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(B) Section 304(d)(1) of such Act (2 U.S.C.

434(d)(1)) is amended by inserting ‘‘or (g)’’
after ‘‘subsection (c)’’.

(5) In section 214(b), strike ‘‘the second sen-
tence of section 402(c)’’ and insert ‘‘section
402(c)(1)’’.

(6) In section 313(a)(4) of the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 (as amended by
section 301 of the bill), insert ‘‘, without lim-
itation,’’ after ‘‘for transfers’’.

(7) In section 607(a)(2) of title 18, United
States Code (as amended by section 302 of
the bill), insert ‘‘not’’ after ‘‘imprisoned’’.

(8) In section 301(25) of the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 (as added by sec-
tion 304(c) of the bill), strike ‘‘The term’’ and
insert ‘‘For purposes of sections 315(i) and
315A and paragraph (26), the term’’.

(9) Amend section 402 to read as follows:
SEC. 402. EFFECTIVE DATES AND REGULATIONS.

(a) GENERAL EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in the

succeeding provisions of this section, the ef-
fective date of this Act, and the amendments
made by this Act, is November 6, 2002.

(2) MODIFICATION OF CONTRIBUTION LIMITS.—
The amendments made by—

(A) section 102 shall apply with respect to
contributions made on or after January 1,
2003; and

(B) section 307 shall take effect as provided
in subsection (e) of such section.

(3) SEVERABILITY; EFFECTIVE DATES AND
REGULATIONS; JUDICIAL REVIEW.—Title IV
shall take effect on the date of enactment of
this Act.

(4) PROVISIONS NOT TO APPLY TO RUNOFF
ELECTIONS.—Section 323(b) of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (as added by
section 101(a)), section 103(a), title II, sec-
tions 304 (including section 315(j) of Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971, as added by
section 304(a)(2)), 305 (notwithstanding sub-
section (c) of such section), 311, 316, 318, and
319, and title V (and the amendments made
by such sections and titles) shall take effect
on November 6, 2002, but shall not apply with
respect to runoff elections, recounts, or elec-
tion contests resulting from elections held
prior to such date.

(b) SOFT MONEY OF NATIONAL POLITICAL
PARTIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except for subsection (b)
of such section, section 323 of the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (as added by
section 101(a)) shall take effect on November
6, 2002.

(2) TRANSITIONAL RULES FOR THE SPENDING
OF SOFT MONEY OF NATIONAL POLITICAL PAR-
TIES.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section
323(a) of the Federal Election Campaign Act
of 1971 (as added by section 101(a)), if a na-
tional committee of a political party de-
scribed in such section (including any person
who is subject to such section under para-
graph (2) of such section), has received funds
described in such section prior to November
6, 2002, the rules described in subparagraph
(B) shall apply with respect to the spending
of the amount of such funds in the possession
of such committee as of such date.

(B) USE OF EXCESS SOFT MONEY FUNDS.—
(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clauses (ii) and

(iii), the national committee of a political
party may use the amount described in sub-
paragraph (A) prior to January 1, 2003, solely
for the purpose of—

(I) retiring outstanding debts or obliga-
tions that were incurred solely in connection
with an election held prior to November 6,
2002; or

(II) paying expenses or retiring out-
standing debts or paying for obligations that
were incurred solely in connection with any
runoff election, recount, or election contest
resulting from an election held prior to No-
vember 6, 2002.

(ii) PROHIBITION ON USING SOFT MONEY FOR
HARD MONEY EXPENSES, DEBTS, AND OBLIGA-
TIONS.—A national committee of a political
party may not use the amount described in
subparagraph (A) for any expenditure (as de-
fined in section 301(9) of the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431(9))) or for
retiring outstanding debts or obligations
that were incurred for such an expenditure.

(iii) PROHIBITION OF BUILDING FUND USES.—
A national committee of a political party
may not use the amount described in sub-
paragraph (A) for activities to defray the
costs of the construction or purchase of any
office building or facility.

(c) REGULATIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), the Federal Election Commis-
sion shall promulgate regulations to carry
out this Act and the amendments made by
this Act that are under the Commission’s ju-
risdiction not later than 270 days after the
date of enactment of this Act.

(2) SOFT MONEY OF POLITICAL PARTIES.—Not
later than 90 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, the Federal Election Com-
mission shall promulgate regulations to
carry out title I of this Act and the amend-
ments made by such title.

(10) Add at the end of section 403 the fol-
lowing:

(c) CHALLENGE BY MEMBERS OF CONGRESS.—
Any Member of Congress may bring an ac-
tion, subject to the special rules described in
subsection (a), for declaratory or injunctive
relief to challenge the constitutionality of
any provision of this Act or any amendment
made by this Act.

(d) APPLICABILITY.—
(1) INITIAL CLAIMS.—With respect to any ac-

tion initially filed on or before December 31,
2006, the provisions of subsection (a) shall
apply with respect to each action described
in such section.

