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each other and try to create publicity. Cer-
tainly that is worthy of a prison sentence, to
overthrow the people’s democratic dictator-
ship, sabotage the Socialist system, and sep-
arate the country.

Wei Jingsheng will be in jail for an-
other 14 years, and the response from
the Clinton administration has been
deafening. One of our Democratic col-
leagues said yesterday, ‘‘I think the ad-
ministration policy is a dismal failure
in every respect, and I think the sen-
tence is a slap in the face.’’ The New
York Times notes today that the Clin-
ton administration, while criticizing
China, stopped conspicuously short of
threatening specific retaliatory action.

Mr. Speaker, even our Assistant Sec-
retary of State for Human Rights said
only, ‘‘We urge the Chinese authorities
to show clemency.’’ Clemency, col-
leagues, is due someone who is guilty.
Wei Jingsheng is innocent, he is an in-
nocent man wrongly charged, and this
body, Democrats and Republicans
alike, should band together in his sup-
port.
f

TREATING OUR FELLOW MEMBERS
WITH RESPECT

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

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to talk very briefly about some-
thing that is concerning me very deep-
ly, especially in light of some of the de-
bate or lack of debate that took place
in this Chamber last night on the
Bosnian question.

President Bush referred to a growing
mood on Capitol Hill as a climate of
ugliness, and President Thomas Jeffer-
son talked about, when he wrote the
manual that we all read as new Mem-
bers of Congress and try to refresh our
memories about the rules of civility
and comity in this body; we all read
Thomas Jefferson’s words, and he stat-
ed, and I quote:

It is very material that order, decency and
regularity be preserved in a dignified public
body.

Mr. Speaker, I think that as the de-
bate spirals downward at times and
people resort to the temptation of
name-calling, and finger-pointing, and
fisticuffs rather than camaraderie, and
civility, and community, that we not
only hurt bipartisanship in this body
now and in the future, but I think we
tear at the fabric of what Americans
deeply respect about this institution
and what they want us to do today, and
that is to work together to solve some
of our problems in a bipartisan way on
the budget, on making Congress work
more efficiently and effectively, of
downsizing Government, particularly
committees and subcommittees here in
this body, and that we can do it in a
civil manner, being civil to one an-
other.

My very first vote, Mr. Speaker, 41⁄2
years ago as a new Member of Congress
was on the Persian Gulf, and I was in-

ducted into this body with such a deep
sense of awe and respect not because
George Washington’s picture is in this
body, not because In God We Trust is
above the flag here in this Chamber,
but because Members treat each other
with respect, and although we had dis-
agreement on the timing of going to
war, everybody respected the dif-
ferences in opinion, and everybody was
a patriot.

Last night’s debate did not include
that kind of respect, and I want to con-
clude, Mr. Speaker, on a quote from
Speaker Joe Cannon who once said:

It is true we engage in fierce combat, we
are often intense partisans, sometimes we
are unfair, not infrequently unjust, brutal at
times, and yet I venture to say, taken as a
whole the House is sound at heart. Nowhere
else will you find such a ready appreciation
of merit and character. In few gatherings in
equal size is there so little jealousy and
envy.

I think the first part of that state-
ment is very true, Mr. Speaker. We do
have fierce partisanship at times, but
we should always have the nature and
character of civility which is reflected
in our rules come to the foremost, be
held at the highest respect and esteem
for all Members, and that we continue
to work in a bipartisan way for what is
best for the American people.
f
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FUNDING AMERICA’S DEFENSE
PROGRAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KIM). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from California
[Mr. CUNNINGHAM] is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to associate myself with the
remarks of my friend, the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER]. I think he
was right on the ball. I do not nec-
essarily agree with the strategy or the
tactics used by the House, and I prob-
ably would have supported the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON] if it had—I did
not fight to get that unanimous con-
sent removed.

As I stated in my opening remarks
last night, I thought all the Members
across the board had good intentions in
this thing. I would support that. I
would also tell my friend that quite
often when we sit on this side of the
aisle, we feel that there is a lot of mis-
information on Medicare, that there
are no cuts and different things, and a
different way to get to education, and
it is difficult to come to those terms
sometimes when you are getting
slammed down on the ground all the
time. I would work, and I know the
gentleman does, and I know how he
works, and I know that he himself
would do that. The problem sometimes
is with leadership. I would work with
the gentleman.

