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Audra—age 25. Officer Perrine was Killed
during the supervision of an inmate work
crew. During heavy winter storms, he was
trying to clear an area with a tractor/grader
when it flipped, rolling over on Officer
Perrine and killing him instantly.

Senior Correctional Officer D’Atonion
“Tony” Washington, Georgia State Peniten-
tiary, Federal Bureau of Prisons, Atlanta,
Georgia. Killed December 12, 1994. Surviving:
Mother—Delphine and Father Frederick. Of-
ficer Washington was alone in a housing unit
when he instructed an inmate to move to an-
other area and the inmate assaulted him and
beat him to death.

Lieutenant Robert Boud, Essex County
Jail Annex, Department of Public Safety,
Caldwell, New Jersey. Killed on January 8,
1995. Surviving: Wife, Kathy and four chil-
dren, Katie—age 17, William—age 15, Mat-
thew—age 10, and Kimberly—age 22. Lieuten-
ant Boud died of a heart attack immediately
following an inmate altercation/struggle.

Correctional Officer Leonard Trudeau,
Metro/Dade County Department of Correc-
tions, Florida. Killed on January 16, 1995.
Surviving: Ex-Wife, Brenda and one child,
Christina—age 12. Officer Trudeau was
enroute home following his shift when he
came upon a vehicle accident. While assist-
ing the involved motorists as a good samari-
tan, another vehicle happened upon the acci-
dent at too high a rate of speed and while
trying to avoid hitting the already involved
vehicle, the second vehicle hit the guard rail
and hit Officer Trudeau.

Mr. Speaker, we owe these people who
have made the ultimate sacrifice and their
families who must live with the consequences
of that sacrifice an unparalleled debt of grati-
tude. Our hearts go out to the families—the
spouses, children, siblings, and parents—and
our prayers go up to God in their behalf. May
we honor the deceaseds’ sacrifice by so living
our lives that we each may do our part to
make this country a better place in which to
live.

AFFIRMATIVE ACTION

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

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Speaker, in
light of recent Supreme Court rulings
that raise the hurdle of educational
and economic opportunity for millions
of minority citizens in America, | rise
this evening to speak about the philo-
sophical questions now facing this Na-
tion with respect to affirmative action.

Many of us saw the headlines after
Adarand was decided, and of course it
behooves the national media to claim
that affirmative action, or maybe
equal opportunity, was dead. But let
me begin with the general principles
and philosophy of affirmative action by
posing the simple yes or no question:

Does American society today provide
all, all of its citizens, with an equal op-
portunity to succeed? | would imagine,
if you were truthful, what your answer
would be, and if you actually answer
this question with a yes, you must be
one of the following: unfortunately
alarmingly uninformed, or maybe far
less than forthright, or sadly a Repub-
lican Presidential candidate for office,
or some of my Republican colleagues
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offering antidiscrimination legislation
in this body.

How else could one deny that which
we all know in our hearts to be true,
and that is that, while we are all cre-
ated equal, we, by no means, are treat-
ed equally in our society.

As initially conceived by the Johnson
administration and as put in place by
the Nixon administration, bipartisan
Federal affirmative action programs
were never intended as and have never
been applied as a knee-jerk set of quota
rules and regulations. Nor have affirm-
ative action programs ever sanctioned
the hiring or promotion of unqualified
individuals over those who are emi-
nently more qualified. Who would
abide by that?

Affirmative action has always been
and remains a good-faith effort to help
historically underprivileged Americans
compete on a more equal footing in the
areas of education, business, employ-
ment, housing, and finance, simply at-
taining the American dream. For if we
are to ever attain our American ideal
of a colorblind society, which many
would raise in debates all across this
Nation, carrying the flag and suggest-
ing that all they want is a colorblind
society, which is where all men and
women, boys and girls, are judged sole-
ly by the content of their character,
not the color of their skin, first stated,
by the way, by Dr. Martin Luther King,
then clearly we must come to terms
with our less-than-egalitarian past.