(2) SUBSEQUENT ACTIONS.—With respect to
any action initially filed after December 31,
2006, the provisions of subsection (a) shall
not apply to any action described in such
section unless the person filing such action
elects such provisions to apply to the action.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, further reserving
the right to object

Mr. Speaker, it has been a long and difficult
road to campaign finance reform. But it has
been a road well worth taking.

With the adoption of this package of tech-
nical amendments, the legislative branch will
have worked the people’s will and taken an
important step forward in taming the influence
of special interests.

I commend the other body for moving expe-
ditiously on Shays-Meehan.

I urge the President to sign immediately this
landmark legislation.

The technical amendments before us, with
the exception of one, are just that: Technical.
They simply correct minor drafting errors and
clarify provisions of Shays-Meehan that this
House overwhelmingly passed on February
13.

These amendments will help ensure that
this historic reform legislation achieves its cen-
tral purpose: Banning unregulated soft money
donations to the National parties.

The foes of Shays-Meehan have lost the
battle in Congress. But they are determined to
continue the battle on a new battleground, the
Judiciary, and they are apparently determined
to do whatever it takes to become lead plain-
tiff.

Under our system of laws, that is their right.
To help them gain standing, one amend-

ment before us authorizes any member of

Congress to challenge this legislation. Sup-
porters of Shays-Meehan are confident the
legislation will withstand Constitutional chal-
lenge, just as it withstood legislative challenge.

Mr. Speaker, it is time for Shays-Meehan to
be sent to the White House.

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

There was no objection.
The concurrent resolution was agreed

to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on H.
Con. Res. 361.

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

There was no objection.
f

APPOINTMENT OF HON. TOM
DAVIS OF VIRGINIA OR THE
HON. FRANK R. WOLF TO ACT AS
SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE TO
SIGN ENROLLED BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS THROUGH
APRIL 9, 2002

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
March 20, 2002.

I hereby appoint the Honorable TOM DAVIS
or, if not available to perform this duty, the
Honorable FRANK R. WOLF to act as Speaker
pro tempore to sign enrolled bills and joint
resolutions through April 9, 2002.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the appointment is ap-
proved.

There was no objection.
f

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF
NATIONAL MUSEUM OF AFRICAN
AMERICAN HISTORY AND CUL-
TURE PLAN FOR ACTION PRESI-
DENTIAL COMMISSION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, and pursuant to section 2(b)
of the National Museum of African
American History and Culture Plan for
Action Presidential Commission Act of
2001 (P.L. 107–106), the Chair announces
the Speaker’s appointment of the fol-
lowing members on the part of the
House to the National Museum of Afri-
can American History and Culture
Plan for Action Presidential Commis-
sion:

As voting members:
Ms. Vicky A. Bailey, Washington,

D.C.,
Mr. Earl G. Graves, Sr., New York,

New York,
Mr. Michael L. Lomax, New Orleans,

Louisiana,
Mr. Robert L. Wright, Alexandria,

Virginia,
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Mr. Lerone Bennett, Jr., Clarksdale,

Mississippi,
Ms. Claudine K. Brown, Brooklyn,

New York.
As nonvoting members:
Mr. J.C. WATTS, Jr., Norman, Okla-

homa,
Mr. JOHN LEWIS, Atlanta, Georgia.
There was no objection.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

f

WE MUST PASS HATES CRIMES
BILL

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

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, tomor-
row is the United Nations Inter-
national Day for the Elimination of
Racial Discrimination. What better
way to honor this day than to act upon
legislation that will help law enforce-
ment investigate and prevent crimes
based on discrimination?

That is why I ask my colleagues to
join me to encourage the Republican
leadership to bring the gentleman from
Michigan’s (Mr. CONYERS) bill, H.R.
1343, the Local Law Enforcement Hate
Crimes Prevention Act, to the House
floor.

I would like to take this opportunity
to thank my colleague, the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Mrs.
CLAYTON), and others that will be here
this evening for their commitment to
this issue and their time to speak
about it.

Hate crimes have been a persistent
problem in the United States. The FBI
recently released its hate crimes sta-
tistics of 2000. Sadly the report indi-
cated that bias-motivated crimes con-
tinue to increase. During the year 2000,
law enforcement reported 8,063 bias-
motivated criminal incidents, indi-
cating a 3.5 percent increase since 1999.
In this report, crimes based on race
ranked number one, while crimes based
on religion and sexual orientation
ranked second and third.

The most disturbing part of this re-
port is what it does not show. The offi-
cial numbers barely scratch the surface
of the hate crime problem across the
country. The true number of hate
crimes actually committed last year
could top 50,000 according to the South-
ern Poverty Law Center. Yet hate
crimes continue to go unreported be-
cause of victims’ fear and lack of law
enforcement resources.

Mr. Speaker, hate crimes continue to
occur every day in our cities and small
town. What is extremely disturbing is
that some of these crimes are com-
mitted by children who have learned a
pattern to hate. Such an incident oc-
curred in my home State of California

on March 11 in Huntington Beach, Cali-
fornia. Three teenagers confronted a
Filipino-American in the rear parking
lot of his place of employment.

