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lobbyists. They would become the real
experts, and very few Members of Con-
gress would be able to develop experi-
ence and expertise about important
matters on which they were expected
to legislate.

Six, term limits would hurt small,
less populous States. A State like Cali-
fornia, with 52 Members, would be able
to get far more than its share. Many
smaller States gain at least some pro-
tection and some benefits if they are
represented by Members with some se-
niority.

Seventh, term limits would cause
even more money to be spent on elec-
tions. Most people want less money to
be spent on election campaigns, not
more. Now, some incumbents who are
doing a good job and doing what their
constituents want do not have to spend
huge amounts to be reelected, nor do
they have huge amounts spent against
them. Term Ilimits would cause big
money to play an even greater role in
elected politics.

Eighth, and perhaps most important
of all, we would never consider apply-
ing term limits to any other field. We
would never go to a great teacher or
doctor or engineer or scientist and say,
we know you are doing a great job, but
even though we cannot prove it, we
have this feeling that we need new
blood every 6 years or 8 years or 12
years or whatever, so you have to go do
something else. Workers in any other
field would scream to high heaven if ar-
bitrary time limits were applied to
them, except possibly after a full ca-
reer. | would say to anyone listening to
these words, or who later reads these
words: Would you want term limits ap-
plied to you?

Ninth, term limits would have cut
short the careers of some of our great-
est legislators. People like Howard
Baker, Everett Dirksen, Sam Rayburn,
Robert Taft, Daniel Webster, Henry
Clay, George Norris, Robert
LaFollette, and many, many others
have achieved some of their greatest
service after they would have been
term-limited out by the proposals that
we will vote on tomorrow, and several
did not become even well known na-
tionally until their later years in of-
fice, after they would have been forced
out of office by the proposals we will
vote on tomorrow. John Kennedy in
this country and Winston Churchill in
Great Britain would have been term-
limited out before gaining national of-
fice under these proposals.

Finally, last but certainly not least,
term limits are being pushed primarily
for political reasons, not because they
are needed or are good public policy.
There is a great deal of hypocrisy, dem-
agoguery and outright political postur-
ing on this issue. Many elected officials
pushing term limits are doing so just
as a way to gain higher office. If an of-
ficeholder says he believes in a 6-year
term limit, ask him if he will leave
public office and never run for another
public office after 6 years. If he really
believed in term limits, he would re-
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turn to the private sector and not just
use advocacy of term limits as a way to
gain higher office.

If you really want to see someone
squirm, Mr. Speaker, ask your State
legislator or any officeholder support-
ing term limits, will you limit yourself
to 6 years in public office or are you
just promoting this so you can run for
higher office?

Mr. Speaker, | have been told that
Mexico is the only Nation that pres-
ently has term limits for its national
legislators. | do not think many people
would hold Mexico up as the best exam-
ple of good government for us to fol-
low.

Mr. Speaker, as | said at the begin-
ning of this talk, term limits solve a
problem that does not exist. We should
let the voters decide, and not just arbi-
trarily limit their choices.

NINE PROPOSED RESCISSIONS RE-
LATING TO BUDGET RE-
SOURCES—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 105-44)

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr.
LATOURETTE] laid before the House the
following message from the President
of the United States; which was read
and, together with the accompanying
papers, without objection, referred to
the Committee on Appropriations and
ordered to be printed.

To the Congress of the United States:

In accordance with the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act
of 1974, 1 herewith report nine proposed
rescissions of budgetary resources, to-
taling $397 million, and one revised de-
ferral, totaling $7 million.

The proposed rescissions affect the
Departments of Agriculture, Defense-
Military, Energy, Housing and Urban
Development, and Justice, and the
General Services Administration. The
deferral affects the Social Security Ad-
ministration.

WIiLLIAM J. CLINTON.
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REPORT ON CANADIAN WHALING
ACTIVITIES—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 105-45)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on International Relations and the
Committee on Resources and ordered
to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

On December 12, 1996, Secretary of
Commerce Michael Kantor certified
under section 8 of the Fishermen’s Pro-
tective Act of 1967, as amended (the
“Pelly Amendment’) (22 U.S.C. 1978),
that Canada has conducted whaling ac-
tivities that diminish the effectiveness
of a conservation program of the Inter-
national Whaling Commission (IWC).
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The certification was based on the issu-
ance of whaling licenses by the Govern-
ment of Canada in 1996 and the subse-
quent Kkilling of two bowhead whales
under those licenses. This message con-
stitutes my report to the Congress pur-
suant to subsection (b) of the Pelly
Amendment.

In 1991, Canadian natives took a
bowhead whale from the western Arctic
stock, under a Canadian permit. In
1994, Canadian natives took another
bowhead whale from one of the eastern
Arctic stocks, without a permit.

In 1996, under Canadian permits, one
bowhead whale was taken in the west-
ern Canadian Arctic on July 24 and one
bowhead whale was taken in the east-
ern Canadian Arctic on August 17. The
whale in the eastern Arctic was taken
from a highly endangered stock. The
IWC has expressed particular concern
about whaling on this stock, which is
not known to be recovering.

None of the Canadian whale hunts de-
scribed above was authorized by the
IWC. Canada withdrew from the IWC in
1982. In those instances where Canada
issued whaling licenses, it did so with-
out consulting the IWC. In fact, Can-
ada’s 1996 actions were directly con-
trary to IWC advice. At the 1996 Annual
Meeting, the IWC passed a resolution
encouraging Canada to refrain from is-
suing whaling licenses and to rejoin
the IWC. However, Canada has recently
advised the United States that it has
no plans to rejoin the IWC and that it
intends to continue granting licenses
for the taking of endangered bowhead
whales.

Canada’s unilateral decision to au-
thorize whaling outside of the IWC is
unacceptable. Canada’s conduct jeop-
ardizes the international effort that
has allowed whale stocks to begin to
recover from the devastating effects of
historic whaling.

| understand the importance of main-
taining traditional native cultures, and
I support aboriginal whaling that is
managed through the IWC. The Cana-
dian hunt, however, is problematic for
two reasons.

First, the whaling took place outside
the IWC. International law, as reflected
in the 1982 United Nations Convention
on the Law of the Sea, obligates coun-
tries to work through the appropriate
international organization for the con-
servation and management of whales.
Second, whaling in the eastern Cana-
dian Arctic poses a particular con-
servation risk, and the decision to take
this risk should not have been made
unilaterally.

| believe that Canadian whaling on
endangered whales warrants action at
this time.

Accordingly, | have instructed the
Department of State to oppose Cana-
dian efforts to address taking of ma-
rine mammals within the newly formed
Arctic Council. | have further in-
structed the Department of State to
oppose Canadian efforts to address
trade in marine mammal products
within the Arctic Council. These ac-
tions grow from our concern about
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