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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mr. DREIER].

——————

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
February 2, 1995.

I hereby designate the Honorable DAVID
DREIER to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

————

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

May the gifts of prayer, O gracious
God, be with us and each person; may
the petitions of our hearts find satis-
faction in our lives; may the longings
and yearnings of our very being find
fulfillment in that peace that You
alone can give; and may the hopes and
dreams we place before You, O God,
allow us to experience reconciliation
and grace with You and with our own
destinies. Bless us, O God, this day and
every day. Amen.

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.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

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

Mr. SANFORD led the Pledge of Alle-
giance 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.

————

REPUBLICAN CONTRACT WITH
AMERICA

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

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, our
Contract With America states the fol-
lowing: On the first day of Congress, a
Republican House will:

Force Congress to live under the
same laws as everyone else; cut com-
mittee staffs by one-third; and cut the
congressional budget.

We have done that.

It goes on to state that in the first
100 days, we will vote on the following
items: A balanced budget amendment—
we have done this; unfunded mandates
legislation—we have done this; line-
item veto; a new crime bill to stop vio-
lent criminals; welfare reform to en-
courage work, not dependence; family
reinforcement to crack down on dead-
beat dads and protect our children; tax
cuts for families to lift Government’s
burden from middle-income Americans;
national security restoration to pro-
tect our freedoms; Senior Citizens’ Eq-
uity Act to allow our seniors to work
without Government penalty; Govern-
ment regulation and unfunded mandate
reforms; commonsense legal reform to
end frivolous lawsuits; and congres-
sional term limits to make Congress a
citizen legislature.

This is our Contract With America.

——————

COUPLE LINE-ITEM VETO WITH
ELIMINATION OF TAX GIVEAWAYS

(Mr. GUTIERREZ asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, today
we will begin an important bill that
once again my friends on the other side
of the aisle have almost gotten right.
Giving the President the line-item veto
authority is important but again the
bill we are debating today omits an ele-
ment critical to making this legisla-
tion true and effective. They are more
than willing to allow the President to
eliminate spending, but they seem to
be more than a little nervous about al-
lowing the President to eliminate un-
fair tax giveaways. I want our Presi-
dent to stand against wasteful spend-
ing. But he should also be able to stand
up against unfair tax breaks for the
wealthy and the privileged.

If the President can eliminate spend-
ing with the stroke of a pen, let us give
him the authority to eliminate tax
giveaways that cheat working people,
drain our treasury, and pile up our debt
with that very same pen.

If my colleagues are serious about
this reform, let us make it a serious re-
form that addresses our serious prob-
lems, not a pretend reform hiding a
huge tax loophole for the powerful and
the privileged.

REPUBLICANS ARE DELIVERING

(Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speak-
er, I thought you might be interested
in some voting statistics from the first
month of the 104th Congress. In the
month of January, we had 79 rollcall
votes. Compare that to last January,
when we only had 2 rollcall votes, and
in January 1992 when we only had 11
rollcall votes.

What do these statistics mean? They
show that the Republican majority is
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serious about getting down to work and
passing our Contract With America. We
are committed to working hard to keep
our promise with the American people.
Congressional accountability, balanced
budget amendment, unfunded man-
dates reform—all done. Next up is line-
item veto, crime bill, welfare reform,
national defense bill, middle-class tax
cuts, term limits. We won’t stop until
we’re through.

If the people want to know if the Re-
publicans are delivering, just look at
what we have accomplished in 1 month.

———

RAISING INTEREST RATES PUTS
RECOVERY AT RISK

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

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day, for the seventh time in the last 12
months, the Federal Reserve—meeting
in a closed-door session—raised the in-
terest rates and gambled on the eco-
nomic future of the middle-class Amer-
ican.

Over the past year, the Federal Re-
serve has acted out of fear of a phan-
tom inflation that does not exist.

The constituents of my district, and
the working families of this Nation,
are struggling to be a part of the eco-
nomic recovery.

Inflation is at a 30-year low, but
working Americans will now suffer
under an interest rate double that of
the same time last year.

Over the past year, there has been no
significant increase in salaries or buy-
ing power, but now the Fed is depriving
middle-class taxpayers of the buying
power necessary to participate in the
economic recovery.

The Fed’s rate increase is going to
hit working Americans when they pay
their mortgage, it is going to hit work-
ing Americans when they pay their
credit card bills, and it is going to hit
working Americans when they need to
buy cars.

Today, I call on the Federal Reserve
Board to end this ongoing crusade
against a phantom inflation—tilting at
windmills that do not exist.

The fact remains that the economy is
not overheating and millions upon mil-
lions of Americans are still out of
work. The Federal Reserve was wrong
to raise rates and has put economic re-
covery at risk for working American
families.

———
YET ANOTHER VICTORY

(Mr. CHRISTENSEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker,
yesterday ushered in just one more vic-
tory for the American people. We
passed the unfunded mandates reform
legislation by an overwhelming bipar-
tisan vote of 360 to 74. Once again, we
have kept our promise with the people
through our Republican Contract With
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America. Again, we fulfilled our prom-
ise with the State and local govern-
ments to lift the financial burden im-
posed on them by the Washington bu-
reaucrats.

We will continue to deliver change
today as we begin debate on the line-
item veto. This bill is yet another
mechanism to reduce the size, scope,
and cost of the Government. And more
importantly, this bill is yet another
step toward the completion of the Con-
tract With America.

We are working hard. We are keeping
our promise. We are changing Govern-
ment.

FED’S ACTION DISSERVICE TO
WORKING AMERICANS

(Mr. MILLER of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, the Federal Reserve Board
yesterday did a terrible disservice to
working Americans when for the sev-
enth time in a year it raised interest
rates.

American homeowners will now get
$15 billion of additional mortgage costs
charged against them because of this
increase. Half of the homeowners in
America will get an envelope shortly
from their lending institution telling
them that their monthly mortgage
rate has gone up because of these ac-
tions by the Federal Reserve. Those
people shopping for a car this weekend
will find the cost of financing that
automobile has gone up because of the
Federal Reserve. Carpenters, plumbers,
electricians, and others who work in
the homebuilding industry and the con-
struction industry will find it harder to
find work throughout the year because
the cost of homebuilding has gone up,
the cost of construction has gone up,
and the cost of small business expan-
sion has gone up because of these ac-
tions taken in secret by the Federal
Reserve.

American workers deserve better and
the Federal Reserve ought to recognize
that the wages of American workers
are under pressure from workers
around the world, and they ought to
understand that inflation is different
today than it was yesterday.

0 1010
DOING THE PEOPLE’S BUSINESS

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

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, under Re-
publican leadership, the House is work-
ing hard to change the way we do the
people’s business.

Yesterday, we passed an unfunded
mandate reform bill, which will make
it harder for the Federal Government
to tell the American people what to do
without paying for it.
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Today, we take up the line-item veto,
which will make it more difficult for
Congress to pass wasteful pork-barrel
spending projects.

Mr. Speaker, in the last election, the
American people said they wanted
change.

They said they wanted a more effi-
cient and smaller Government that
cost less, spent less, and did fewer stu-
pid things.

We have heard that message, and in a
bipartisan fashion, we are working
hard to make those changes.

I urge my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle: Let’s not bicker and
nitpick. Let’s not unnecessarily slow
down the process for purely partisan
reasons. Instead, let’s give the Amer-
ican people the kind of Government
they really want. Let us work together
to complete the Contract With Amer-
ica.

———

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION
TO AUDIT OPERATIONS OF THE
FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM

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

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to inform my colleagues of legislation
that I am introducing to audit the op-
erations of the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem, including the Reserve Board, the
Advisory Council, the Open Market
Committee, and the Reserve banks.

Mr. Speaker, yesterday, the Federal
Reserve again raised short-term inter-
est rates. In a 2-day meeting behind
closed doors the Federal Open market
Committee raised the rate by a half
point. For the seventh time in a year
the Fed has seen fit to slow our grow-
ing economy and raise interest rates to
the highest point since 1991. To para-
phrase Senator Dirksen, a half point
here, three-quarters of a point there,
and pretty soon we are talking about
real interest.

Immediately after the Fed’s an-
nouncement, major banks across the
country raised their prime lending rate
to 9 percent, forming an even bigger
roadblock for those wanting to buy
into the American dream of home own-
ership.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to know, as
I am sure many of my colleagues would
like to know, what crystal ball the all-
knowing Federal Reserve Board uses so
they can keep inflation contained when
most economists believe that inflation
is under control. That is why we need
an audit, and that is why I have intro-
duced this legislation. I ask my col-
leagues to join with me by cospon-
soring this legislation so that we too
can look behind those closed doors.

——
TERM LIMITS

(Mr. SANFORD asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Speaker, I rise
before you and the rest of this body to
ask for term limits in general, and to
ask specifically that this body push for
the English-Dornan-Sanford amend-
ment particularly.

If we look at term limits, they are
building blocks toward getting a cit-
izen-filled legislature that this country
so desperately needs. One of the rea-
sons I think we need them so des-
perately is because, as I take this $20
bill out, I ask what is it each of us
works for. Each of us works to put
bread on the table.

If we view politics as our career, if we
view politics as a way to put bread on
the table, we often are making deci-
sions that are the opposite of what the
American public would like us to.

So I ask again that we push for term
limits in a general way and the
English-Dornan-Sanford amendment,
which is a three-term cap for Members
in the House.

————

REPUBLICAN EFFORTS TO HIDE
TRUE IMPACT OF CONTRACT
TAX POLICIES

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

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, each day
at the beginning of the session one of
my Republican colleagues gets up with
great piety and reads about the Repub-
lican contract. I know they are very
proud of it, but they do not tell us the
whole story.

The Republican Contract on America
is a budget buster. Yesterday our Joint
Tax Committee came up with an esti-
mate of what it will cost the Treasury
for the Republican tax cut package: a
little less than $200 billion in the first
2 years, but in the following 5 years,
over $700 billion more. For what? For
tax cuts for the wealthiest of Ameri-
cans.

The Republican contract does not
stand up for American families, it
stands up for the monied interests, the
fat cats. At a time when we should put
the fat cats in America on a diet, the
Republican contract puts them on the
gravy train.

———

REMEMBERING THE WORDS OF A
GREAT PRESIDENT

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

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, just over
14 years ago, Ronald Reagan was sworn
in as President on the West Front of
this building.

His remarks that day were brief, but
exceptionally stirring and profound. I
recall one paragraph that is as timely
now as on that inauguration day. The
words speak to the motives and goals
of the Contract With America and are
superior to my own.

He said:
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You can see heroes every day going in and
out of factory gates. Others, a handful in
number, produce enough food to feed all of us
and then the world beyond. You meet heroes
across a counter—and they are on both sides
of that counter. There are entrepreneurs
with faith in themselves and faith in an idea
who create new jobs, new wealth and oppor-
tunity. They are individuals and families
whose taxes support the Government and
whose voluntary gifts support church, char-
ity, culture, art, and education. Their patri-
otism is quiet but deep. Their values sustain
our national life.

Mr. Speaker, Ronald Reagan will be
84 on Monday, and on that day this
House is going to give him a birthday
gift, something he has wanted for a
long time: the line-item veto.

——————

THE SECRET BEHIND THE
REPUBLICAN STRATEGY

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

Mr. WISE. Mr. speaker, one of those
embarassing genies popped out of the
bottle last night when NBC-TV re-
vealed the secret behind the Repub-
lican leadership strategies when the
playbook was opened to public scru-
tiny, and the strategy described might
be a little scary to Americans looking
for true change.

Apparently, according to the Repub-
lican leadership strategy, it is all in
the wording. You do not like what you
are doing, call it something else. Amer-
icans believe, according to this play-
book, that the GOP is mean and
uncaring. That will not do, so how do
you handle it? Do not talk honestly
about the programs you are going to
cut that actually serve people, instead
talk about slashing bureaucrats.

If your aim is to cut the capital gains
tax for the wealthy, do not say
wealthy, talk about helping the middle
class.

And as the playbook says, the media
is watching what comes first.

The cynicism suggested in the revela-
tion of this confidential memo will
leave a sour taste in the mouths of
most Americans and it should. It is
time for the GOP to stop sugar coating
their actions with rhetoric and bumper
stickers and honestly explain to the
American people what their aims are.

————
INTEREST RATES

(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, the effects of interest rate in-
creases take time to show up in the
economy. It was only 2 months ago
that the Fed increased rates three-
quarters of 1 percent and only 5 months
since it raised rates by a half percent.

The Fed raised interest rates another
half percent yesterday. It was the sev-
enth increase since the beginning of
1994. The economy grew well in the
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fourth quarter of last year, but we are
beginning to see signs of a slowdown.

Mr. Speaker, the Federal Reserve
looks at the big picture, the nation-
wide, the worldwide picture, but ig-
nores the little picture, our districts
and our cities. Home builders will build
fewer houses, realtors will sell fewer
houses, car dealers will sell fewer new
and used cars, and our constituents
will be able to buy fewer of those cars.

This latest increase adds another
economic burden to the people in my
district in Houston as well as it does
across the country. It means higher
borrowing costs for consumers, higher
costs for capital for small business and
medium-sized businesses, and as the re-
altors have said, it puts the price of a
down payment on a home out of the
reach of many Americans.

