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we can spend all the time we want to
blaming people here, but the question
is what are we going to do.

The Republicans say they care about
terrorism. This here is a report that
gives us concrete things to do; and the
leadership of the Republican Party
says, well, put this up on the shelf, this
9/11 report, just put it up there, and let
us go down and talk about Sandy
Berger.

Did anything get lost? Did the com-
mission say they could do not their
work? Did the Justice Department
come to it with any charges against
Mr. Berger? No.

Now, we do not want to talk about
the White House and Vivian Plame, or
whatever her name was, that they
outed or the majority leader who seems
to be in some difficulty in Texas. We do
not want to talk about that stuff. Let
us talk about what needs to be done
with the terrorism report.

———

THE DEFENSE DEPARTMENT
WASTES A LOT OF MONEY

(Mr. DUNCAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, almost
every Member of this Congress wants
us to have a strong military, and we all
want to support our troops. Yet almost
everyone realizes, too, that the Defense
Department unfortunately wastes a lot
of money.

It seems to me that we have an obli-
gation to the taxpayers to speak out
against this waste, or it will get even
worse.

Now national news organizations and
publications have reported that the De-
fense Department has paid for 556
breast enlargements and 1,592
liposuctions for soldiers and depend-
ents from 2000 through the first 3
months of 2004. These are very expen-
sive operations.

I realize the Federal bureaucrats can
rationalize or justify almost any ex-
pense, especially since it is not coming
out of their pockets, but soldiers have
an obligation to stay in shape and meet

physical fitness requirements and
should not need liposuction for severe
obesity.

Certainly, it does not make any sense
to say that breast enlargements will
make women better soldiers.

———

THE NATIONAL DEBT

(Mr. MATHESON asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. MATHESON. Mr. Speaker, since
the start of the current administration
in January of 2001, the national debt
has increased by $1,639,772,884,702.

According to the Web site for the Bu-
reau of the Public Debt at the U.S. De-
partment of the Treasury, yesterday
the Nation’s total outstanding, pri-
vately held debt was $4,228,551,437,783.

Foreign holdings of U.S. privately
held debt now total $1.75 trillion. This
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is an increase of $740 billion since Jan-
uary of 2001, and it is 41 percent of all
privately held U.S. debt.

For the sake of our children and our
grandchildren, the fiscal health of our
country deserves far better care and at-
tention from the White House and from
this Congress.

——
WHAT ARE WE WAITING FOR?

(Mrs. MALONEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, before
the ink was even dry on the 9/11 report,
before we even had a chance to read it,
some were saying we should delay any
action on the 9/11 Commission’s rec-
ommendations.

I have one simple question: What are
we waiting for? Did we miss the point
of 9/11? Remember, we cannot spell 9/11
without 9-1-1 and 9-1-1 means urgent,
emergency, act now, life or death. It
does not mean let us table this discus-
sion until after the election.

The bipartisan commission has called
for the creation of a national terrorist
center with a new Cabinet-level intel-
ligence chief. They call for the creation
of a Joint House and Senate Com-
mittee on Intelligence with budget
power. I say, great, let us do it, let us
act now. What are we waiting for?
What part of 9/11 does the leadership of
this House not understand?

———
9/11 COMMISSION REPORT

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, today
the bipartisan 9/11 Commission gave
their report to Members of Congress,
and I think it was a solid report.

It pointed out we just did not have
the imagination to perceive our en-
emies hating us so much that they
would use airplanes as missiles and at-
tack us in the somewhat cowardly, sur-
prised manner that they did. We did
not have the capabilities in our intel-
ligence community because we looked
at it through Cold War visions. We
should have been looking ahead. Fi-
nally, we did have not the right man-
agement tools. The CIA, the FBI, and
other agencies were not talking to each
other.

Therefore, one of their recommenda-
tions was to put together a national se-
curity czar, one person who would be
above the CIA and the FBI to kind of
control the 15 different intelligence
agencies. I think it is an interesting
proposal, one that I think most Mem-
bers of Congress are going to be recep-
tive to.