While we focus on our brutal 400-year
legacy of slavery that ended merely
technically only some 30 years ago,
with the passage of our Civil Rights
and Voting Rights Acts, or the ‘“‘glass
ceiling” that has kept women from
achieving, like their male counter-
parts, in the American workplace, it is
obvious that we must do more to in-
clude a wider variety of our citizens’
talents, energies, and potential of all
aspects of American life. The Bush ad-
ministration established the Glass
Ceiling Commission to keep track of
report on minority employment and
trends in American business.

Mr. Speaker as most of my col-
leagues know, the Commission’s Feb-
ruary report told us that 95 percent of
the top executive jobs in America’s top
2,000 corporations are still held by
white men, many of whom | have had
the opportunity to dialog with, heads
of these corporations who have said we
are still working and striving to create
diversity at the higher levels.

That information can logically lead
us to two possible conclusions: Either
majority males are naturally superior
to all human beings and, therefore,
rightfully merit their positions, or
there is still troublesome and pervasive
discrimination at work in our society.

There are all kinds of discrimination.
Let us be realistic. Some is subtle,
even subconscious, such as when a ma-
jority male executive—who happened
to be hired by a majority male execu-
tive—has to decide between two simi-
larly qualified job applicants, another
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majority male and perhaps a minority
female.

By doing what statistics tell us he
probably will; that is, hire the major-
ity male, our executives have not nec-
essarily engaged in overt, willful acts
of discrimination, racism, or sexism. |
am certainly saying and not suggesting
that all majority male executives
would do any of this. But the effect is
the same. It occurs, it happens. Ninety-
five percent of those positions are held
by majority males.

And | should note, Mr. Speaker, as
we all know, there are thousands of
acts of overt and willful discrimination
occurring every day, and we can bury
our heads in the sand and pretend these
virulent problems do not exist, or we
can openly discuss our lingering racism
and sexism in ways to improve and re-
form our affirmative action programs.

But rather than enter into a reason-
able discussion of this critical national
issue, many demagogs have chosen
their scapegoats and now seek to ex-
ploit the economic anxieties of mil-
lions of Americans, and that is why the
headlines, and the talk shows and the
blame game.

The demagogs want Americans who
are justifiably worried about a rapidly
changing global economy to believe
that the minorities are to blame for
their economic woes.

They want us to believe that welfare
mothers are to blame for all of Ameri-
ca’s troubles.

That hard-working legal immigrants
should be distrusted.

And that all young African-American
males are potential criminals and thus
incapable of contributing to the
strength of America.

This is shameless, this is nonsense.
Mr. Speaker, | call upon this House, |
call upon the Senate, | call upon the
leadership of this Nation and all of the
American people to answer the ques-
tion of equality truthfully. Have we
reached it? Absolutely not. Can we do
it? Yes, we can. Can we do it together?
Absolutely.

I challenge this society and America,
Let’s do it together and create a true
equality for all Americans, real affirm-
ative action.

MY ADVICE TO THE PRIVILEGED
ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
GONZALEZ] is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the minority leader.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, serv-
ing in a body as unique as this is in the
world, | believe the only such rep-
resentative body in the world as our
House of Representatives reveals, we
still have the people exercising the ul-
timate decision as to whom they want
to represent them in this most for-
midable and auspicious and important
body known as our national legislative
branch.
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It used to be that even though you
have open and free elections, the limi-
tations were of such a nature that the
general citizenry in a given sector had
not too much choice between can-
didates, to a certain extent perhaps it
is true today because of the horrendous
cost in campaigning in modern day
American politics and the consequent
power behind the power going to those
who have the money, directly or indi-
rectly.

I rise as one of the most privileged
persons, not only in the United States,
but |1 think in the world. | have said
this often and from the beginning. In
no other country would the likes of
myself, with no particular economic
recourse, social position, or the like,
have won election in an entire county
with the most formidable opposition
that could be developed, well monied,
well prepared, and as an individual
with no particular economic resources,
but having had the privilege of serving
in varying capacities since youth, had
been in intimate contact and associa-
tion with every sector, not just of my
own neighborhood, but the county.