It’s time we started looking at the
little picture.

———
PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT

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

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, soon we
will debate the Personal Responsibility
Act in the Republican contract. But let
us be honest. It sounds more like the
female punishment act. It spells out
exact responsibilities and punishments
for women on AFDC. But it lets fathers
off the hook without even a mention.
Many women and their children are on
welfare only because the fathers do not
support their children.

In my State in the last 6 months,
4,000 mothers escaped welfare because
Massachusetts makes fathers support
their children. We need to make child
support enforcement part of welfare re-
form. Both mothers and fathers must
be responsible for the support of chil-
dren.

——————

INTEREST RATES

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

Mr. WARD. Mr. Speaker, as we
learned yesterday, the Federal Reserve
has raised short-term interest rates for
the seventh time in 1 year. I feel that
this move was a drastic error in fiscal
management.

While this move may aid the wealthi-
est investors on Wall Street, it will
place an undue burden on the average
American, forcing many to postpone
plans of purchasing a new car or a new
home. This sharp decrease in spending,
which will inevitably result from the
increase, could drive the economy into
a recession.

Today’s Washington Post, reported:
‘““Higher rates are beginning to affect
one of the strongest parts of the econ-
omy during 1994, the making and sell-
ing of new cars and light trucks.” The
automotive aspect of our Nation’s
economy is critical and I do not think
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that it is prudent fiscal policy to place
this market in jeopardy.

Mr. Speaker, the average American
family was dealt a hard blow yesterday
and I only hope that Mr. Greenspan
knows something that I do not know.

STOP PLAYING GOD IN THE
MARKETPLACE

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

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, good morn-
ing, I rise today to object to people
playing God in the marketplace.

It is amazing to me that some of the
economists who claim to be such free
traders and such believers in the free
marketplace would intervene in our
economy a record seven times in the
past year. They have consistently in-
creased interest rates to the detriment
of the American consumer.

Now, while I understand that some
restraint and some interest rate in-
creases are in fact necessary, it seems
to me the Fed ought to at least wait
and see the effect of this last interest
rate increase.

I can tell you about the effect of
their current rate increase: Variable
rate mortgages will increase. The con-
sumer will be harmed. Credit card bal-
ances will increase. The consumer will
be harmed. Car purchases will become
more expensive. The most thriving part
of the American economy will be jeop-
ardized.

Mr. Speaker, there are other consid-
erations. We are down here talking
about people ought to go to work. Well,
the effect of the raise in the interest
rates is that there will be less jobs for
those on welfare and those we want to
encourage to work.

We also say people ought to save
more. There will be less saving because
of the higher interest rates.

I wish people would stop playing God
in the marketplace.

————
CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

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

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, today it
gives me pleasure to rise and voice my
opinion on child support enforcement
as it relates to the welfare reform.

Child support should be a centerpiece
of any welfare reform measure which
tends to assist welfare recipients in
breaking the chain of poverty and en-
tering into the work force.

In many instances child support
could be preventive welfare support. If
more noncustodial parents paid child
support, some families could avoid wel-
fare dependence altogether.

A comprehensive child support provi-
sion is essential to resolving the wel-
fare crisis in this country.

Today almost 63 percent of absent
parents contribute no child support to
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their children’s welfare. All children
have two parents. Therefore, we must
require that both parents live up to
their responsibilities and obligations.
Ignoring child support enforcement
would send the wrong message.

We would require young mothers to
be responsible, while giving fathers a
free ride; 1 in 4 children presently live
in single-parent homes without strong
child support enforcement. Many of
these children will not have the sup-
port they need and deserve. We must do
everything possible to rectify this ter-
rible problem.

——————

THE FEDERAL RESERVE DID IT
AGAIN

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, well,
they did it yesterday. The Federal Re-
serve secretly met to raise interest
rates, and in so doing raised the cost of
living for every American family.

Connecticut, my home State, has
just emerged from the recession, and
working people were just beginning to
feel more confident again. But the Fed-
eral Reserve dashed those hopeful feel-
ings, and they stole that sense of con-
fidence from the people that I rep-
resent. The promise of an improving
economy and all that means for work-
ing families in this Nation has been
dashed by the Federal Reserve’s action.

I meet with my constituents every
Saturday morning at supermarkets all
over my district, and on many occa-
sions they have asked me to stand in
their shoes, to understand their pain,
feel their hurt.

Well, today I pass that advice on to
Allen Greenspan and the Federal Re-
serve. Come out of the secret meetings,
leave the hallowed boardrooms of Wall
Street and visit the living rooms of
West Haven and Hamden, CT. Take the
challenge my constituents have given
me. Walk in their shoes before you do
this again.

——
LINE ITEM VETO ACT

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 55 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 55

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2) to give the
President item veto authority over appro-
priation Acts and targeted tax benefits in
revenue Acts. The first reading of the bill
shall be dispensed with. General debate shall
be confined to the bill and shall not exceed
two hours, with one hour equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform and Oversight and one hour
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equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Rules. After general debate
the bill shall be considered for amendment
under the five-minute rule. In lieu of the
amendments recommended by the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and Oversight
and the Committee on Rules, it shall be in
order to consider as an original bill for the
purpose of amendment under the five-minute
rule the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the report of the Com-
mittee on Rules accompanying this resolu-
tion. That amendment in the nature of a
substitute shall be considered as read. Points
of order against the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute for failure to comply
with clause 7 of rule XVI are waived. During
consideration of the bill for amendment, the
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
may accord priority in recognition on the
basis of whether the Member offering an
amendment has caused it to be printed in the
portion of the Congressional Record des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 6 of rule
XXIII. Amendments so printed shall be con-
sidered as read. At the conclusion of consid-
eration of the bill for amendment the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted. Any Member may demand a
separate vote in the House on any amend-
ment adopted in the Committee of the Whole
to the bill or to the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute made in order as original
text. The previous question shall be consid-
ered as ordered on the bill and amendments
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except one motion to recommit with
or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). The gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] is rec-
ognized for 1 hour.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
pose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to my respected
friend and colleague, the gentleman
from California [Mr. BEILENSON], pend-
ing which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, this historic 104th Con-
gress has been in session for less than
1 calendar month, a period that in Con-
gresses past saw little legislative
progress; lots of talk maybe, but very
little action unless you count travel.
But with the brisk winds of change at
our backs and the unmistakable call
for fiscal discipline still ringing in our
ears from the American people we work
for, we are on our way toward
fullfilling our Contract With America
and were moving a lot faster than the
other major event in this country, the
0.J. Simpson trial. We have already
passed an historic balanced budget
amendment and landmark legislation
to curb unfunded Federal mandates.

Today we draw the third side of this
powerful triangle of reforms to restore
fiscal sanity to this institution and to
our Government. The line-item veto
proposed in H.R. 2 is a real line-item
veto, with the type of teeth many of us
know are necessary to bring about
greater fiscal discipline. It puts the
emphasis on saving. It makes it harder
to spend taxpayers’ money. It increases
accountability and it forces the White
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House and the Congress to work to-
gether on controlling the Federal budg-
et.

O 1030

It is fitting that we consider the line-
item veto under a wide open rule and
this is a wide open rule. This is a seri-
ous discussion about reining in Federal
spending, restoring accountability to
the congressional budget process and
balancing the powers of the executive
and legislative branches of Govern-
ment. This topic deserves the full ben-
efit of the deliberative democratic
process our Founding Fathers envi-
sioned for this House. I am proud to
offer my colleagues this wide open
rule, one that allows any Member to be
heard on issues of concern. I would also
like to point out, Mr. Speaker, that we
have not only created an open rule, an
open rule-plus, but we have several
days of time for this issue to be de-
bated on the floor, on the Calendar,
and brought to some kind of a resolu-
tion. We have, I think, compared to
past attempts to discuss this issue,
gone way over the edge in terms of
scheduling latitude. We have 3 legisla-
tive days in front of us compared to
really hours only in the past when we
debated this issue. And I point out that
in those legislative days we also have a
weekend which is available for work if
necessary.

At this point I understand we have 31
amendments out there which have been
filed under the option of prefiling, and
no doubt we will be hearing other
amendments under the 5-minute rule
because we do have one very important
issue on policy and a whole lot of other
issues on precedents.

This rule makes in order as base text
for the purpose of amendment a sub-
stitute that reflects the combined, bi-
partisan work of the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight,
Chairman CLINGER and the gentle-
woman from Illinois, Mrs. COLLINS, and
the fine work that they have been
doing, and the Committee on Rules.

I was pleased to hear the ranking
member of the Government Reform
Committee, Mrs. COLLINS, express her
appreciation to Chairman CLINGER for
the fair treatment the minority re-
ceived in his committee. I hope the mi-
nority members of the Rules Com-
mittee felt they too had a fair chance
to be heard. The spirit of bipartisan-
ship we have seen on this legislation—
even as some clearly do disagree on
how far a line-item veto should go—has
been particularly refreshing and gives
me great hope. In the course of the
committee process, we consulted fre-
quently with the Parliamentarian’s Of-
fice for guidance about matters of ger-
maneness, scope and jurisdiction and
given the technical nature of some pro-
visions, even the experts were not al-
ways in agreement on some of the proc-
esses here. For that reason, this rule
does include a precautionary waiver for
clause 7 of rule XVI, which prohibits
nongermane amendments. While this
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Member and our new committee lead-
ership are generally hesitant to waive
standing rules, because of the con-
flicting advice from the Parliamentar-
ian’s Office during the commaittee proc-
ess, important language was included
in H.R. 2 to give the President the op-
tion to propose that savings from his
line-item veto be applied toward deficit
reduction.

While this language may technically
have been nongermane to the bill as
written, I would think most Ameri-
cans—and certainly most Members I
hope—see the goal of cutting the def-
icit as highly germane to the subject of
line item veto. If we are going to take
this step to give the President the au-
thority to cut or reduce spending—or
targeted tax benefits—we should also
provide the option that the money be
saved rather than spent elsewhere. The
rule provides 2 hours of general debate,
and then opens the bill to amendment
under the 5-minute rule. We have in-
cluded in this rule the encouragement
for Members to have their amendments
pre-printed in the RECORD. This is not
a requirement—but it is something all
Members might want to consider doing.
Even the distinguished Member from
West Virginia [Mr. WISE], who has had
much experience in this House, I am
told found the need for a technical cor-
rection to an amendment he wishes to
offer through this voluntary pre-print-
ing process. So it is beneficial it simply
gives Members and the Parliamentary
experts alike a chance to review the
language, understand the implications
and run the traps on the technical pit-
falls. In my view, this type of rule
should be called an open-plus rule, be-
cause it offers Members a mechanism
to better prepare themselves for the
floor and the debate. This is a bonus to
deliberative democracy, it is not a hin-
drance. I urge my colleagues to support
this rule.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). The gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BEILEN-
SON] is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, before
I speak on the rule, I yield such time as
he may consume to the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY].

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MONT-
GOMERY was allowed to proceed out of
order.)

VA ACTIVATES HELP LINE FOR PERSIAN GULF

VETERANS

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to announce that today the
Department of Veterans Affairs is acti-
vating a toll free Help Line for Persian
Gulf veterans who are concerned about
their health. The number is 1-800—
PGW-VETS.

Mr. Speaker, this Help Line will be
staffed from 7:30 in the morning until
8:30 at night. We also expect any day
now the final regulations to be pub-
lished which will guide the VA in pay-
ing compensation to Persian Gulf vet-
erans with chronic disabilities due to
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“We cannot diagnose what the problem
is.”

So the veterans of Persian Gulf who
have problems with their health, there
is now a toll free number and certainly
they should call it.

This assistance is in addition to the priority
health care VA already provides to Persian
Gulf veterans and the comprehensive re-
search that is being conducted to find the
causes of these undiagnosed illnesses.

| take great pride in being the author of the
legislation we passed last year, which Presi-
dent Clinton signed last November. We must
do all we can to help our Persian Gulf vet-
erans and all veterans who are sick or dis-
abled.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Goss] for yielding to
me.

Mr. Speaker, although we have very
serious concerns about the bill this
rule makes in order, we do support the
rule itself. It is an open rule, as the
gentleman from Florida has well put it,
so all Members will have the oppor-
tunity to offer any amendment which
is in order under the standing rules of
the House.

Mr. Speaker, because the rule pro-
vides for 2 hours of general debate,
there will be ample time to discuss the
ramifications of this legislation.

H.R. 2 is a very important piece of
legislation, and we appreciate the fact
that this rule will give the House the
chance to fully air the problems many
of us have with it, and to debate alter-
native versions and modifications.

However, I do want to restate for the
membership the concerns that the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MOAK-
LEY], and other Members and I raised
about the preprinting provision in the
rule at the Rules Committee meeting
yesterday.

This provision allows the Chairman
of the Committee of the Whole to give
priority in recognition for the offering
of amendments to Members who have
had those amendments printed in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD before today.
Its purpose and a good one is to encour-
age Members to give notice of their in-
tent to offer an amendment, without
actually requiring them to do so.

