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AMERICAN PEOPLE WANT LAW
ENFORCEMENT TO HAVE TOOLS
IT NEEDS TO FIGHT TERRORISM

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

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, the Amer-
ican people are shocked and outraged
over the tragedies of TWA Flight 800
and at the Olympic Park.

The American people want us to
show determination and common sense
in giving our Nation’s law enforcement
community the tools it needs to fight
terrorism.

One proposal is to put chemical
markers, or taggants, in gun powder to
help the FBI identify the vicious cow-
ards responsible for bombings.

What sensible person would side with
the bombers and against the FBI? We
have a chance, before we leave this
week, to do what the American people
would do if they could vote themselves.

The President has asked us to pass
this antiterrorism proposal. Unfortu-
nately, the long arm of the National
Rifle Association has reached into this
House and prevented us from even tak-
ing the issue up.

It is time for this House to stand
with the American people, and stand
up to the NRA. Let’s pass meaningful
antiterrorism legislation.

PRESIDENT CLINTON
COMES AROUND TO
HEALTH CARE REFORM

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

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, good
news for all Americans today. Not only
has President Clinton agreed to sign
the bipartisan welfare reform bill, he
has said he will also sign the bipartisan
health care reform bill.

FINALLY
TRUE

With the enactment of the health
care bill, this commonsense Congress is
giving Americans genuine health care
reform without a government take-
over. The bill establishes medical sav-
ings accounts, fights fraud and abuse,
provides a long-term care insurance de-
duction, allows the self-employed to
deduct 80 percent of health care costs,
and allows people the freedom to
change jobs without losing their health
care coverage.

Mr. Speaker, I’'m glad President Clin-
ton has finally come around. True
health care reform is what the Amer-
ican people want.

PUTTING AMERICA AGAINST ITS
OWN IMMIGRANT ROOTS

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

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, an-
other Democratic initiative, health
care and insurance reform, will soon
become law, affecting millions of
Americans. The Kennedy-Kassebaum
bill, which reforms insurance port-
ability and preexisting conditions in
insurance, will permit us to go home
and say, rightfully, that this is not a
do-nothing Congress.

But along with same-sex marriage,
abortion, and illegal immigration, Re-
publicans are looking for another
wedge issue to divide the country and
get some votes. They have found it in
“English Only,” an initiative that puts
America against its own immigrant
roots and the sweeping tides of history.
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It tells the billions that are watching
the Olympics in Atlanta that America
is saying that any language besides
English is not important. “English
Only’’ is bad for business, since most of
our commerce is done in other lan-
guages. It is bad for tourism. It is a bad

nativist, isolationist initiative that the
Congress should reject summarily.

CONGRESS ACTS TO MAKE ENG-
LISH OUR OFFICIAL LANGUAGE

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

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, today is a
great day for America. We are finally
going to address an issue that the
American people have been asking us
to address for a long time, like the
45,000 people, 97 percent of the people
who called in to USA Today in one
weekend who said let us make English
our official language.

Winston Churchill said a common
language is one of the Nation’s most
priceless inheritances, and as an Amer-
ican | am delighted to say today that
we are going to address this issue. Eng-
lish is a legacy for you and for me. No
matter what our background or ethnic
group, we all want to pass on this leg-
acy for posterity so we can remain one
Nation, one people, one language.

We Americans are from every corner
of the globe. We represent every ethnic
group, every religious group, every na-
tion. But we are one nation, one peo-
ple. Why? Because up to now we have
had a wonderful commonality and
today we are going to make English
our official language so that we can re-
spect all cultures, but also reaffirm our
common bond and unifying force, the
English language.

MEXICAN DRUG TRAFFICKING TO
AMERICA MUST BE STOPPED

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, a
former Mexican drug agent says the
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Mexican Government is so corrupt that
Mexican drug agents regularly escort
massive drug shipments to America’s
borders. He further said Mexican drug
agents are nothing more than body-
guards for drug traffickers to America.

Mr. Speaker, are you surprised? | am
not. Everybody knows Mexico’s war on
drugs is a joke and America’s war on
drugs is a comedy of errors.

Think about it. When an 8-year-old
can find brown Mexican heroin, Mexi-
can cocaine, and Mexican marijuana on
any street corner of America, some-
thing is not only wrong, somebody in
high places, both in Mexico and in
Washington, is getting awfully rich.

Mr. Speaker, | say it is time to de-
ploy troops to the border and cut off
aid to Mexico until they stop flooding
our shores with dope. Think about it,
Congress.

THANK YOU, MR. PRESIDENT, FOR
SUPPORTING WELFARE REFORM

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

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, it’s been a 2-year struggle,
but 1 welcome President Clinton’s sup-
port for the bipartisan effort by the
104th Congress to save generations of
Americans from the poverty trap of the
failed welfare system.

These commonsense welfare reforms
will end welfare as a way of life.

These commonsense welfare reforms
will ensure that able-bodied citizens
between the ages of 18 and 50 without
children must work in order to get wel-
fare benefits.

These commonsense welfare reforms
will help preserve families and give
them a helping hand to self-sufficiency
instead of discouraging marriage and
encouraging illegitimacy.

These commonsense welfare reforms
will end the tyranny of Washington bu-
reaucrats preventing our State Gov-
ernors from instituting innovative pro-
grams to help their neediest citizens
become self-sufficient.

Most important, these commonsense
welfare reforms will help save children,
communities, and cities from the hor-
rific cycle of poverty and violence
which has destroyed so many lives.

Welfare reform is a victory for all
Americans.

MUCH-NEEDED HEALTH CARE
REFORM IS FINALLY HERE

(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, finally,
almost a year to the day that it was in-
troduced, we are prepared to pass the
Kennedy health care reform bill. This
much-needed legislation will provide
millions of Americans with health in-
surance through greater portability
and other needed reforms.
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And to think that this day almost
never was. In spite of the vote of 100 to
0 in the Senate, it took Democrats,
constantly pressuring the Republicans,
to get to where we are today.

The Republicans were prepared to let
this bill languish in the Senate, but we
applied the pressure here, and more im-
portant the American people applied
the pressure all across this country,
and the Republicans were forced to act.

Imagine, forced to enact legislation
that would help working families be
able to maintain their insurance, to
prevent insurance companies from dis-
criminating based on preexisting con-
ditions.

Mr. Speaker, we are sent here to do
the people’s business and to work on
behalf of families in this country. The
bottom line is that although some may
have gotten here kicking and scream-
ing, they are here. We will pass health
care legislation today.

PASSAGE OF WELFARE REFORM
MARKS HISTORIC DAY FOR CON-
GRESS

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

Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. Speak-
er, yesterday was a historic day for the
U.S. Congress. The passage of the Ging-
rich-Dole Welfare Reform Act provides
a dramatic shifting of the direction of
the ship-of-state, a shift away from
welfare, from a growing Federal bu-
reaucracy and ever expanding Federal
welfare spending.

And as the ship turns, it will move
toward less dependency upon Govern-
ment, toward private opportunity and
independence.

The welfare reform effort passed yes-
terday was initiated by Speaker NEwT
GINGRICH and majority leader BoB
DoLE. Speaker GINGRICH and his com-
mittees crafted the bill and worked
tirelessly for its passage. And only yes-
terday, Speaker GINGRICH successfully
got a commitment from President
Clinton to sign it.

So while Speaker GINGRICH will share
a piece of the credit for the Gingrich-
Dole reform package with the Presi-
dent, yesterday will go down as a his-
toric success for the new Republican
majority in Congress.

RAISING THE MINIMUM WAGE NOW
A POSSIBILITY

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

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, this
morning | rise to give credit to a small
brave group of House Republicans that
will join House Democrats and make it
possible to at least raise the minimum
wage. We in the House minority think
that $4.25 an hour is not enough to live
on. We know that with the minimum
wage at its lowest purchasing point in
40 years, the time to act is now.

August 1, 1996

Unfortunately, the rigid, extreme op-
position of the House majority, most of
the Members and their leadership, have
made it impossible to act before this
point. In fact, the House majority lead-
ership has said that they ought to
eliminate the minimum wage, not raise
it.

Well, a few Republicans working with
us in the House minority are going to
create a bipartisan majority to raise
the minimum wage. | admire those
House Republicans that took on their
leadership on this one. They have made
it possible to do something very impor-
tant for working Americans.

ELECTION YEAR POLITICS

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

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, aren’t
election year politics fun? Here yester-
day President Clinton, following Bob
Dole’s lead, agreed to sign the Repub-
lican welfare bill. And then following
Clinton, who was following Dole, 68
Democrats changed their vote from
less than a month ago to pass this
bill on an overwhelming bipartisan
basis.

Then, in the paper today Clinton is
going to support the Hastert-Kasse-
baum Republican health care bill.
Right under that, President Clinton is
going to support the Republican clean
drinking water bill. Add these to the
fact that this party and this Congress
has passed the line-item veto, securi-
ties reform litigation, a telecommuni-
cations bill, Social Security earnings
limitation increase, lobbyist reform, a
gift ban and the dissolving of 28 dif-
ferent committees and subcommittees.
This Republican Party has made in
this Congress a significant change in
moving the country in the direction of
less government. Thank goodness for
election year politics.

GOOD HEALTH CARE IMPORTANT,
BUT ALSO A SECURE NATION

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | am so grateful that | am
able to tell one of my constituents who
called in yesterday to talk of a sick
wife who lost her job that the Demo-
crats have prevailed and we do have a
good health care bill that will allow
portability and not take into consider-
ation preexisting condition.

But I am saddened about my Repub-
lican colleagues, so dominated by the
National Rifle Association, that after
the TWA tragedy and the Atlanta trag-
edy we will not give law enforcement
officers the right tools, such as
tagants, to determine who planted the
bomb? Why? Why? Because the NRA
dominates this Republican Congress,
because they believe in following their
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leaders at the National Rifle Associa-
tion.

| am grateful that we may get good
health care, but | am saddened that we
will not have a secure Nation for all of
our citizens. Why have we not had
hearings on terrorism, domestic and
international? Why? Because the Re-
publicans have not set it on the agen-
da.

I hope America will rise up and deter-
mine that we must have, yes, good
health care for all of our citizens, but
we must also have a safe, secure Na-
tion. We must give law enforcement
the tools to fight terrorism and hold
hearings on terrorism in America.

PEOPLE NEED HEALTH CARE
SECURITY

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

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to announce to the American
people and to this body that the score
is not exactly an Olympic score, but it
is big Government, big obtrusive Gov-
ernment, 0, the American people, 2.

That is a good trend, and we hope to
raise and make that score even spread,
but with the passage of welfare reform
and, today, health care reform, we have
given the American people something
on a bipartisan basis, mainly because
some people in this Congress have
stood up and said there is a principle,
there are some things we could do.

People need to have health care secu-
rity. We need to make health care port-
able so a mother who loses her job,
with an asthmatic child, can go and get
health care at the next stop, at the
next job she picks up; that a father
who is locked into a job that he has
and a wife with a heart condition will
move on to a better job because there
is portability.

And, yes, we do give American fami-
lies choice, choice through the medical
savings account to choose the doctor
they want, to choose the health care
they want, and if they do not spend
that money they get to keep it.

MEDICARE

(Ms. McKINNEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute).

Ms. McKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, gripped
by the fear of losing control over the
first Republican Congress in 40 years,
NEWT GINGRICH and his legions are try-
ing to convince the public that they
did not cut Medicare to pay for tax
breaks to the wealthy.

On October 26, however, Speaker
GINGRICH boasted about Republican ef-
forts to weaken fee-for-service Medi-
care to the point where it would, quote,
“Wither on the vine.”

And in an attempt to back away from
that statement, Speaker GINGRICH said
that he meant the health care financ-
ing administration would wither on the
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vine. The Los Angeles Times, however,
reported that Speaker GINGRICH’S
spokesman, Tony Blankley, said that,
quote, “‘GINGRICH’S comments were
consistent with the Republican belief
that most seniors would voluntarily
choose to leave the traditional Medi-
care fee-for-service system in favor of
HMO’s.”

Now that’s the real scoop on NEwWT
GINGRICH and Medicare.

Think about it, when have you
known the Speaker to not say what he
means and mean what he says.

CONFERNCE REPORT ON HEALTH
CARE REFORM

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

Mr. CHRYSLER. Mr. Speaker, when
Republicans took over the Congress, we
proved to the Washington liberal estab-
lishment that politicians can come
here and keep their word. We proved
that we could make a difference in the
lives of the American people.

The events of this week are proof
that this Congress has been one of the
most productive in a generation.

Yesterday, Bill Clinton said that he
would sign our commonsense welfare
reform bill that we will send him later
this week. It is a good bill. It is genu-
ine reform of the broken welfare sys-
tem.

Today, the House will consider the
conference report on health care re-
form. This bill will give health care se-
curity to working Americans. It estab-
lishes medical savings accounts, which
I have had for 3 years, fights fraud and
abuse, and ends job lock.

Mr. Speaker, this Congress is making
a difference. We are providing the com-
monsense changes that the American
people have demanded for years.

DEMOCRATIC AGENDA ALIVE AND
WELL

(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. Despite my GOP friends’ spin, |
have to tell you the Democratic agenda
is alive and well in America and Amer-
ican citizens are better for it, because
it is the Democrats who have pushed
for health care reform and for the min-
imum wage.

On health care reform, the Kennedy-
Kassebaum health insurance reform
bill will be on the floor today, and we
will be able to provide Americans with
health insurance when they change
jobs. We will be able to ensure that
Americans will not be prohibited from
getting health insurance because of
preexisting conditions, such as the fact
that your child may have asthma or
someone has a longstanding hip injury
who is an older member of your family.
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That is important and that was a
Democratic initiative. We are also
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going to take up tomorrow the mini-
mum wage. Republicans have said they
would fight it with every fiber of their
being. The fact is the Democrats stood
for decent wages and decent working
conditions. Forty percent of the people
who earn the minimum wage are bread
winners for their family. Fifty-eight
percent of the people who earn the
minimum wage are women. We need
decent wages in America.

Mr. Speaker, the Democratic agenda
is alive and well.

CHECKING ON NAFTA

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

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, the debate over the success of
NAFTA continues. Two years after this
legislation became law, we look back
and see whether or not it has been suc-
cessful, and there is still disagreement.

Tomorrow | will introduce bipartisan
legislation, Mr. Speaker, however, that
all of us can join together on. My legis-
lation, the NAFTA check bill, will re-
quire the President of the United
States to certify each year to the Con-
gress whether or not those side agree-
ments that he told us would raise up
the workers standards in Mexico and
would enforce tough environmental
laws in Mexico are actually working.

Mr. Speaker, | ask our colleagues to
join with us to allow this President
each year to certify to us as to whether
or not what he told us to get our votes
for NAFTA has in fact been occurring
for the past 2 years. That is an annual
certification as to environmental pro-
tection and as to worker standards in
the state of Mexico as parties to the
NAFTA agreement.

I urge our colleagues to sign as co-
sponsors when this bill is dropped to-
morrow. We can move it quickly in
September to get passage in this body
and the other body.

TESTING SINCERITY ON WELFARE
REFORM

(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, yesterday
was a historic day. The passage of wel-
fare reform is long overdue. If we listen
to the speeches on this floor, we heard
Member after Member stand up and say
we need to put people to work. The
first test of sincerity on those speeches
will come today or tomorrow on the
question of whether we raise the mini-
mum wage in America.

Think about how many millions of
Americans are struggling today at a
minimum wage job trying to stay off
welfare. The Republican Ileadership,
Mr. GINGRICH and Mr. Dole, have both
resisted our efforts to raise the mini-
mum wage so people who are doing the
personally responsible thing for their
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families will receive a decent wage.
Those coming off welfare because of re-
form need to have an opportunity to
move to a job where they can make a
living.