Let me go to the issue that I want to
talk about.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, I would say, as

classmates and people who serve on the
Committee on Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities, you and I do
work in a bipartisan way on many oc-
casions, and I have a great amount of
respect for you. When we had the Per-
sian Gulf debate, and as a former war
hero, you have added a great deal to
the debate we have had on military
matters.

I just have a deep, deep regret and a
heavy heart when we have the kind of
lack of civility that took place in the
body last night on a unanimous-con-
sent motion, on a resolution support-
ing not the mission—with which I dis-
agree—in Bosnia, but the confidence in
our troops and the support for our
troops, which I wholly agree with. I
would hope that we could have agreed
to that unanimous consent last night.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. Speaker, what I want to talk
about a little today, and I do not have
time to do it fully, and it is not on a
partisan issue, is that many of us voted
last night on our consciences, and feel-
ing that we were doing the best thing
for our troops overseas. My concern, as
I stated, is not the votes last night, Mr.
Speaker. My concern is what comes in
the future, that we hear people say
they want to support the troops, they
want to make sure that they do not
come back in body bags; that they
come back.

There are legitimate issues on how
much we should spend for defense and
how much not. But remember when the
President ran in his campaign, he said
a $50 billion defense cut would put us
into a hollow force, and then in his
first tax bill would put us at a $177 bil-
lion defense deficit, would decrease de-
fense.

Because of some of the different envi-
ronments we go to in the world, with
Haiti and Somalia, the different areas,
and I am not going to go through the
negative of those, but it has put us
even further below what the require-
ments of defense are. GAO has said we
are $200 billion below the bottoms-up
review. The bottoms-up review was, re-
member, drafted by then-Secretary Les
Aspin and the President to see what
our needs would be to be able to fight
two conflicts, and the minimum we
would need to be able to do that. When
you are $200 billion below that, then it
tells you that you need to put some
more dollars into national security for
this country.

Some people on the debate tomorrow
will say that there is more in this De-
fense authorization bill than the Presi-
dent asked for. This is true. But as I
take a look, let me give you a couple of
examples.

The F–15 Strike Eagle, the Air Force
has not bought a single airplane in 3
years because of the budget. They are
using the F–15 Strike Eagles in Bosnia
today, out of Italy and other places.
They are also using the F–16. The Navy
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is using the F–18 CD, which is the lat-
est model. The service life on those air-
planes is coming due and there is no re-
placement for them.

In this budget that is coming up to-
morrow, what we do is replace some of
the life cycle in the aircraft that we
have been using prior to that in Bosnia
and Herzegovina. We take a look at
something my friend has fought for,
impact aid that we took out of the
budget, and to be able to provide for
that. He and I agreed we do not have as
much as we would like in that.

I also look at Captain O’Grady. Cap-
tain O’Grady, when he was shot down
over that portion of the world, told me
personally, he said, ‘‘DUKE, I did not
have the training, the ACM time that
we need,’’ the air combat maneuvering.

I would ask my colleagues to take a
look at what the needs are in defense.
We need to support our kids. Support
the bill tomorrow, and do what is
right.
f

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER
TIME

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to substitute my
name for that of the gentlewoman from
the District of Columbia [Ms. NORTON]
during special orders.

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

There was no objection.
f

THE HURRY-UP-AND-WAIT SCHED-
ULE OF CONGRESS, AND THE
HANDLING OF ETHICS COMMIT-
TEE ISSUES

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

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, those
who saw the scheduling colloquy a few
minutes ago absorbed another very pe-
culiar development here in the House.
You see, at 2 in the afternoon, at 3
o’clock perhaps, a little bit in the mid-
dle of the workday for most American
families, the House quit for the day.
We are now at a point in our debate
where we can debate some of the is-
sues, but the official proceedings, here
in the middle of the workday the House
concluded its proceedings.

This is at a time when we near a Gov-
ernment shutdown, two of the con-
ference reports on appropriations bills
have not even been presented to this
House, and according to the scheduling
colloquy, it appears that one of them,
one of the two, is a possibility for to-
morrow, on the shutdown day, and the
other one we got no indication of what-
soever.

The even more peculiar thing about
this hurry-up-and-wait schedule that
exists here in the Congress was the por-
tion of the scheduling colloquy that re-
lated to the subject of ethics. It was
only about a week ago that not just
any bill but a measure concerning a

rule on book royalties was referred not
by just a Democrat, or not just by a
Republican, but by the unanimous vote
of an equally divided committee, half
Republicans and half Democrats, the
House Ethics Committee asked for a
unanimous rule, or asked for a rule
unanimously, I might say, to be in ef-
fect by the end of this year concerning
book royalties. It was sent over to the
Committee on Rules.

