who believe that,
no, we do not trust the people to make
that decision.

We started this Congress by
disenfranchising in the Committee of
the Whole the representatives of Amer-
ican citizens from Puerto Rico, from
Guam, American Samoa, the District
of Columbia. Perhaps we did not trust
those people as well.

We passed an amendment through
this House, which | opposed, sponsored
by the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
EHRLICH] and the gentleman from
Oklahoma [Mr. IsTOOK], which said,
“That if you get Federal money to pro-
pose a program, if you get money, you
cannot spend your own money to advo-
cate issues before the Congress or other
political bodies.”

Why does this leadership not trust
the people?

The line-item veto was essential, 1
have been told, over the years, and my
friend from Texas, Mr. STENHOLMand |
agreed that there was a necessity for a
process. But it kept even the relation-
ship between the Executive and the
Legislature. The line-item veto was es-
sential, but not until January, not in
this budget process, my colleagues. The
line-item veto would go into effect
next year.

My colleagues, Warren Rudman was
mentioned. Warren Rudman is a distin-
guished Republican, a Senator from
New Hampshire, not known as a prof-
ligate fiscal State. Warren Rudman op-
poses this amendment. Why does he op-
pose this amendment? Because he be-
lieves, as the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Mrs. JOHNSON] believes, that
it will undermine, not enhance, the
ability of this Nation to democrat-
ically and fairly balance the budget,
which is our objective and our respon-
sibility.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Delaware [Mr. CASTLE].

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

H3281

I rise in support of this constitution
amendment which we are talking
about, and it has been stated here sev-
eral times that amending the Constitu-
tion is a serious matter. Well, raising
people’s taxes is also a serious matter,
and taxes are high in the United States
of America, particularly if we look at
the range of about $30,000 to $60,000,
and we consider Social Security taxes,
Medicare taxes, personal income taxes
and all the local taxes which, after all,
are part of the taxation that people
face. The important thing here is it is
the taxpayers’ money we are talking
about, and for that reason | believe
that we should have a higher standard
before we appropriate the taxpayers’
money by passing tax legislation in the
Congress of the United States.

The history of this Congress is to
spend too much, and then in later
years to tax to try to make up for that.
We had the same problems in my State
of Delaware. Back in 1980 we had 19.8
percent personal income taxes. we had
businesses leaving the State, we were
not balancing our budget, and we came
along and we said we have got to do
something about it, and we passed a
balanced budget amendment, and we
passed a supermajority to increase our
taxes, and we passed a line-item veto,
and since that time we have balanced
our budget 19 times, we have cut taxes
6 times, we lowered poverty more than
any other State in the United States of
America. We have one of the lowest un-
employment rates in the entire United
States of America. It has worked, and
it has worked well.

A tax limitation amendment is not a
magic solution to our fiscal problems,
but like the balanced budget amend-
ment and the line-item veto, it will
make a real contribution to putting
the Federal Government on a perma-
nent path to fiscal responsibility.
Without a constitutional mandate, we
may have some short-term success in
limiting the growth of government, but
we will never change the fundamental
problems that lead to continued
growth in Federal programs and spend-
ing. The only way to change business
as usual in Washington is to make it
more difficult for this Government to
raise taxes and continue deficit spend-
ing. We owe it to the people of this
country to send this amendment to
them for ratification.

The easy decision is to vote no. The
tough decision and the right one is to
vote yes.

Mr. Speaker, | urge its passage.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. LEVIN].

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

Mr LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, it is said
that the Republican majority has re-
turned and showed they have not
learned a thing during this break. The
public has legitimate concerns about
taxes, but | think the message from the
public, these last months, has been do
not play games with these concerns.
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I wish the Republican majority has
gone back, as | did, and read the tran-
script of proceedings in 1982 over that
tax bill. Here is what was said by the
Senate manager:

The bill would increase revenues of about
$99 billion over 3 years. Confronted with the
need to raise revenues, our committee
sought to emphasize eliminating or cutting
back on justified preferences in the Tax
Code.

And then he went on to say:

Some of my colleagues, some of my Repub-
lican colleagues, some of the pure supply-sid-
ers, though there are not as many as there
were, would say why are you raising reve-
nues,
and this is what he continues to say on
page 6907:

As | said earlier, I do not know what
choice we had. The bill can help eliminate
much taxpayer resentment over the per-
ceived unfairness of our tax system by cut-
ting back on tax shelters that benefit the
wealthy, who can afford sophisticated tax
planning.

Then a month later in the conference
that same gentleman from the Senate
said this:

I would say that those who talk about tax
increases where you have not paid taxes at
all, but now you have to start paying taxes
because of tax compliance. That is not a tax
increase. It seems to me, when you properly
consider that, then | suggest we have a pret-
ty good bill. Call it a tax bill, call it a tax in-
crease, call it tax reform, call it anything
you want, but vote for it. Vote for it because
it is good policy.

That was ROBERT DOLE in 1982. What
is he going to do now with this pro-
posal? That bill in 1982, the conference
report carried only 226 to 207 in the
House. It would have been defeated
under this legislation. Is ROBERT DOLE
going to give in to the irresponsibles in
the House majority?

