
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1293April 8, 1997
Democratic National Committee, or in-
dividuals working on behalf of the
committee in connection with the 1996
elections.

We believe that section 591(c) of the
Independent Counsel Act necessitates
that Attorney General Janet Reno seek
the appointment of independent coun-
sel in reference to the matters which I
just listed. Accordingly, per section
591(c), the Attorney General has been
authorized to initiate the preliminary
investigation which is defined by the
act and is distinct from the Depart-
ment’s current investigations into the
matters.

We also believe that it is very clear
that the matters referred to are an ob-
vious political conflict of interest for
the Attorney General and other politi-
cal appointees within the Department
of Justice.

I am well aware that she has held at
bay those of us who have been asking
for the appointment of special counsel
by saying that there is not sufficient
credible evidence. I am not so certain
how much more credible evidence she
needs.

Often the Washington Post it seems
gets cited here on the House floor, not
by Republicans but by Democrats on
the House floor, and here we have now
Bob Woodward, who gained national at-
tention with regard to President Nixon
some years ago, is now talking about
allegations that the White House sup-
plied top secret intelligence informa-
tion to the Democratic National Com-
mittee to keep a Latvian businessman
with alleged ties to organized crime,
international crime, from attending a
$25,000 fundraiser with President Clin-
ton.

Mr. Speaker, I do not believe anyone
in this country has a problem with the
National Security Agency advising the
President with regard to an individual,
whether they should or should not be
at a Presidential dinner. It is part of
their job. What is distressing, though,
is when the National Security Agency
leaks top secret, classified information
to political operatives, that being that
our intelligence architecture was mon-
itoring the international calls of this
alleged organized crime individual and
syndicate, and the fact that that intel-
ligence was leaked to someone who did
not have a right to know, who did not
have a security clearance, is a breach
of our security at the highest levels
within the White House.

Why was that done? It was informa-
tion that was leaked and it was done
under this guise, under the pressures of
political fundraising. As a matter of
fact, to quote out of this article, I
guess quoting whomever Bob Wood-
ward is using for his intelligence to
write this article, he quotes a White
House senior official that the informa-
tion that was leaked was top secret and
it further demonstrates the total
politicalization of all intelligence and
White House operations, anything and
everything was done in the name of
fundraising at the White House.

Mr. Speaker, the reason that the
Committee on the Judiciary had asked
for the special counsel deals with the
outright admissions by the Vice Presi-
dent, AL GORE, and Ms. Margaret Wil-
liams having admitted engaging in
fundraising activities, the propriety of
which is being questioned by many
within the White House itself. I have
heard in their defense even the Vice
President would say, well, there is no
controlling legal authority, some kind
of a lawyerly type of language that
only lawyers can understand. But when
you pull out Title XVIII of the U.S.
Code it is very clear, and it being very
clear for people that anywhere can un-
derstand in America, that fundraising
activity is not permitted in Federal
buildings.

So whether it is out of my congres-
sional office, whether it is out of a sen-
atorial office, whether it is a Cabinet
member or the President of the United
States, it is wrong, and Janet Reno as
the Attorney General of the United
States, we seek your appointment with
due speed.
f

CLINTON ADMINISTRATION
SHOULD COME FORWARD WITH
ANSWERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. BOEHNER] is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker and my
colleagues, a week ago I did not think
the allegations about the Clinton ad-
ministration’s ethics could sink any
lower. I thought the stories about top
administration officials arranging hun-
dreds of thousands of dollars worth of
no-show jobs for Webster Hubbell in an
effort to buy his silence about
Whitewater was the worst we could
ever hear about an administration,
much less this one.

However, with this bunch, if we want
to be stung by new news of sleazy eth-
ics, all we have to do is wait another
day. Sure enough, now Bob Woodward
of Watergate fame is writing in today’s
Washington Post about the Clinton ad-
ministration’s use of top secret infor-
mation from the CIA for political pur-
poses.

According to this morning’s Wash-
ington Post, Bob Woodward said that
the White House supplied top secret in-
formation to the Democratic National
Committee to block a Latvian busi-
nessman with alleged ties to organized
crime from attending a $25,000-per-per-
son fundraising dinner with President
Clinton, according to Government offi-
cials and other sources.