A similar provision was included in
the rule for H.R. 5, the Unfunded Man-
date Reform Act. What we found dur-
ing consideration of that bill is that
the Chair tended to recognize the ma-
jority floor leader and manager over
Members with preprinted amend-
ments—and that is certainly within
the Chair’s discretion, but it caused
some confusion among the member-
ship.

In addition, Members offering amend-
ments were not sure if they should pro-
ceed with amendments which were not
preprinted if there were still other
amendments pending which had been
preprinted. And, there was some uncer-
tainty about whether Members would
be recognized at all if they had not had
their amendments preprinted.
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The priority recognition provision, I
think, adds unnecessary confusion and
complication to the amending process.
It is not always going to be feasible to
have an open rule, but if we are going
to have what we call an open rule, we
would much prefer having an old-
fashioned, unfettered open rule.

I might add that we also hope that
there is no effort at any point during
consideration of H.R. 2 to limit debate
time on any of the amendments Mem-
bers wish to offer.

I know that that is the intention of
our friends in the majority, but we ex-
press that hope nonetheless.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to take
just a few moments to highlight the
concerns that many of us have about
the bill that this rule would make in
order.

While we all agree that reducing Fed-
eral budget deficits is one of the most
important tasks facing the Nation, and
that Congress and the President should
have the necessary tools to accomplish
that task, many of us do not believe
that H.R. 2, as reported from the Rules
Committee and the Government Re-
form and Oversight Committee, de-
serves the support of the House.

Under H.R. 2, the President’s pro-
posed rescissions or targeted tax ben-
efit repeals would automatically take
effect unless the Congress specifically
passes a resolution disapproving those
proposals. Even if Congress overturned
the President’s action the President
could then veto the disapproval which,
in turn, would have to be overridden by
two-thirds of both Houses of Congress.

Thus, the President would be empow-
ered to cancel any spending or tax ben-
efits with the support of only a minor-
ity of the Members of either House. A
one-third plus one minority working
with the President would thus control
spending.

This procedure would result in a dra-
matic—and possibly unconstitutional—
shift in responsibility and power from
the legislative branch to the executive
branch. This broad shift of power could
easily lead to abuses. The President
could target the rescissions against
particular legislators, or against par-
ticular regions of the country, or
against the judicial branch e.g. This
power could be used to force the Con-
gress to pay for a pet Presidential
project, or to agree to a policy that is
completely unrelated to budgetary
matters.

Furthermore, we would be transfer-
ring this immense amount of power to
the President with little reason to be-
lieve that it would have much of an ef-
fect on the Federal budget deficit.

This new line-item veto would be
used primarily for discretionary spend-
ing—spending which is appropriated
annually.
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However, discretionary spending, as

Members well know, which accounts

for just over one-third of the Federal
budget, is already the most tightly
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controlled type of spending. Discre-
tionary spending is reviewed and ap-
proved each year, and is subject to
strict spending caps. In fact, programs
funded in this manner normally must
go through two processes in Congress:
authorization and appropriation.

Discretionary spending has been de-
clining both as a percentage of the
total Federal budget, and as a percent-
age of GDP, for the last several years.
Additional controls on this area of the
budget will not accomplish much, if
anything, in the way of deficit reduc-
tion.

In fact, our efforts to institute addi-
tional mechanisms to control appro-
priated spending have distracted us
from dealing with the area of the budg-
et which has been growing at a rapid
rate, and is far more in need of addi-
tional control than, of course, is enti-
tlement programs. Programs com-
prising this type of spending do not re-
quire annual—or even periodic—ap-
proval, and are not subject to spending
caps.

Providing new rescission authority
for discretionary spending, but not for
entitlements or other types of non-ap-
propriated spending, will further dis-
tort the budget process so far as con-
trol of different types of spending is
concerned. If our goal is truly to estab-
lish more safeguards against increases
in spending, we ought to be looking at
ways to establish more controls for the
63 or 64 percent of our spending that is
not subject to the annual appropria-
tions process.

In addition, discretionary spending is
an area of the budget where Presidents
have wanted more spending than Con-
gress has approved. According to the
Office of Management and Budget,
from fiscal year 1982 to fiscal year 1993,
Congress has appropriated $59 billion
less than the Presidents during those
10 or 11 years. In addition, over the last
20 years, Congress has rescinded $20 bil-
lion more than the Presidents have re-
quested in rescissions.

If those patterns continue, and the
President is given greater leverage in
the appropriations process. it is likely
that he will or she will use the rescis-
sion process—the new line-item veto
authority—as a threat to secure appro-
priations for programs that the Presi-
dent wants enacted, rather than to re-
duce total spending.

Mr. Speaker, the other type of spend-
ing H.R. 2 covers is targeted tax bene-
fits. However, the bill’s narrow defini-
tion of ‘‘targeted tax benefit’’ ensures
that little will be achieved in the way
of deficit reduction by that provision.
The vast majority of tax breaks—worth
hundreds of billions of dollars—would
remain immune from the President’s
power to repeal. However, we can rec-
tify that matter by expanding the defi-
nition of targeted tax benefit by adopt-
ing the amendment that will be offered
by the gentlewoman from New York
[Ms. SLAUGHTER] and the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. BARRETT].

Most importantly, during consider-
ation of this bill, we will have the op-
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portunity to choose a different form of
rescission—one that will be a very ef-
fective mechanism for making further
reductions in spending, without pro-
viding for a dangerous and unwise
transfer of power to the executive
branch. That is the expedited rescis-
sion proposal that will be offered by
Messrs. WISE, STENHOLM, and SPRATT.

The Wise-Stenholm-Spratt proposal
would permit the President to propose
to rescind all or part of any discre-
tionary spending, or to repeal any tar-
geted tax provision, passed by Con-
gress. The critical difference between
this proposal and H.R. 2 is that a re-
scission or repeal could only be enacted
by approval of both Houses of Congress.
Thus it maintains Congress’ constitu-
tionally mandated power of the purse,
and avoids transferring an unwar-
ranted amount of power to the Presi-
dent. At the appropriate time, I strong-
ly urge Members to support this alter-
native to H.R. 2 as reported.

Mr. Speaker, once again, I want to
express my support for this open rule,
and urge my colleagues to support it.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON],
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules.

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

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the pre-
vious speaker, who I have great respect
for, a good friend, has inferred that
this line item veto only affects one-
third of the Federal budget; in other
words, discretionary spending. He is
right, one-third of the Federal budget,
and how much is that? It is not just
$500,000. It is not just $56 million. It is
$500 billion; that is one-third of the
Federal budget. Where I come from, as
my colleagues know, that is a heck of
a lot money.

The gentleman from California [Mr.
BEILENSON] is somewhat critical of a
preprinting suggestion, and yet a very
prominent Democrat from his side of
the aisle filed an amendment so that he
would have priority in offering his
amendment. Lo and behold, the Parlia-
mentarian found a flaw in that amend-
ment, and it is a very significant
amendment which should be debated on
the floor, but because of preprinting he
was able to correct the flaw and prefile
another amendment. So it benefited
him, a Democrat from the gentleman’s
side of the aisle, and that is the reason
we did this.

Now let me just get back to the bill
for a minute. As my colleagues know,
Mr. Speaker, this is just one of the
proudest days of my life since this is
the first time this House has ever con-
sidered a reported bill on the line item
veto. Oh, we have had plenty of votes
before on this proposal, but always as
an amendment to another approach, a
watered-down version which always
was opposed by the majority leader-
ship. In other words, in the past the
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leadership on the Democrat side has al-
ways put forth a bill which was a wa-
tered-down version, and that meant
that those of us that believe in a real
line item veto then had to fight to offer
an amendment to strengthen it. And I
say, ‘“‘That puts you at a tremendous
disadvantage.”

This time we do not have that prob-
lem. Now the real line item veto is on
the table, and it is up to those in oppo-
sition, the big spenders, to try to water
it down. But we are not going to let
that happen.

I am proud to say that this bill has
been properly reported by two commit-
tees of this House, one of which I have
the privilege of chairing. Moreover, it
has the full support of the majority
leadership. In fact, this is one of the
major promises made in our Contract
With America which was authored by
our current majority leadership, the
Speaker and the majority leader. And I
am sure the American people are
pleased to see that we are keeping our
promises in that contract, especially
on this line item veto bill which has al-
ways enjoyed the support of 70 percent
of the American people, 70 percent.

I am also pleased that we were able
to bring this to this floor under a com-
pletely open rule allowing all Members,
be they Democrats or Republicans, be
they liberals or conservatives; they are
going to have the opportunity to par-
ticipate and work their will on the
floor of this House, and that is the way
it should be.

This bill does enjoy bipartisan sup-
port in this Congress and by the admin-
istration. One of the leaders on the
Democrat side of the aisle, the gen-
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. PARKER],
has fought long and hard to have a real
line item veto enacted into law.

We have already seen the delibera-
tive process at work in the two com-
mittees of jurisdiction. Amendments
have been offered and adopted to
strengthen and improve this bill, and I
am sure that will continue to happen
on this floor. That is what deliberative
democracy is all about.

Mr. Speaker, a few years ago, when
we first started pushing for the legisla-
tive line item veto, there were a few
doubting Democrats who said,

Solomon, it’s easy for you to support the
line item veto when your party controls the
White House, but we bet you you won’t be so
gung ho for it if we have a Democrat Presi-
dent.

Well, here we are. We get a Demo-
cratic President, and here is SOLOMON
up here fighting for the same line item
veto for that Democrat President. I
think this is something that a chief ex-
ecutive in government, regardless of
political party, should have, just as 43
Governors of States have it, one of
them being Governor Tommy Thomp-
son of Wisconsin who has done a tre-
mendous job of putting that State’s fis-
cal house in order. In New York State
we now have a Republican Governor,
and he is now going to have that oppor-
tunity which was never exercised by a
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former Governor named Mario Cuomo,
who left a $4 billion deficit in that
State. But, Mr. Speaker, more than
just saying that, I proved it by offering
this true line item veto twice in the
last two Congresses under Mr. Clin-
ton’s presidency. I only wish Mr. Clin-
ton had supported me then as he is
doing here today. We only lost that
vote by a few votes both of those times;
seven votes the last time, and it is
going to be different this year.

I remember my hero, Ronald Reagan,
pushing for the line-item veto for 8
straight years and getting absolutely
nowhere. Back in 1986, in an address to
the Nation President Reagan said, and
I quote:

No other single piece of legislation would
so quickly and effectively put order back
into our budget process. All that it would
mean is that the President could selectively
sign or veto individual spending items so
that he wouldn’t have to take the fat along
with the meat.
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No, the line-item veto is not a meat
ax, as some would have us believe. In-
stead, it is a precision knife for doing
just what President Reagan said it
would do—separate the fat from the
meat.

That is why the American people
support this overwhelmingly, because
they are fed up with pork-barrel spend-
ing by this Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I am not under any de-
lusion that this is some kind of a pan-
acea for deficit reduction. It is not. But
it can make a significant difference in
our spending habits and our deficit sit-
uation. And gosh knows, we need it. I
think one of the greatest benefits will
be the deterrent effect by discouraging
us from slipping pork into our appro-
priation bills in the first place.

I understand the concerns of those
who feel the line-item veto shifts too
much authority to the President, and
that it might somehow be abused or
used for partisan or political purposes.
I just happen to disagree with both of
those arguments. I guess I have enough
confidence in any President, regardless
of political party, to use this new tool
selectively and judiciously. No Presi-
dent in his right mind would want to
create a major confrontation with the
entire Congress by grossly abusing this
authority. Even if a President were
tempted to overstep the bounds of pro-
priety, he would surely realize Con-
gress would find ways to retaliate. And
we know we can do that. It would be a
no-win situation for any President.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I urge
the Members to support this com-
pletely open rule for the line-item veto
that it makes in order. We have an his-
toric opportunity this week to really
do something for the American people.
If we pass this and it becomes a stat-
ute, a law, coupled with the balanced
budget amendment, we are going to
turn around this sea of red ink which is
literally ruining this country. For your
children and my grandchildren alike,
we have got to do something about it.
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Mr. Speaker, I ask the Members to
please support this rule.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, we
have always known that our friend, the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOL-
OMON], was a man of principle and in-
tegrity. He has proved it again by sup-
porting this bill to give a Democratic
President this kind of power.

For purposes of debate only, Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from North Carolina [Mrs.
CLAYTON].

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague, the gentleman
from California [Mr. BEILENSON], for
yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, like my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle, I rise in support
of this wide open rule on the line-item
veto.

I want the Speaker to note that this
rule for the line-item veto is wide open
today. And I bet it will be wide open
tomorrow. But on Monday, it is any-
body’s guess. The distinguished chair-
man of the Rules Committee has said
that the rule will stay open unless he
decides to close it. That is what wor-
ries me.

A Dbill that is open 2 days and closed
on the third is not an open rule. A rule
that does not allow Members of Con-
gress to make amendments to a bill is
closed.

Mr. Speaker, in addition to being
wide open, today’s rule on the line-
item veto contains an interesting con-
dition that we have seen once before. It
suggests—but does not require—
preprinted amendments in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD.

Mr. Speaker, I have been a Member of
this House for only one term and this
is my third year, but I can tell you
right now we do not need a rule to tell
Members they can print amendments
in the RECORD. The rules of the House
take care of that for us. We only need
a rule if they must print amendments
in the RECORD.

