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House, the gentleman from Arkansas
[Mr. HUTCHINSON] is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, it is
my pleasure to come today to talk
about a very important subject, and
that is campaign finance reform. I
think a legitimate question at this
point can be, where are we and where
are we going in the House and Senate
on campaign finance reform?

We have seen the Senate try to ad-
dress this issue. They brought up the
McCain-Feingold bill. They came to a
stalemate in the Senate, neither side
winning, but simply could not get the
60 votes necessary to move that issue
forward.

I believe that the issue now turns
back to the House to see what are we
going to do, what are we going to do
for the American public. I believe we
have a tremendous opportunity now to
address the issue seriously, through
our policy conference, through our
committees, and to make some con-
structive suggestions and legislative
enactments in regard to this important
issue.

We also have the opportunity to cre-
ate some momentum, which this issue
seriously needs. So I believe that we
have that opportunity, and I would
urge my colleagues in the House to get
behind the effort to reform our cam-
paign finance laws.

One thing I hear all the time is we
first have to enforce the laws. I agree
100 percent, the first obligation that we
have is to enforce our current cam-
paign laws, and I am grateful for the
hearings that Senator THOMPSON is
conducting on the Senate side and Con-
gressman BURTON is handling on this
side, that are bringing out some seri-
ous abuses, some violations of the law,
and we have to continue digging in
that area.

But the American public fully under-
stands what the real problem is. It does
not take a rocket scientist to figure
out that the problem is soft money.
That is what has led to the abuses of
the last campaign, and that is what
needs to be addressed during this legis-
lative cycle in regard to the reform
that we need to do.

So we have presented the Bipartisan
Campaign Integrity Act of 1997 that I
have introduced as H.R. 2183, that Con-
gressman TOM ALLEN from Maine, my
Democrat counterpart, has cosponsored
along with me, along with 650 cospon-
sors to this legislation, both Repub-
licans and Democrats, both conserv-
atives and liberals.

Why can we all agree upon this? Be-
cause we narrowed it down to what is
important. What we have to present
now is what are the important ele-
ments of reform in this bill. It in-
cludes, first of all, a ban on soft money
to the national political parties.

What is soft money? It is the millions
of dollars generally in contribution
that come from the corporations and
the labor unions to our national politi-
cal parties.

I believe the debate boils down to
this: Are we going to have our national
political parties controlled by the mul-
tinational corporations that give the
huge chunks of money, or are we going
to be responsive to the grassroots of
the American population? That is how
simple this issue is, and that is how the
American public sees it.

I believe conservatives need to unite
behind this bill, the Bipartisan Cam-
paign Integrity Act, because it builds
confidence in the grassroots. It tells
them that we are going to be serious
about being responsive to them and re-
forming our system and banning soft
money, returning control of our par-
ties, of our Congress, to those people
that have built this Nation. That is
what it is all about.

In addition, it increases disclosure.
We need to simply give the American
people information on the campaigns,
who is spending what. So it provides
for electronic disclosure for the can-
didates, quicker information for them.

In regards to issue advocacy groups,
it is simply disclosure. It does not get
into the constitutional questions of
some other billings, but simply pro-
vides the disclosure of information as
to who is spending what on the cam-
paigns to influence those. So that is
the essence of the Bipartisan Campaign
Integrity Act, and I believe it is very,
very important.

Where did all of this start? It started
with the Republican President, Presi-
dent Teddy Roosevelt, who in 1905 ad-
dressed the Congress of the United
States and said that all contributions
by corporations to any political com-
mittee or for any political purpose
should be forbidden by law.

It started with a Republican Presi-
dent, who started campaign finance re-
form. Later, the prohibition on union
contributions, labor union contribu-
tions to the political candidates, was
enacted.

So that is the basis upon our legisla-
tion today that bans unions and cor-
porations from giving directly to the
political candidates. But yet we have
this loophole where they can give in
multimillion-dollar chunks to the po-
litical parties that influences those
elections they cannot give directly to.
That is why it is a loophole of soft
money that we should address.