The first test of sincerity on the wel-
fare reform bill is whether we will
leave this week defying the Republican
leadership, Mr. Dole and Mr. GINGRICH,
and increase the minimum wage. If we
fail to do that, the critics can just say
that this welfare reform debate was po-
litical hot air.

PERMISSION FOR SUNDRY COM-
MITTEES AND THEIR SUB-
COMMITTEES TO SIT TODAY
DURING THE 5-MINUTE RULE

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that the following
committees and their subcommittees
be permitted to sit today while the
House is meeting in the Committee of
the Whole under the 5-minute rule: The
Committee on Agriculture; the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices; the Committee on Commerce; the
Committee on Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities; The Committee
on Government Reform and Oversight;
the Committee on International Rela-
tions; the Committee on the Judiciary;
the Committee on Resources; the Com-
mittee on Science; the Committee on
Small Business; the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure; and
the Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence.

It is my understanding that the mi-
nority has been consulted and that
there is no objection to these requests.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
NETHERCUTT). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Kansas?

There was no objection.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 3754,
LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1997

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that it be in order
at any time to consider the conference
report to accompany the bill (H.R. 3754)
making appropriations for the legisla-
tive branch for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1997, and for other pur-
poses, that all points of order against
the conference report and against its
consideration be waived, and that the
conference report be considered as read
when called up.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHoOD). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Califor-
nia?

There was no objection.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to the order of the House of today,
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I call up the conference report on the
bill (H.R. 3754) making appropriations
for the legislative branch for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1997, and for
other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
conference report to accompany H.R.
3754 and that they may include tabular
and extraneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of gentleman
from California?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of today,
the conference report is considered as
having been read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
Wednesday, July 31, 1996, at page
H9450).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of today,
the gentleman from California [Mr.
PACKARD] and the gentleman from Ar-
kansas [Mr. THORNTON] each will con-
trol 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. PACKARD].

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

This is the conference report on the
legislative branch appropriations bill.
It will cut from the 1996 program level
over $22 million and will keep us on the
glidepath to a balanced budget.

HIGHLIGHTS—H.R. 3754 CONFERENCE REPORT

CONTINUING PROGRAM OF OVERALL SAVINGS

$22.3 million below 1996 program level
(budget authority); $48.6 million below in
outlays.

Two-year reduction of $226 million in BA
and $236 million in outlays.

Cut funding for 616 jobs in this bill; two
year total of 1643 FTE’S=6.4 percent of legis-
lative workforce.

House budget down by $45 million and
House staff down by 854 FTE’s over 96-97 pe-
riod.

If entire Federal budget were reduced pro-
portionately, Federal budget would show a
$100 billion surplus (based on closed model
extrapolation).

FRANKED MAIL REFORM

Make permanent law the 90-day before

election ban on unsolicited mass mailings.
MOVING TOWARD CYBERCONGRESS

$211 million provided for operations and in-
vestments in computers and telecommuni-
cations—12.5 percent of entire legislative
budget (Senate excluded).

Expanding public access through Internet
to public laws, Congressional debate, Con-
gressional schedule, and other legislative
matter via THOMAS and GPO ACCESS.

Established a legislative branch-wide in-
formation system working group—under
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guidance of House Oversight Committee and
Senate Rules Committee.

Directed a study of audio broadcasts of
House proceedings.

STREAMLINING

Completing two-year program to downsize
General Accounting Office by 25 percent.

Eliminated funding for jobs not being uti-
lized by several agencies.

Converting permanent edition of bound
Congressional Record, a 26 volume docu-
ment, to CD-ROM: will expedite availability
by at least 2 years, enhance the research ca-
pabilities of the document, and save over $1
million annually.

Converting Congressional Serial Set, a 60
volume document to CD-ROM: will expedite
availability by several years, enhance its use
as a research tool, and save over $1 million
annually.

Clerk of the House will expand capability
of House to use electronic formats for legis-
lative documents to reduce printing and dis-
tribution costs.

Have deferred to authorizing Committees
the Public Printer’s plan to convert Federal
Depository Program to electronic format.

INCREASING USE OF PRIVATE SECTOR

Outsourcing custodial work at Ford House
Office Building; directed Architect to trans-
fer affected staff to comparable jobs at com-
parable pay.

Conducting studies of other outsourcing
possibilities at Power Plant, care and main-
tenance of other Congressional buildings.

Continue public-private sector collabora-
tion on National Digital Library.

Public Printer to determine potential for
privatizing GPO plant workload.

Looking for alternatives for operating the
Botanic Garden.

CONFERENCE REPORT COMPARED TO HOUSE BILL

Added $1.1 million for the Capitol Police.

Added $244,000 for CBO.

Added $1 million for the Library of Con-
gress to pay for a Management study.

Added $750,000 for a new backup power sup-
ply for the Library’s computers.

$250,000 reduction for the Joint Economic
Committee; conferees believe the need for
this joint committee should be reviewed
with the idea that it will be phased out in
the future. In the meantime, funding contin-
ues at a reduced level.

General Provisions; the bill contains a pro-
vision that will bring greater standardiza-
tion to legislative information processes.

The Capitol Police will be able to elect to
use comp time in lieu of paid overtime.

There is a provision that will remove copy-
right prohibitions from reproduction and dis-
tribution of braille and other special mate-
rials for the blind and other readers with dis-
abilities.

COMPARED TO 602(B)’S

$15 million below Budget Authority target.

$17 million below Outlay target.
CONFERENCE AGREEMENT COMPARED TO ITEMS

IN ORIGINAL HOUSE BILL

The House bill sent to the Senate was $37.4
million below 1996 in BA and $52.5 million
below in outlays.

The conference agreement is $34.4 million
below in BA and $48.5 below in outlays.
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FY 1997 LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS ACT (H.R. 3754)
Conference
FY 1866 FY 1907 compared with
Enacted Estimate House Senate Conference enacted
TITLE | - CONGRESSIONAL OPERATIONS
SENATE
Expense Allowances
Expense allow.non
Vice Presid 10,000 10,000
President Pro Tempore of the Ser 10,000 10,000
Majority Leader of the Senate 10,000 10,000
Minority Leader of the Senate 10,000 10,000
Majority Whip of the Senat 5,000 5,000
Minority Whip of the Senat 5,000 5,000
Chairman of the Majority Conference Commiittee. 3,000 3,000
Chairman of the Minority Conference Commitiee.. 3,000 3,000
Subtotal, expense ali ces 56,000 56,000 ...ovemereninssenencasnenena 56,000
Representation allowances for the Majority and Minority Leaders 30,000 30,000 ... I—— 30,000
Total, Expx It wces and rep tation 86,000 86,000 ... resorsassasansansases 86,000
Salaries, Officers and Employees
Office of the Vice Presick 1,513,000 1,513,000
Office of the President Pro Temp 325,000 325,000
Offices of the Majority and Minority Leaders .. 2,195,000 2,195,000
Olﬁmoﬂhe Majority and Minority Whips .. 656,000 1,156,000 1,156,000 +500,000
C committees 1,862,000 1,992,000 1,882,000  .ccvvevernnneninannenenenns
Offices of the Secretaries of the Conference of the Majority and
the Conference of the Minority 360,000 384,000 384,000 +24,000
Policy Committees 1,830,000 1,830,000 1,930,000  .coeeeereeinneininenes
Office of the Chaplain 182,000 234,000 234,000 +42,000
Office of the S tary 12,128,000 12,714,000 12,714,000 +586,000
Office of the Sergeant at Arms and Doork 31,889,000 34,037,000 34,037,000 +2,148,000
Offices of the Secretaries for the Ma}ovﬂy and Minority.........ce.... 1,047,000 . 1,135,000 1,135,000 +88,000
Agency ibutions and rel pe 15,500,000 18,482,000 . 17,000,000 17,000,000 + 1,500,000
Total, salaries, officers and employ 69,727,000 76,238,000  ....cciviinereinnenenvenenens 74,615,000 74,615,000 +4,888,000
Office of the Legislative Counsel of the Senate
Salaries and expenses 3,381,000 3,447,000  ..covrereerrrrrennereinesnnns 3,447,000 3,447,000 +66,000
Office of Senate Legal Counsel
Salaries and expenses 638,000 960,000  ...coovniirrnnnrierernnns 936,000 836,000 ..ottt
Expense Allowances of the Secretary of the Senate, Sergeant at
Arms and Doorkeeper of the Senate, and Secretaries for the
Majority and Minority of the Senate: Expenses allowances...... 12,000 12,000  .cciicniinienennsnnnes 12,000 12,000  .eeereneenennnnes
Contingent Expe of the S
Inquiries and ir { 66,385,000 70,561,000 ..coveereneeinresansnennsnnes 69,561,000 69,561,000 +3,166,000
Expenm of Unlted States Senate Caucus on International
tics Control. 305,000 305,000 305,000  ..oocorirnreennnnneninenne
Secretary of the Senate 1,268,000 1,511,000 1,511,000 +245,000
Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper of the Senate......................... 61,347,000 65,931,000 85,931,000 +4,584,000
Miscellaneous items 8,644,000 6,791,000 8,791,000 +147,000
Senators’ Official Personnel and Office Expense Account... 204,029,000 208,000,000 208,000,000 +38,971,000
Office of Senate Fair Er‘,_ Y 1t Practi 778,000 -778,000
Settl ts and A 1,000,000 1,000,000
Stationery (revolving fund) 13,000 13,000 13,000  crenrenniinerssenenne
Officiai Mail Costs
Exper 11,000,000 38,500,000 .....coverirtinnncnnensenianee 10,000,000 10,000,000 -1,000,000
Total, contingent expenses of the Senate...........ccccccevenennene 352,777,000 408,887,000 ....ccounerenen- esaeasnsanen 362,112,000 362,112,000 +9,335,000
Total, Senate 426,919,000 489,630,000  ..ccoceenerniininnninirenens 441,208,000 441,208,000 +14,289,000
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FY 1997 LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS ACT (H.R. 3754)— continued

Conference
FY 1906 FY 1087 compared with
Enacted Estimate House Senate Conference enacted
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Payments to Widows and Heirs of Deceased
Members of Congress
Gratuities, d d Memb 133,600 +133,600
Salaries and Expenses
House Leadership Offices
Office of the Spea 1,478,000 1,621,000 1,535,000 1,535,000 1,535,000 +57,000
Office of the Majority Floor Leader. 1,470,000 1,561,000 1,526,000 1,526,000 1,526,000 +56,000
Office of the Minority Floor Leader. 1,480,000 1,574,000 1,534,000 1,534,000 1,534,000 +54,000
Office of the Majority Whip 628,000 876,000 957,000 957,000 857,000 +28,000
Office of the Minority Whip. 918,000 963,000 949,000 949,000 949,000 +31,000
Speaker's Office for Legisiative Floor Activities.. 376,000 385,000 376,000 376,000 376,000
House Republican Steering Commiittee . . 664,000 681,000 664,000 684,000 664,000
House Republican Conferer 1,083,000 1,146,000 1,130,000 1,130,000 1,130,000
House Democratic Steering and Policy Commiittee..................... 1,181,000 1,211,000 1,191,000 1,191,000 1,191,000
House D tic Caucus 566,000 616,000 603,000 603,000 603,000
Nine minority empioy 1,127,000 1,155,000 1,127,000 1,127,000 1,127,000
Subtotal, House Leadership Offices 11,271,000 11,889,000 11,562,000 11,582,000 11,592,000
Members’ Rep tational Allowances
Expe 360,503,000 308,898,000 363,313,000 363,313,000 383,313,000 +2,810,000
Committee Employees
Standing Committees, Special and Select (except Appropriations) 78,629,000 80,524,000 80,222,000 80,222,000 80,222,000 +1,583,000
Committee on Appropriations (including studies and investiga-
tions) 16,845,000 18,430,000 17,580,000 17,580,000 17,580,000 +635,000
Subtotal, Committee employ 95,574,000 98,854,000 97,802,000 97,802,000 97,802,000 +2,228,000
Salaries, Officers and Employees
Office of the Clerk 13,807,000 15,370,000 15,074,000 15,074,000 15,074,000 +1,267,000
Office of the Sergeant at Arms 3,410,000 3,889,000 3,638,000 3,638,000 3,638,000 +228,000
Office of the Chief Administrative Officer ..............ccc...... rrcrsnsasnsnsne 53,556,000 70,484,000 55,200,000 55,209,000 55,208,000 +1,6853,000
Office of Inspector Gi y 3,954,000 4,048,000 3,954,000 3,954,000 3,854,000  ....cvrnmninrenininirinens
Office of Compli 858,000 -858,000
Transfer to new Office of C li -500,000 +500,000
Office of the Chaplai 126,000 128,000 126,000 126,000 126,000  ..cceceereencnrannnceniane
Office of the Parli tari 1,180,000 1,036,000 1,036,000 1,038,000 1,036,000 -144,000
Office of the Parii i (775,000) (713,000) {713,000) (713,000) (713,000) (-62,000)
Compilation of precedents of the House of Representatives... {405,000) {323,000) (323,000) (323,000) {323,000) {(-82,000)
Office of the Law Revision Counsel of the House. 1,700,000 1,817,000 1,767,000 1,767,000 1,767,000 +87,000
Office of the Legislative Counset of the House.. 4,524,000 4,763,000 4,687,000 4,687,000 4,687,000 +183,000
Other authorized employ 837,000 1,000,000 768,000 768,000 768,000 -69,000
Former Spea (666,000) (825,000) (594,000) {594,000) {594,000) (-72,000)
Technical Assistants, Office of the Attending Physician.... (171,000 {175,000 (174,000) (174,000) {174,000) (+3,000)
Subtotal, Salaries, Officers and Employees..............ccovennncee 83,452,000 102,515,000 86,258,000 86,259,000 86,250,000 +2,807,000
Allowances and Expenses
Supplies, materials, administrative costs and Federal tort claims 984,000 2,301,000 2,374,000 2,374,000 2,374,000 +1,380,000
Official mail ( ittees, leadership, administrative and legisla-
tive offices) 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 ..
Reemployed annuitants reimbursements..............ceeveree eenstesasene 68,000 71,000 71,000 71,000 71,000 +3,000
Government contributions. 117,541,000 122,508,000 120,779,000 120,779,000 120,779,000 +3,238,000
Miscellaneous tems 658,000 641,000 641,000 841,000 641,000 -17,000
Subtotal, Allowances and expenses...............cceeeeeneese SR 120,261,000 126,521,000 124,865,000 124,865,000 124,865,000 +4,804,000

Total, House of Rep tati 671,081,000 738,777,000 683,831,000 683,831,000 683,964,600 +12,903,600
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FY 1997 LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS ACT (H.R. 3754)— continued