I have been told this is for conven-
ience sake but it is unnecessary.

And, in addition to being unneces-
sary, the preprint-if-you-want condi-
tion is confusing.

During debate on the unfunded man-
dates bill, which also had a preprint-if-
you-want condition, the Chair recog-
nized the majority floor manager be-
fore it recognized Members who had
their amendments preprinted.

So, if preprinting does not get you
recognized any earlier, and if this is
truly a wide open rule, I would like to
suggest to the Republicans that we dis-
pense with this condition and do an
open rule the way they used to define
them.

But, even if we do not, a strange open
rule is better than no open rule, and I
support the open rule.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will my
friend, the gentlewoman from North
Carolina, yield?

Mrs. CLAYTON. Yes, I am glad to
yield to the gentleman from New
York.—
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Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I would
just say this to the gentlewoman: She
said that the chairman of the Rules
Committee, that being me, has said he
will close down this rule. That is not
true.

The gentlewoman should understand
that on an open rule, only by a major-
ity action of the House could we close
down this rule, and I think that is the
fair way to go about it. That is why we
in the Rules Committee put out an
open rule, and now, if there are dila-
tory tactics or stalling tactics—and I
do not think there will be; I have
looked at the amendments, and I have
a lot of faith in the other side of the
aisle that they are going to be sincere
about it—but should that happen and
should it be necessary to close down
the debate, it would take an action by
this House, not by me saying so, but by
a majority of the Members of the
House. I just wanted to point that out
to the gentlewoman.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, there
is a slight difference, but with the gen-
tleman’s leadership, I gather. Is that
what the gentleman is saying?

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire as to how much time remains on
either side?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). The gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] has 17
minutes remaining, and the gentleman
from California [Mr. BEILENSON] has 19
minutes remaining.

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

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to our colleague, the distin-
guished gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms.
PRYCE], a valued member of the Com-
mittee on Rules.

Ms. PRYCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Goss].

Mr. Speaker, another important
plank in the Republican Contract With
America, the line-item veto, comes to
the floor of the House today under a
wide open rule, allowing any Member
of this body to offer a germane amend-
ment.

This is the third contract item to hit
the floor since the 104th Congress
began just 4 weeks ago, following on
the heels of the balanced budget
amendment and the Unfunded Mandate
Reform Act.

As in the case of the mandate relief
bill, this open rule gives priority rec-
ognition to Members who have pub-
lished their amendments in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD. I would emphasize
that this is not a preprinting require-
ment. As has been mentioned already,
printing of amendments in the RECORD
is purely optional. Members who do not
preprint amendments will not be pro-
hibited from offering their proposals,
but many of us who serve on the Rules
Committee encourage Members to ex-
ercise this option in the future, not
only to receive priority recognition
but, more importantly, to inform our
colleagues in advance of amendments
that are likely to be offered so that we
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can reduce time-consuming discussion
on overlapping amendments and have
more meaningful informed debate.
With all due respect to my friend, the
gentlewoman from North Carolina, this
makes an overall better legislative
process.

Supporting this rule, Mr. Speaker,
will mean full debate on bipartisan leg-
islation specifically designed to help
restore fiscal discipline to the budget
process.

H.R. 2 will help Congress and the ex-
ecutive branch identify and remove un-
necessary and wasteful spending with-
out unduly tying the hands of either
branch of Government. Of all the issues
raised during the most recent elec-
tions, I believe the American people
were most concerned about Federal
spending and the need to avoid sad-
dling future generations of Americans
with an increasingly large debt burden.

Last week we passed a constitutional
balanced budget amendment to respond
to those concerns. Today under this
open process we will consider adding
yet another weapon in the fight
against wasteful government spending.

Public opinion strongly supports the
line-item veto. Forty-three of the Na-
tion’s Governors hold the line-item
veto, and just last week President Clin-
ton stood in this very Chamber and
asked the Congress to give him that
authority.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this rule.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 5 min-
utes to the distinguished gentlewoman
from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS]

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I support this open rule for H.R. 2,
but I oppose the bill. At the outset I
would like to address a point raised at
our committee markup. The statement
was made that the line-item veto is a
bipartisan issue. That is true. The
President, like his Republican prede-
cessors, supports it. Republican and
Democratic Members supported it in
various forms.

Even so, I do not believe we should
decide this issue on the basis of which
party is in control of the Congress or
the White House. I have consistently
opposed this proposal regardless of
which party controlled the White
House.

The approximately 600,000 constitu-
ents of the Seventh District of Illinois,
which I represent, expect their elected
Representative to do the job to which I
was elected. The power of the purse is
granted to the Congress, not the Presi-
dent.

Currently, the President can veto
legislation, but the Congress can over-
ride. This legislation turns the Con-
stitution on its head. It effectively lets
the President write the legislation.
Under the procedures of this bill, a
Presidential rescission is effective, un-
less Congress passes a resolution to
override. That resolution is subject to
a veto, which requires two-thirds of
Congress to override. Thus, just one-
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third plus one of the Congress would
have the power to uphold a rescission.
This allows spending decisions by the
minority. For this reason, I have
strong doubts of the bill’s constitu-
tionality.

What is particularly troublesome is
that if we guess wrong, and regret this
ceding of power to the President, it
will probably be impossible to ever re-
verse our decision. A Presidential veto
would be certain.

On this point, I would note that in
testimony before the Senate Judiciary
Committee last week, Assistant Attor-
ney General Walter Dellenger chal-
lenged the constitutionality of H.R. 2.
Let me read briefly from his statement
in which he refers to the authority
H.R. 2 gives the President over tar-
geted tax benefits.

It does so by purporting to authorize the
President to ‘‘veto” targeted tax benefits
after they become law, thus resulting in
their repeal * * * The use of the term ‘‘veto”’
and ‘‘repeal” is constitutionally problem-
atic. Article I, clause 7 of the Constitution
provides that the President only can exercise
his ‘““veto” power before a provision becomes
law. As for the word ‘‘repeal”, it suggest that
the President is being given authorization to
change existing law on his own. This argu-
ably would violate the plain textual provi-
sions of Article I, clause 7 of the Constitu-
tion, governing the manner in which federal
laws are to be made and altered.

We have an alternative to this bill
that will be offered as a substitute by
Congressman WISE, Congressman
SPRATT, and Congressman STENHOLM.
The substitute would require Congress
to vote on a Presidential rescission re-

quest.
The Wise-Spratt-Stenholm substitute
is on far sounder constitutional

grounds that the provisions of H.R. 2.
The substitute does not tamper with
the constitutional authority of Con-
gress to tax and appropriate revenues.
If Congress does not approve the Presi-
dent’s rescission, the rescission would
not take effect.

I strongly urge Members to support
this amendment. It makes it possible
for Congress to carry out its respon-
sibilities under the Constitution.
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Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. CAMP].

(By unanimous consent, Mr. CAMP
was allowed to proceed out of order.)

U.S. TERM LIMITS ORGANIZATION RUNNING

NEGATIVE ATTACK ADS

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I stand here
disgusted. Since being elected to Con-
gress I have supported term limits.
When this body votes on term limit
legislation in the weeks ahead, I will be
a vocal proponent of any legislation
that limits terms. My record is clear,
consistent, and unwavering.

Today, at the threshold of finally
passing term limit legislation, a cer-
tain organization called U.S. Term
Limits, perhaps because they now face
obscurity if this body passes term lim-
its, has chosen to run negative and
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misleading television attack ads
against me and other term limit sup-
porters.

This organization, which has been
subject to allegations of fraudulent pe-
tition gathering, is not aiming their
guns at opponents of term limits, but
instead waging a war against their sup-
porters.

Mr. Speaker, it pains me to realize
that this organization, which has been
parading as supporting term limits, is
nothing but a guardian of the status
quo and committed to business as
usual. They have stated publicly they
will oppose 12-year term limit legisla-
tion that comes to the House floor for
final passage. I guess their jobs are
more important than their goal.

Ms. PRYCE. Mr. Speaker will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CAMP. 1 yield to the gentle-
woman from Ohio.

Ms. PRYCE. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to associate myself with the re-
marks of the gentleman from Michigan
and congratulate him on his strong
statement.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished vice
chairman of the Committee on Rules,
the gentleman from greater San
Dimas, CA [Mr. DREIER].

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend from Sanibel for yielding me
this time so generously, the distin-
guished chairman of the Legislative
Process Subcommittee.

Mr. Speaker, needless to say, like all
of us I rise in support of this very, very
open rule.

I heard from the other side a Member
state that we needed to have an old-
fashioned, unfettered rule. Well, the
fact of the matter is, Mr. Speaker,
nothing could be more unfettered than
providing the option for Members to in
fact put their ideas in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD, and then allow possibly
second-degree amendments to come
forward, as we did yesterday with the
Dreier-Moakley compromise when we
were dealing with the unfunded man-
dates legislation.

This clearly is the kind of example of
a rule that will allow Members to par-
ticipate and involve themselves in the
process, even before we come to the
floor with legislation.

I believe that this can also be an ex-
ample for a bipartisan spirit, which is
going to be very important for us in
the Committee on Rules to proceed
with. It is a new day. As the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Goss] said, we are
just at the end of the first month of the
104th Congress, and we have had some
tremendous legislative accomplish-
ments. And I believe that moving
ahead with item-veto authority for the
President of the United States is an-
other very clear and strong example of
that. Doing it under a wide-open
amendment process is a very good
thing, not only for this institution, but
for the country.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Many people have been saying to me
over the past several days, as there was
a high level of frustration during the
open amendment process on the un-
funded mandates legislation, that we
should simply ram through our pro-
posals, as though no one cares whether
or not it is done under an open amend-
ment process.

I will acknowledge the work that
goes on up on the third floor does not
often go recognized, but I believe we
can in fact proceed with an open proc-
ess for debate on a wide range of legis-
lation, and this is just one example of
that.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, we
have no further requests for time at
this time, and I reserve the balance of
our time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, it is my
pleasure to yield 2% minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentlewoman from Utah
[Mrs. WALDHOLTZ], a new member of
the committee.

Mrs. WALDHOLTZ. Mr. Speaker, as a
cosponsor of H.R. 2, I rise in strong
support of this open rule and of this
legislation.

The line-item veto is a proven suc-
cess. The Governors of 43 States have
some form of line-item veto authority,
including Mike Leavitt in my home
State of Utah.

This Nation needs the same kind of
benefits that Utahans enjoy. We need
to stop the kind of spending that bene-
fits the favored few at the expense of
the average taxpayer. For more than
two decades, Americans have strongly
supported a line-item veto. It is time
that we listen to the people and enact
this legislation.

Now, this is not a partisan issue. I
think it is important to note that at a
time when we have a Democrat in the
White House, it is a Republican-con-
trolled Congress that will finally give
the President a line-item veto.

This issue transcends party lines
simply because it is not a party issue.
It is a people issue. For too long Con-
gress has failed to bring spending under
control and in doing so it has failed the
American people. Time and again Con-
gress manages to circumvent the few
budgetary restraints it sets for itself,
and the people are fed up. They are
tired of picking up the tab for unjusti-
fied spending.

Some have said this alters the bal-
ance of power between the executive
and the legislative branches. But this
line-item veto does not allow the Presi-
dent to substitute his spending prior-
ities for Congress. The President can-
not spend more money, and he cannot
use the funds he cuts to fund other pro-
grams he would like to spend the
money on. He can only help us save
taxpayers’ money.

As we struggle to balance the budget
and work to control excessive spending
of the last few decades, it is crucial
that we have every fiscal tool at our
disposal, and the line-item veto is one
of those tools.

Let me take a moment to commend
my colleague, the gentleman from
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Florida [Mr. Goss] for the work he did
in committee on this bill. As originally
drafted, H.R. 2 did not contain a mech-
anism with an established time frame
to ensure that a disapproval bill could
actually make it to the House floor for
a vote. This concern was raised by both
sides of the aisle, and the gentleman
successfully drafted language that ad-
dresses this concern.

Congress has repeatedly shown itself
unwilling and unable to control spend-
ing, pork-barrel spending. The line-
item veto is a step in the right direc-
tion, to eliminate unnecessary and
wasteful government spending.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this rule and the line-item
veto.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 6 min-
utes to the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. VOLKMER].

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

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to commend the
gentleman from California and also the
gentleman from New York and the
other gentleman from the Committee
on Rules for giving us an open rule on
this very important piece of legisla-
tion.

As one who has supported a line-item
veto for many years, I am not a John-
ny-come-lately, and many of us are
not, we who have worked on this legis-
lation. But some of us who have been
students of history, and love our Con-
stitution and believe in a balance of
power between the executive branch,
the legislative branch, and the judicial
branch, do not feel that we should give
to the executive branch an inordinate
amount of power as far as spending pri-
orities are concerned, and that is basi-
cally what the base bill by the Repub-
lican Party does.

It gives to whoever is in that execu-
tive branch—and I have a Democratic
President at this time, and I strongly
object to giving our President, whether
he be Democrat or Republican, that
power—that power over the purse that
I think distorts what our Founding Fa-
thers did in our Constitution.
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Our Founding Fathers gave us a pro-
cedure, gave us the way to keep the
balance of power between the three
branches of Government. This line-
item veto, as proposed in the base bill,
would give the President of the United
States, one person, one-third of the
House or one-third of the Senate plus
one, one of each, either one, the power,
the power over the purse strings in set-
ting priorities of this Congress.