Now there is a proposal that is out
there that says we just need to deregu-
late it all, we need to let anybody con-
tribute whatever they want to, and
that is the best approach to campaign
finance reform.

First of all, I believe that this would
take us back to the dark ages. People
remember the day when a candidate
could receive anything he wanted and
lean however much he wants to get
money. And, sure, the American public
will need it, but it is bad for the sys-
tem. It would be inappropriate to raise
the limits.

The proposal says we even take the
limits off of political action commit-
tees. Can you imagine the labor union

political action committees that could
give anything they want, that they
could give $1 million to a candidate? I
think that is bad for the system. So
the proposals that say we need to take
the limits off is not where the Amer-
ican public is today.

We need true reform. We need to have
the bipartisan proposal that bans soft
money, the greatest abuse, that in-
creases disclosures, empowers individ-
uals and restricts the influence of the
special interest groups. That is what
our bill does.

I am grateful for the gentleman from
California, Chairman THOMAS, who has
indicated that he will provide hearings
on this legislation, as well as others. I
hope that he will schedule those imme-
diately, so that we can move forward
with this important legislation before
we go home in November.

That is where we are. I ask my col-
leagues to support the Bipartisan Cam-
paign Integrity Act.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Washington [Mrs. SMITH]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mrs. SMITH of Washington, ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida [Ms. BROWN] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Ms. BROWN of Florida addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

FAST TRACK TREATY
AUTHORIZATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to take this five minutes to
begin what I hope will be a construc-
tive and important debate on the sub-
ject of fast track, a debate which I
think will certainly rank with among
the most important debates that this
Congress will undertake this year or
next year, whenever we finally do actu-
ally take this debate and cast a vote on
fast track.

I recognize in beginning this discus-
sion tonight, and this will only be the
beginning of a long discussion I think
we need to have, that there are many
Members in this body who have come
to the Congress of the United States
since the Congress last voted on any
kind of substantive trade issue, an
issue where the fast track was the es-
sence of the debate. It also ranks as
one of the most unusual, some would
say arcane, but certainly one of the
most complex pieces of legislation that
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we have in our panoply of legislative
tools.

It ranks as that because it very
uniquely delegates to the President
certain responsibilities that normally
Congress would not delegate to the
President. It gives up certain powers of
its own in order to get trade legislation
enacted.

During the course of the next several
days and weeks, I hope that we can dis-
cuss the importance of trade, how the
fast track process works, why fast
track is an essential element to getting
trade negotiations and trade agree-
ments in place, why fast track does not
represent something that will damage
workers and consumers in this coun-
try, why, indeed, these trade agree-
ments are essential, why it should be
considered constitutional, why we
should or should not consider it and
what elements of labor and environ-
mental considerations should be in-
cluded in any kind of fast track nego-
tiations, and, ultimately, how fast
track and trade agreements can pro-
tect the U.S. health and safety stand-
ards.

But today let me just begin with a
little bit of background of where we
have come from to get to this position
today, where we now have a bill that
has been reported from the Committee
on Ways and Means, another bill in the
other body that has been reported from
the Senate Finance Committee, how we
have gotten to this stage and why we
are here today.

Fast track is legislation that goes
back more than 20 years, about 25
years, to a time when we began to see
that the complexity of trade negotia-
tions required something that gave the
President the authority to negotiate
these kinds of agreements with other
countries, and usually multiple num-
bers of countries, as we have found in
the Uruguay round of GATT talks or
the other multiple trade talks that pre-
ceded that.

We decided we needed this kind of
fast track authority because the com-
plexity of the negotiation itself meant
that at the end of the negotiation, we
had to be able to submit something to
the Congress of the United States that
would be voted yes or no.

The reason for that is simply our
trading partners do not want to nego-
tiate with the United States if they do
not know at the end of that time there
is going to be a yes or no vote. They
want to know with certainty that the
agreement they reach is the agreement
that will be voted on. That is why we
gave fast track authority to the Presi-
dent of the United States, and it has
worked for every President since 1974,
Republican and Democrat.