They also said that we need to put
together a committee, maybe a select
joint committee between House and
Senate, for more oversight, perhaps
giving it the authority to authorize
and appropriate. Oversight, Members of
Congress are going to be very inter-
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ested in this, and I am looking forward
to a good bipartisan effort to address
the issues raised by the 9/11 Commis-
sion.

——
BORROWING MONEY

(Mr. ROTHMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROTHMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
not sure that the American people un-
derstand what is happening with our
fiscal House, our economic well-being.

I wonder if the American people
know, Mr. Speaker, that the President
of the United States is borrowing
money to add to the largest annual def-
icit in the history of the United States,
borrowing money to give tax cuts, tax
cuts that will go disproportionately to
households making over $300,000 a year.

As the Wall Street Journal said just
the other day, a very conservative
newspaper, all of these prior trillion
dollars of tax cuts have benefited pri-
marily the very rich in our society, not
the middle class, not the working class
and not the poor; and they give reasons
why that is so.

Instead of borrowing money, adding
to the deficit for more tax cuts for the
rich, who have done very well, thank
you very much, why do we not invest
that money in our Nation’s infrastruc-
ture, roads, bridges, sewers, hospitals,
school buildings, so that not only do
we provide good-paying jobs but at the
end of it we have something to show
for it and we do not force our local
property taxpayers to pick up the tab
when the Federal Government should
be paying for it, instead of giving it to
the very rich who have done extraor-
dinarily well. God bless them, but they
do not need the money. America and
our taxpayers need the money.

————
MARRIAGE PROTECTION ACT

(Mr. BLUMENAUER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, on
a day of good news, when we have a re-
port from the 9/11 Commission that has
been thorough, bipartisan, with some
solid, hard-hitting suggestions to make
our country safer, when later this
morning I am confident the House is
going to take a vote condemning what
is going on in Sudan and calling it
what it is, genocide, moving us in the
right direction. Sadly the House Re-
publican leadership has managed to
take the terrible idea of enshrining dis-
crimination in our Constitution
against gay and lesbian citizens and
trump it, take it one step further.

We are about to debate a rule that
for the first time in our history would
pass legislation stripping from the Fed-
eral courts the ability to rule on con-
stitutionality of Legislation. They
want to do it specifically in a case of
discrimination against our gay and les-
bian citizens.
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Never before in our history have we
done this. In fact our former colleague,
Bob Barr, who authored DOMA, said it
is unnecessary and a dangerous prece-
dent. I hope the House will reject it.

———

TAX CUTS

(Mr. OWENS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, Democrats
like tax cuts, too, but the Democratic
Party’s tax policies are targeted to do
the most good for the majority of
Americans. Working families will be
the beneficiaries of the Democratic tax
policy.

Republicans want tax cuts which give
more to the have-mores. Tax cuts for
the rich are luxury toys, but tax cuts
for working families are absolute ne-
cessities.

Working families need more child
care tax credits. Working families need
tuition tax credits to help their chil-
dren attend college and rise up the eco-
nomic ladder.

Let the corporations pay more taxes
if we need revenue for the war in Iraq
or any other activity. Change the Fed-
eral rules for the way we charge for our
assets, grazing land, mining rights or
the sale and lease of the spectrum
above us, which is owned by the Amer-
ican people.

Democrats want tax cuts, but we
want tax cuts for working families.

—————

COURT-STRIPPING LEGISLATION

(Mr. PALLONE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, today,
the House will attempt to do some-
thing it has never done before, strip
our courts of hearing cases on the De-
fense of Marriage Act.

Eight years ago, I opposed DOMA be-
cause I felt it was a blatant act of dis-
crimination against gays and lesbians.
To this day, I believe Republicans
forced the issue in 1996 because it was
a Presidential year and they wanted to
divide the country in a desperate
search for votes.

It is 8 years later, and Republicans
are at it again. Last week, they were
embarrassed in the other body when
they could not even muster a majority
on a constitutional amendment ban-
ning gay marriage. Since that did not
work, why not strip the courts of au-
thority to hear cases regarding DOMA?

The court-stripping bill would, for
the first time in our Nation’s history,
take from a group of Americans the
right to appeal to our courts. It is also
extremely dangerous in that it would
lead to the possibility of Congress
stripping other issues from judicial re-
view in the future.