Conference
FY 1966 FY 1907 compared with
Enacted Estimate House Senate Conference enacted
JOINT ITEMS
Joint Committee on Inaugural Ceremonies of 1987 950,000 950,000 950,000 950,000 +850,000
Joint E ic Commitiee. 3,000,000 3,000,000 3,000,000 750,000 2,750,000 -250,000
Joint Committee on Printing 750,000 777,000 777,000 777,000 777,000 +27,000
Joint Commitiee on Taxation. 5,116,000 7,718,000 5,470,000 5,470,000 5,470,000 +354,000
Office of the Attending Physician
Medical supplies, equipment, expenses, and allowances............ 1,260,000 1,225,000 1,225,000 1,225,000 1,225,000 -35,000
Capitol Police Board
Capitol Police
Salaries:
Sergeant at Arms of the House of Rep Hatives 34,213,000 37,286,000 32,827,000 34,213,000 33,437,000 ~776,000
Sergeant at Arms and D« per of the Senate 35,919,000 36,108,000 35,485,000 35,919,000 35,818,000  ..cccceeecerenennererenennn
Subtotal, salari 70,132,000 76,384,000 68,362,000 70,132,000 69,356,000
General expenses 2,560,000 7,608,000 2,685,000 2,880,000 2,782,000
Subtotal, Capitol Police. 72,892,000 84,000,000 71,077,000 73,012,000 72,138,000
Capitol Guide Service and Special Services Office. 1,891,000 1,991,000 1,861,000 1,991,000 1,991,000
Stat: ts of Approp 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
Total, Joint items 84,838,000 90,689,000 84,520,000 84,205,000 85,331,000 +492,000
OFFICE OF COMPLIANCE
laries and exp 2,000,000 3,268,000 2,609,000 2,608,000 2,809,000 +608,000
Transter from House of Rep. Office of Compliance.................. 500,000 -500,000
- Total, Office of Compli 2,500,000 3,268,000 2,600,000 2,609,000 2,608,000 +109,000
OFFICE OF TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT
Salaries and exp 3,615,000 -3,615,000
Reappropriath 2,500,000 2,500,000
Total, Office of Technology A 6,115,000 -6,115,000
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE
Salaries and exp 24,288,000 24,775,000 24,288,000 24,775,000 24,532,000 +244,000
ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL
Office of the Architect of the Capitol
Salari 8,568,000 8,714,000 8,454,000 8,454,000 8,454,000 -115,000
Travel (limitation on official travel expenses) ..............cveveen.. {20,000) (20,000) {20,000} {20,000) {20,000)
Contingent expenses 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
Subtotal, Office of the Architect of the Capltol............ccceererenne 8,669,000 8,814,000 8,554,000 8,554,000 8,554,000
Capitot Buildings and Grounds
Capitol buildings 22,882,000 23,879,000 23,555,000 23,255,000 +373,000
Capitol grounds. 5,143,000 5,020,000 5,020,000 5,020,000
Senate office building: 41,757,000 39,640,000 39,640,000 39,640,000
House office buildings 33,001,000 32,566,000 32,556,000 32,556,000
Capitol Power Plant 35,518,000 34,749,000 34,749,000 34,749,000
Offsetting collecti 4,000,000 -4,000,000 4,000,000 4,000,000
Net subtotal, Capitol Power Plant ............ccvevererennns vomsessvossonses 31,518,000 30,749,000 30,749,000 30,749,000
Subtotal, Capitol buildings and grounds... 134,301,000 131,644,000 91,580,000 131,520,000 131,220,000 -3,081,000
Total, Architect of the Capitol 142,870,000 140,458,000 100,134,000 140,074,000 139,774,000 -3,196,000
UBRARY OF CONGRESS
Congressional R h Servi
Salaries and exp 60,084,000 63,056,000 62,641,000 62,641,000 62,641,000 +2,557,000
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
Congressional printing and binding 83,770,000 83,770,000 81,869,000 81,669,000 81,660,000 -2,101,000

Total, titie |, Congressional Operations 1,502,546,000 1,643,423,000 1,038,692,000 1,521,012,000 1,521,728,600 +186,182,600
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Conference
FY 1966 FY 1807 compared with
Enacted Estimate House Senate Conference enacted
TITLE il - OTHER AGENCIES
BOTANIC GARDEN
laries and exp: 3,053,000 2,902,000 2,802,000 2,902,000 2,802,000 -151,000
UBRARY OF CONGRESS

Salaries and exp 211,664,000 226,235,000 215,007,000 216,007,000 216,007,000 +4,343,000
Authority to spend ipt -7,868,000 7,869,000 7,860,000 7,869,000 <7,889,000 .....ccoviriernsncnnninianes
Net subtotal, Salasies and exper 203,795,000 218,366,000 207,138,000 208,138,000 208,138,000 +4,343,000
Copyright Office, salaries and 6Xpenses ..............cceeeereeessssessens 30,818,000 34,566,000 33,402,000 33,402,000 33,402,000 +2,584,000
Authority to spend ipt -18,830,000 -22,278,000 -22,269,000 -22,269,000 -22,268,000 -2,439,000
Net subtotal, Copyright Office. 10,988,000 12,288,000 11,133,000 11,133,000 11,133,000 +145,000

Books for the blind and physically handicapped, salaries and
Xp 44,951,000 486,057,000 44,964,000 44,964,000 44,964,000 +13,000
Fumi and fumnishing 4,882,000 4,882,000 4,882,000 4,882,000 4,882,000 .....corvrivninnsnenererninens
Total, Library of Cong (except CRS) 264,618,000 281,563,000 268,117,000 269,117,000 269,117,000 +4,501,000

ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL
Library Buildings and Grounds
Structural and mechanical care 12,428,000 9,003,000 9,003,000 10,453,000 9,753,000 -2,675,000
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
Office of Superintendent of Documents
Salaries and exper 30,307,000 30,827,000 29,077,000 29,077,000 28,077,000 -1,230,000
GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
Salaries and expenses 382,806,000 377,773,000 338,425,000 338,425,000 338,425,000 -44,381,000
Offsetting collecti -8,400,000 -8,100,000 -5,905,000 -5,805,000 -5,805,000 +2,495,000
Total, General Accounting OffICe .........c.cuerierenersesersasenansans 374,408,000 371,673,000 332,520,000 332,520,000 332,520,000 41,886,000
Total, title Il, Other agencies. 684,810,000 695,998,000 641,619,000 644,069,000 643,369,000 -41,441,000
Grand total 2,187,356,000 2,339,421,000 1,681,311,000 2,165,081,000 2,165,087,600 -22,258,400
TITLE | - CONGRESSIONAL OPERATIONS
Senat 426,919,000 489,830,000  ...ccceeeencnnncneersases 441,208,000 441,208,000 +14,289,000
House of Rep h 871,081,000 738,777,000 683,831,000 683,831,000 683,964,600 +12,903,600
Joint ltems 84,839,000 99,689,000 84,520,000 84,205,000 85,331,000 +492,000
Office of Compli 2,500,000 3,268,000 2,609,000 2,608,000 2,609,000 +1098,000
Office of Technology A t 6,115,000 -8,115,000
Congressional Budget Office 24,288,000 24,775,000 24,288,000 24,775,000 24,532,000 +244,000
Architect of the Capitol 142,970,000 140,458,000 100,134,000 140,074,000 139,774,000 -3,196,000
Library of Cong Cong ional R« h Servk 60,084,000 63,056,000 62,641,000 62,641,000 62,641,000 +2,557,000
Congressional printing and binding, Government Printing Office 83,770,000 83,770,000 81,669,000 81,660,000 81,669,000 2,101,000
Total, titie |, Congressional operations 1,502,548,000 1,643,423,000 1,038,692,000 1,521,012,000 1,521,728,800 +19,182,600
TITLE il - OTHER AGENCIES

Botanic Garden 3,053,000 2,902,000 2,902,000 2,902,000 2,802,000 -151,000
Library of Cong (¢ pt CRS) 264,616,000 281,583,000 268,117,000 269,117,000 269,117,000 +4,501,000
Architect of the Capitol (Library buildings and grounds).............. 12,428,000 9,003,000 9,003,000 10,453,000 9,753,000 -2,675,000

Government Printing Office (except congressional printing and
binding) 30,307,000 30,827,000 29,077,000 29,077,000 29,077,000 -1,230,000
General A nting Office 374,408,000 371,673,000 332,520,000 332,520,000 332,520,000 -41,888,000
Total, title It, Other agenci 684,810,000 695,998,000 641,619,000 644,069,000 643,369,000 -41,441,000

Grand total 2,187,356,000 2,338,421,000 1,681,311,000 2,165,081,000 2,185,007,600 -22,258,400
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Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, |
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. THORNTON. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

| rise to express my appreciation to
the conference for following the in-
structions of this House and instruct-
ing action on the conference report and
to commend the chairman, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. PACKARD],
for his efforts.

Mr. Speaker, | have no requests for
time, and | yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, | yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the conference report.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the conference report.

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XV, the
yeas and nays are ordered.

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule I, further
proceedings on the conference report
will be postponed.

re-

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 3603,
AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-

ISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1997

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that it be in order at
any time to consider a conference re-
port to accompany the bill (H.R. 3603)
making appropriations for Agriculture,
Rural Development, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration and Related Agencies pro-
grams for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1997, and for other purposes,
that all points of order against the con-
ference report and against its consider-
ation be waived, and that the con-
ference report be considered as read
when called up.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to the order of the House of today, |
call up the conference report on the
bill (H.R. 3603) making appropriations
for Agriculture, Rural Development,
Food and Drug Administration, and
Related Agencies programs for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 1997, and
for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of today,
the conference report is considered as
having been read.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
Tuesday, July 30, 1996, at page H9368.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN]
and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
DuURBIN] each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN].

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks on the
conference report to accompany H.R.
3603, and that they may include tabular
and extraneous material.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

I will be brief and ask that my formal
remarks be inserted in the RECORD.
This conference report is almost the
same as the bill that passed the House
on June 12.

Mr. Speaker, this conference agree-
ment has programs that benefit every
one of our constituents and their lives
every day no matter where they live or
what they do. | respectfully ask that
we get an ‘“‘aye’ vote on the conference
agreement on H.R. 3603.

Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to present to you
today the conference agreement for H.R.
3603, a bill making appropriations for Agri-
culture, Rural Development, Food and Drug
Administration, and related agencies programs
for fiscal year 1997.

This is a solid bipartisan bill which advances
both the goals of budget reduction and the
support of a large number of programs impor-
tant to the health and safety of the American
people.

Going into conference with the Senate, our
bills were $316 million apart in discretionary
spending, with the House having the lower
mark. The leadership of both committees split
the difference, giving the House an additional
$158 million.

This conference agreement is essentially
the same as the bill that passed the House on
June 12. The additional money added in the
conference has gone almost entirely for rural
development, research and education pro-
grams all of which have high priority and long-
term benefits.

| want to emphasize, Mr. Speaker, that this
agreement is right on our required spending
targets. Discretionary spending is at $12.96
billion which is $350 million less than fiscal
year 1996. Mandatory spending is at $39.9 bil-
lion which is $9.9 billion less than the current
year. Total spending in the bill is $52.8 billion
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which is $10.2 billion less than the current
year and $5.6 billion below the administration
request.

Mr. Speaker and Members of the House,
this agreement supports programs which ben-
efit every one of your constituents every day,
no matter if they live in rural America, the sub-
urbs or in our great cities.

It supports the food stamp program, the
Women, Infants and Children feeding pro-
gram, school lunch, school breakfast, elderly
feeding programs, and other essential serv-
ices.

Our rural development funding brings clean
water, affordable housing, jobs, and economic
growth to rural America.

QOur research programs support the finest
and most efficient agricultural system in the
world. This system not only delivers an abun-
dance of food to the American consumer but
this year it creates a more than $30 billion
trade surplus in agricultural products, meaning
jobs in the food processing, transportation and
service industries in every State.

This conference report also supports the
Food and Drug Administration and the food
safety and inspection service which protect
our supply of food, medicines and medical de-
vices. | want to point out, Mr. Chairman, that
this agreement fully funds the food safety and
inspection service as it launches the most
comprehensive change ever in our Federal
meat and poultry inspection system.

Mr. Speaker, | do want to point out one mat-
ter than | know is of concern to a number of
Members and that is the formula grants to
1890's colleges and Tuskegee University. For
the fiscal year 1997, cuts were made in exten-
sion grants using an across-the-board formula
with last year's grants as a base. There was
an error in the calculation of the grant formula
for 1890’s colleges and Tuskegee University. |
have discussed this with representatives of
these institutions and | want to assure them
and my colleagues that | will work to correct
this error at the first opportunity.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, | mentioned at the
start that this is a bipartisan effort and | want
to point out that the distinguished ranking
member of the subcommittee, Mr. DURBIN,
successfully added a package of reforms to
the rural housing programs which have been
needed for quite some time. These reforms
are not only good for rural Americans in need
of housing but they are good for the taxpayer
as well.

Mr. Speaker, | thank you and your col-
leagues for the opportunity to appear before
you here today. | believe this will be the first
domestic conference report to clear the Con-
gress. On behalf of the Agriculture Appropria-
tions Subcommittee, | respectfully ask for the
support of all my colleagues in the House.
Vote “yes” on the conference report for H.R.
3603.
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AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 1997 (H.R. 3603)

Conference
FY 1906 FY 1997 compared with
E d Estimat House Senate Conference enacted
TITLE | - AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS
Production, Processing, and Marketing
Office of the S y 10,227,000 10,336,000 2,836,000 2,836,000 2,838,000 -7,391,000
Executive Operations:
Chief Economist 3,948,000 4,282,000 4,231,000 4,231,000 4,231,000 +283,000
National Appeals Division 11,846,000 13,363,000 11,718,000 11,718,000 11,718,000 -128,000
Office of Budget and Program Analysi 5,899,000 5,986,000 5,988,000 5,886,000 5,986,000 +87,000
Office of Small and Disadvantaged Business Utilization.......... ........ esessessessnsnnsenese 804,000
Total, Executive Operations 21,683,000 24,445,000 21,935,000 21,935,000 21,835,000 +242,000
Chief Financial Officer 4,133,000 4,437,000 4,283,000 4,283,000 4,283,000 +150,000
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Administrati 596,000 613,000 613,000 613,000 613,000 +17,000
Agricutture buildings and facilities (USDA)...........cccecemninniinanns 135,774,000 149,635,000 125,548,000 144,053,400 144,053,000 +8,279,000
Payments to GSA (89,871,000) {103,754,000) (103,754,000) (103,754,000) (103,754,000) (+13,783,000)
Building operations and maintenance {20,216,000) {20,294,000) (16,794,000) (16,794,000) (16,794,000) {-3,422,000)
Repairs, tions, and cor ion (25,587,000) {25,587,000) (5,000,000) (28,505,400) (23,505,000) {-2,082,000)
Advisory committees (USDA) 650,000 856,000
Hazardous waste management 15,700,000 15,700,000 15,700,000 15,700,000 15,700,000 .
Departmental admir 27,586,000 29,137,000 28,304,000 30,529,000 30,529,000 +2,543,000
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations ..... 3,797,000 3,842,000 3,728,000 3,668,000 3,668,000 -129,000
Office of Communications 8,188,000 8,317,000 8,138,000 8,138,000 8,138,000 -60,000
Office of the Inspector General 63,839,000 64,523,000 63,028,000 63,028,000 63,028,000 -811,000
Office of the G | Counsel 27,860,000 29,249,000 27,749,000 27,749,000 27,749,000 -111,000
Office of the Under Secretary for Research, Education
and Economics 520,000 540,000 540,000 540,000 540,000 +20,000
Economic Re h Servi 53,131,000 54,847,000 54,176,000 53,109,000 53,109,000 -22,000
National Agricultural Statistics Servi 81,107,000 102,624,000 100,221,000 98,121,000 100,221,000 +16,114,000
Agricultural R h Service 710,000,000 728,853,000 702,831,000 722,839,600 716,826,000 +6,826,000
Buildings and facilities 30,200,000 80,100,000 58,600,000 59,200,000 69,100,000 +38,800,000
Total, Agricultural R h Servi 740,200,000 808,953,000 762,431,000 782,039,600 785,826,000 +45,726,000
Cooperative State R h, Education, and Extension Service:
Research and education activities 421,920,000 418,572,000 411,849,000 419,370,000 421,504,000 -425,000
Native Americans Institutions Endowment Fund {4,600,000) (4,600,000) (4,800,000} (4,600,000) (4,800,000}  covnennreerissssnsnnissssses
Buildings and facilities 57,838,000 . 30,449,000 55,868,000 61,591,000 +3,753,000
Extension Activities. 427,750,000 423,488,000 409,870,000 431,122,000 425,520,000 -2,230,000
Total, Cooperative State R h, Education,
and Extension Servi 907,517,000 842,080,000 851,968,000 908,160,000 908,615,000 +1,098,000
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Marketing and
Regulatory Progi 805,000 618,000 618,000 618,000 618,000 +13,000
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service:
Salaries and expenses 431,921,000 439,033,000 435,428,000 432,103,000 434,908,000 +2,988,000
AQI user fees 1/ (100,254,000) {100,000,000) (98,000,000) (98,000,000) (98,000,000) (-2,254,000)
Buildings and facilities 8,757,000 3,200,000 3,200,000 3,200,000 3,200,000 -5,557,000
Total, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Servi 440,678,000 442,233,000 438,628,000 435,303,000 438,109,000 -2,568,000
Agricultural Marketing Service:
M ing Servi 46,517,000 48,311,000 37,582,000 486,767,000 38,507,000
New user fees (3,887,000) . (3,887,000) (3,887,000} (3,887,000)
{Limitation on administrative expenses, from fees collected)... (58,461,000) (58,012,000) (58,012,000) (59,012,000) (58,012,000)
Funds for strengthening markets, income, and supply
{transfer from section 32) 10,451,000 10,576,000 10,576,000 10,576,000 10,576,000
Payments to states and pc ions. 1,200,000 1,200,000 1,200,000 1,200,000 1,200,000
Total, Agricultural Marketing Servi 58,168,000 60,087,000 48,368,000 58,543,000 50,283,000
Grain Inspection, Packers and Stockyards Admini 1 23,058,000 24,595,000 22,728,000 23,928,000 23,128,000
inspection and Weighing Services (limitation on
administrative expenses, from fees collected)... (42,784,000) (43,207,000) (43,207,000) (43,207,000) (43,207,000)
Office of the Under Secretary for Food Safety 440,000 576,000 446,000 446,000 446,000
Food Safety and Inspection Servi 544,908,000 574,000,000 574,000,000 557,697,000 574,000,000
Lab accreditation fees 2/ (1,000,000) (1,000,000) {1,000,000) (1,000,000) {1,000,000)
Total, Production, P ing, and M i 3,170,583,000 3,252,323,000 3,156,986,000 3,239,037,000 3,267,527,000 +86,844,000
Farm Assistance Programs
Office of the Under Secretary for Farm and Foreign
Agricultural Services 549,000 572,000 572,000 572,000 572,000 +23,000
Farm Service Agency:
Salaries and expenses 795,000,000 820,495,000 748,440,000 725,000,000 746,440,000
(Transfer from export loans) (580,000) (623,000) (580,000) (588,000) (589,000)
{Transfer from P.L. 480) (745,000) (783,000) (745,000) (783,000) (745,000)
(Transfer from ACIF) (208,446,000) (209,485,000) {208,446,000) (208,446,000) {208,446,000)