This is the first time that we have
been, for several years now, without
trade negotiating authority for a Presi-
dent. The results tell. During the
course of the next several times that I
will speak on this floor on this subject,
I will outline some of the problems
that we now have, because we have not

had fast track authority for the Presi-
dent.

But let me just say in closing, Mr.
Speaker, that this is absolutely vital
legislation. It is vital because I think
literally the economic future of this
country depends on having fast track.
We must have fast track because we
must have trade, and trade is the en-
gine of economic opportunity for the
future, for American workers, for
American consumers, for American en-
trepreneurs, for the security of the
United States. It depends on having
fast track authority.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. SANCHEZ]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Ms. SANCHEZ addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. FOLEY] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. FOLEY addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]
f

BREAST CANCER AWARENESS
MONTH

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Connecticut [Ms.
DELAURO] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to say thank you to colleagues of
mine who have joined this evening to
speak out on the fight against breast
cancer.

October is Breast Cancer Awareness
Month. This is a time when we honor
all of the women who are fighting this
deadly disease, we remember those who
we love who have lost the fight, and we
renew our commitment to trying to
find a cure.

It is time to take stock of where we
are in the fight against cancer. Are we
committing sufficient resources for
biomedical research to find a cure? Do
women who have been diagnosed have
access to the care that they need in
order that they can heal properly?

I am very, very pleased that the ap-
propriations committee that I sit on is
poised to increase funding for the Na-
tional Institutes of Health by at least
$700 million so researchers can con-
tinue their quest for the causes of this
disease and find an effective treatment
that will, at longlast, give us the cure
that we have been looking for.

Also the Department of Defense,
along with NASA, is putting state-of-
the-art technology to use in improved
mammograms to increase the rate of
earlier detection, which is clearly a
key.

Unfortunately, all too often the an-
swer to the second question, do women
have access to the care that they need,
is a resounding no. More and more

often managed-care organizations are
forcing patients home just hours after
a mastectomy. In fact, a study by the
Connecticut Office of Health Care Ac-
cess proved that the average length of
stay for breast cancer patients in Con-
necticut is dramatically decreasing.
Most disturbing, it is decreasing faster
for mastectomies than for other inpa-
tient discharges.

This is really unacceptable. These
are real women, women who are under-
going traumatic surgery, who are then
sent home while they are still in pain,
groggy from the anesthesia and with
drainage tubes stitched to their skin.

It is not every day that you come
face-to-face with your own mortality
in a very profound way, as you do when
you face a cancer diagnosis. It is not
too much to ask for a mere two days in
the hospital as you recover from this
kind of surgery.

Congress needs to act to stop this
practice. That is why, along with Con-
gresswoman MARGE ROUKEMA of New
Jersey and Congressman JOHN DINGELL
of Michigan, I introduced the Breast
Cancer Patient Protection Act. The
bill would require insurance companies
to cover 48-hour hospital stays for
women who undergo a mastectomy and
a 24-hour stay for those undergoing a
lymph node dissection. The patient and
her doctor, not an insurance company,
can decide if a shorter stay is appro-
priate.

My home State of Connecticut and a
number of other States have passed
legislation to give women a 48-hour
hospital stay. However, 125 million
Americans are covered by the Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security
Act, ERISA. These plans are exempt
from State law, so we need to work to-
gether here in the Congress to pass
Federal legislation to ensure that
every woman is protected.

This measure has wide bipartisan
support, 195 cosponsors, Democrats and
Republicans. Congress has yet to act
on this important bill. Nor has it
moved on another piece of legislation
that is so important to breast cancer
patients, and that is the Reconstruc-
tive Breast Surgery Benefits Act,
which was introduced by my friend and
colleague, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia, ANNA ESHOO. Congresswoman
ESHOO could not be with us here to-
night, and I will include her remarks
for the record.

Americans understand the need for
this legislation. In fact, through the
breast cancer care petition, which is an
on-line petition drive which we have
initiated, thousands of Americans are
speaking out and calling for hearings
on these bills.
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Not only can they sign a letter, but
they can leave their own stories of
their own experiences about breast
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