All T ask anybody to do is to go back

a few years to the 1980’s. We have heard
on this floor before, in 1 minutes and
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others, talk about the Reagan years
and how great the Reagan years and
how this revolution was started in the
Reagan years.

I want every one of my colleagues to
go back and look at the Reagan budg-
ets submitted by that President and
the spending priorities in those budg-
ets. I would not have very many people
anymore in my district in rural Mis-
souri. I would not have towns that now
have running water, now have sewer
systems. I would not have a lot of chil-
dren who have got an education at the
University of Missouri or Kirksville or
in Marysville or any of these other
places because, if we look at those
budgets, we would have found that that
President’s spending priorities, those
spending priorities of that President
were to eliminate or drastically cut
many of the programs that were bene-
ficial.

They are not pork. But he could have
very easily have zeroed them out, after
we appropriated them, because we de-
cided in the Congress, no, we are not
going to do that. We are not going to
relegate many of our youngsters to a
high school education and that is all.
We are not going to tell the American
public that they do not need good clean
water to drink, that they can continue
to do like their forefathers do and haul
it in because they do not need running
water; they do not need a water tower
and a water system, they do not need
that. We cannot spend our money for
that.

Those were the priorities, if Members
will look at that budget, they will find
those priorities.

That is what scared some of us to
death, when they started talking about
giving that President that one Presi-
dent, any President, and one-third of
the House or one-third of the Senate
plus one the power over the purse.

For that reason, I strongly object and
will oppose and will strongly vote
against the proposal for the line-item
veto on that side.

However, on the other side, I will
strongly support, strongly support the
Wise-Stenholm-Spratt provision that
says a majority, a majority decides
along with the President.

I believe in majority rule. I believe
this country was based and had been
based on 200 years on majority rule.
And, therefore, I appreciate the Com-
mittee on Rules permitting us to offer
the Spratt-Stenholm-Wise provision
that I think would continue the bal-
ance of power between the executive
and the legislative and the judicial
branches.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. McInnis],
also a member of the Committee on
Rules. We are glad to have the gen-
tleman aboard.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I also ex-
press appreciation to the gentleman
from Florida for allowing me to speak
this morning for a couple of minutes.

First of all, this is exciting. This is
very refreshing. We have got a rule now
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that is going to allow us to discuss for
3 days the line-item veto. Last year I
can remember what we got allowed to
us by the other side, a total of 3 hours.
We get 3 days now. That is the dif-
ference. That is the beauty of this rule.
So I commend the chairman of the
Committee on Rules, and I commend
the committee on both sides of the
aisle for allowing this kind of rule so
that we can have the discussions that
are necessary.

Second of all, let us talk about the
merits of the line-item veto. Take a
look at the defense budget. No Presi-
dent in the history of this country has
been allowed, because of the defense
necessary for this country, to veto the
defense budget. So what happens, that
is the obvious place to put in pork, to
tuck it away. The Congressional Re-
search Service estimates that $50 bil-
lion worth of nondefense-related appro-
priations have been stuffed into the de-
fense budget because no President
would dare veto that appropriation.
Now with the line-item veto, that game
is over, folks.

Let us give it to the President,
whether the President is Democrat or
Republican, let us stop the games. Let
us get into budget management.

Finally, in regards to the comment
that this is not a balance of power
when we allow the President to have a
line-item veto, as the Republican bill
does. Of course, it is a balance of
power. The veto is a basic part of our
Constitution. It is a basic part of the
procedure. And there is a balance in
there in that it can be overridden with
two thirds. It is not different than any
other veto.

I strongly support the Republican
version. Again, I commend the chair-
man of the Committee on Rules for al-
lowing us 3 days of debate on the line-
item veto. No more ‘‘three hours and
you’re out.”

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 6 min-
utes to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
TRAFICANT].

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I op-
pose the line-item veto. Very simple,
the presidency has become so powerful
that the President can bail our Mexico
and Congress does not even question it.
From what I understand, the congres-
sional leaders on both sides of the aisle
nodded their heads and said, go ahead,
Mr. President, under some sort of exec-
utive authority that you may have, go
ahead and enact a program that 80 per-
cent of the American people oppose and
could not pass through the Congress.

Now, I am not knocking President
Clinton. I am talking about the presi-
dency and the separation of powers, le-
gitimate separation of powers.

I have seen over the years the Con-
gress of the United States, their au-
thority usurped by Presidents who are
making decisions, clearly within the
constitutional province of the people to
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a duly elected Congress, and the Con-
gress has not challenged it.

I believe on the eve here, in the wake
of this Mexican bailout, that the Con-
gress of the United States should go to
court and attempt to enjoin this White
House from proceeding and get a deter-
mination in the courts as to whether or
not the people rule in America or the
White House becomes the autocratic
ruler around here.

And I would not be the one making
this statement. That should be coming
from the Speaker and the leaders of the
Congress who passively turned their
backs.

Now, I want to talk business about
line-item veto. I want my colleagues to
imagine this little political science
scenario: 1993 budget of President Clin-
ton, I was one of the 40-plus Democrats
to oppose that budget. I disagreed with
the raising of taxes with no accom-
panying move to mitigate our trade
problems and our bankruptcy. And I
stood strong in meetings at the White
House, and the President and I had a
very good exchange in the cabinet
room about it.

When it came to the floor, I spoke
out against that budget. I did not know
that I would be the only Democrat who
would have spoken out. I guess Demo-
crats bit their tongue. And while some
of them may laugh about this, while
Democrats bit their tongue, Repub-
licans are the majority.

I want Members to imagine a meet-
ing with the line-item veto authority
in the cabinet room. The President
says to the Vice President, ‘“AL, I see
where TRAFICANT got an expansion for
x-ray equipment for that veterans out-
patient clinic.”

“Yes sir, Mr. President. Look, I am
not going to take his side, but his con-
stituents have to drive to Cleveland for
an x-ray.”’

““AL, I see where there’s five bridges
in that highway bill.”

“Mr. President, those bridges are
condemned that community has so
many problems.”

““AL, I see where there is some expan-
sion at that air base and there are cuts
all around America.”

“Mr. President, that’s cost-effective.
They have the greatest airport in the
country, and they have no passengers
because of the near proximity of Cleve-
land and Pittsburgh.”
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“AL, let me ask you something.
Maybe it’s time that we get a reck-
oning here, AL. Maybe it’s time we get
TRAFICANT’S attention. TRAFICANT
wants that bridge. You tell him next
year we’ll talk a little better on that
tax vote.

‘‘His people need those veteran out-
patient services, I can understand it,
but you tell TRAFICANT, we’ll talk
about them next year after that vote
on Mexico.
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‘““And then you let TRAFICANT go
through the Congress where he’s going
to protect everybody else’s bridges and
try and override that, AL.”

I am not saying the President is
going to do that, but you, Congress,
will empower the President to have a
meeting just like that in the dark
rooms of the White House.

I am opposed to transferring any
more of the people’s power to the presi-
dency. Nothing to do with Bill Clinton.
You are not transferring power, Con-
gress. You are transferring the power
of the people. In American the people
are supposed to govern. Where did we
change that?

We have evolved to a situation where
the agencies of the government pass
regulations that waive the Constitu-
tion. Look at the IRS. Now it has got-
ten to the point where a President real-
izing he cannot pass a piece of legisla-
tion that he supports, namely a bill out
of Mexico, sidesteps the Congress and
in fact says, ‘“For the betterment of
America, I'm going to go beyond the
authority of the people’s Congress and
enact this.”

The Republican majority wants to
empower the President to be able to
reach into the people’s budget and
strike out issues called line item to
stop pork.

In closing, let me say this. One of
George Bush’s last budgets, he asked
for a balanced budget amendment to
the Constitution and a line-item veto,
and I am not putting President Bush
down, but while he asked for a line-
item veto to stop pork and he asked for
a balanced budget amendment—that
evidently does not work in D.C., I
might add—George Bush asked for a
record amount of new spending without
revenue, $322 billion.

George Bush is not here any longer. I
do not want to give Franklin Delano
Roosevelt, if I were in those days,
Harry Truman, John Kennedy, Richard
Nixon, Gerald Ford, George Bush, Ron-
ald Reagan, Jimmy Carter, Bill Clinton
or whomever any more power. They
execute the laws of the people.

They administer the government of
the people and, damn it, we run it. Act
like it.

I oppose this line item veto and ask
our party on this side to force the Re-
publican majority to transfer the
power to the American people.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from the Commonwealth of Massachu-
setts [Mr. BLUTE], who is a major spon-
sor and has done yeoman’s work on
this legislation.

Mr. BLUTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to support this open rule which
will provide for extended debate in this
House on the line item veto, longer
than it has ever been debated before.

In the 102d Congress, the total time
the House devoted to debate was 40
minutes. In the 103d Congress, the
House only debated for 4% hours in the
first session and only 3 hours and 10
minutes in the second session for such
an important issue.
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I commend the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SOLOMON], the chairman and
the entire Committee on Rules for giv-
ing us a rule which not only gives the
House extended debate but also allows
the consideration of all amendments by
Members of this body.

I hope that the Members vote in
favor of this open rule so that we can
get on with this debate on the real line
item veto. I urge Members to support
the Clinger bill.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. KLECZKA].

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, I also
support the rule and will be supporting
line item veto authority for the Presi-
dent. I come from Wisconsin. It has
been in our Constitution for years.
Even though the current Governor is
now abusing that power, I think it is
one which Governors should have and
Presidents should have. But I am a lit-
tle concerned over this rule.

I am told it is an open rule, but it is
an open rule if, and the ‘‘if”’ is, if we do
not finish by Monday night and wrap
this and give it as a birthday present
to President Reagan, then we are going
to close it. I am saying that is kind of
phony symbolism. I do not know. We
could be done before Monday or early
Monday on this proposition, but what I
am told and what the rumor mill
around here is that it is open but we
cannot go past Monday night because
then we go past President Reagan’s
birthday.

I am saying if in fact that is how we
are going to legislate with that type of
phony symbolism, then what bill do we
pass on President Ford’s wedding anni-
versary? Have you selected that yet?
And if amendments are pending, do we
have to stop talking?

How about President Nixon’s con-
firmation date? I am assuming there is
some legislation that has been pegged
to hit on that date and not an hour
later.

I will support the rule but I will be
very, very interested to watch the ma-
jority on Monday once we start getting
into the evening hours and at that
point watch them close this process up,
because this has to be wrapped and
sent to California—for President Rea-
gan’s birthday?

That is the same type of symbolism
we had last night with these three
rules, on three noncontroversial bills.
So the Committee on Rules, to up their
batting average, put out three open
rules on three bills which needed no
rule, they put the taxpayers through
the expense of not only drafting but
printing up the rules.

I checked back here where the rules
are left for the Members’ edification
and was told that they were thrown
away. I wish I was here on the floor
last night to grab that garbage bag so
I could bring it here and say, ‘‘This is
the phony symbolism, American tax-
payers, that we’re going through.”

We have to pass legislation on Presi-
dents’ birthdays, we have to do rules
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which are not necessary to up the ma-
jority’s batting average, and what hap-
pens? It is wasted because they are
thrown in the garbage.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1%
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON],
the chairman of the committee.

Mr. SOLOMON. I will try not to use
the whole minute and a half.

Mr. Speaker, let me just say to the
gentleman from Wisconsin, he ought to
be careful about using terms like
“phony symbolism.” I think people on
both sides are sincere in this body.

Let me just say this. This is not just
a birthday present for Ronald Reagan.
It is a birthday present for the Amer-
ican people. They want this and they
want it badly.

Second, we have got a contract to
abide by. We have had as little as 40
minutes debate on this subject in the
past. Last year, just 3 hours and 10
minutes. This time it is going to be 3
days. I do not think we should be criti-
cized for that. I think that is being
more than open and fair.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. NETHERCUTT].

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

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Florida for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of the rule to accompany H.R.
2, the Line-Item Veto Act.

Today, we take up the third plank of
the Contract With America, having
passed overwhelmingly the balanced
budget amendment and a bill to curb
Federal unfunded mandates. The Amer-
ican people elected a Republican Con-
gress last November so that we could
bring to open debate the many pieces
of legislation that have wide popular
support, such as the provisions of the
Contract With America. The people are
eager to move quickly on this legisla-
tion and I hope that we will not have
numerous, dilatory amendments of-
fered on this bill.

For too long, a spendthrift Congress
has squandered, without restraint, the
tax dollars of the American people on
wasteful programs. Congress has shown
an institutional inability to control its
runaway spending habits. Therefore,
the time has come to make the Presi-
dent a full partner in the quest for ra-
tionality and sensibility in the budget
process.

History will record that the passage
of the line-item veto will be the most
significant achievement of these his-
toric 100 days. It is a tribute to the
leadership of this House that we will,
today, take up this legislation under
an open rule and I commend the Speak-
er, Chairman SOLOMON and Chairman
CLINGER for the work they have done to
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bring this bill to the floor. In preceding
Congresses, this bill would have never
seen the light of day and certainly not
under a rule allowing everyone on both
sides of the aisle with an interest in
the bill to offer an amendment.