That, again, happened because of
unique circumstances. | was one of the
so-called first breakthroughs in that
area of the country. But even at that
dim age, it was considered quite a star-
tling event that the then county judge,
also serving as juvenile court judge,
would have picked me to head the juve-
nile court staff in that county at that
time. That is quite a number of years
ago. It was my first exposure to the
public matter. The last thing | ever
thought would be that | would be en-
gaged in seeking public office. | grew
up in the context of the world that is
long gone past, and structured so dif-
ferently from today that there is no
way | could bring to today’s mind and
evoke that period of time.

| rise because there are very impor-
tant things happening that the average
citizen is not going to know about,
even after they happen, until he feels
the impact or the effect, if at all it be-
comes that noticeable. This has been
the sorry fate for some decades now.
Instead of this being the most delibera-
tive, considered body, with debate, full-
blown debate, that has not been the
case for quite some decades.

If 1 were to be asked after all these
years and all of this what is the thing
you think, it isn’t any great accom-
plishment or anything, but | think the
greatest thing | would say is that | did
stimulate and create the conditions for
debate, where there would be no escap-
ing and sashaying with fine toe danc-
ing out of the issues.

Now, next week the Committee on
Banking and Finance, as it is known
now, is expected to mark up what
euphoniously is called a regulatory re-
lief bill. The number of that bill is H.R.
1362. | say it should be 1313, because it
is sure going to be unlucky for the con-
sumers if it gets enacted. It is equally
bad for bank safety, believe it or not,
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and a disaster as far as public bene-
ficial and creative policy is concerned.

Some of it, of course, like most
things, makes some sense. There are
parts of the banking statute that im-
pose needless burdens, and we enacted
legislation last year that repealed a
pretty good substantial number of du-
plicative or needless or outdated regu-
lations. We did that last year. But, un-
happily, the bill that the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services is
about to take up is a grab bag of bank-
ing, lobbyist-driven excesses. As re-
ported from the subcommittee, the bill
guts important safety and soundness
regulations, rips the heart out of basic
consumer protection laws, and grants
legal protection for careless and crook-
ed bank officers and directors.

It is unbelievable, yet we have got it.
I feel it urgent enough for me to take
time on this day, where normally I
would be preparing to go home, in
order to bring the attention of my col-
leagues, including those who are mem-
bers of the committee, about this.

In addition to that, as bad as that is,
the bill effectively prohibits the Jus-
tice Department from enforcing fair
lending laws, which took years of
struggle for us to finally have enacted
some time ago. Oh, the lobbyists are
celebrating greatly, but the bank cus-
tomers and the taxpayers, my advice is
you better check your wallets. You are
about to be fleeced.

Here is an example. Under this bill a
customer whose credit card is lost or
stolen has his liability jacked up ten-
fold, tenfold. If an ATM card is lost or
stolen, the customer’s whole bank ac-
count can easily be wiped out, with no
recourse.

What this means is that credit cards
are about to become far riskier to cus-
tomers, so much so that they might
want to tear up their automatic teller
cards and rely on old-fashioned trans-
actions with bank tellers. But many
banks are raising their fees, so cus-
tomers, if they can find a bank in their
neighborhood, may find it too expen-
sive to do that.

The bill makes it a whole lot easier
for banks to engage in discriminatory
practices. Can you feature that? After
all of this ado over these years about
antidiscrimination fights and please,
thanks to one especially zany amend-
ment, the Justice Department is barred
from investigating fair lending cases.

Another provision wipes out laws
that provide the information and the
data that can provide lending discrimi-
nation. Fully 35 percent of lenders are
exempted from the Home Mortgage and
Disclosure Act. Therefore, under this
bill, even if the Justice Department
wanted to investigate a case, it would
not have access to lending data.