Total, salaries and exper (1,004,780,000)  (1,031,386,000) {956,220,000) (834,818,000) (958,220,000) (-48,560,000)
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Conference
FY 1908 FY 1997 compared with
Enacted Estimate House Senate Conference enacted
State mediation grants 2,000,000 X0 o o X0 o o 2,000,000 2,000,000
Dairy indemnity prog 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
Outreach for socially disadvantaged farmers and ranchers..... 1,000,000 3,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000
Total, Farm Service Agency 798,100,000 826,565,000 747,540,000 728,100,000 749,540,000 -48,560,000
Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund Program Account:
Loan authorizations:
Farm ownership loans:
Direct (60,000,000) (50,000,000) {50,000,000) (50,000,000} (50,000,000) (-10,000,000)
Guaranteed (550,000,000} {650,000,000) {550,000,000) 550,000,000} {550,000,000) .....cconneneee R
Subtotal (610,000,000) (700,000,000) (600,000,000) (600,000,000) {600,000,000) {-10,000,000)
Operating loans:
Direct (550,000,000) (445,071,000) (445,071,000) (445,071,000} (445,071,000) (-104,929,000)
Guaranteed unsubsidized (1,700,000,000) (1,750,000,000) {1,700,000,000) (,700,000,000} {1,700,000,000)
Guaranteed subsidized (200,000,000) (250,000,000) (200,000,000) (200,000,000) (200,000,000}
Subtotal (2,450,000,000) (2,445,071,000) (2,345,071,000} {2,345,071,000) {2,345,071,000) (-104,929,000)
Indian tribe land acquisition I08NS.............ccceemeseasesensnnes (750,000) (1,000,000) {1,000,000) {1,000,000) {1,000,000) (+250,000)
Emergency di loans (100,000,000)  ...conerenrenernsensns (25,000,000) {75,000,000) (25,000,000) (-75,000,000)
Boll weevil Loans {15,384,000) (34,853,000) (+34,653,000)
Credit sales of acquired property {50,000,000) {25,000,000) (25,000,000) {25,000,000) {+25,000,000)
Total, Loan authorizations (3,160,750,000) (3,196,071,000) {2,996,071,000) (3,061,455,000) (3,030,724,000) (-130,026,000)
Loan subsidies:
Farm ownership:
Direct 14,034,000 5,920,000 5,920,000 5,920,000 5,820,000 -8,114,000
Guaranteed 20,019,000 26,065,000 22,055,000 22,055,000 22,055,000 +2,036,000
Subtotal 34,053,000 31,985,000 27,975,000 27,975,000 27,975,000 -8,078,000
Farm operating:
Direct 75,185,000 59,150,000 58,150,000 59,150,000 59,150,000 -16,035,000
Guaranteed unsubsidized 18,360,000 19,775,000 19,210,000 19,210,000 19,210,000 +850,000
Guaranteed subsidized 17,860,000 23,100,000 18,480,000 18,480,000 18,480,000 +520,000
Subtotal 111,505,000 102,025,000 96,840,000 96,840,000 96,840,000 -14,665,000
indian tribe land acquisition 206,000 54,000 54,000 54,000 54,000 -152,000
Emergency disast 32,080,000 . 6,365,000 19,095,000 6,365,000 25,715,000
Boll weevil loans subsidy 2,000,000 499,000 +499,000
Credit sales of acquired property. 5,060,000 2,530,000 2,530,000 2,530,000 +2,530,000
Total, Loan subsidi 177,844,000 139,124,000 133,764,000 148,494,000 134,263,000 -43,581,000
ACIF expenses:
Salaries and exp: 208,935,000 209,485,000 208,446,000 208,448,000 208,448,000 -489,000
Admir ive exper 12,606,000 12,608,000 12,600,000 12,800,000 12,800,000 -6,000
Total, ACIF expenses 221,541,000 222,091,000 221,046,000 221,046,000 221,046,000 -485,000
Total, Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund..........cccervernsasnsasenes 399,385,000 361,215,000 354,810,000 369,540,000 355,309,000 -44,076,000
(Loan authorization) (3,160,750,000) (3,196,071,000) (2,996,071,000) (3,061,455,000) (3,030,724,000) (-130,026,000)
Office of Risk Management 62,198,000 70,000,000 64,000,000 +64,000,000
Total, Farm Assistance Prog 1,198,034,000 1,188,382,000 1,165,120,000 1,168,212,000 1,169,421,000 -28,613,000
Corporations
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation:
Federal crop insurance corporation fund...........veereecerserensene 1,263,708,000 1,591,000,000 1,581,000,000 1,581,000,000 1,581,000,000 +327,292,000
Commaodity Credit Corporation Fund: :
Reimb it for net realized losses 10,400,000,000 1,500,000,000 1,500,000,000 1,500,000,000 1,500,000,000 -8,900,000,000
Hazardous waste (limitation on administrative expenses)........ (5,000,000) {15,750,000) {5,000,000) {5,000,000) (5,000,000} eoeverrersaserensasaarensas
Total, Corporati 11,683,708,000 3,091,000,000 3,091,000,000 3,091,000,000 3,091,000,000 -8,672,708,000
Total, title I, Agricultural Prog 186,032,325,000 7,531,705,000 7,413,106,000 7,498,249,000 7,517,948,000 -8,514,377,000
{By transfer) (208,780,000) (210,891,000) (208,780,000) (209,818,000) (208,780,000)  ..cvcrecrerennensenanenens
{Loan authorization} (3,160,750,000) (3,198,071,000) {2,996,071,000) (3,061,455,000) {3,030,724,000) (-130,026,000)
{Limitation on administrative expenses) ..............ooecceeeeeeree (106,245,000) {117,969,000) (107,219,000) {107,219,000) (107,219,000) (+974,000)
TITLE Il - CONSERVATION PROGRAMS
Office of the Under Secretary for Natural Resources
and Environment 677,000 693,000 693,000 693,000 683,000 +16,000
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Conference
FY 1906 FY 1907 compared with
Enacted Estimate House Senate Conference enacted
Natural Resources Conservation Service:
C vation operati 620,988,000 662,910,000 619,382,000 638,854,000 619,742,000 -10,244,000
Watershed surveys and planning 14,000,000 19,188,000 10,762,000 14,000,000 12,381,000 -1,619,000
Watershed and flood prevention operations 100,000,000 118,038,000 101,038,000 101,038,000 101,038,000 +1,038,000
Emergency appropriations (P.L. 104-134) ... 80,514,000 -80,514,000
Resource tion and development 29,000,000 20,377,000 29,377,000 29,377,000 20,377,000 +377,000
Forestry incentives program 8,325,000 6,325,000 6,325,000 6,325,000 8,325,000  ...ccoerrrrcrrermrsarerannne
Colorado River Basin salinity control program..... 2,681,000 -2,681,000
Wetlands prog! 77,000,000 188,000,000 -77,000,000
National Natural Resources Conservation Service
Foundation 500,000
Total, Natural Resources Cor tion Service 939,508,000 1,022,338,000 766,892,000 788,662,000 768,881,000 -170,645,000
Farm Service Agency:
Agricuitural conservation progl 75,000,000 -75,000,000
Water quality incentives prog (11,000,000) (15,000,000) {-11,000,000)
Conservation reserve prog 1,781,785,000 1,824,850,000 -1,781,785,000
Emergency appropriations (P.L. 104-134) ..........cccecvnrnnururaverens 30,000,000 -30,000,000
Total, Farm Service Agency 1,886,785,000 1,924,850,000 -1,8886,785,000
Total, title Il, Conservation Prog 2,826,968,000 2,947,879,000 767,585,000 790,385,000 769,554,000 -2,057,414,000
TITLE Hi - RURAL ECONOMIC AND
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS
Office of the Under S« tary for Rural Develop it 568,000 588,000 588,000 588,000 588,000 +20,000
Rural Housing Service:
Rural Housing Insurance Fund Program Account:
Loan authorizations: .
Low-income housing (8ec. 502} ..........cccervrererssiarannrrensuenes {1,000,000,000} (1,320,000,000) {1,000,000,000)
Unsubsidized guaranteed {1,700,000,000) (2,300,000,000) (2,300,000,000)
Housing repair (sec. 504) {35,000,000) (35,000,000) {35,000,000)
Farm labor (sec. 514) {15,000,000) (16,482,000) {15,000,000)
Rental housing (sec. 515) (150,000,000} (58,654,000) {58,854,000)
Site loans (sec. 524) (800,000} {600,000} (600,000)
Self-help housing land development fund ............cceunnee. ' (603,000} (600,000} (600,000)
Credit sales of acquired property (75,000,000} {50,000,000) (50,000,000) (50,000,000) {+50,000,000)
Emergency appropriations (P.L. 104-134) .........cecoervernuenn (38,960,000) (-38,960,000)
Total, Loan authorizations (2,940,163,000) (3,806,3386,000) (3,459,854,000) (3,459,854,000) (3,458,854,000) (+519,691,000)
Loan subsidies:
Single family (sec. 502):
Direct 145,833,000 109,560,000 83,000,000 83,000,000 83,000,000 -82,833,000
Unsubsidized guaranteed 2,890,000 6,210,000 6,210,000 6,210,000 8,210,000 +3,320,000
Housing repair (sec. 504) 14,193,000 11,081,000 11,081,000 11,081,000 11,081,000 -3,112,000
Farm labor (sec. 514) 8,629,000 7,565,000 6,885,000 6,885,000 6,885,000 1,744,000
Rental housing (sec. 515):
Direct 82,035,000 28,987,000 28,987,000 28,987,000 28,987,000 -53,048,000
Unsubsidized guaranteed (1,000,000) ceveconerucesrnassnensseaens (1,000,000) (1,000,000) (1,000,000  oeceveeemmertessensoneenene
Self-heip housing land development fund 31,000 17,000 17,000 17,000 17,000 -14,000
Credit sales of acquired property 6,098,000 4,050,000 4,050,000 4,050,000 +4,050,000
Emergency appropriations (P.L. 104-134) ..........cccerveeerene 6,500,000 -6,500,000
Total, Loan subsidi 260,111,000 169,518,000 140,230,000 140,230,000 140,230,000 -119,881,000
RHIF administrative exper 385,889,000 366,205,000 366,205,000 366,205,000 366,205,000 -19,684,000
Rental assistance program:
(Sec. 521) 535,000,000 487,970,000 487,970,000 487,970,000 487,970,000 -47,030,000
(Sec. 502(c){5)(D)) 5,900,000 5,900,000 5,900,000 5,800,000 5,900,000 .......ccovercirnrennetennn
Total, Rental assistance progi 540,900,000 493,870,000 493,870,000 493,870,000 483,870,000 «47,030,000
Total, Rural Housing Insurance Fund...........cceeeeeensnsnsasareas 1,186,900,000 1,020,583,000 1,000,305,000 1,000,305,000 1,000,305,000 -1886,585,000
(Loan authorization) (2,840,163,000) (3,806,336,000)  (3,458,854,000) {3,458,854,000) (3,459,854,000) (+519,691,000)

Community Facility Loans Program Account:

Loan authorizations:
Direct (200,000,000) {-200,000,000)
Guaranteed. (75,000,000) (-75,000,000)
Total, Loan authorizati (275,000,000) {-275,000,000)
Loan subsidies:
Direct 34,880,000 -34,880,000
Guaranteed 3,555,000 -3,555,000
Total, Loan subsidi 38,435,000 -38,435,000