In the past, Congress has sent the
President bloated, omnibus legislation
filled with questionable spending items
that would be impossible to justify on
their own. We need to give the Presi-
dent the authority to delete these
items to act as a check in the classical
constitutional system of checks and
balances on the past tendency of Con-
gress to bankrupt our future.

The people of the Fifth District of
Washington are in strong support of
this cost-cutting measure and I strong-
ly urge my colleagues to unanimously
support this rule and this legislation.
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Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I am privi-
leged to yield 2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
LINDER], a member of the Committee
on Rules and the Subcommittee on
Legislation. We are proud to have him.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, I want to begin by ex-
pressing my support for House Resolu-
tion 55, an open rule which allows for
thorough consideration of H.R. 2, the
Line-Item Veto Act. I am a cosponsor
of HR. 2 and I strongly support this
fiscally responsible piece of legislation,
but I am pleased that all Members will
have the opportunity to debate a sig-
nificant number of alternatives on the
House floor in coming days.

While I agree that, by itself, the line-
item veto does not provide a silver bul-
let to end all wasteful Federal spend-
ing. I am confident that, with a cooper-
ative congressional-Presidential effort
to cut spending, we will be able to re-
move much of the wasteful spending
that so offends the American people.

I want to congratulate the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. Goss] for his hard
work in crafting the language that es-
tablishes the expedited procedures
which set forth a specific timetable for
congressional action in responding to a
President’s line-item veto message.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2 was favorably re-
ported from both Government Reform
and Oversight and the Rules Com-
mittee, and this open rule received
unanimous support by the Rules Com-
mittee members. The rule allows any
Member the opportunity to perfect the
line-item veto, and I urge my col-
leagues to adopt the rule.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, if I do
not have a chance to reclaim any of my
time, let me again urge my colleagues
to vote for this open rule.

Mr. Speaker, for purposes of debate
only, I yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentleman from California
[Mr. MILLER].

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding me this time. I simply rise to
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commend the Committee on Rules for
passing out an open rule and urge sup-
port of the rule.

I think this is really the test of an
open rule, and that is when we have
tough issues. We saw an open rule
under unfunded mandates. Yes, there
were many amendments, but there
were many issues drawn and Members
got a chance to express themselves and
cross-examine Members on both sides
of the aisle. I hope we do that again as
on unfunded mandates, and I want to
compliment the Committee on Rules
for preserving this debate. Next to our
voting card our constituents give us,
the right of free debate and the ability
to cross-examine one another on issues
is one of the most important privileges
we have in this House.

We should not get too caught up in
the 100 days. Otherwise, the 100 days
could end up looking like George
Bush’s golf game. He played really fast,
but it was not really a good game.

I hope we can preserve open rules so
we have free and open debate that is
subject to cross-examination on the
basic ideas about the direction of this
Government. Again I want to thank
the Committee on Rules on preserving
an open rule on this measure.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may consume to the distin-
guished gentleman from Florida [Mr.
DIAZ-BALART], a distinguished member
of the Committee on Rules.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, 1
am very pleased that the last two dis-
tinguished colleagues from the other
side of the aisle who spoke thanked the
majority on the Committee on Rules
for issuing an open rule, especially
after there had been so much confusion
brought forth previously with regard
to, and with much imagination, I
might add, imagination with regard to
the fact, for example, yesterday a num-
ber of bills were brought to the floor
with open rules; in other words, with
the ability of any Member to present
any amendment that any Member
wishes to, and yet, with a lot of imagi-
nation, objection was made to that. It
was said, ‘“Well, you should not do
that. You should waive the rules,” and
put it on something called the suspen-
sion calendar or something.

And there was imagination used
today on this floor, with good faith I
am sure, that this open rule was maybe
not an open rule, it was something else
because we want to give notice to col-
leagues here on the floor by urging, by
encouraging Members who are going to
present an amendment to notify Mem-
bers beforehand by publishing them be-
forehand that they plan to introduce
an amendment, not requiring, but giv-
ing incentive, giving encouragement to
Members to provide our colleagues
with notification.

So again I am glad that the two last
distinguished Members thanked the
majority, Chairman SOLOMON and the
majority of the Committee on Rules
for permitting—and this is important,
this is procedural, but it is important—
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any Member of this Congress to bring
forth any amendment with regard to
this very important measure, which is
the line-item veto.

It is something that was almost ex-
traordinarily, extraordinarily I would
say, but not unheard of, but extraor-
dinarily unique in previous Congresses.
This time the Members representing
their constituents can bring forth any
amendments, even on as important a
measure as this, any amendments that
they wish.

This is serious business that we are
doing today. There is no doubt. I am
one of those who is of the belief that
our constitutional Presidency in the
United States is not only a strong
Presidency, it could be categorized as
an imperial Presidency. We have a
Presidency where the President can
send troops to die in any foreign coun-
try, can even pledge billions and bil-
lions of dollars from the U.S. Treasury,
with the full faith and credit of the
American people, to foreign countries
unilaterally. So talking about a strong
Presidency, it is a strong Presidency.

Nevertheless, Mr. Speaker, we need
every—albeit in this case small weap-
on, the line-item veto for the task at
hand—every weapon available for the
task at hand during the next 5 to 7
years, and that is to balance the Fed-
eral budget. It is not going to be easy.
It is going to be extraordinarily dif-
ficult, in fact. But this is one very nec-
essary, I believe, weapon, and it has
been seen in State after State of our
Union that it is useful to the chief ex-
ecutives, and I am sure it will be useful
to the Chief Executive of either party,
of both parties in the United States in
helping us balance the budget, which is
necessary for future generations to
maintain our strength economically
into our posterity.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). All time has
expired.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 55 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 2) to give
the President line-item veto authority
over appropriation acts and targeted
tax benefits in revenue acts, with Mr.
BOEHNER in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.
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Under the rule, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER] will be rec-
ognized for 30 minutes, the gentle-
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS]
will be recognized for 30 minutes, the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] will
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the
gentleman from California [Mr. BEIL-
ENSON] will be recognized for 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER].

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 22 minutes.

At the outset, may I wish everybody
a Happy Groundhog Day. As the Con-
gressman who represents Punx-
sutawney Phil, he did not see his shad-
ow, so winter is going to be over short-
ly, and I think that is a good omen as
we bring H.R. 2, the line-item veto to
the floor. I think it is a harbinger of
that which is a historic piece of legisla-
tion which when we enact it, as we
will, will complete the second install-
ment on the Republican Contract With
America. Together with the balanced
budget amendment and entitlement re-
forms, this bill provides much needed
reform of Congress’ bloated tax-and-
spending habits.

H.R. 2 gives the President line-item
veto authority over discretionary ap-
propriations and targeted tax benefits.
The bill allows the President to reduce
or eliminate any discretionary spend-
ing specified in an appropriations bill
or accompanying report, and to veto
any tax benefit which he determines
would benefit 100 or fewer taxpayers.

Under H.R. 2, the President will have
10 days after signing an appropriation
or revenue act to submit to Congress a
special message identifying his rescis-
sion or veto proposals. A separate re-
scission or veto message will be re-
quired for each act and each message
must be considered en bloc.

Upon receipt of the President’s mes-
sage, Congress will have 20 days for
both Houses to pass a resolution of dis-
approval in order to prevent the cuts.
If either House fails to pass the dis-
approval resolution, then the rescis-
sions will take effect. If, on the other
hand, both Houses vote to release the
appropriation or enact the tax benefit
by passing resolutions of disapproval,
the disapproval resolution would be
presented to the President for signa-
ture or veto. A Presidential veto would
return the bill to Congress, which
would have 5 days to override by a two-
thirds vote of each House.

This process is fundamentally dif-
ferent from that in existing law which
favors spending by permitting either
House of Congress to force the release
of moneys through inaction. Currently,
unless both Houses pass bills to ap-
prove the rescission proposal, the
money must be spent. Under H.R. 2,
however, the cuts would stand unless
both Houses vote to disapprove the re-
scissions and force the release of
money.

While current law tilts the table to-
ward Congress and spending, under
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H.R. 2, the table would be tipped to-
ward the President and saving. This is
a major reform of the Federal spending
process, and one favored by the over-
whelming majority of the American
people according to CNN, USA Today,
and Gallup polls.

Because this legislation offers an im-
portant step toward deficit reduction
and a balanced Federal budget, one
which will help to eliminate our cur-
rent $4.7 trillion dollar debt and con-
tinuing $200 billion plus yearly deficits,
I urge adoption of the bill which Presi-
dent Clinton has requested—the
strongest possible line-item veto. I
urge the adoption of H.R. 2.
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I might say the President himself,
President Clinton, has requested that
we send him the strongest possible en-
hanced rescission bill that we can
present him.

So I would urge adoption of H.R. 2.

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

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

(Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend her remarks.)

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I am opposed to H.R. 2, the Line
Item Veto Act. I think it gives any
President whether Democrat or Repub-
lican far too much power over congres-
sional spending decisions, and I do not
believe it would have any significant
impact on Federal spending.

We have heard a lot in recent weeks
about what the voters were telling
their Representatives in the last elec-
tion. What I heard loud and clear was a
cry for greater responsibility on the
part of each Member of Congress.

Our first responsibility as Members
of Congress is to be truthful and thor-
ough in making the laws of the land.
Unfortunately, H.R. 2 is not truthful
about its provisions.

Even though this bill is called the
Line Item Veto Act, it is not a normal
line-item veto bill. Instead, it would
give the President the most extreme
power to cancel programs and projects.
Chairman CLINGER himself has charac-
terized the bill as the strongest pos-
sible grant of Presidential power.

Some have said that it mirrors the
line-item veto authority that 43 gov-
ernors enjoy; but this bill is consider-
ably different.

One need only read the committee re-
port to know that. On page 11, it says,
and I quote “H.R. 2 differs fundamen-
tally from the kind of item-veto au-
thority granted to Governors in 43
States.” Yet I am willing to bet we will
continue to hear dozens of speakers
talk about the item-veto power of 43
Governors. They probably did not read
this bill.

H.R. 2 would produce such an ex-
treme shift of authority from Congress
to the President that it is likely to be
unconstitutional. Unfortunately, this

H1087

bill is also another example of how
haste makes waste.

Proponents of the bill did not under-
stand the broad sweeping powers they
were granting the President until it
was raised at the markup. Now they
are trying to rewrite the bill to more
clearly define what a line item of
spending authority is.

Everyone should also be concerned
that a President could easily abuse the
extraordinary power H.R. 2 would give
him. As reported, the bill lets a Presi-
dent define, in any way he chooses, a
line of spending authority that he ve-
toes. This bill does not restrict a Presi-
dent—whether he or she is a Democrat
or a Republican—to simply eliminating
or reducing spending in the form that
Congress passes it, either in an appro-
priations bill or report accompanying
the bill.

The original draft report of the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and
Oversight stated, and I quote:

We decided on enhanced rescission for sev-
eral reasons. It permits Congress to continue
appropriating with lump sums. Moreover,
after a President signs an appropriations
bill, he may go as deep as he likes within an
appropriations account to propose specific
rescissions.

Dr. Robert Reischauer, Director of
the Congressional Budget Office, testi-
fied before our committee that extreme
proposals like H.R. 2, give the Presi-
dent ‘‘greater potential power than a
constitutionally approved item veto.”

Dr. Reischauer went on to say that
the authority in this bill would actu-
ally allow the President to ‘‘define a
line item as any portion of an appro-
priation enacted into law.” In effect,
any President whether Democrat or
Republican could reach inside a line
item in order to cut a particular
project.

For example, H.R. 2 could allow any
President be he Democrat or Repub-
lican to threaten the independence of
Federal judges he does not like, by
using the line-item veto to cut funds
for the operation of particular courts.
Any President could also cut funding
for important water, road or other
projects in States or regions of the
country that did not support him in an
election. Similarly, any President
could cut funds out of the legislative
appropriations bill for a particular
committee of the Congress, if he want-
ed to retaliate for its activities.

Even if a President did not abuse this
power, this legislation could not pos-
sibly have much impact on the Federal
debt. Under H.R. 2, a President would
not be able to use the line-item veto on
the biggest items in the Federal budg-
et—interest on the debt and mandatory
spending—which account for about 65-
percent of all Federal spending.

Instead, the Line Item Veto Act
would apply to only about 35-percent of
Federal spending that is subject to ap-
propriations, and this spending has ac-
tually been declining in recent years.

It is an absolute fallacy, therefore, to
suggest that the lack of Presidential



H1088

line-item veto authority has contrib-
uted significantly to the Federal debt,
which has grown from just over $900
billion in 1980 to a projected $4.9 tril-
lion this year. Instead, reckless, irre-
sponsible spending produced this debt.

At the President’s insistence in 1981,
Congress passed a gigantic tax cut that
cost the Federal Government nearly
$270 billion in lost revenues by 1988.
During that same period and, again, at
the President’s request, defense spend-
ing more than doubled, even though we
had no way to pay for it.