The teens began shouting racial slurs
and ‘‘white power’’ before beating him
with metal pipes. After the attack, the
victim was even more frightened when
he received a call from a person identi-
fying himself as a parent of one of the
attackers. This parent proceeded to
threaten the victim using racial slurs.

This pattern of violence, Mr. Speak-
er, cannot continue. Our children are
learning to hate from their parents and
from their peers. We must set an exam-
ple in Congress by passing legislation
that will help to prevent hate. That is
why I am a proud co-sponsor of the
gentleman from Michigan’s (Mr. CON-
YERS) bipartisan bill, H.R. 1343, the
Local Law Enforcement Hate Crimes
Prevention Act. And Mr. Speaker, I am
joined as a co-sponsor by 203 of my col-
leagues and a growing chorus that
wants the Republican leadership to
bring H.R. 1343 to the House floor. This
bill would offer a real solution by
strengthening existing Federal hate
crimes laws. H.R. 1343 allows the
United States Department of Justice to
assist in local prosecutions as well as
investigate and prosecute cases in
which violence occurs because of the
victim’s sexual orientation, disability,
or gender. It would also eliminate ob-
stacles to Federal involvement in
many cases of assaults or murder based
on race or religion.

This legislation is too important to
ignore, especially during a week the
United Nations is reminding the world
to end racial discrimination.

The Republican leadership must
bring this bill before the House to show
our Nation and the world that hate will
not be tolerated in the United States.
This Congress has a responsibility to
fight against hate. And the Conyers
bill will prove that commitment.

f

DO NOT INITIATE WAR ON IRAQ

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. JO
ANN DAVIS of Virginia). Under a pre-
vious order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PAUL. Madam Speaker, I was re-
cently asked why I thought it was a
bad idea for the President to initiate a
war against Iraq. I responded by saying
that I could easily give a half a dozen
reasons why; and if I took a minute, I
could give a full dozen. For starters,
here is a half a dozen.

Number one, Congress has not given
the President the legal authority to
wage war against Iraq as directed by
the Constitution, nor does he have U.N.
authority to do so. Even if he did, it
would not satisfy the rule of law laid
down by the Framers of the Constitu-
tion.

Number two, Iraq has not initiated
aggression against the United States.
Invading Iraq and deposing Saddam
Hussein, no matter how evil a dictator

he may be, has nothing to do with our
national security. Iraq does not have a
single airplane in its air force and is a
poverty-ridden Third World nation,
hardly a threat to U.S. security. Stir-
ring up a major conflict in this region
will actually jeopardize our security.

Number three, a war against Iraq ini-
tiated by the United States cannot be
morally justified. Arguing that some-
day in the future Saddam Hussein
might pose a threat to us means that
any nation any place in the world is
subject to an American invasion with-
out cause. This would be comparable to
the impossibility of proving a negative.

Number four, initiating a war against
Iraq will surely antagonize all neigh-
boring Arab and Muslim nations as
well as the Russians, the Chinese and
the European Union, if not the whole
world. Even the English people are re-
luctant to support Tony Blair’s prod-
ding of our President to invade Iraq.
There is no practical benefit for such
action. Iraq could end up in even more
dangerous hands like Iran.

Number five, an attack on Iraq will
not likely be confined to Iraq alone.
Spreading the war to Israel and ral-
lying all Arab nations against her may
well end up jeopardizing the very exist-
ence of Israel. The President has al-
ready likened the current international
crisis more to that of World War II
than the more localized Viet Nam war.
The law of unintended consequences
applies to international affairs every
bit as much as to domestic interven-
tions, yet the consequences of such are
much more dangerous.

Number six, the cost of a war against
Iraq would be prohibited. We paid a
heavy economic price for the Vietnam
war in direct cost, debt and inflation.
This coming war could be a lot more
expensive. Our national debt is growing
at a rate greater than $250 billion per
year. This will certainly accelerate.
The dollar cost will be the least of our
concerns compared to the potential
loss of innocent lives, both theirs and
ours. The systematic attack on civil
liberties that accompanies all wars
cannot be ignored. Already we hear
cries for resurrecting the authoritarian
program of constriction in the name of
patriotism, of course.

Could any benefit come from all this
war mongering? Possibly. Let us hope
and pray so. It should be evident that
big government is anathema to indi-
vidual liberty. In a free society, the
role of government is to protect the in-
dividual’s right to life and liberty. The
biggest government of all, the U.N.
consistently threatens personal lib-
erties and U.S. sovereignty. But our re-
cent move toward unilateralism hope-
fully will inadvertently weaken the
United Nations. Our participation more
often than not lately is conditioned on
following the international rules and
courts and trade agreements only when
they please us, flaunting the consensus
without rejecting internationalism on
principle, as we should.

The way these international events
will eventually play out is unknown,
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