Now, let me say this about top secret
information. There is a reason that it
is top secret. Maybe it is the risk of
blowing the cover of agents who risk
their lives getting valuable informa-
tion for our Government. Maybe it is
to keep the bad guys, like inter-
national drug dealers and terrorists,
from finding out about how we learn

about them. But good people die to pro-
tect secret information, and if the
Clinton administration truly dis-
regarded all this just to avoid a bad
headline in the next morning’s paper,
it is even worse than anything that we
have heard yet.

But I think the bigger question is,
when will it end? Every day, every
week there is something new. When
will this administration level with the
American people? When will the Presi-
dent of the United States stand before
the American people and tell them the
truth about what has happened in his
administration over the last 4-plus
years?

When will the President stand before
the American people and tell them the
truth about the travel office firings of
seven civil service employees at the
White House? When will the President
stand before the American people and
tell them the truth about Whitewater?
When will he tell them the truth about
how 900 FBI files found their way into
the White House, and more impor-
tantly, what was done with that infor-
mation?

Why will the President not stand up
and tell us about Webster Hubbell and
the $400,000-plus that was paid to him
after he resigned his administration
position with disgrace, and before he
went to jail and were hired by friends
of the President? Why will the Presi-
dent not tell us about the orchestrated
effort to subvert American laws about
campaign finance and bring foreign
money into our campaign system? How
about White House coffees that were
used for fundraising purposes, phone
calls by the President and others from
the White House to raise money to sys-
tematically try to buy the last elec-
tion?

The American people have a right to
know what happens in their Govern-
ment. They have a right to know what
happens in their White House. I think
the American people want to have con-
fidence that the person they selected as
President of the United States is will-
ing to stand before them and tell them
the truth about what has happened in
his administration.

Mr. Speaker and my colleagues, I
think the American people are getting
impatient. They want to know the
truth and they want to know it now.
f

NEUTRAL MATERIALS FOR MEDI-
CAL DEVICES SHOULD BE AB-
SOLVED FROM LIABILITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997 the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. GEKAS] is recognized dur-
ing morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker and Mem-
bers of the House, there are some 7.5
million fellow Americans who at this
very moment are alive or are living a
little better because in their bodies
there is implanted a medical device
that has helped to cure a particular
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malady that is suffered by that individ-
ual. We are talking about brain shunts,
heart valves, pacemakers, artificial
hearts, knee implants, hip; we know
the whole list of new and wondrous de-
vices that have been developed over the
last several years and which now be-
come almost routine in the lifesaving
capacity in which they find them-
selves.

Mr. Speaker, we have run into a seri-
ous problem which we have tried to ad-
dress both in the last Congress, and
now we are going to attempt again to
do so. We came across a situation
which is very serious. A supplier of ma-
terials to a company, let us say, that
makes brain shunts, the supplier sends
a little piece of wood, sells a little
piece of wood to this brain shunt com-
pany. I am just doing a hypothetical.
The brain shunt company takes this
little piece of wood that is innocuous
and neutral in its application and uses
it as a component part of the brain
shunt.

Now, something once in a while may
go wrong with the brain shunt and the
person who is hurt by it, if it happens
that way, will sue not just the doctor,
not just the hospital, not just the de-
vice-maker, not just the scientist who
developed this brain shunt, but also the
supplier way back here in the chain of
events who supplied a little piece of
material that had nothing to do with
whether or not the medical device
worked. In other words, this company
was supplying this wood to thousands
of different companies for thousands of
different things; it is just that innoc-
uous, neutral item of material.

So now what do we have? We have
this scenario whereby a multimillion
dollar suit is launched against this sup-
plier back here of the wood particle,
the little bitty part that went into this
medical device. What has that caused?
These companies have to defend these
suits and they spend millions of dollars
defending them, and in every single
case they have been absolved from li-
ability because all they supplied was a
neutral piece of material.