Members will recall that they took
this action in a letter dated December
6, upbraiding and reprimanding the
Speaker, the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. GINGRICH] in regard to books and
in regard to repeated ethical violations
here in the House. After finding three
clear violations of the rules of conduct
of the House, they said in addition,
with regard to the book ‘‘To Renew
America,’’ the one published through
Mr. Murdoch’s company, they said that

Concerning the publication of your book
‘‘To Renew America,’’ while the amount in-
volved greatly exceeds the financial bounds
of any book contract contemplated at the
time the current rules were drafted, the com-
mittee strongly questions the appropriate-
ness of what could be described as an at-
tempt by you to capitalize on your office
with reference to this book.

They go on to say that, at a mini-
mum, what the Speaker has done cre-
ates the impression, and this is their
words, this bipartisan committee,
‘‘* * * of exploiting one’s office for per-
sonal gain.’’ They say the conduct was
basically at such a level that to be sure
no other Member of this House ever
does this again, we need a rule on the
books, the same kind of rule that
would have been on the books had
there been any real commitment to
true ethical reform in this House on
the first day back on January 4, 1995,
because that is when it could have been
adopted and when it should have been
adopted.

But even after waiting almost a year,
they say unanimously on a bipartisan
basis, ‘‘Such a perception’’ regarding
this book, and again I quote them, ‘‘is
especially troubling when it pertains to
the office of the Speaker of the House,
a constitutional office regarding the
highest standards of ethical conduct,
and so the committee has drafted an
amendment to the House rules to treat
income from book royalties as part of
outside earned income subject to the
annual limit of House rule 47. The com-
mittee will propose this resolution to
take effect January 1, 1996.’’

Mr. Speaker, when asked about that
today, the majority leader said, ‘‘I will
not prejudge the committee process.
Anybody can go file a bill. Maybe the
Committee on Rules will get to it and
maybe it will not.’’ He knows full well
from reading the morning papers that
the chairman of the Committee on
Rules has said, and I quote, that he is
‘‘unalterably opposed to even the con-
cept that you would want to limit book
royalties’’; that is to say, unalterably
opposed to doing what a unanimous
Ethics Committee recommended be-
cause of the scandal associated with

the Speaker’s book contract with Ru-
pert Murdoch. So apparently we are
going to approach this week, we are
going to approach next week, we are
going to approach the end of 1995, and
have no real ethics reform.

Let me make it clear, Mr. Speaker,
this is not the result of the action of
one chair of one committee. The
Speaker could bring this rule change to
the floor right now. It need not wait
until the sun sets, if it ever does here
in Washington today. No, indeed. We
could be moving forward on the issue of
ethics, but in this House, whether it is
lobby reform or gift ban or campaign
finance reform, the slogan seems to be
‘‘Just say no or just say Newt.’’ They
seem to mean the same thing.
f

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
GOVERNMENT REFORM AND
OVERSIGHT TO FILE REPORT ON
H.R. 2661, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
FISCAL PROTECTION ACT OF 1995
Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Government Reform and Over-
sight have until midnight tonight,
Thursday, December 14, to file a report
on the bill, H.R. 2661.

It is my understanding that this re-
quest has been cleared with the minor-
ity leader’s office.

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

There was no objection.
f

THE MATERIAL GIRL OF THE
CLINTON ADMINISTRATION: SEC-
RETARY OF ENERGY O’LEARY
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. TIAHRT] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, I am un-
derstanding that the House has ceased
its activities here. However, the rest of
Congress is working in their offices,
answering constituent relations and
working on active legislation. If the
gentleman cares to take the afternoon
off, it is fine with me, but the rest of
the House is working.

That is not what I want to talk
about. I want to talk about the Clinton
administration’s material girl. Sec-
retary O’Leary has leased, at tax-
payers’ expense, for overseas travel the
same luxury jet that Madonna uses.
Now Clinton’s material girl has been
overseas 16 times in the last 3 years.
She has been out of the country 50 per-
cent more days than Secretary of State
Warren Christopher. Secretary of State
Warren Christopher’s responsibilities
include foreign policy and foreign rela-
tions. When he gets off an airplane
overseas, when you see his face and
him stepping off an airplane, he is
doing his job. But the material girl, the
Secretary of the Department of En-
ergy, is responsible for civilian nuclear
waste, Department of Defense stockpile
and safety, Department of Defense nu-
clear waste, the national energy labs,
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