As a result, 28 percent of all income
tax receipts now go to pay just for the
interest on the new debt which the
Federal Government incurred between
1981 and 1993. To put this in some per-
spective, only about 5 percent of in-
come tax receipts go to pay for the cost
of providing welfare to needy Ameri-
cans.

It is also untrue that Presidents have
been more aggressive than Congress in
trying to curb Federal spending. Over
the last 20 years in which Presidents
have had authority to rescind appro-
priations, all Presidents have proposed
a grand total of $72 billion in rescis-
sions. During that same time, the Con-
gress has approved rescissions that
total $92 billion—that is, $20 billion
more than Presidents have requested.

In addition, Presidential budget re-
quests have actually been greater than
what Congress has appropriated in all
but 5 of the last 15 fiscal years.

Together with Congresswoman THUR-
MAN and Chairman CLINGER, I proposed
an amendment that gives Congress the
right to fully consider a Presidential
rescission proposal. That amendment is
contained in the bill we are now con-
sidering. It guarantees that a Member
of Congress would, at least, have the
right to call up a President’s rescission
for a vote on the floor.

But, this is not enough. The Con-
stitution gives the Congress, not the
President, responsibility for deciding
how to spend Federal revenues. Should
we invest more in defense and less in
health and nutrition programs for chil-
dren and the elderly? Should we give
tax cuts or increase spending on edu-
cation?

These are tough decisions that each
and every Member of Congress is sent
to Washington to make. We cannot ex-
pect the President to do our work for
us.

Mr. Chairman, these first few days of
the Congress seem to be devoted more
to gimmicks and buzzwords, and less to
honesty with the American people.
Rules for unfunded mandates, line-item
veto, and balanced amendments do lit-
tle to tell the American people how the
deficit will be reduced.

The new majority, who now controls
the Congress, owes the people an hon-
est appraisal of how they intend to bal-
ance the budget. Honesty and responsi-
bility is what the people are demand-
ing, and that is what they deserve.
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.
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Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOL-
OMON], the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Rules.

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

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the gen-
tleman from Florida for yielding this
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I requested permission
to submit extraneous material for the
RECORD, that material being the Na-
tional Taxpayers Union’s 1993 rating of
the big spenders in Congress. And I
would ask the Chairman and others to
pay attention to who is for this line-
item veto and who is opposed to it. You
will find out that all the big spenders
are opposed to it, and those who voted
for fiscal restraint are for it.

The document referred to is as fol-
lows:

NATIONAL TAXPAYERS UNION—1993
TAXPAYERS’ FRIENDS

Arizona: Sen. John McCain.

California: Rep. Christopher Cox, Rep.
Randy Cunningham, Rep. John T. Doolittle,
Rep. David Dreier, Rep. Wally Herger, Rep.
Duncan Hunter, Rep. Howard P. McKeon,
Rep. Carlos J. Moorhead, Rep. Richard W.
Pombo, Rep. Dana Rohrabacher, Rep. Ed
Royce.

Colorado: Sen. Hank Brown, Rep. Wayne
Allard.

Delaware: Sen. William V. Roth, Jr.

Florida: Sen. Connie Mack, Rep. Tom
Lewis, Rep. John L. Mica, Rep. Dan Miller.

Georgia: Sen. Paul Coverdell, Rep. Mac
Collins, Rep. John Linder.

Idaho: Sen. Larry E. Craig,
Kempthorne.

Illinois: Rep. Philip M. Crane, Rep. Thomas
W. Ewing, Rep. Harris W. Fawell, Rep. Don-
ald Manzullo.

Indiana: Sen. Daniel R. Coats, Sen. Rich-
ard G. Lugar.

Iowa: Sen. Charles E. Grassley, Rep. Jim
Nussle.

Kansas: Sen. Bob Dole.

Kentucky: Rep. Jim Bunning.

Maine: Sen. William S. Cohen.

Michigan: Rep. Peter Hoekstra, Rep. Joe
Knollenberg, Rep. Nick Smith.

Minnesota: Rep. Rod Grams,
Ramstad.

Montana: Sen. Conrad Burns.

New Hampshire: Sen. Judd Gregg,
Robert C. Smith, Rep. Bill Zeliff.

New Jersey: Rep. Bob Franks, Rep. Dick
Zimmer.

New York: Rep. Gerald B.H. Solomon, Rep.
Bill Paxon.

North Carolina: Sen. Lauch Faircloth, Sen.
Jesse Helms, Rep. Cass Ballenger, Rep. How-
ard Coble.

Ohio: Rep. John A. Boehner, Rep. Rob
Portman.

Oklahoma: Sen. Don Nickles, Rep. James
M. Inhofe, Rep. Ernest Jim Istook.

Pennsylvania: Rep. George W. Gekas, Rep.
Bud Shuster, Rep. Robert S. Walker.

South Carolina: Rep. Bob Inglis.

South Dakota: Sen. Larry Pressler.

Tennessee: Rep. John L. Duncan.

Texas: Sen. Phil Gramm, Rep. Bill Archer,
Rep. Dick Armey, Rep. Joe L. Barton, Rep.
Tom DelLay, Rep. Jack Fields, Rep. Sam
Johnson.

Virgina: Sen. John W. Warner.

Wisconsin: Rep. Tom Petri, Rep. F. James
Sensenbrenner.

Wyoming: Sen. Alan K. Simpson, Sen. Mal-
colm Wallop.

Sen. Dirk

Rep. Jim

Sen.
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Alabama: Rep. Tom Bevil, Rep. Robert E.
Cramer, Rep. Earl F. Hilliard.

Arizona: Rep. Karan English, Rep. Ed Pas-
tor.

Arkansas: Sen. Dale Bumpers, Sen. David
Pryor, Rep. Ray Thornton.

California: Sen. Barbara Boxer, Sen.
Dianne Feinstein, Rep. Xavier Becerra, Rep.
Howard L. Berman, Rep. George E. Brown,
Rep. Ronald V. Dellums, Rep. Julian C.
Dixon, Rep. Don Edwards, Rep. Anne G.
Eshoo, Rep. Sam Farr, Rep. Vic Fazio, Rep.
Bob Filner, Rep. Dan Hamburg, Rep. Jane
Harman, Rep. Tom Lantos, Rep. Mathew G.
Martinez, Rep. Robert T. Matsui, Rep.
George Miller, Rep. Norman Y. Mineta, Rep.
Nancy Pelosi, Rep. Lucille Raybal-Allard,
Rep. Pete Stark, Rep. Esteban E. Torres,
Rep. Walter R. Tucker, Rep. Maxine Waters,
Rep. Henry A. Waxman, Rep. Lynn Woolsey.

Colorado: Sen. Ben Nighthorse Campbell,
Rep. David E. Skaggs.

Connecticut: Sen. Christopher J. Dodd,
Rep. Rosa DelLauro, Rep. Sam Gejdenson,
Rep. Barbara B. Kennelly.

Delaware: Sen. Joseph R. Biden, Jr.

Florida: Sen. Bob Graham, Rep. Jim Bac-
chus, Rep. Corrine Brown, Rep. Peter
Deutsch, Rep. Sam M. Gibbons, Rep. Alcee L.
Hastings, Rep. Harry A. Johnston, Rep.
Carrie P. Meek, Rep. Pete Peterson, Rep.
Karen L. Thurman.

Georgia: Rep. Sanford D. Bishop, Rep.
George Darden, Rep. John Lewis, Rep. Cyn-
thia A. McKinney.

Hawaii: Sen. Daniel K. Akaka, Sen. Daniel

K. Inouye, Rep. Neil Abercrombie, Rep.
Patsy T. Mink.
Illinois: Sen. Carol Moseley-Braun, Sen.

Paul Simon, Rep. Cardiss Collins, Rep. Rich-
ard J. Durbin, Rep. Lane Evans, Rep. Luis V.
Gutierrez, Rep. Mel Reynolds, Rep. Dan Ros-
tenkowski, Rep. Bobby L. Rush, Rep. George
E. Sangmeister, Rep. Sidney R. Yates.

Indiana: Rep. Frank McCloskey, Rep. Peter
J. Visclosky.

Iowa: Sen. Tom Harkin, Rep. Neal Smith.

Kansas: Rep. Dan Glickman.

Kentucky: Sen. Wendell H. Ford, Rep. Ro-
mano L. Mazzoli.

Louisiana: Sen. John B. Breaux, Sen. J.

Bennett Johnston, Rep. Cleo Fields, Rep.
William J. Jefferson.
Maine: Sen. George J. Mitchell, Rep.

Thomas H. Andrew.

Maryland: Sen. Barbara A. Mikulski, Sen.
Paul S. Sarbanes, Rep. Benjamin L. Cardin,
Rep. Steny H. Hoyer, Rep. Kweisi Mfume,
Rep. Albert R. Wynn.

Massachusetts: Sen. Edward M. Kennedy,
Sen. John Kerry, Rep. Barney Frank, Rep.
Joseph P. Kennedy, Rep. Edward J. Markey,
Rep. Joe Moakley, Rep. Richard E. Neal,
Rep. John W. Olver, Rep. Gerry E. Studds.

Michigan: Sen. Carl Levin, Sen. Donald W.
Riegle, Jr., Rep. David E. Bonior, Rep. Bob
Carr, Rep. Barbara-Rose Collins, Rep. John
Conyers, Rep. John D. Dingell, Rep. William
D. Ford, Rep. Dale E. Kildee, Rep. Sander M.
Levin.

Minnesota: Sen. Paul Wellstone, Rep.
James L. Oberstar, Rep. Martin Olav Sabo,
Rep. Bruce F. Vento.

Mississippi: Rep. G.V. Montgomery, Rep.
Bennie Thompson, Rep. Jamie L. Whitten.

Missouri: Rep. William L. Clay, Rep. Rich-
ard A. Gephardt, Rep. Ike Skelton, Rep. Har-
old L. Volkmer, Rep. Alan Wheat.

Montana: Sen. Max Baucus, Rep. Pat Wil-
liams.
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Nevada:
Bilbray.

New Jersey: Rep. Robert Menendez, Rep.
Donald M. Payne, Rep. Robert G. Torricelli.

New Mexico: Rep. Bill Richardson.

New York: Sen. Daniel Patrick Moynihan,
Rep. Gary L. Ackerman, Rep. Eliot L. Engel,
Rep. Floyd H. Flake, Rep. Maurice D. Hin-
chey, Rep. George J. Hochbrueckner, Rep.
Nita M. Lowey, Rep. Thomas J. Manton,
Rep. Michael R. McNulty, Rep. Jerrold Nad-
ler, Rep. Major R. Owens, Rep. Charles B.
Rangel, Rep. Charles E. Schumer, Rep. Jose
E. Serrano, Rep. Louise M. Slaughter, Rep.
Edolphus Towns, Rep. Nydia M. Velazquez.

North Carolina: Rep. Eva Clayton, Rep.
W.G. Hefner, Rep. Stephen L. Neal, Rep.
David Price, Rep. Charlie Rose, Rep. Melvin
Watt.

Ohio: Sen. John Glenn, Sen. Howard M.
Metzenbaum, Rep. Douglas Applegate, Rep.

Sen. Harry Reid, Rep. James
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Sherrod Brown, Rep. Tony P. Hall, Rep. Tom
Sawyer, Rep. Louis Stokes, Rep. Ted Strick-
land.

Oklahoma: Rep. Mike Synar.

Oregon: Rep. Elizabeth Furse, Rep. Mike
Kopetski, Rep. Ron Wyden.

Pennsylvania: Sen. Harris Wofford, Rep.
Lucien E. Blackwell, Rep. Robert A. Borski,
Rep. William J. Coyne, Rep. Thomas M. Fog-
lietta, Rep. Paul E. Kanjorski, Rep. John P.
Murtha.

Rhode Island: Sen. Claiborne Pell,
Jack Reed.

South Carolina: Sen. Ernest F. Hollings,
Rep. James E. Clyburn, Rep. Butler Derrick,
Rep. John M. Spratt.

South Dakota: Sen. Tom Daschle.

Tennessee: Sen. Harlan Mathews, Sen. Jim
Sasser, Rep. Harold E. Ford.

Texas: Rep. Jack Brooks, Rep. John Bry-
ant, Rep. Jim Chapman, Rep. Ronald D.

Rep.
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Coleman, Rep. E de la Garza, Rep. Martin
Frost, Rep. Henry B. Gonzalez, Rep. Gene
Green, Rep. Eddie Bernice Johnson, Rep. Sol-
omon P. Ortiz, Rep. J.J. Pickle, Rep. Frank
Tejeda, Rep. Craig Washington, Rep. Charles
Wilson.

Vermont: Sen. Patrick J. Leahy, Rep. Ber-
nard Sanders.

Virginia: Rep. Rick Boucher, Rep. Leslie L.
Byrne, Rep. James P. Moran, Rep. Robert C.
Scott.

Washington: Sen. Patty Murray, Rep.
Norm Dicks, Rep. Mike Kreidler, Rep. Jim
McDermott, Rep. Al Swift, Rep. Jolene
Unsoeld.

West Virginia: Sen. Robert C. Byrd, Sen.
John D. Rockefeller IV, Rep. Alan B. Mol-
lohan, Rep. Nick J. Rahall, Rep. Bob Wise.

Wisconsin: Rep. Gerald D. Kleczka, Rep.
David R. Obey.