Administrative exper 8,836,000 -8,836,000
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Conference
FY 1996 FY 1807 compared with
Enacted Estimate House Senate Conference enacted
Very low-income housing repair grants ... 24,900,000 24,900,000 -24,900,000
Emergency appropriations (P.L. 104-134).. . 1,100,000 1,100,000
Rural housing for d tic farm labor 10,000,000 10,000,000 -10,000,000
Mutual and seif-help housing Grants ...........cccueeeicrsriencssssessenes 12,650,000 26,000,000 26,000,000 26,000,000 26,000,000 +13,350,000
Rural ity fire protection grants 2,000,000 2,000,000
Compensation for construction def: 495,000 -485,000
Rural housing preservation grants 11,000,000 11,000,000 -11,000,000
Rural housing assist: prog 3/ 136,435,000 73,190,000 136,435,000 130,433,000 + 130,433,000
Subtotal, grants and payment: 62,145,000 208,335,000 96,180,000 162,435,000 156,433,000 +94,288,000
RHS expenses:
A istrative exper 48,583,000 89,660,000 53,889,000 66,354,000 60,743,000 +14,160,000
(Transfer from RHIF) (377,074,000) (366,205,000) {368,205,000) (366,205,000) (366,205,000) (-10,869,000)
(Transfer from ACIF) (171,000) (-171,000}
(Transfer from CFLP) (8,731,000) {-8,731,000)
Total, RHS exper (432,550,000) (455,865,000) (420,094,000) (432,559,000) (426,948,000) (-5,611,000)
Total, Rural Housing Setvi 1,342,8080,000 1,327,588,000 1,153,384,000 1,229,094,000 1,217,481,000 -125,418,000
(Loan authorization) {3,215,163,000) (3,806,338,000) {3,459,854,000) {3,459,854,000) (3,456,854,000) (+244,691,000)
Rural Business-Cooperative Service:
Rural Business and Industry Loans Program Account:
Loan authorization: GUAIANEEd ...........cereereresssssssasessasessasess {500,000,000) {-500,000,000)
Loan subsidy: Guaranteed 6,437,000 -8,437,000
Administrative exper 14,868,000 +14,868,000
Rural Development Loan Fund Program Account:
authorization) (37,544,000) {80,000,000) (40,000,000) (37,544,000) (37,544,000} ...ccvcirirniinasinenerines
Loan subsidy 22,395,000 36,928,000 18,400,000 17,270,000 17,270,000 -5,125,000
Admir exper 1,476,000 -1,476,000
Rural Economic Development Loans Program Account:
Direct loans (limitation on obligations) (12,865,000 {14,000,000) (12,865,000) (12,865,000) (12,885,000) ..ccrvuermasserinssmnnisessns
Direct subsidy. 3,729,000 3,085,000 2,830,000 2,830,000 2,830,000 -899,000
Administrative exper 654,000 699,000 654,000 654,000 654,000 .............
Alternative Agricuttural R h and C ialization
Revolving Fund. 6,500,000 6,975,000 6,000,000 10,000,000 7,000,000 +500,000
Rural business enterprise grants 45,000,000 -45,000,000
Appropriate technology transfer for rural areas..........ccoecerscuneee 2,300,000 1,300,000 ~2,300,000
Rural business-cooperath ist: 3/ 83,750,000 51,400,000 53,750,000 51,400,000 +51,400,000
RBCS expenses:
Salaries and expenses 9,013,000 27,088,000 25,880,000 25,680,000 25,680,000 +16,667,000
(Transfer from RBILP) {14,747,000) {-14,747,000)
(Transfer from RDLFP) {1,476,000) {-1,476,000}
(Transfer from REDLP) (654,000) (699,000} (654,000) (654,000) (654,000) ........... teeaesessomsssecees
Total, RBCS exp (25,890,000) (27,767,000) (26,334,000) (26,334,000) (26,334,000) (+444,000)
Total, Rural Business-Coop ive Servi 112,372,000 126,815,000 104,964,000 110,184,000 104,834,000 -7,538,000
(By transfer) (16,877,000 {699,000) (654,000) (654,000) (654,000) {-16,223,000)
{Loan authorization) (637,544,000) (80,000,000) (40,000,000} (37,544,000) (37,544,000) (-500,000,000)
Rural Utilities Service:
Rural Electrification and Telecommunications Loans
Program Account:
Loan authorizations:
Direct loans:
Electric 5% (90,000,000} (125,000,000) (125,000,000} (125,000,000) (125,000,000) (+35,000,000)
Telephone 5% (70,000,000} {75,000,000) {75,000,000) (75,000,000) {75,000,000) {+5,000,000)
Subtotal (160,000,000) {200,000,000) {200,000,000) {200,000,000) (200,000,000) (+40,000,000)
Treasury rate: Telephone (300,000,000} {300,000,000) (300,000,000) (300,000,000) {300,000,000)
Muni-rate: Electric (525,000,000} (600,000,000} (525,000,000) (525,000,000} {525,000,000)
FFB loans:
Electric, regular. {300,000,000) (400,000,000} (300,000,000) (300,000,000} {300,000,000)
Telephone {120,000,000) (120,000,000} (120,000,000} (120,000,000} (120,000,000)
Subtotal {420,000,000) {520,000,000) (420,000,000) {420,000,000) (420,000,000}
Total, Loan authorizations {1,405,000,000) (1,620,000,000)  (1,445,000,000)  ({1,445,000,000) (1,445,000,000) (+40,000,000)
Loan subsidies:
Direct loans:
Electric 5% 21,168,000 3,625,000 3,825,000 3,625,000 3,625,000 -17,543,000
Telephone 5% 13,958,000 1,183,000 1,183,000 1,193,000 1,183,000 -12,765,000

Subtotal 35,126,000 4,818,000 4,818,000 4,818,000 4,818,000 -30,308,000
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Conference
FY 1868 FY 1807 compared with
Enacted Estimate House Senate Conference enacted
Treasury rate: Telephone 60,000 60,000 60,000 60,000 60,000 ... .
Muni-rate, electri 56,858,000 32,280,000 28,245,000 28,245,000 28,245,000 28,813,000
FFB loans: Electric, regular 2,520,000 3,720,000 2,780,000 2,780,000 2,790,000 +270,000
Total, Loan subsidi 94,564,000 40,878,000 35,913,000 35,913,000 35,913,000 -58,651,000
RETLP administrative expenses 29,882,000 33,070,000 20,982,000 20,982,000 20,982,000  ..ccerecusrisasssnsesennen
Total, Rural Electrification and Telecommunications

Loans Prog Accour 124,546,000 73,848,000 65,885,000 65,895,000 65,885,000 -58,651,000
(Loan authorization) (1,405,000,000) {1,620,000,000) {1,445,000,000) {1,445,000,000) {1,445,000,000) {+40,000,000)

Rural Telephone Bank Program Account:
Direct loans (limitation on oblgations) ............e..eeeescsessensense (175,000,000) (175,000,000) {175,000,000) {175,000,000) {175,000,000) ...ccvvurarecnsnsercrssnsanes
Direct loan subsidy. 5,023,000 2,328,000 2,328,000 2,328,000 2,328,000 -2,665,000
RTB administrative expenses 3,541,000 3,500,000 3,500,000 3,500,000 3,500,000 -41,000
Distance learning and medical link grants and loans .............. 7,500,000 20,261,000 7,500,000 10,000,000 9,000,000 +1,500,000

Solid waste management grants, rural water and waste
disposal grants, and waier and waste disposal facifity loans

{admir P ) 12,740,000 12,740,000
Rural utilities assistance program 3/ 487,868,000 661,560,000 498,868,000 656,742,000 566,935,000 +79,067,000
Emergency appropriations (P.L. 104-134) .. 11,000,000 -11,000,000
RUS expenses:
Salaries and expenses 18,449,000 33,873,000 33,185,000 33,195,000 33,195,000 +14,748,000
Electric and telephone loans (by transfer) ...........cooeveeeeeceunene (29,982,000) {33,070,000) (29,982,000} (29,982,000) (29,882,000)  ..ccoununensesnsssssssssenens
Rural telephone bank (by fer) (3,541,000) (3,500,000) {3,500,000) (3,500,000) {3,500,000) (-41,000)
Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund Program Account
(by transfer) (318,000) (-318,000)
Rural partnership (by transfer} (12,623,000) {-12,623,000}
Total, RUS exper (64,913,000) (70,443,000) (68,677,000) (66,677,000) (66,677,000) {+1,764,000)
Total, Rural Utilities Servit 670,667,000 795,470,000 608,286,000 771,660,000 680,853,000 +10,186,000
(By transfer) (46,464,000) (36,570,000) (33,482,000) (33,482,000) (33,482,000) {-12,982,000)
(Loan auth on) (1,405,000,000) {1,620,000,000) (1,445,000,000) (1,445,000,000) (1,445,000,000) {+40,000,000)
(Limitation on obligations) {175,000,000) {175,000,000) (175,000,000) {175,000,000) (175,000,000} .....co0nueenees resrssannas
Total, title lll, Rural Economic and Community
Development Prog 2,126,508,000 2,253,461,000 1,888,222,000 2,111,526,000 2,003,756,000 -122,750,000
(By transfer) (449,317,000} (403,474,000) (400,341,000) (400,341,000) (400,341,000) (-48,976,000)
(Loan authorization) {5,157,707,000) (5,506,336,000) (4,944,854,000) {4,942,398,000) (4,942,398,000) {-215,309,000)
(L y on obligations) (187,865,000) (189,000,000) (187,865,000) (187,865,000) (187,865,000)  ...vveenensenrrmsnnnsensons
TITLE IV - DOMESTIC FOOD PROGRAMS
Office of the Under Secretary for Food, Nutrition and
Consumer Servi 440,000 554,000 454,000 554,000 454,000 +14,000
Food and Consumer Service:
Child nutrition prog 2,348,166,000 3,251,215,000 3,218,844,000 3,221,044,000 3,219,544,000 +871,378,000
Discretionary spending 4,000,000
Transfer from section 32. 5,597,858,000 5,413,453,000 5,433,753,000 5,433,753,000 5,433,753,000 -164,105,000
Total, Child nutrition prog 7,946,024,000 8,668,6688,000 8,652,597,000 8,654,797,000 8,653,297,000 +707,273,000
Special supplemental nutrition program for women,
infants, and chitdren (WIC) 3,729,807,000 3,780,000,000 3,729,807,000 3,729,807,000 3,729,807,000
Reserve 100,000,000
(By transfer) (4,000,000} (-4,000,000)
Food stamp program:
Expenses 25,954,828,000 26,353,555,000 26,341,029,000 26,347,029,000 26,344,029,000 +389,201,000
Reserve 500,000,000 2,461,200,000 100,000,000 1,000,000,000 100,000,000 -400,000,000
Nutrition assistance for Puerto Rico. 1,143,000,000 1,174,000,000 1,174,000,000 1,174,000,000 1,174,000,000 +31,000,000
Total, Food stamp program 27,587,828,000 29,988,755,000 27,615,029,000 28,521,029,000 27,618,029,000 +20,201,000
C dity assistance prog 166,000,000 172,000,000 166,000,000 166,000,000 168,000,000
Food donations programs for selected groups:
Needy family prog 65,000,000 65,000,000 85,000,000 1,250,000 1,250,000 -83,750,000
Elderly feeding prog 150,000,000 150,000,000 140,000,000 140,000,000 140,000,000 -10,000,000
Total, Food donations prog 215,000,000 215,000,000 205,000,000 141,250,000 141,250,000 73,750,000
Food program admini ion 107,769,000 110,882,000 104,487,000 107,769,000 108,128,000 -1,641,000
The Center for Nutrition Policy and P ion. 4,470,000
Total, Food and Consumer Service ................. aesvsrssasasinasiiene 39,762,428,000 43,039,875,000 40,472,920,000 41,320,852,000 40,414,511,000 +652,083,000

Total, title IV, D stic Food Program: 39,762,868,000 43,040,429,000 40,473,374,000 41,321,206,000 40,414,965,000 +652,097,000
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AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 1997 (H.R. 3603) — continued

Conference
FY 1908 FY 1007 compared with
Enacted Estimate House Senate Conference enacted
TITLE V - FOREIGN ASSISTANCE AND
RELATED PROGRAMS
Foreign Agricultural Service:
Direct appropriati 115,802,000 132,875,000 124,208,000 134,205,000 131,285,000 +15,483,000
(Transfer from Commodity Credit Corporation) (5,176,000) (-5,176,000)
(Transfer from export loans) (2,792,000) (3,231,000) (2,792,000) (3,231,000) (3,231,000) (+439,000)
(Transfer from P.L. 480) {1,005,000) {1,035,000) (1,005,000) (1,035,000) {1,035,000) (+30,000)
Total, Program level (124,775,000) (137,141,000) (128,005,000) (138,561,000) (135,561,000) (+10,786,000)
Public Law 480 Program Account:
Title | - Credit sales:
Program level. (316,342,000) (232,849,000) (230,305,000) (232,849,000) {240,805,000) (-75,537,000)
Direct loans (291,342,000) (218,944,000) (216,400,000) (218,944,000) (226,900,000) (-84,442,000)
Ocean freight differential 25,000,000 13,905,000 13,805,000 13,805,000 13,905,000 11,095,000
Title Il - Commodities for disposition abroad:
Program leve! (821,100,000} (837,000,000) (837,000,000) (837,000,000) (837,000,000) (+15,800,000)
Appropriation. 821,100,000 837,000,000 837,000,000 837,000,000 837,000,000 +15,800,000
Title lll - Commodity grants:
Program level. {50,000,000) {40,000,000) (29,500,000} {40,000,000) {29,500,000) {-20,500,000)
Appropriatio 50,000,000 40,000,000 29,500,000 40,000,000 28,500,000 -20,500,000
Loan subsidi 236,162,000 178,082,000 177,000,000 179,082,000 185,589,000 -50,573,000
Salaries and expenses:
General Sales Manager. 1,005,000 1,035,000 1,005,000 1,035,000 1,035,000 +30,000
Farm Service Agency 745,000 783,000 745,000 783,000 745,000  .ooercnncnnennninnnsenees
Subtotal 1,750,000 1,818,000 1,750,000 1,818,000 1,780,000 +30,000
Total, Public Law 480:
Prog! fevel (1,187,442,000) (1,100,849,000) {1,096,805,000) (1,109,849,000) (1,107,305,000) (-80,137,000)
Appropriati 1,134,012,000 1,071,805,000 1,050,155,000 1,071,805,000 1,067,774,000 -66,238,000
CCC Export Loans Program Account:
Loan guarantees:
Short-term export credit {5,200,000,000) {5,000,000,000) (5,500,000,000) (5,500,000,000) (5,500,000,000) (+300,000,000)
Intermediate-term export credit (500,000,000) {500,000,000) (-500,000,000)
Loan subsidy 374,347,000 380,000,000 380,000,000 390,000,000 380,000,000 +15,6853,000
Salaries and expenses (Export Loans):
General Sales Manager. 2,792,000 3,231,000 2,792,000 3,231,000 3,231,000 +439,000
ASCS 588,000 623,000 586,000 589,000 589,000  ...cccveucucnsnnnnrenens
Total, CCC Export Loans Program Account .... 377,728,000 393,854,000 393,381,000 393,820,000 393,820,000 +16,082,000
Total, title V, Foreign Assistance and Related Programs........ 1,627,542,000 1,588,534,000 1,576,744,000 1,599,820,000 1,562,888,000 -34,653,000
(By transfer) (8,973,000) (4,266,000) (3,797,000) (4,266,000) (4,266,000) (-4,707,000)
TITLE VI - RELATED AGENCIES AND
FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
AND HUMAN SERVICES
Food and Drug Administration
Salaries and exp , direct appropriati 819,971,000 823,771,000 819,971,000 819,971,000 819,971,000 ....ccevvevrvcnnnnnirraenens
Prescription drug user fee act (84,723,000) (87,528,000) (87,528,000) (87,528,000) (87,528,000) (+2,805,000)
Mammography clinics user fee {13,000,000) (13,403,000} (13,403,000) (13,403,000) {13,403,000) (+403,000)
Total, Program level (917,694,000) (824,702,000) (820,902,000) (820,902,000) (820,902,000) (+3,208,000)
Buildings and facilities 12,150,000 8,350,000 21,350,000 21,350,000 21,350,000 +9,200,000
Rental payments 46,294,000 46,294,000 48,294,000 46,294,000 48,294,000  ...ccvevrcrerenncnnnenerenens
Total, Food and Drug Admint i 878,415,000 878,415,000 887,615,000 887,815,000 887,615,000 +9,200,000
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
Financial Management Service: Payments to the Farm
Credit System Financial Assistance Corporati 15,453,000 10,290,000 10,280,000 10,280,000 10,290,000 -5,163,000
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
Commaodity Futures Trading Commissi 53,601,000 56,601,000 55,101,000 56,601,000 65,101,000 +1,500,000
Farm Credit Administration (limitation on administrative
expenses) (37,478,000 (37,478,000)  ..onreunucensrenmsenccnneens (37,478,000) (+37,478,000)

