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PS: Maybe, maybe. And the American Med-

ical Association is not exactly exempt from
blame. The physicians are the most
antigovernment group of all. They’re the
highest paid profession in America by far,
and so they are protecting their economic in-
terests. Though the government now looks a
little better to them than the insurance in-
dustry because they have more control over
government than over the insurance compa-
nies.

Look, the country was barely ready for
Medicare when that went through. It just
made it through Congress by a few votes.
There are some of us who would have liked
to see it include nursing home or long-term
convalescent care. That can only be done
through social insurance, but people won’t
admit it. They say, ‘‘There’s got to be a bet-
ter way.’’ It’s a mantra. On healthcare:
‘‘There’s got to be a better way.’’ Education:
‘‘There’s got to be a better way.’’

They’ve yet to say it for defense though.
I’m waiting for them to privatize the Defense
Department and turn it over to Pinkerton.
Although in a way they have. There’s a
bunch of retired generals right outside the
Beltway making millions of dollars of gov-
ernment money training the armed forces in
Bosnia. I was there and what a bunch of
crackpots! They’ve got these former drill
sergeants over there, including people out to
try to start wars on our ticket.

World: A few more short questions. Have
the culture and atmosphere of the House
changed in the years since you arrived here?

PS: Yes, though I spent 22 years in the ma-
jority and now four in the minority, so I may
just be remembering good old days that
weren’t so good. Back when I was trying to
end the Vietnam War. I was in just as much
of a minority as I am now, and I didn’t have
a subcommittee chair to give me any power
or leverage.

On the other hand, look at the country
now. Look at TV talk shows—they argue and
shout and scream, and then they call it jour-
nalism. Maybe we’re just following in their
footsteps.

World: Is it a spiritual challenge for you to
have to work with, or at least alongside, peo-
ple with whom you disagree, sometimes vio-
lently?

PS: Yes, and I don’t a very good job. My
wife says, ‘‘When you retire, why don’t you
become an ambassador?’’ And I say, ‘‘Diplo-
macy doesn’t run deep in these genes.’’ But
it’s tough if you internalize your politics and
believe in them.

Still, I like legislating—to make it all
work, to take all the pieces that are pushing
on you, to make the legislation fit, to ac-
commodate and accomplish a goal. It really
makes the job kind of fascinating. I once re-
formed the part of the income tax bill that
applies to life insurance, and that’s one of
the most arcane and complex parts of the tax
bill. It was fun—bringing people together and
getting something like that. And actually
writing that health bill was fun.

But not now. We don’t have any committee
hearings or meetings anymore. It’s all done
in back rooms. Under the Democratic leader-
ship we used to go into the back room, but
there were a lot of us in the room. Now they
write bills in the speaker’s office and avoid
the committee system. I mean, it’s done
deals. We’re not doing any legislating, or not
very much.

World: Do you think about quitting?
PS: No, I don’t think about quitting. I’d

consider doing something else, but I don’t
know what that is. Secretary of health and
human services? Sure, but don’t hold your
breath until I’m offered the job. Even in the
minority, being in the Congress is fascinat-
ing, and as long as my health and faculties
hold out. * * * I mean, I’m not much inter-
ested in shuffleboard or model airplanes.
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Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, on January 6,
with the support of 48 original cosponsors, I
introduced the Mass Immigration Reduction
Act. My bill, formerly called the Immigration
Moratorium Act, provides for a significant, but
temporary, cut in legal immigration to the
United States.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that many Members
of this body would be surprised to learn that
the immigrant population is now growing faster
than at any time in our nation’s history. The
number of immigrants living in the United
States has almost tripled since 1970, from 9.6
million to 26.3 million. This profusion in immi-
grants has a profound and costly impact on
our way of life. For example, the net annual
current fiscal burden imposed on native
households at all levels of government by im-
migrant households nationally is estimated to
range from $14.8 to $20.2 billion. As troubling,
the poverty rate for immigrants is nearly 50
percent higher than that of natives. This sug-
gests that our immigration policies are not only
unfair to citizens, but are a disservice to immi-
grants who come here looking for a better,
more prosperous way of life. As federal legis-
lators, we have an obligation to take a serious
look at our immigration policies and the prob-
lems that stem from them. It is our duty to de-
vise an immigration system that is in our na-
tion’s best interest.

Under my proposed legislation, immigration
would be limited to the spouses and minor
children of U.S. citizens, 25,000 refugees,
5,000 employment-based priority workers and
a limited number of immigrants currently wait-
ing in the immigration backlog. The changes
would expire after five years, provided no ad-
verse impact would result from an immigration
increase. Total immigration under my bill
would be around 300,000 per year, down from
the current level of about one million annually.
I should emphasize that my bill is not intended
to serve as a permanent long-term immigra-
tion policy. It would provide a lull in legal immi-
gration, during which time we would have an
opportunity to reevaluate America’s immigra-
tion needs and set up more appropriate condi-
tions under which immigrants may become
permanent residents of the United States.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, let me stress that
we should continue to welcome immigrants to
our great country. However, we should do so
under a well-regulated policy that is based
upon America’s needs and interests. Cur-
rently, we lack such a policy. Our system al-
lows for unmanageable levels of immigrants
with little regard for the impact the levels have
on our limited ability to absorb and assimilate
newcomers. I strongly urge my colleagues to
examine our immigration system and ask
themselves whether it is in the best interests
of their constituents to continue the unprece-
dented trend of mass immigration. I encourage
Members to support my bill, and look forward
to productive debate on this important issue.
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Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, on January
6, 1999 I introduced legislation to change the
mandatory retirement age for U.S. Capitol Po-
lice Officers from 57 to 60. It is identical to
legislation I introduced in the last Congress,
and I urge all of my colleagues to support this
important bill.

As every Member of Congress knows, the
Capitol Police is one of the most professional
and dedicated law enforcement agencies in
the country. They perform a vital and impor-
tant function. The force is blessed to have a
large number of experienced and highly com-
petent officers. Unfortunately, every year doz-
ens of officers are forced to leave the force
because of the mandatory retirement rule.
Many of these officers are in excellent phys-
ical condition. Most important, they possess a
wealth of experience and savvy that is difficult,
if not impossible, to replace.

Raising the mandatory retirement age from
57 to 60 will provide the Capitol Police with
the flexibility necessary to retain experienced,
highly competent and dedicated officers. It will
enhance and improve security by ensuring
that the force experiences a slower rate of
turnover.

I introduce this legislation at a time when
the Capitol Police is struggling to increase the
size of its force in the face of an increased
workload. For example, I have spoken to a
number of officers who are routinely working
up to 56 hours of overtime a month. Plans by
the Capitol Police Board to hire an additional
260 officers will not fully alleviate this serious
problem. Raising the retirement age will cer-
tainly help to reduce the workload of the force.

Should this legislation become law, Capitol
Police officers between the ages of 57 and 60
would still have to meet the standard require-
ments to remain on the force, including pro-
ficiency on the shooting range.

This legislation is a commonsense measure
that will go a long way in improving and en-
hancing what is already one of the finest law
enforcement agencies in the world. Once
again, I urge my colleagues to support this bill.
f
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Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, as we cele-
brate the birth of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.,
and reflect on his life and work, we are re-
minded of the challenges that democracy
poses to us and the delicacy of liberty. Dr.
King’s life and, unfortunately, his vicious mur-
der, remind us that we must continually work
and, if necessary, fight to secure and protect
our freedoms. Dr. King, in his courage to act,
his willingness to meet challenges, and his
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