HISTORY OF NATIONAL TAXPAYERS UNION TAXPAYERS' FRIEND’S AWARDS

Member

Total
awards won

Year

1993 1992 1991 1990 1989 1988 1987

1986 1985 1984 1983 1982 1981 1980 1979

Allard
Archer
Armey
Barton
Boehner
Bunning
Coble
Collins, M
Cox, C (CA)
Crane
Cunningkh

DeLay
Doolittle
Dreier

Duncan
Ewing

Fawell

Fields

Franks, B (NJ)
Gekas
Grams
Herger
Hoekstra
Hunter
Inglis

Inhofe
Istook
Johnson, S (TX)

g
Lewis, T (FL)
Linder
Manzullo
McKeon

Mica

Miller, D (FL)
Moorhead
Nussle
Paxon
Petri
Pombo
Portman
Ramstad
Rohrabacher
Royce

Q I

Shuster
Smith, N (MI)
Solomon
Walker
Zeliff

Zimmer
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TF=Taxpayers’ Friend; E=Year Elected.

Mr. Chairman, this Nation is at war.
As we debate this bill today, the Fed-
eral debt hovers above $4.6 trillion. The
annual deficit is projected to top $200
billion every year this century, and
Government spending is adding $10,000
to the debt every second that we stand
here. Just during these 2 hours of gen-
eral debate alone we will add $72 mil-
lion to the national debt. This is un-
conscionable.

Reducing the deficit and the debt are
not partisan issues, they are the Amer-
ican people’s issues which must be at-
tacked on two fronts. The first is on
the hard choices making the sacrifices
and the spending cuts necessary to

bring our Nation’s accounts into bal-
ance. Many in this body claim that the
deficit has been reduced, Congress has
acted responsibly they say in keeping
the deficit lower than it was projected
to be.

I would urge my colleagues to read
the writing on the wall—the deficit
still exists and it is growing larger ev-
eryday. It is growing by $200 billion
each year during this decade, as I said
before.

Mr. Chairman, the Congress must
begin and never stop its war on the def-
icit until it no longer exists. All past
efforts, both Republican and Democrat,
have failed. They have failed to eradi-

cate the sea of red ink which is ruining
this country.

The truth is our budget process is
broken and it must be fixed. And this
system can be fixed by the second front
in our war on the deficit.

Real procedural reforms will effec-
tively allow and force these tough
choices to be made. The line-item veto
as proposed in H.R. 2 is just such a pro-
cedural reform. Coupled with a bal-
anced budget constitutional amend-
ment—which this House had the fore-
sight of passing last week—procedural
restraints on run-away spending will be
put in place.
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Let me assure you that I, in no way,
believe that an effective line-item veto
will in and of itself balance the budget,
it will not. However, I do believe that
it will have a deterrent effect on spend-
ing, by discouraging us from slipping
pork into our appropriation bills in the
first place.

Pork like $20 million for golf videos
and pony trekking in Ireland? How
about $58 million to some millionaire
up in New York, where I come from, to
bail out his baseball investments? And
$34 million for screwworm research in
Mexico last year?

Well, do you not think that $34 mil-
lion could be better used to reduce our
deficit last year if the President pos-
sessed the line-item veto? Mr. Chair-
man, as long as this type of wasteful
spending is allowed to permeate our ap-
propriations bills the budget system
will never work. Mr. Chairman, over
the last 94 years this Congress has only
balanced 28 percent of its budgets, none
in the past 25 years alone. And the Fed-
eral deficit has soared.

Mr. Chairman, what this line-item
veto does, and this is what everybody
ought to listen to, is reverse existing
law that allows Congress to reject a
President’s request to cut pork barrel
spending without even taking a vote.
That is what the law is now. Without
even taking a vote, we can reject the
President’s request to cut spending.

In other words, Congress can block
the spending cuts by doing nothing.
This line-item veto reverses that pro-
cedure by saying that the cuts go
through unless Congress votes to dis-
approve the spending cuts. Do you not
think that is going to make a dif-
ference, ladies and gentlemen?

I urge the House to vote for this bill
in its strongest form, with no weak-
ening amendments, and there are 31 of
them out there. President Clinton has
asked Congress to send him the tough-
est item veto bill we can, and this is
the toughest veto bill we can if we do
not allow weakening amendments to go
through.

Members, you know what the Amer-
ican people want, they want you to
vote for this line-item veto. Do them
and yourself a favor by doing it.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
KANJORSKI].

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

Mr. KANJORSKI. I thank the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BEILEN-
SON] for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I listened with great
pleasure to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SOLOMON] and his expla-
nation of the legislation we are about
to pass here that may be such an as-
sistance to balancing the budget. 1
wish it were just so simple, and I wish
that there had not been a weakness on
the part of not only the Congress but
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the President for these last 14, 15 years
to reconcile where America should be.
But the worst thing about this debate
is we are dealing with the balance of
power that the Founding Fathers
warned about when they structured the
Constitution of the United States. And
before we change that balance of power
it seems to me even though we may not
win, I suspect there are 230 votes at
least in this House that will pass this
bill, but before we do that I would hope
this debate brings out the proposition
of what it will do to America and the
American constitutional form of gov-
ernment and the intentions of the
Founding Fathers as they say down in
Philadelphia, in my home State, and
evolved how a democratic citizenry
could make the proper judgments
through their representative officials
to spending money, the taxpayers
money.

Article I of the American Constitu-
tion does not say that the President of
the United States shall establish such
expenditures as he deems necessary
and shall carry out those expenditures
without any further action. As a mat-
ter of fact, Article I says the power to
expend money, the taxpayers money of
the American people, shall reside in
the House of Representatives, the
house that represents the people.

The President represents the Nation
as a whole. We as individuals represent
our individual constituents. And we
come together as a body by majority
consent to expend the taxpayers
money. Yes, it is a give and it is a
take, it is a moderation. Sometimes it
is abused, but let us look at the histor-
ical significance of that abuse.

In the last 20 years Presidents of the
United States have sent rescissions to
Congress of no more than $70 billion.
That is about $3% billion a year out of
a $1,500 billion budget. Hardly signifi-
cant. But the Congress responded by
cutting $20 billion more, or $4.5 billion
a year on average, a full 25 percent
more per year than any President re-
quested.

Does that speak well for the Congress
or for the President? Quite frankly, I
do not think it speaks well or poorly
about either. Because when you are
talking about $3 or $4 billion in a $1,500
billion budget it is hardly a traceable
item, and it is a very fine distinction
as to whether or not the peoples’ will
in one region, area or State of the
country have some ability to get relief
through the Congress that the Presi-
dent does not necessarily see in the na-
tional interest or toward his political
agenda.

We are putting through a change in
the balance of power here so that we
take the appropriation process out of
the House of Representatives and, to a
large extent, we transport it down to
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue and we put it
on the desk of the President. Now if I
had all the faith and courage in the
world to believe we would always have
a responsible President, a stable Presi-
dent and a President that had no polit-
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ical agenda or ideological agenda, I
would say if we wanted to change the
constitution that way, there are ways
of doing it. But not necessarily being
as optimistic as most Members of the
House who will approve this bill are, I
can foresee the day that what the
President decides is a priority of ex-
penditures for the American people
may not be consistent with their Rep-
resentatives’ actions or intent.

O 1200

Let us look at some examples:

Say California has an earthquake;
say New York City has a major fire or
destruction. What is the sympathy in
the Congress of the United States to al-
locate amounts of money for California
or New York and, if we do it, may have
to expend above and beyond the bal-
ance of the budget? But a President
who looks at those two States and sees
no political ramifications if he dis-
avows that expenditure, could just as
easily strike that expenditure from the
budget, and we would have no recourse
unless it were brought back to this
House and passed by a majority of the
House. And then we say, ‘“‘Well, that’s
not unreasonable,”” and I agree.

Mr. Chairman, that would not be bad,
but the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SOLOMON] indicated that was the rem-
edy, that the majority of the House of
Representatives could overrule the
President at will. That is not true, Mr.
Chairman, because the President has
the opportunity to veto that measure,
and to override that veto it requires
two-thirds of the House of Representa-
tives and two-thirds of the Senate, a
majority that is overwhelming and sel-
dom had, and, quite frankly, if we had
that ability today, we would not be
talking about a piece of legislation for
the line-item veto. We would be talk-
ing about a constitutional amendment
to the Constitution.

Now what are the promises here and
what are the threats? The threats, I
think, are major. They are a shift of
power. I say to my colleagues, ‘‘Now
quite frankly, when you look at what’s
happened in this Congress in the past
few days and in Washington for the last
few weeks, you begin to realize that
my friends on the majority party are
saying there is such a mandate swell-
ing from the people that we signifi-
cantly want to change the structure of
our government.”” I am not sure in my
district, where 67 percent of the citi-
zens voted for me, they sent that kind
of a mandate, that they want a shift of
power that is so significant away from
the House of Representatives and the
Congress to the Presidency.

But, my colleagues, just a sidelight
here. I say to the gentlemen on the ma-
jority side, ‘“This power you are giving
the President today? the President ex-
ercised extraordinary power yesterday
in solving the Mexican bailout, and I've
watched some of the leadership on the
majority side and a lot of the new
freshman Members start to question
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his constitutional authority and statu-
tory right to do it, and I agree with
them. That’s a question that should be
tested. But if we follow down this line
that the President should allocate and
appropriate funds at whim and will
without statutory authority or with
statutory authority that cannot be
withdrawn, the Mexican bailout is just
the beginning of arbitrary power and
reckless power exercised by a President
if you happen to sit on this side of
Pennsylvania Avenue.”

Now, as my colleagues know, we have
a remedy. We have several remedies.

One, the Congress can come into
power and pass one resolution, but the
President shall set such taxing rates,
as necessary, to accumulate the suffi-
cient revenues of the United States so
that he may cover the expenditures
made in any appropriate appropria-
tions he deems necessary for the car-
rying out of the powers of the U.S.
Government, and, if we pass that by
unanimous consent, and the President
signs it, hey, we can go home probably
on January 5. It is all over. We do not
have to do an awful lot more. A major
part of the process of the Congress of
the United States is the allocation of
expenditures of money, and the receipt
of revenues and the rates of how we set
that to try to be fair, equitable, in pro-
portion among our people. But if we
really want a corporate efficiency
where the CEO calls the shots, I ask,
“Why don’t we just take the First Arti-
cle of the Constitution and say, ‘Hence-
forth anything exercised in this by the
Congress can be exercised by the Presi-
dent? We stand by it’ and make it im-
possible to reverse.” I know we do not
want to do that.

There is another remedy. I say to my
colleagues, ‘‘Gentlemen, if you really
want to change the Constitution to
provide for the balanced budget amend-
ment which does an accounting proc-
ess, a fiscal responsibility process, a
process in the most sacred document, if
you want to hand off to the Chief Exec-
utive the authority to appropriate, if
you want to stop the authority of the
National Government to have national
standards and to require at some times
and under proper conditions that
States have to conform, municipalities
have to conform, if you really want the
executive and the legislative branches
of this Government to operate in tan-
dem, what you really want is a con-
stitutional convention to change the
Constitution of the United States and
establish a parliament.”

We are quite distinct from par-
liamentary forms of government
around the world because our framing
fathers, I think with exceptional wis-
dom, recognizing the ability of people
who exercised sovereign power to abuse
that power sometimes; so, they sever
that power into the three branches of
government, making us equal and dis-
tinct, but counterbalancing one an-
other so that ultimately the will of the
people, without revolution, can be
heard and make the proper corrections.
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Now I agree with my friends in the
majority that we have had excessive,
sometimes wasteful, sometimes abu-
sive, expenditures. To deny that propo-
sition I think would be to face facts
and to deny the existence of those
basic facts, but the question is: what
kind of a repair should we make and
how delicate that repair should be.
Quite frankly this provision would
allow one-third of this Congress to con-
tinue down the road and support the
President at any execution of his—re-
scission of appropriations at will, and
we could not reverse it, so that 67 per-
cent of the elected Representatives of
the people could not carry out the peo-
ple’s work, but one-third of the elected
Representatives, in conjunction with
the President, could accomplish that.

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

Mr. KANJORSKI. I will in just one
moment.

Now the other proposition is that—

As a matter of fact, Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentleman from New York
[Mr. SOLOMON] because I am moving on
to another subject.

Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. Chairman, I just
want to say this the gentlemen from
Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI] is so
well respected in this body. But I just
want to say to him:

“One of the reasons we are going
with a statute, as opposed to a con-
stitutional amendment, is because a
law that could be rescinded if it doesn’t
work. Let’s give it chance, and try it,
and let’s see if it works.”

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
say to the gentleman, ‘““Mr. SOLOMON,
that was a question I couldn’t even
exact out of my sight.”

One of the reasons I am taking the
time today is I sat on the committee
that drafted this. We discussed it, I
thought about it at great length, and I
am satisfied that we can exercise and
delegate to the President substantially
more authority, but the weakness that
we have is we can never reclaim that
authority once delegated.

Now I am not going to pass on the
constitutionality of the delegation au-
thority. That is for the Supreme Court
to do. There is no question in my mind
we can pass this statute, make this del-
egation of authorit