Total, title Vi, Related Agencies and Food and
Drug Administration 947,469,000 945,306,000 953,006,000 954,506,000 953,006,000 +5,537,000
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AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 1997 (H.R. 3603) — continued

Conference
FY 1906 FY 1887 compared with
Enacted Estimate House Senate Conference enacted
TITLE Vil - SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS
AND RESCISSIONS, FY 1996
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Farm Service Agency
Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund Program Account:
Loan subsidy: Emergency disaster loans {contingent
gency appropriation) 25,000,000 32,244,000 +32,244,000
Loan authorization: Emergency disaster loans (85,208,000) (110,000,000} {+110,000,000)
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms:
Salaries and expenses 12,011,000 12,011,000 +12,011,000
Internal Revenue Service:
Inf ion sy {rescission) -16,500,000 16,500,000 -16,500,000
Total, title VIll, Suppk | Approp '8
and Rescissions, FY 1996 (net) 20,511,000 27,755,000 +27,755,000
S keeping adjust it -235,780,000 127,050,000 -368,000,000 -396,511,000 -437,755,000 -201,875,000
Grand total:
New budget {obligational} authority..........ccveeersrserreresesnene 83,087,808,000 58,444,364,000 52,684,037,000 53,889,792,000 52,842,118,000  -10,245,780,000
Fiscal year 1987 (63,087,808,000)  (58,444,364,000)  (52,684,037,000)  (53,879,281,000)  (52,814,363,000)  (-10,273,535,000)
Fiscal year 1996 (net) (20,511,000) (27,755,000) (+27,755,000)
Appropriati {12,011,000) (12,011,000} (+12,011,000)
Contingent emergency appropriation. (25,000,000) (32,244,000) (+32,244,000)
Rescissi (-18,500,000) (-16,500,000) {-16,500,000)
(By transfer) {672,070,000) (618,631,000} (613,918,000) (614,425,000) (614,387,000} (-57,683,000)
{Loan authorization) (14,018,457,000)  (14,202,407,000)  (13,440,925,000)  (13,580,061,000)  (13,583,122,000) (-435,335,000)
(Limitation on administrative exp ) (106,245,000} (155,447,000} (144,897,000} {107,219,000) (144,697,000} (+38,452,000)
{Limitation on obligati (187,865,000) {188,000,000) (187,8685,000) {187,865,000) (187,885,000)  cevuvnueenecsscsssssessessees

1/ Such sums as available from AQI user fee account for FY 1986. In addition, $24,857,000 is anticipated from farm bill direct appropriations.
2/ in addition to appropriation.
3/ The Administration proposed funding for this account under the name "Rural performance partnership program”.
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Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, | reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | would first like to sa-
lute the chairman of this committee,
Mr. SKEEN, who has done an extraor-
dinarily good job over the last 2 years
under very difficult circumstances. As
I have said before, this is the most bi-
partisan subcommittee in the House. |
think that that is the case because of
the leadership of Mr. SKEEN. | have en-
joyed serving with him. It has been a
tough job for him and the entire staff.
He has done an excellent job in prepar-
ing this conference committee report.

We have responded to the need to re-
duce spending. We have done it. We
have done it in a way that will not im-
peril food and fiber production across
America. It will cause some discom-
fort, | am sure. The cutbacks will af-
fect some people, but | think we have
done our job in a responsible way.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 30 seconds to the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

Mr. TRAFFICANT. Mr. Speaker, |
commend the gentleman. We will be
missing him, certainly, in the next
Congress but certainly hoping we will
still be able to deal with him.

I would just like to put the commit-
tee on notice to be concerned about
certain imports of products that are
damaging American farmers. Mexican
tomatoes coming in here at $2 being
dumped, when it costs $6 for Florida
farmers to produce them, Australian
beef coming down through Canada. We
are damaging and destroying many
beef producers in our country.

I would just like to place the com-
mittee on notice to take a look at
these issues. | believe that our agri-
culture policies are hurting many
farmers at this point and we need more
oversight.

Mr. POMERQY. Mr. Speaker, | rise to speak
on the conference report for the fiscal year
1997 Agriculture Appropriations Act. In general
this conference report represents a vast im-
provement from the bill that passed the House
earlier this year. Among the most important
improvements from the point-of-view of North
Dakota was the elimination of the sugar price
cap included in the House passed bill. This
important improvement is a validation of the 7-
year commitment to sugar producers made by
Congress when it passed the new farm bill
this spring. The conferees also restored $2
million in funding for State Agriculture Medi-
ation Grant program which aids farmers in set-
ting debt disputes. Finally the conferees
agreed to increase funding for the grain in-
spection, packer and stockyards administration
so it can implement recommendations from
the recent Commission on Concentration in
Agriculture. These are important victories for
North Dakota producers and for farm families
nationwide.

| am quite disappointed, however, by the
conferees’ decision to leave out a remedy for
our Nation’s barley producers which was in-
cluded during Senate consideration of the bill.
The Senate, during debate on the fiscal year
1997 appropriations bill, included language to
move $20 million from payments in the years
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1999-2002—$5 million each year—to fiscal
year 1998 in order to make up for this year’s
shortfall. This represented a step toward fulfill-
ing the promises made to barley producers
earlier this year. The conferees, however, de-
cided to eliminate this important and needed
provision from the final conference report.

This fix was needed to live up to the prom-
ises made during the farm bill debate earlier
this year. Barley producers were promised a
transition payment of 46 cents per bushel
under the production flexibility contracts. From
November until April this estimate stood as the
payment barley producers expected from par-
ticipation in the new program. Many made fi-
nancial and planting plans based on this fig-
ure.

Once the new farm bill was signed into law,
however, barley producers discovered an error
had been made in estimating the payments.
Barley would now be eligible for a 32-cent
payment, over a 30-percent decrease from the
promised amount, and a much steeper de-
crease from the estimates promised to other
commodities.  Nationwide this decrease
amounts to over $20 million in lost income to
barley producers in 1997.

The decision by the conferees to reject the
temporary fix adopted by the Senate only reaf-
firms the unfair treatment of barley farmers,
and should not stand. | will continue to search
for a way to correct his error that will leave
many barley producers shortchanged under
the new farm bill.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in support of H.R. 3603, the Agriculture appro-
priations bill for fiscal year 1997.

The appropriations process historically has
been a process emphasizing bipartisanship,
compromise, and camaraderie. No bill empha-
sizes those attributes more than this bill, and
no team of Chair and ranking member puts
those attributes on display better than the
team of JOE SKEeN and Dick DursIN for the
past 3 years. It has been a pleasure to be as-
sociated with them and their bipartisan handi-
work in this bill.

H.R. 3603 is not a perfect bill. The discre-
tionary spending in this bill is $350 million
below fiscal year 1996 and $1.1 billion less
than President Clinton requested.

We really have to ask ourselves how long
we expect to continue this trend and believe it
somehow has no impact. Over a number of
years, we have cut back our trade promotion
efforts, our commitment to rural development,
and our agricultural research and extension
activities. The impact is being felt by our farm-
ers, our rural communities, and our land-grant
institutions. In addition, USDA is feeling the
squeeze as it provides services to our farmers
and farm communities, and as it carries out its
important missions of animal and plant inspec-
tion and food safety.

These are worrisome long-term trends that |
hope will be addressed in the years to come,
but JOE SKEEN and Dick DURBIN have done a
good job with this conference report under de-
manding circumstances.

Fortunately, cooler heads in the leadership
prevailed, and we were able to achieve a
more generous final allocation that increased
the House bill by $158 million. The majority of
this money was allocated to unmet needs of
our rural communities—both rural housing
loans, and water and sewer loans.

| was also pleased that the conferees in-
cluded a House provisions, authored by our
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colleague MARCY KAPTUR, to require farmers
actually to plant a crop to receive payments
under the new farm bill. This was a common-
sense provision, and it was revised to take
into account disasters, conservation uses and
other sensible exceptions, but it is an impor-
tant affirmation of our intentions in the 1996
farm bill.

| have particular praise for several items of
importance to California agriculture and to my
district.

First, funds have been included for an im-
portant integrated pest management research
facility at the University of California at Davis.

Recent passage of the pesticides and food
safety bill after a long stalemate is a reflection
that the use of agricultural pesticides and the
effect on health are of the greatest concern to
the American public. Minimizing the use of
pesticides while continuing the crop yields that
Americans expect which, in turn, produce such
low cost food products must continue to be a
priority.

It is imperative that we have the up-to-date
facilities to develop effective methods to deal
with pests, especially in California. California
has been the Nation’s top agricultural pro-
ducer since 1948, and America depends upon
the wide variety of agricultural commodities
that are produced. Yet, in a State where a
new pest is introduced every 60 days, we are
particularly susceptible to pest infestation. This
facility will support and accelerate research
needed for environmentally compatible pest
management strategies.

Second, the bill includes mandatory funds
for the Market Access Program [MAP].

Agriculture exports, projected to exceed $50
billion again this year—up from $43.5 billion
for fiscal year 1994—are vital to the United
States. And there is probably no more impor-
tant tool for export promotion than MAP, espe-
cially for California’s specialty crop production.

Third, the conference agreement has put
the additional allocation to good use with re-
gard to research and extension activities and
support for our land-grant institutions. Agricul-
tural research will take on even greater impor-
tance in the years to come as farmers make
the transition to a full market-oriented farm
economy envisioned by the 1996 farm bill.

In that light, it is important that we sustain
and hopefully increase our commitment to re-
search through the agricultural research sta-
tions of the Agricultural Research Service,
thought the formula funding for our land-grant
institutions, and through the special grants and
competitive grants in the Cooperative State
Research Education and Extension Service.
Only through such investments can we main-
tain the U.S. lead in agriculture and enable it
to continue its significant and positive impact
on our economy.

In summary, this is a good bill given our
budgetary circumstances and given the many
needs and many issues within the committee’s
jurisdiction. | commend Chairman JOE SKEEN
and ranking member Dick DURBIN for their ef-
forts in support of American agriculture, and |
urge my colleagues to support the conference
report on H.R. 3603, the Agriculture appropria-
tions bill for fiscal year 1997.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support
of H.R. 3603 and its accompanying con-
ference report that provides funding for Agri-
culture, Rural Development, Food and Drug
Administration and related agencies programs
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for fiscal year 1997. | want to commend sub-
committee chairman SKeeN and ranking mem-
ber Mr. DUrBIN for their leadership and fine
work in crafting this difficult bill. | also would
like to thank the subcommittee staff for their
diligence and for the long hours they spent
putting together this bill.

This bill provides $53.3 billion for Agricul-
tural appropriations. This represents a reduc-
tion of $10.3 billion from last year's level. Dis-
cretionary spending in our bill has been re-
duced by $350 million, forcing our subcommit-
tee to make some difficult choices. We have
had to consolidate and reduce spending on a
number of rural development and rural hous-
ing programs and spending in this bill is still
woefully inadequate to meet the needs of
those rural communities seeking water and
sewer loans.

Fortunately, there are many positive areas
in this bill that deserve special recognition. For
one, we were finally successful in reforming
the section 515 low-income housing program.
This multifamily rural rental housing program
assists elderly, disabled and low-income work-
ing families in securing affordable housing. In
this bill we have extended the section 515 pro-
gram for another year and have permitted
funding to be used for construction of new af-
fordable housing units. This program has been
in need of reform for years and | am hopeful
that these overdue changes will enable us to
operate this program more efficiently so that
we will be able to provide increased funding to
the program in future years.

In this bill we have also significantly in-
creased spending on nutrition and feeding pro-
grams. We have provided $8.7 billion for child
nutrition programs such as the school lunch
and school breakfast programs and $27.6 bil-
lion for food stamps. The important WIC pro-
gram is funded at last year's level of $3.73 bil-
lion. With the large carryover balances in the
WIC account, we are within reach of full fund-
ing for WIC, a goal that | believe its shared by
all Members of Congress.

We have also provided the administration’s
full request of $574 million for the Food Safety
and Inspection Service. Ensuring the safety of
our Nation’s food supply is one of the highest
priorities in this bill. We are committed to pro-
viding the Food Safety and Inspection Service
with the needed funding required to maintain
the current inspection system while providing
the needed investments required to implement
the new hazard analysis and critical control
point [HACCP] meat and poultry inspection
system.

This bill also provides critical resources to
the Natural Resources Conversation Service
that will enable them to provide planning and
technical assistance for watershed projects
and to help farmers implement conservation
compliance plans on highly erodible lands. We
need to do a better job in controlling soil ero-
sion and protecting environmentally sensitive
crop lands. We do that in our bill by providing
strong funding levels for conservation oper-
ations, the conservation reserve program, the
wetlands reserve program and the newly cre-
ated environmental quality incentives program
[EQUIP].

One of my major regrets in this bill is the
failure to include the Northern Forest Steward-
ship Act in the agriculture appropriations con-
ference report. The Northern Forest Steward-
ship Act is bipartisan legislation that positively
balances the environmental and economic fu-

ture of resource-dependent communities in
northern New England and New York. This bill
represents a carefully, crafted compromise
based on the recommendations of the north-
ern forest land council. Foresters, conserva-
tionists, and recreationists have worked to-
gether to develop a plan of action that protects
the scenic and wildlife resources of the region
while preserving the economic timber base of
the region and without infringing on the rights
of landowners. We must protect and enhance
the forest health, forest economies and com-
munity development of these northern forests
for current and future generations. | strongly
support this consensus approach to preserving
our treasured natural resources.

The decision by the Agriculture Appropria-
tion Subcommittee conferees to not include
riders, or potentially controversial authorization
language on our bill, led our subcommittee to
reluctantly drop the Northern Forest Steward-
ship Act from the conference report. Neverthe-
less, | plan on continuing to work closely with
my northeastern colleagues to find a way that
expedites passage of the Northern Forest
Stewardship Act in this Congress.

In spite of my reservations on a few specific
provisions in the bill | believe that the bill over-
all is a good one. We have done the best we
can with the resources available to us and |
urge Members to support this bill and yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker,
back the balance of my time.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, | want to
express my appreciation for the re-
marks that were made by the ranking
member and say that he set a good ex-
ample for me and we followed through
on exactly that kind of demeanor. I,
too, want to say to him that he has
been a delight to work with and is cer-
tainly a great gentleman in this body
and we will see what happens after the
election.

Mr. Speaker, | have no further re-
quests for time, and | yield back the
balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the conference report.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the conference report.

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XV, the
yeas and nays are ordered.

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule I, further
proceedings on the conference report
will be postponed until after the vote
on the legislative branch appropria-
tions conference report.

I yield

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 3754,
LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1997

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of
agreeing to the conference report on
the bill, H.R. 3754.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the conference report.

Pursuant to the provisions of clause 7
of rule XV, the yeas and nays are or-
dered.