This proposal will defend tax loop-
holes. What our colleagues’ bill should
be called is the Tax Loophole Preserva-
tion Act of 1996. | urge its defeat. It is
going to die in the Senate. It is clearly
playing game with legislative concerns
of the American people. They have had
enough of that from our colleagues.
Too much.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
1 yield myself 30 seconds.

The gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
HoYER] talked about the lack of senior
Members speaking on behalf of this
amendment. So far today we have had
the chairman of the Committee on
Economic and Educational Opportuni-
ties, the gentleman from Pennsylvania,
Mr. GOODLING, speak in favor; the
chairman of the Committee on Rules,
the gentleman from New York, Mr.
SOLOMON, speak in favor; the chairman
of the Committee on Ways and Means,
the gentleman from Texas, Mr. AR-
CHER, speak in favor; the chairman of
the Joint Economic Committee, Mr.
SAXTON, speak in favor. We expect to
have the chairman of the Republican
Policy Committee speak in favor later
this evening.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 2% minutes to
the gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
HAYWORTH].
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Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, |
thank my friend from Texas for yield-
ing me this time.

There are two documents to which
we should pay great attention this
evening, Mr. Speaker. One, of course,
the document which is the foundation
of our constitutional republic, the Con-
stitution of the United States, and |
have listened with great interest, the
spontaneous historical revisionism
which has gone on during the course of
this debate, for it is worth noting and
worth asking: If a personal income tax
were so desirable, if a personal income
tax were so laudable, why did not our
Founders spell that out by levying a
personal income tax in the main body
of this document, the Constitution of
the United States?

Now history shows us that it was a
constitutional amendment that gave us
a personal income tax, the 16th amend-
ment, ratified in 1913, which leads me,
Mr. Speaker, to the second document
here, and unfortunately, Mr. Speaker,
it is a document with which Americans
come into more contact on an annual
basis, unfortunately, than | dare say
the Constitution of the United States.
Form 1040. This is the first.

Mr. Speaker, the Center for Small
Business Survival conducted a study,
which | think is incredibly illuminat-
ing, for it went back to the initial tax
tables and the tax code levied or insti-
tuted in 1913 and projected that into
real dollars in 1990, and the statistics
and the findings are nothing short of
amazing. If we applied the tax tables of
1913 to the American people today, in
real dollars today, a single filer would
be exempt on his first $46,000 of income.

Simply noted, it is this. | can show
my colleagues the tables, and | will do
it during a special order. But the fact
is even adjusting for inflation, since
the institution of this income tax, the
spending of Government has increased
by 13,500 percent, and if we are so quick
to riase taxes, our Founders did give us
a mechanism to correct that. It is a
constitutional amendment, and the
only game being played is the in-
creased transference of wealth from the
American people to the shores of the
Potomac.

Mr. Speaker, | stand in support of
this amendment, and the American
people know it is the right thing to do.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon
[Mr. DEFAZzIO].

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, if my
colleagues think the current tax sys-
tem is fair and equitable, then they
will love this amendment. If they like
the loopholes and tax giveaways in our
Tax Code, they should embrace this
constitutional amendment.

Why? Because it will let the special
interests and foreign corporations who
are now getting a free ride under our
loophole-ridden Tax Code stop any re-
forms from moving through Congress.

Seventy-three percent of the foreign
corporations doing business in the
United States pay absolutely no Fed-
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eral corporate income tax. This is a
scandal, and the authors of this legisla-
tion want to keep it that way. They
say that a minority of either the House
or Senate should be able to stop tax re-
form that places a fair tax on foreign
corporations doing business in the
United States.

Every year foreign corporations mine
millions dollars of gold on Federal
lands. They pay no royalties to the
U.S. Treasury. This bill allows a mi-
nority of Members of the House or Sen-
ate to stymie any legislation placing a
reasonable royalty on mining oper-
ations on Federal lands.

The oil and gas industry seems to be
doing just fine. Prices are rising at the
gas pumps. Profits are up, stocks are
increasing in value. Do they really
need a $1.5 billion a year Federal tax
subsidy? Do we need a constitutional
amendment that protects their sub-
sidies? They majority thinks so.

This amendment has been cynically
sold as tax relief for average Ameri-
cans. Nothing could be further from
the truth. This legislation makes cer-
tain that Members of Congress, whose
campaigns are fueled by contributions
from the oil industry and a host of
other special interests, can protect
their tax breaks, subsidies, and loop-
holes those special interests receive.
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Make no mistake about it, every dol-
lar that the U.S. Tax Code dishes out in
corporate tax loopholes comes straight
out of the pockets of working people in
this country. This cynical legislation
ought to be called the Special Interest
Tax Loophole and Corporate Welfare
Protection Act. It is a desperate at-
tempt to defend the status quo and
make sure that working Americans pay
while foreign corporations and special
interests play.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, |1 yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. CAMP].

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of the tax limitation amendment.
Americans today work almost 3 hours
out of every 8-hour day just to pay
their taxes. That is unacceptable. Our
taxes are heavy burdens. They are
hurting families and causing us to lose
jobs. It has been far too easy to raise
taxes, far too easy.