It is bad policy; but in an election
year, Republicans simply do not care.
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 3313, MARRIAGE PROTEC-
TION ACT OF 2004

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 734 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 734

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider in
the House the bill (H.R. 3313) to amend title
28, United States Code, to limit Federal
court jurisdiction over questions under the
Defense of Marriage Act. The bill shall be
considered as read for amendment. The
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on the Judici-
ary now printed in the bill shall be consid-
ered as adopted. The previous question shall
be considered as ordered on the bill, as
amended, and on any further amendment
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except: (1) 90 minutes of debate on
the bill, as amended, equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary; and (2) one motion to recommit with
or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TERRY). The gentlewoman from North
Carolina (Mrs. MYRICK) is recognized
for 1 hour.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN),
pending which I yield myself such time
as I may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only.

On Wednesday, the Committee on
Rules did meet and grant a closed rule
for H.R. 3313, the Marriage Protection
Act of 2004. The rule provides 90 min-
utes of debate, equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on
the Judiciary.

J 1030

This bill seeks to utilize the con-
stitutional authority of Congress to
limit the jurisdiction of the Federal ju-
diciary to hear cases which may arise
as a result of the 1996 Defense of Mar-
riage Act, otherwise known as DOMA.
The bill reserves that authority to the
States. The bill provides that no Fed-
eral court will have the jurisdiction to
hear a case arising under DOMA’s full
faith and credit provision.

This provision in DOMA codified that
no State would be required to give full
faith and credit to a marriage license
issued by another State if that rela-
tionship is between two people of the
same sex. Long-standing Supreme
Court precedent recognizes the power
of Congress to limit the jurisdiction of
courts that it creates.

In essence, the bill says no Federal
court will have the opportunity to
strike down DOMA’s full faith and
credit provision. The result of such a
decision by the Federal courts would in
effect invalidate the numerous Defense
of Marriage Acts which have passed in
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at least 38 States. This would mean
that the citizens of States such as
Michigan, California, Virginia, Texas,
and Florida, who have their own stat-
utes to define marriage as between one
man and one woman, would have to
recognize the marriage licenses issued
to same sex couples by other States
that allow that practice.

I believe the people of these States as
well as the people of my home State of
North Carolina should be able to defend
and preserve the institution of mar-
riage and that we today should support
their efforts. This is the way it has
been throughout civilization. It is our
job to prevent unelected lifetime ap-
pointed Federal judges from striking
down DOMA’s protection for the
States. To that end, I urge my col-
leagues to support the rule and the un-
derlying bill.

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 6 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding me the customary
30 minutes, and I rise in strong opposi-
tion to this rule and to the underlying
bill. The Marriage Protection Act of
2004 is quite simply a mean-spirited,
discriminatory and misguided distrac-
tion. It does not belong on the floor of
the House of Representatives, not when
there are so many important issues
facing Congress and the American peo-
ple.

Nearly 900 American soldiers have
now been killed in Iraq, but the House
is not talking about that today. Today
the bipartisan 9/11 Commission issues
its report on what happened and how to
prevent it from happening again, but
we are not talking about that on the
House floor today.

This Republican leadership has failed
to pass a budget, but we are not talk-
ing about that. Today we learn that,
according to the GAO, the Pentagon
has spent most of the $65 billion that
Congress approved for fighting the
wars in Iraq and Afghanistan and is
trying to find $12.3 billion more from
within the Department of Defense to
make it through the end of the fiscal
year. We should be talking about that.

We still do not have a transportation
bill. The minimum wage has not been
increased in years. Millions of Ameri-
cans are unemployed and without
health insurance. Homeland security
needs are going unmet, but we are not
talking about any of that in the House
of Representatives today.

According to the New York Times,
conservative activist and Republican
adviser Paul Weyrich’s solution to the
bad news coming out of Iraq was to
‘‘change the subject’” to gay marriage.
I quote, ‘‘Ninety-nine percent of the
President’s base will unite behind him
if he pushed the amendment,” Mr.
Weyrich said. ‘It will cause Mr. KERRY
no end of problems.” As for gay Repub-
licans whose votes Mr. Bush might
lose, Mr. Weyrich wrote, ‘“Good rid-
dance.”
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