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for the next electronic vote.
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Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blute
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Browder
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TN)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Christensen
Chrysler
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Combest
Condit
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis

de la Garza
Deal
DeFazio
DelLauro
DelLay
Dellums
Deutsch
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The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 397, nays 22,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 386]
YEAS—397

Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
English
Ensign
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox

Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Greene (UT)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Moran
Morella
Myers
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
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“WWIOO(’ gorhk EUIZ"‘ ™) The Clerk read the title of the bill. mma” 8”!"9“ g:o‘gss
ussle oukema aylor eyers uinn udds
Oberstar Roybal-Allard Taylor (NC) The_ S'_DEAKER pro tempore. The Mica Radanovich Stump
Obey Royce Tejeda question is on the conference report. Millender- Rahall Stupak
Ohver Rush Thomas Pursuant to the provisions of clause  McDonald Ramstad Tatent
rtiz abo ompson inge ange anner
Orton Salmon Thornberry 7, rule XV, the yeas and nays are or- ik Reed Tate
Owens Sanders Thornton dered. Moakley Regula Tauzin
Oxley Sawyer Thurman This will be a 5-minute vote. Molinari Richardson Taylor (MS)
Packard Saxton Tiahrt - Mollohan Rivers Taylor (NC)
Pallone Schaefer Torkildsen _The vote was taken by electronic de- Montgomery Roberts Tejeda
Parker Schiff Torres vice, and there were—yeas 379, nays 42, Moorhead Roemer Thomas
Pastor Schumer Torricelli not voting 12, as follows: Moran Rogers Thompson
Paxon Scott Traficant Morella Ros-Lehtinen Thornberry
Payne (NJ) Seastrand Upton [Roll No. 387] Myers Rose Thornton
Payne (VA) Serrano Velazquez YEAS—379 Myrick Roth Thurman
Pelosi Shadegg Vento ) j Neal Sabo Tiahrt
Peterson (MN) Shaw Visclosky Abercrombie Cunningham Herger Nethercutt Sanders Torres
Petri Shays Volkmer Ackerman Danner Hilleary Neumann Sawyer Torricelli
Pickett Shuster Vucanovich Allard Davis Hilliard Ney Saxton Traficant
Pombo Sisisky Walker Archer de la Garza Hinchey Norwood Schaefer Upton
Pomeroy Skaggs Walsh Armey Deal Hobson Nussle Schiff Velazquez
Porter Skeen Wamp Bachus DeFazio Hoekstra Oberstar Schroeder Vento
Portman Skelton Ward Baesler DelLauro Holden Obey Scott Visclosky
Poshard Slaughter Watt (NC) Baker (CA) DeLay Horn Olver Seastrand Vucanovich
Pryce Smith (MI) Watts (OK) Baker (LA) Deutsch Hostettler Ortiz Serrano Walker
Quillen Smith (NJ) Waxman Baldacci Diaz-Balart Houghton Orton Shadegg Walsh
Quinn Smith (TX) Weldon (FL) Ballenger Dickey Hoyer Oxley Shaw Wamp
Radanovich Smith (WA) Weldon (PA) Barcia Dicks Hunter Packard Shays Ward
Rahall Solomon Weller Barr Dingell Hutchinson Pallone Shuster Watt (NC)
Ramstad Souder White Barrett (NE) Dixon Hyde Parker Sisisky Watts (OK)
Rangel Spence Whitfield Barrett (WI) Dooley Inglis Pastor Skaggs Waxman
Reed Spratt Wicker Bartlett Doolittle Istook Paxon Skeen Weldon (FL)
Regula Stark Williams Barton Dornan Jackson (IL) Payne (VA) Skelton Weldon (PA)
Richardson Stenholm Wise Bateman Doyle Jackson-Lee Pelosi Slaughter Weller
Rivers Stokes Wolf Becerra Dreier (TX) Peterson (MN) Smith (MI) White
Roberts Studds Woolsey Beilenson Duncan Jefferson Petri Smith (NJ) Whitfield
Rogers Stupak Wynn Bentsen Dunn Johnson (CT) Pickett Smith (TX) Wicker
Rohrabacher Talent Yates Bereuter Durbin Johnson (SD) Pombo Smith (WA) Wise
Ros-Lehtinen Tanner Zeliff Berman Edwards Johnson, E.B. Pomeroy Solomon Wolf
Rose Tate Zimmer Bevill Ehlers Johnson, Sam Porter Souder Woolsey
Bilbray Ehrlich Jones Portman Spence Wynn
NAYS—22 Bilirakis English Kanjorski Poshard Spratt Young (AK)
Chenoweth Green (TX) Scarborough Bishop Ensign Kaptur Pryce Stenholm Zeliff
Coble Jacobs Schroeder Bliley Evans Kasich
Coleman Johnston Sensenbrenner Blumenauer Eve_rett Kelly NAYS—42
Conyers LoBiondo Stearns Blute Ewing Kennedy (MA) Andrews Johnston Rush
Cooley Miller (CA) Stockman Boehlert Farr Kennedy (RI) Bass LoBiondo Salmon
Eshoo Nadler Stump Boehner Fawell Kennelly Chabot Lofgren Sanford
Filner Roemer Bonilla Fazio Kildee Conyers Meehan Scarborough
Ganske Sanford ggﬂfr E:z:g: E‘II_'Q; ?:Lng Dellums Menendez Schumer
NOT VOTING—14 Borski Filner Kingston Esﬁgﬁtt m:::g: Elczﬁ; gigfinbrenner
Brownback McDade Waters Boucher Flake KI?CZka Fattah Nadler Stearns
Chapman Murtha Wilson g:gvv:’lzgerr 'lz:)a;gagan E:'u"k Foglietta Owens Stockman
Engel Peterson (FL) Young (AK) Brown (CA) Forb)és Knogllenber Frank (MA) Payne (NJ) Torkildsen
Ford Riggs Young (FL) Brown (FL) Fowler Kolbe 9 Franks (NJ) Rohrabacher Volkmer
Istook Towns Frelinghuysen Roukema Williams
Brown (OH) Fox LaFalce Hoke Roybal-Allard Yates
O 1102 Bryant (TN) Frr_amks (Ccm LaHood Jacobs Royce Zimmer
Bryant (TX) Frisa Lantos
Mrs. SCHROEDER, Ms. ESCHOO, and Bunn Frost Largent NOT VOTING—12
Messrs. SCARBOROUGH,_ GANSKE, gﬂrp'ng Eﬂ?g:rburk t:tTr;?JTette Brownback McDade Towns
and NADLER changed their vote from Burton Gallegly Laughlin Chapman Murtha Waters
“yea” to “nay.” Buyer Ganske Lazio Engel P(_eterson (FL) Wilson
Ms. FURSE changed her vote from callahan Gejdenson Leach Ford Riggs Young (FL)
“nay” to “yea." Calvert Gekas LeV|>n 0O 1112
Camp Gephardt Lewis (CA)
So the conference report was agreed Campbell Geren Lewis (GA) So the conference report was agreed
to. Canady Gibbons Lewis (KY) to
The result of the vote was announced SZ;{‘.'Q S::fl,‘]fft t:ﬂ?;f.‘;"t The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded. - ! !
A motion to reconsider was laid on Chambliss Gilman Linder as above recorded.
Chenoweth Gonzalez Lipinski A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table. Christensen Goodlatte Livingston h bl
Chrysler Goodling Longley the table. R R
Clay Gordon Lowey House Resolution 496 was laid on the
PERSONAL EXPLANATION Clayton Goss Lucas table.
Clement Graham Luther
Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. clinger Green (TX) Maloney
387, | was unable to be present due to per- Clyburn Greene (UT) Manton
sonal business. Had | been present, | would <D greenwood Manzutlo PERSONAL EXPLANATION
have voted “vea.” oburn underson Markey Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
Y/ Coleman Gutierrez Martinez
Collins (GA) Gutknecht Martini 386, | was unable to be present due to per-
Collins (IL) Hall (OH) Mascara sonal business. Had | been present, | would
CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 3603, collins (MI) Hall (TX) Matsui have voted “yea.”
AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP- gomdpest :amiltc')(n MCga:'lthy
ondit ancoc cCollum
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN- Cooley Hansen McCrery
ISTRATION, AND RELATED costello Harman McDermott PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS Cox Hastert McHale OF H.R. 123, ENGLISH LANGUAGE
ACT, 1997 Coyne Hastings (FL) ~ McHugh EMPOWERMENT ACT OF 1996
Cramer Hastings (WA) Mclnnis
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Crane Hayes Mclintosh Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
LAHooD). The pending business is the Cramo Hayworth Mckeon tion of the Committee on Rules, 1 call
h - Cremeans Hefley McKinney - N
question of agreeing to the conference ¢pin Hefner McNulty up House Resolution 499 and ask for its
report on the bill, H.R. 3603. Cummings Heineman Meek immediate consideration.
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The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-

lows:
H. REs. 499

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. 123) to amend
title 4, United States Code, to declare Eng-
lish as the official language of the Govern-
ment of the United States. The first reading
of the bill shall be dispensed with. Points of
order against consideration of the bill for
failure to comply with clause 2(I)(6) of rule
X1 are waived. General debate shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall not exceed one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities. After general debate
the bill shall be considered for amendment
under the five-minute rule. In lieu of the
amendment recommended by the Committee
on Economic and Educational Opportunities
now printed in the bill, it shall be in order to
consider as an original bill for the purpose of
amendment under the five-minute rule an
amendment in the nature of a substitute
consisting of the text of H.R. 3898. That
amendment in the nature of a substitute
shall be considered as read. Points of order
against that amendment in the nature of a
substitute for failure to comply with clause
7 of rule XVI are waived. No other amend-
ment shall be in order except those printed
in the report of the Committee on Rules ac-
companying this resolution. Each amend-
ment may be considered only in the order
specified, may be offered only by a Member
designated in the report, shall be considered
as read, shall be debatable for the time speci-
fied in the report equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an opponent,
shall not be subject to amendment except as
specified in the report, and shall not be sub-
ject to a demand for division of the question
in the House or in the Committee of the
Whole. AIll points of order against amend-
ments printed in the report are waived. The
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
may: (1) postpone until a time during further
consideration in the Committee of the Whole
a request for a recorded vote on any amend-
ment; and (2) reduce to five minutes the min-
imum time for electronic voting on any post-
poned question that follows another elec-
tronic vote without intervening business,
provided that the minimum time for elec-
tronic voting on the first in any series of
questions shall be fifteen minutes. At the
conclusion of consideration of the bill for
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. Any Mem-
ber may demand a separate vote in the
House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
made in order as original text. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

O 1115

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
NETHERCUTT). The gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. LINDER] is recognized for
1 hour.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, for the
purposes of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from California [Mr. BEILENSON], pend-
ing which | yield myself such time as |
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may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purposes of debate only.

(Mr. LINDER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 499 is a modified closed rule
providing for consideration of H.R. 123,
the English Language Empowerment
Act of 1996. House Resolution 499
waives points of order against consider-
ation of the bill for failure to comply
with clause 2(1)(6) of rule XI, regarding
3 day availability of committee re-
ports. The rule provides for 1 hour of
debate equally divided between the
chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Economic and
Educational Opportunities.

The rule further makes in order, for
the purpose of amendment, an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute con-
sisting of the text of H.R. 3898. The rule
waives points of order against the
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute for failure to comply with
clause 7 of rule 16, relating to germane-
ness.

The rule also provides for the consid-
eration of the amendments printed in
the Rules Committee report on the rule
only in the order specified; if offered by
the Member designated in the report;
debatable for the time specified in the
report, equally divided and controlled
by the proponent and an opponent; and
which shall not be subject to amend-
ment or a division of the question in
the House or the Committee of the
Whole.

House Resolution 499 waives all
points of order against the amend-
ments printed in the report. The rule
also authorizes the Chair to postpone
and cluster votes on amendments.

Finally, the resolution provides for a
motion to recommit with or without
instructions as is the right of the mi-
nority.

The rule for this bill is a fair one.
House Resolution 499 allows for an hour
of debate on a minority substitute, and
specified time for a number of amend-
ments which give those in opposition
the opportunity to refine the bill. | be-
lieve the Rules Committee has been ex-
traordinarily fair and prudent in that
minority amendments outnumber ma-
jority amendments by a count of 4 to 1.

Mr. Speaker, the English Language
Empowerment Act of 1996 is designed
to empower a new generation of immi-
grants. This bill declares that English
is the official language of the Federal
Government, mandates that the Fed-
eral Government conduct its business
in English, eliminates the Federal bi-
lingual ballot requirement, and re-
quires officials to conduct naturaliza-
tion ceremonies in English.

This bill assures that we have a uni-
form government policy that does not
undercut incentives to learn English
and is consistent with established im-
migration policy that new citizens
demonstrate an ability to read, write,
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and speak English. It is a modest bill
which does not restrict, in any way,
the use of foreign languages in homes,
neighborhoods, churches, or private
businesses.

The argument will be made that this
bill will result in cost savings to the
American taxpayer as a result of the
termination of documents and services
currently provided in different lan-
guages. | agree that it is unrealistic
that the Government should accommo-
date the printing of government mate-
rials in countless languages, and some
cost savings will be achieved. This de-
bate, however, is about more than sim-
ply the cost in dollars. For the past
three decades we have come to realize
that well-meaning programs intended
to help have actually evolved into pro-
grams that hinder the advancement of
our citizens. In this case, costly bilin-
gual policies have acted as a disincen-
tive to some immigrants who have
been encouraged to use their native
languages rather than learn English.

The problem again is not that the
Government has done too little—it is
that the Government is doing too
much. In this case, the Government’s
actions are inhibiting the social and
economic advancement of new immi-
grants.

Throughout this Nation’s history, we
have opened our ports to immigrants
from countries across the globe, and
each generation of immigrants has un-
derstood the importance of learning to
communicate in English. New immi-
grants continue to understand that the
knowledge of a common language will
propel them along the road to prosper-
ity and will unite all immigrants with
a common bond as Americans.

Unfortunately, this Government is
impeding their integration into Amer-
ican society. This legislation will fa-
cilitate the opportunities for non-Eng-
lish speaking persons in this country,
and | disagree with the argument that
this bill would isolate them from soci-
ety.

It is the failure to promote English
as our common and unifying language
that has hindered some Americans
from building a solid future for their
families and gaining access to the
American dream.

During a meeting with a group of
businessmen | asked a gentleman who
had immigrated to the United States
why his community has achieved such
great educational and professional ac-
complishments in this country, and he
proudly responded that there were two
reasons for this success in the United
States—intact families and the adop-
tion of the English language.

It is becoming painfully clear that
those who have not adopted the Eng-
lish language have had a much more
difficult time achieving success in our
schools, in our businesses, and in our
society. For those who use English, we
have seen a great rise in achievement.

Mr. Speaker, this is an equitable rule
that permits opponents of the bill the
opportunity to alter extensively the
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original bill. 1 urge my colleagues to believe will help to open the door to Mr. Speaker, | include the following
support the rule so that we may pro- the American dream to more of our fol- material from the Committee on Rules
ceed with consideration of a bill that I low Americans. for the RECORD:

THE AMENDMENT PROCESS UNDER SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE,* 103D CONGRESS V. 104TH CONGRESS
[As of July 31, 1996]

103d Congress 104th Congress
Rule type
Number of rules Percent of total Number of rules Percent of total
Open/Modified-Open 2 46 44 81 59
Structured/Modified Closed 3 49 47 39 28
Closed 4 9 9 17 13
Total 104 100 137 100

1This table applies only to rules which provide for the original consideration of bills, joint resolutions or budget resolutions and which provide for an amendment process. It does not apply to special rules which only waive points of
order against appropriations bills which are already privileged and are considered under an open amendment process under House rules.

2An open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule. A modified open rule is one under which any Member may offer a germane amendment under the five-minute rule subject only
to an overall time limit on the amendment process and/or a requirement that the amendment be preprinted in the Congressional Record.

3A structured or modified closed rule is one under which the Rules Committee limits the amendments that may be offered only to those amendments designated in the special rule or the Rules Committee report to accompany it, or
which preclude amendments to a particular portion of a bill, even though the rest of the bill may be completely open to amendment.