However, Mr. Speaker, the cost of
doing business with these medical de-
vices, the cost of litigation, lawyers’
fees, court fees and costs and so forth,
has caused these companies to make a
policy decision not to deliver, not to
sell these materials any longer to these
people who develop these medical de-
vices. That is a tragedy. That means
that new medical devices and the con-
tinued use of the ones that have been
so miraculous thus far, like the brain
shunt and the pacemaker and all of
those things, are running short of the
capacity to meet the demand and the
need of the American people.

So last term I introduced a bill, the
counterpart is over in the Senate, and
we have done so again this year, to
allow the material suppliers out here
in the world, suppliers that have noth-
ing to do with the ultimate injury if
any occurs, to be absolved in the early
part of a suit from the possibility of

multimillion dollar lawsuits, and thus
give them incentive to continue to sup-
ply these materials to the medical de-
vice companies.

What happened last year, we passed
such a bill, we passed a products liabil-
ity bill that contained some other fea-
tures of the same type, and the Presi-
dent vetoed it. We were stunned be-
cause we had received signals from the
White House that indeed he was going
to sign this bill, that he is in favor of
those kinds of concepts, yet he vetoed
it. We were not able to muster enough
votes then to override the veto, so we
have to try again this session.

What startled me about the veto, Mr.
Speaker and Members, was this: that
when the President signed the welfare
bill, he said there is a lot wrong with
it, and he went on to outline how many
things were wrong with the welfare
bill, but he said there are enough good
things in it that I am going to sign it
and we will fix it later, or words to
that effect. But on this lifesaving
measure that we presented, which if he
found flaws in it he could easily have
said, I will sign it and we will take care
of what I think is wrong with it later,
but he failed to do that and vetoed the
whole concept.

We are going to try again to convince
the President with massive public opin-
ion and understanding of this issue,
and we hope to prevail.
f

RECESS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 12 of rule I, the House
stands in recess until 2 p.m.

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 59
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess until 2 p.m.)
f

AFTER RECESS
The recess having expired, the House

was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore [Mr. GOODLATTE] at 2 p.m.
f

PRAYER
The Chaplain, Rev. James David

Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

May Your mighty hand, O gracious
God, protect us all the day long and
may Your providence lead us in the
way of justice and peace. We place be-
fore you, O God, all the concerns of our
hearts and all the petitions that move
our souls, asking that You would bless
us when we need blessing, that You
would forgive us when we need forgiv-
ing, that You would strengthen us
when we are weak and that You would
open our eyes to the wonders of life and
love. With gratefulness we accept the
tasks of this day, and earnestly pray
that we will be good custodians of the
responsibilities that are before us. In
Your name, we pray. Amen.
f

THE JOURNAL
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Chair has examined the Journal of the

last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.
f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. TRAFICANT led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

REQUEST FOR PERMISSION FOR
SPEAKER TO ENTERTAIN MO-
TIONS TO SUSPEND THE RULES
ON WEDNESDAY, APRIL 9, 1997

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that on tomorrow,
Wednesday, April 9, 1997, the Speaker
be authorized to entertain motions to
suspend the rules and agree to the fol-
lowing bills:

H.R. 240, the Veterans Employment
Opportunities Act of 1997; and H.R. 757,
the American Samoa Development Act
of 1997.

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

Mr. MILLER of California. Reserving
the right to object, Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the right to object because I
think that the schedule that once
again the House is witnessing this
week, in light of some very important
problems that are pressing for the Na-
tion and for this institution, first and
foremost being campaign finance re-
form and, second, obviously for the
people we represent, the health care
coverage for children, I object to that
request.

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

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I would
just point out that we have on the
schedule this week of a very, very im-
portant bill that deals with the Federal
funding of assisted suicides, of which I
am unalterably opposed to any kind of
Federal funds being spent for that pur-
pose. This bill has dual jurisdiction
with the Committee on Ways and
Means. The Committee on Ways and
Means had understood that this bill
would be coming up on the suspension
calendar and not under a special rule
that we would bring to the House. Con-
sequently, we have been negotiating
with the minority, with Minority Lead-
er Gephardt, about bringing the bill up
on suspension. We wanted to do that on
Thursday. That is the reason for this
request today to take up this very im-
portant measure.

But if the gentleman insists on ob-
jecting, so be it.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I insist on my objection.
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