And that is not all. The bill wipes out
any kind of case built on desperate im-
pact theories, cases that attack situa-
tions that look fair but are in fact dis-
criminatory in their result. This means
about the only way a customer could
win a fair lending case is for the lend-
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ing officer to say flat out, “We do not
make loans to your kind of people.”’

Banks will have nothing to fear, or if
they want to engage in discriminatory
lending, they can do so, as long as they
are not just absolutely blatant about
it.

This provision, in my book, makes
the bill unacceptable on its own. But
the bank lobby grab bag bill gets even
worse. Bank officers and directors
whose bank fails, mind you, here are
banks, bank owners and directors who
fail, either through incompetency or
crookedness or what have you, will
have the taxpayer pick up the tab.
They will have a whole lot less to
worry about under this bill. It is a roll-
back to what we have for years fought
SO0 much against in the past.

The Government will have to accept
settlement offers or run the risk of
having to pay the legal costs of the de-
fendants. Defendants are given new de-
fenses that the courts have refused to
accept. A bank president with a bad
business judgment gets off scot-free,
because under this bill stupidity is
made a valid defense against liability.

Oddly enough, if you can say that
anything more could be odder, the vast
new protection this bill grants the
bank insiders come from the very party
that regularly ridicules the Govern-
ment for not recovering more money
from the crooks and the incompetents
who raided banks throughout the wild
days of the eighties.

You would think that the party of
rugged responsibility, and that is my
opposition party, the so-called Repub-
lican Party, would want to demand
that bank officers and directors be re-
sponsible. But far from it. They are
making it far easier for incompetence
and outright hooligans to rob a whole
new generation of banks and cus-
tomers.

One idea the Republicans had was to
exempt the whole new class of banks
from the requirement that the bank
audit committee actually be independ-
ent and objective, not the captive man-
agement of management and insiders.
But an outside audit committee is only
required for a big bank, those of $500
million resources or more.

Thankfully, we may be able to pre-
serve this protection. It sounds like a
small thing, but the eighties taught us
that a bank that does not have an inde-
pendent audit committee has very lit-
tle protection against a crooked man-
agement. If the majority changes its
mind, the opposition party, and insists
on gutting the independent audit com-
mittee requirement, my friends and
fellow citizens, you better get ready for
a fast increase in the number of banks
that are robbed from the inside by
their own management.

Inside robberies would be made easier
by yet another provision of the bill
that remains in place, a huge new in-
crease in loans permitted for insiders.

Now, banks used to be chartered for a
reason. In fact, that is still the basic
law. This was the exact and single-
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minded purpose for the chartering of a
bank. Public need and convenience.
Those were the words of the statute as
enacted originally. Public need, con-
venience, or necessity.

One thing you would like to have is a
bank that makes loans to the commu-
nity. We have a very simple law, and,
incidentally, the banks hate it, to try
to target that, the Community Rein-
vestment Act. Banks hate the idea of
having to show that they are doing a
service to the community. The admin-
istration has responded to legitimate
concerns about complexity in compli-
ance with community reinvestment. So
a new regulation is now in place that
should make life a whole lot simpler
for everyone.

But lo and behold, the banks did not
want a regulation that is sensible or
easy to live with. They do not want
anything that requires them to show
they are serving the customers.
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So the bill now in the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services, true
to lobby demands, would exempt 90 per-
cent of all banks from having to com-
ply with the Community Reinvestment
Act at all and renders the law, con-
sequently, meaningless and useless for
the rest.

Still other parts of this nefarious bill
apparently will enable banks to change
their charges and fees without prior
notice, without any notice, just arbi-
trarily. This, of course, will make
banks one of the few businesses in the
country that do not have to tell cus-
tomers about price changes. It is abso-
lutely unbelievable to me, a child of
the depression era in which we saw,
felt, and suffered the excesses of the
banks then that are now being put
back in. So | think anybody who knows
me knows exactly that this is what |
would be doing today.