Just recently, in 1993, we saw the tax
burden increase by almost $250 billion
by just a single vote. It should not be
that easy to place additional financial
burdens on the backs of America’s
working families. The tax limitation
amendment would require a two-thirds
majority vote to increase taxes. That
means any future tax hike would be
supported by a large majority in Con-
gress, not just a single vote.

I know, while | have not been in Con-
gress as long as some of those on the
other side who have come to the well in
opposition to this amendment, | have
been here long enough to know that we
need change. My friends on the other
side had it their way for 40 years. We
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can point fingers wherever we want,
but let us look at the facts. This coun-
try is $5 trillion in debt. A child born
last year owes $187,000 just in interest
on the debt. How can we expect any
American to realize the American
dream under those circumstances?

Will this solve all of our problems?
Probably not. But it is another tool to
reduce the size and scope of the Federal
Government, a Federal Government
that has grown too large. Let us make
the decision. Let American working
families keep more of what they earn.
Vote for the tax limitation amend-
ment.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I am happy to yield 2 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. SALMON].

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, | did listen when | was
back home in the district over the last
couple of weeks. | listened to people
who said they were tired of the liberals
with their fingerprints on their wallets
and their footprints on their backs, and
that they are sick and tired of paying
$1 out of every $4 of their income in
taxes. They are sick and tired of hav-
ing to have both spouses in a family
work, one of those spouses just to pay
the tax bill for the family.

I do not know if any of the Members
have read the recent article in Readers
Digest where it talked about the poll
they did among Americans, an equally
divided poll among Republicans, Demo-
crats, and Independents, some that
called themselves conservatives, many
that called themselves liberals.

One thing they all agreed on across
all classes of our society here in these
United States was that they felt no
family should be paying more than 25
percent of their income in their total
tax burden. But what is the average
family of four’s tax burden? It is at 39
percent, when you include the 24 per-
cent of their income that goes to the
Federal Government, with little to
show for it.

In fact, in 1950, middle-class couples
with two children sent $1 out of every
$50 to Washington. Today they send $1
out of $4. What more do they have to
show for it? Of the last 16 major votes
to increase taxes, only half of them
would have passed by the two-thirds
vote. In the 1980’s alone, we would have
saved the taxpayer $666 billion, had
this measure been in effect.

If this is some cruel joke being per-
petrated upon the American public,
then | fail to see the humor in it. The
cruel joke is Americans are working
more and they are taking home less.
More is coming here to spend, spend on
whatever. But they do not have any-
thing to show for it.

I remember | heard a respondent that
listened to President Clinton talking
about the 4 million jobs he took credit
for. His comment was, ‘“That’s great. |
have three of them.” The fact is,
maybe Americans are making more,
but they are taking home less. It is
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time we stand up for them. This cruel
joke has been perpetrated on the Amer-
ican taxpayer for long enough. Let us
stand up for them and get rid of this
smokescreen of doublespeak for “‘Let’s
stick it to the taxpayer one more
time.”

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from  Georgia [Ms.
MCKINNEY].

Ms. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in opposition to this Republican public-
ity stunt, masquerading as public pol-
icy. We are having a hard enough time
as it is, trying to scale back some of
the special interest tax breaks in our
tax code with just a simple majority
vote. If adopted, however, this con-
stitutional amendment would make it
virtually impossible to reduce cor-
porate welfare. What will this mean for
middle-class families? It will mean
that Social Security, Medicare, edu-
cation, and the environment will all be
on the chopping block, while corporate
tax subsidies are forever locked in
place because of a two-thirds vote re-
quirement in the Constitution.

Mr. Speaker, this amendment is de-
signed to allow tax increases on mid-
dle-class families just as long as those
increases are offset by tax cuts for the
wealthy. Is that not convenient?

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
defeat this tax day publicity stunt.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from California [Mr. CUNNINGHAM].

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, |
heard the excuse that, well, we have
not had hearings. I do not think you
have to have a hearing, to go in your
district, to have people feel that they
are taxed too high. You can go into any
district across this country and people
will say that they are taxed too high.
But the Democrats will give you every
excuse in the world why we should
limit Democrats from increasing taxes.
Why? Because everything that we have
been fighting for on these budget de-
bates is about the ability of the Fed-
eral Government to spend money, to
spend money to their constituents so
they can get reelected, so they got the
power to start with, whether it is Medi-
care, Medicaid, education, the environ-
ment, welfare. It is about the flow of
dollars that are going out of the Fed-
eral Government.

It is like they are talking about free
money. Mr. Speaker, it is not free
money. They have to take it from their
constituents in the first place, send it
to Washington, DC, feed a big bureauc-
racy, and get very little of the money
back to the areas which they are try-
ing to help: for example, welfare, where
you only get about 30 cents on a buck
back; education, 760 programs in edu-
cation, where you only fund about 6
percent of the total education revenue;
760 programs, where you only get 23
cents on every dollar back into the
classroom, because of the spending.

Mr. Speaker, they