Banks already do not have a list
price on their main product; that is,
loans. Most loans are tied to a prime
rate number, but guess what, the great
majority of loans are made well above
or well below that price. Favored cus-
tomers pay below the posted rate, but
small businesses pay more, lots more.
Of course, since there is no meaningful
disclosure law, bank customers have a
hard time finding the best deal. It is
about to get harder for bank customers
to know much about price changes or
other bank services as well, check
processing, credit card fees or whatever
else, because this pending bill appar-
ently strips away requirements that
such price changes be disclosed.

Another provision of this bill wipes
out any meaningful disclosure about
interest payments on customer depos-
its. So when you understand this bill,
you discover that the customer loses
any ability to easily find out who of-
fers the best deal on deposits and who
offers the best deal on services. The
customer also suffers huge new liabil-
ities in the case of credit card or ATM
loss or fraud. The bank regulatory re-
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lief bill may deny some lobbyist some
way, a wish or a hope, but it is their re-
lief bill still. I cannot think of a lobby-
ist that the bill leaves unhappy.

I have been around here some time,
privileged to have been so by the con-
stituents in the 20th Congressional Dis-
trict of Texas for a good period. Since
my special election in 1961, to be pre-
cise. So | have been here long enough
to know that whenever there is a feed-
ing frenzy like this, it is the poor folks
out on the beltway who will end up
crying and gypped and stolen from.

No matter how you look at it, this
legislation will make it difficult or im-
possible for customers to know what a
bank is charging for loans and services.
This is incredible to me, a child of that
period of time in which it was obvious
that the suffering demanded that there
be regulatory imposition. And here,
now, has moved full circle. So that it is
impossible for customers to know what
a bank is charging for loans and serv-
ices and close to impossible to avoid
huge losses in credit card or ATM card
frauds, virtually impossible to win a
case involving discrimination and very
much likely to be paying more for
bank fraud and mismanagement, which
are bound to increase, of course,
thanks to the way this bill shreds safe-
ty and the soundness requirements.

When this legislation reaches the
floor, it will be called regulatory relief.
A better name is, customer grief bill.
The lobbyists and the special interests
have run amok, and if this bill is en-
acted, it will be a sad day for the cus-
tomer and the taxpayer. Instead of
making up this bill next week, the
Committee on Banking and Financial
Services would be better advised to
tear it up and to start all over.

I wish somehow and, in fact, pray
that something happens in the interim
in that we can prevail and perhaps do
so. But the reality is that the chances
of that happening are minimal and,
therefore, | am reporting to my col-
leagues here on the record so that no-
body can say that nobody told them so.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY.) Visitors in the gallery should
not express sentiment.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. DICKEY (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY), for today, on account of at-
tending his son’s wedding.

Mrs. MEeek of Florida (at the request
of Mr. GEPHARDT), for today after 12:35
p.m., on account of official business.

Mr. MINETA (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT), for today, on account of
personal business.

Mr. TUCKER (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT), for today after noon, on ac-
count of official business.
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Mr. YATES (at the request of Mr. GEP-
HARDT), for today, on account of ill-
ness.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. WISE) to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material:)

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. OWENS, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE, for 5 minutes,
today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. SAXTON) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. SAXTON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. DooLITTLE, for 5 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. WISE) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. WARD.

Ms. DELAURO.

Ms. WOOLSEY.

Mr. ACKERMAN.

Mrs. MEek of Florida.

Mr. TRAFICANT.

Mr. ENGEL.

Mr. COLEMAN.

Mr. TORRES.

Mr. DIXON.

Mr. MEEHAN.

Mr. LANTOS.

Mr. WYNN.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin in two in-
stances.

Mr. LAFALCE.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. SAXTON) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. BURTON of Indiana.

Mr. FIELDS of Texas.

Mr. SOLOMON.

Mr. CALLAHAN.

Mrs. ROUKEMA.

Mr. GILLMOR.

Mr. LIGHTFOOT.

Mr. HASTERT.

Mr. STARK.

Mr. LIPINSKI.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, | move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 3 o’clock and 6 minutes p.m.),
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until Monday, June 19, 1995, at
12 noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
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