4A closed rule is one under which no amendments may be offered (other than amendments recommended by the committee in reporting the bill).

SPECIAL RULES REPORTED BY THE RULES COMMITTEE, 104TH CONGRESS
[As of July 31, 1996]

H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule
H. Res. 38 (1/18/95) 0 HR. 5 Unfunded Mandate Reform A: 350-71 (1/19/95).
H. Res. 44 (1/24/95) mC H. Con. Res. 17 Social Security A: 255-172 (1/25/95).
HJ. Res. 1 Balanced Budget Amdt
H. Res. 51 (1/31/95) 0 HR. 101 Land Transfer, Taos Pueblo Indians A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 52 (1/31/95) 0 H.R. 400 Land Exchange, Arctic Nat'l. Park and Preserve A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 53 (1/31/95) 0 HR. 440 Land Conveyance, Butte County, Calif A: voice vote (2/1/95).
H. Res. 55 (2/1/95) 0 HR. 2 Line Item Veto A: voice vote (2/2/95).
H. Res. 60 (2/6/95) 0 H.R. 665 Victim Restitution A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 61 (2/6/95) 0 H.R. 666 Exclusionary Rule Reform A: voice vote (2/7/95).
H. Res. 63 (2/8/95) MO HR. 667 Violent Criminal Incarceration A: voice vote (2/9/95).
H. Res. 69 (2/9/95) 0 HR. 668 Criminal Alien Deportation A: voice vote (2/10/95).
H. Res. 79 (2/10/95) MO HR. 728 Law Enforcement Block Grants A: voice vote (2/13/95).
H. Res. 83 (2/13/95) MO HR. 7 National Security Revitalization PQ: 229-199; A: 227-197 (2/15/95).
H. Res. 88 (2/16/95) mMC HR. 831 Health Insurance Deductibility PQ: 230-191; A: 229-188 (2/21/95).
H. Res. 91 (2/21/95) 0 HR. 830 Paperwork Reduction Act A: voice vote (2/22/95).
H. Res. 92 (2/21/95) MC HR. 889 Defense Supplemental A: 282-144 (2/22/95).
H. Res. 93 (2/22/95) MO HR. 450 Regulatory Transition Act A: 252-175 (2/23/95).
H. Res. 96 (2/24/95) MO HR. 1022 Risk A A: 253-165 (2/27/95).
H. Res. 100 (2/27/95) 0 HR. 926 Regulatory Reform and Relief Act A: voice vote (2/28/95).
H. Res. 101 (2/28/95) MO HR. 925 Private Property Protection Act A: 271-151 (3/2/95).
H. Res. 103 (3/3/95) MO H.R. 1058 Securities Litigation Reform
H. Res. 104 (3/3/95) MO HR. 988 Attorney Accountability Act A: voice vote (3/6/95).
H. Res. 105 (3/6/95) MO A: 257155 (3/7/95).
H. Res. 108 (3/7/95) ......ccoeuwvereerimmmerrrerinnnnnn Debate HR. 956 Product Liability Reform A: voice vote (3/8/95).
H. Res. 109 (3/8/95) MC PQ: 234-191 A: 247-181 (3/9/95).
H. Res. 115 (3/14/95) MO H.R. 1159 Making Emergency Supp. Approps A: 242-190 (3/15/95).
H. Res. 116 (3/15/95) MC HJ. Res. 73 ..o Term Limits Const. Amdt A: voice vote (3/28/95).
H. Res. 117 (3/16/95) ....vvvvrevevrrrererevrnrerens Debate HR. 4 Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 A: voice vote (3/21/95).
H. Res. 119 (3/21/95) mC A: 217-211 (3/22/95).
H. Res. 125 (4/3/95) 0 HR. 1271 Family Privacy Protection Act A: 423-1 (4/4/95).
H. Res. 126 (4/3/95) 0 H.R. 660 Older Persons Housing Act A: voice vote (4/6/95).
H. Res. 128 (4/4/95) MC HR. 1215 Contract With America Tax Relief Act of 1995 A: 228-204 (4/5/95).
H. Res. 130 (4/5/95) MC HR. 483 Medicare Select Expansion A: 253-172 (4/6/95).
H. Res. 136 (5/1/95) 0 H.R. 655 Hydrogen Future Act of 1995 A: voice vote (5/2/95).
H. Res. 139 (5/3/95) 0 HR. 1361 Coast Guard Auth. FY 1996 A: voice vote (5/9/95).
H. Res. 140 (5/9/95) 0 HR. 961 Clean Water Amendments A: 414-4 (5/10/95).
H. Res. 144 (5/11/95) 0 HR. 535 Fish Hatchery—Arkansas A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 145 (5/11/95) 0 H.R. 584 Fish Hatchery—Ilowa A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 146 (5/11/95) 0 HR. 614 Fish Hatchery—Minnesota A: voice vote (5/15/95).
H. Res. 149 (5/16/95) MC H. Con. Res. 67 Budget Resolution FY 1996 PQ: 252—170 A: 255-168 (5/17/95).
H. Res. 155 (5/22/95) MO H.R. 1561 American Overseas Interests Act A: 233-176 (5/23/95).
H. Res. 164 (6/8/95) mMC H.R. 1530 Nat. Defense Auth. FY 1996 PQ: 225-191 A: 233-183 (6/13/95).
H. Res. 167 (6/15/95) 0 HR. 1817 MilCon Appropriations FY 1996 PQ: 223-180 A: 245-155 (6/16/95).
H. Res. 169 (6/19/95) MC HR. 1854 Leg. Branch Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 232-196 A: 236-191 (6/20/95).
H. Res. 170 (6/20/95) 0 H.R. 1868 For. Ops. Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 221-178 A: 217-175 (6/22/95).
H. Res. 171 (6/22/95) 0 H.R. 1905 Energy & Water Approps. FY 1996 A: voice vote (7/12/95).
H. Res. 173 (6/27/95) C HJ. Res. 79 ......cccoeeer. Flag Constitutional Amendment PQ: 258170 A: 271152 (6/28/95).
H. Res. 176 (6/28/95) MC HR. 1944 Emer. Supp. Approps PQ: 236-194 A: 234-192 (6/29/95).
H. Res. 185 (7/11/95) 0 HR. 1977 Interior Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 235-193 D: 192-238 (7/12/95).
H. Res. 187 (7/12/95) 0 HR. 1977 Interior Approps. FY 1996 #2 PQ: 230-194 A: 229-195 (7/13/95).
H. Res. 188 (7/12/95) 0 H.R. 1976 Agriculture Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 242185 A: voice vote (7/18/95).
H. Res. 190 (7/17/95) 0 H.R. 2020 Treasury/Postal Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 232-192 A: voice vote (7/18/95).
H. Res. 193 (7/19/95) C HJ. Res. 96 ..........cc......  Disapproval of MFN to China A: voice vote (7/20/95).
H. Res. 194 (7/19/95) 0 H.R. 2002 Transportation Approps. FY 1996 PQ: 217-202 (7/21/95).
H. Res. 197 (7/21/95) 0 HR. 70 Exports of Alaskan Crude Oil A: voice vote (7/24/95).
H. Res. 198 (7/21/95) 0 H.R. 2076 Commerce, State Approps. FY 1996 A: voice vote (7/25/95).
H. Res. 201 (7/25/95) 0 H.R. 2099 VAHUD Approps. FY 1996 A: 230-189 (7/25/95).
H. Res. 204 (7/28/95) MC S.21 Terminating U.S. Arms Embargo on Bosnia A: voice vote (8/1/95).
H. Res. 205 (7/28/95) 0 H.R. 2126 Defense Approps. FY 1996 A: 409-1 (7/31/95).
H. Res. 207 (8/1/95) MC H.R. 1555 Communications Act of 1995 A: 255-156 (8/2/95).
H. Res. 208 (8/1/95) 0 HR. 2127 Labor, HHS Approps. FY 1996 A: 323-104 (8/2/95).
H. Res. 215 (9/7/95) 0 H.R. 1594 Economically Targeted Investments A: voice vote (9/12/95).
H. Res. 216 (9/7/95) MO H.R. 1655 Intelligence Authorization FY 1996 A: voice vote (9/12/95).
H. Res. 218 (9/12/95) 0 H.R. 1162 Deficit Reduction Lockbox A: voice vote (9/13/95).
H. Res. 219 (9/12/95) 0 H.R. 1670 Federal Acquisition Reform Act A: 414-0 (9/13/95).
H. Res. 222 (9/18/95) 0 HR. 1617 CAREERS Act A: 388-2 (9/19/95).
H. Res. 224 (9/19/95) 0 HR. 2274 Natl. Highway System PQ: 241-173 A: 375-39-1 (9/20/95).
H. Res. 225 (9/19/95) MC HR. 927 Cuban Liberty & Dem. Solidarity A: 304-118 (9/20/95).
H. Res. 226 (9/21/95) 0 HR. 743 Team Act A: 344-66-1 (9/27/95).
H. Res. 227 (9/21/95) 0 HR. 1170 3-Judge Court A: voice vote (9/28/95).
H. Res. 228 (9/21/95) 0 H.R. 1601 Internatl. Space Station A: voice vote (9/27/95).
H. Res. 230 (9/27/95) C HJ. Res. 108 ................ Continuing Resolution FY 1996 A: voice vote (9/28/95).
H. Res. 234 (9/29/95) 0 H.R. 2405 Omnibus Science Auth A: voice vote (10/11/95).
H. Res. 237 (10/17/95) MC H.R. 2259 Disapprove Sentencing Guidelines A: voice vote (10/18/95).
H. Res. 238 (10/18/95) MC H.R. 2425 Medicare Preservation Act PQ: 231-194 A: 227-192 (10/19/95).
H. Res. 239 (10/19/95) C H.R. 2492 Leg. Branch Approps PQ: 235-184 A: voice vote (10/31/95).
H. Res. 245 (10/25/95) MC H. Con. Res. 109 ............ Social Security Earnings Reform PQ: 228-191 A: 235-185 (10/26/95).
HR. Seven-Year Balanced Budget
H. Res. 251 (10/31/95) 9 HR. Partial Birth Abortion Ban A: 237-190 (11/1/95).
H. Res. 252 (10/31/95) MO HR. D.C. Approps. A: 241-181 (11/1/95).
H. Res. 257 (11/7/95) 9 HJ. Cont. Res. FY 1996 A: 216-210 (11/8/95).
H. Res. 258 (11/8/95) mMC HR. Debt Limit A: 220-200 (11/10/95).
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Res. 287 (11/30/95)

Maritime Security Act

voice vote (12/6/95).

H. Res. No. (Date rept.) Rule type Bill No. Subject Disposition of rule
Res. 259 (11/9/95) H.R. 2539 ICC Termination Act A: voice vote (11/14/95).
Res. 262 (11/9/95) H.R. 2586 Increase Debt Limit A: 220-185 (11/10/95).
Res. 269 (11/15/95) H.R. 2564 Lobbying Reform A: voice vote (11/16/95).
Res. 270 (11/15/95) H.J. Res. 122 Further Cont. R A: 249-176 (11/15/95).
Res. 273 (11/16/95) C H.R. 2606 Prohibition on Funds for Bosnia A: 239-181 (11/17/95).
Res. 284 (11/29/95) H.R. 1788 Amtrak Reform A: voice vote (11/30/95).
HR. A

Res. 293 (12/7/95)

Protect Federal Trust Funds

Res.

PQ: 223-183 A: 228-184 (12/14/95).

Utah Public Lands

303 (12/13/95)

Res. 309 (12/18/95)

PQ: 221197 A: voice vote (5/15/96).

Budget Res. W/President

PQ: 230188 A: 229-189 (12/19/95).
A: voice vote (12/20/95).

Tabled (2/28/96).

PQ: 228-182 A: 244-168 (2/28/96).

Tabled (4/17/96).

A: voice vote (3/7/96).

PQ: voice vote A: 235-175 (3/7/96).

A: 251-157 (3/13/96,

PQ: 233-152 A: voice vote (3/19/96).

PQ: 234-187 A: 237-183 (3/21/96).

A 244-166 (3/22/96).

PQ: 232-180 A: 232-177, (3/28/96).

PQ: 229-186 A: Voice Vote (3/29/96).
PQ: 232-168 A: 234-162 (4/15/96).

A: voice vote (4/17/96).

A: voice vote (4/24/96).
A: voice vote (4/24/96).

A: voice vote (4/24/96).

PQ: 219-203 A: voice vote (5/1/96).
A: 422-0 (5/1/96).

A: voice vote (5/7/96).

A: voice vote (5/7/96).

PQ: 218-208 A: voice vote (5/8/96).

A: voice vote (5/9/96).
A: voice vote (5/9/96).

A: 235-149 (5/10/96).

PQ: 227-196 A: voice vote (5/16/96).

PQ: 221-181 A: voice vote (5/21/96).

=

voice vote (5/21/96).

=

219-211 (5/22/96).

voice vote (5/30/96).

voice vote (6/5/96).

363-59 (6/6/96).

voice vote (6/12/96).

voice vote (6/13/96).

)
voice vote (6/11/96).
)
voice vote (6/19/96).

246-166 (6/25/96).

??????????????????

voice vote (6/26/96).

PQ: 218-202 A: voice vote (7/10/96).

A: voice vote (7/10/96).

A: 290-133 (7/11/96).

A: voice vote (7/16/96).

A: voice vote (7/17/96).

PQ: 221-193 A: 270-140 (7/25/96).
A 358-54 (7/18/96).

A: voice vote (7/24/96).

A: 228-175 (7/26/96).

H. ( 0
H. ( ¢
H. ( 0
H. ( 9
H. ( M
H. ( 0
H. ( 0
H. ( ¢
H. ( 0 R.
H. ( ¢ .
H. Res. 313 (12/19/95) 0 R. 5 Texas Low-Level Radioactive
H. Res. 323 (12/21/95) C R. Natl. Parks & Wildlife Refuge
H. Res. 366 (2/27/96) mC R. Farm Bill
H. Res. 368 (2/28/96) 0 R. Small Business Growth
H. Res. 371 (3/6/96) C R. Debt Limit Increase
H. Res. 372 (3/6/96) MC R. Cont. Approps. FY 1996
H. Res. 380 (3/12/96) C R. Effective Death Penalty
H. Res. 384 (3/14/96) MC R. Immigration
H. Res. 386 (3/20/96) C J. Further Cont. Approps
H. Res. 388 (3/21/96) C R. Gun Crime Enforcement
H. Res. 391 (3/27/96) C R. Contract w/America Advancement
H. Res. 392 (3/27/96) MC R. Health Coverage Affordability
H. Res. 395 (3/29/96) MC J. Tax Limitation Const. Amdmt.
H. Res. 396 (3/29/96) 0 R. Truth in Budgeting Act
H. Res. 409 (4/23/96) 0 R. Paperwork Elimination Act
H. Res. 410 (4/23/96) 0 R. Natl. Wildlife Refuge
H. Res. 411 (4/23/96) C J. Further Cont. Approps. FY 1996
H. Res. 418 (4/30/96) 0 R. U.S. Marshals Service
H. Res. 419 (4/30/96) 0 R. Ocean Shipping Reform
H. Res. 421 (5/2/96) 0 R. Crimes Against Children & Elderly
H. Res. 422 (5/2/96) 0 H.R. 3120 Witness & Jury Tampering
H. Res. 426 (5/7/96) 0 H.R. 2406 U.S. Housing Act of 1996
H. Res. 427 (5/7/96) 0 H.R. 3322 Omnibus Civilian Science Auth
H. Res. 428 (5/7/96) MC H.R. 3286 Adoption Promotion & Stability
H. Res. 430 (5/9/96) S H.R. 3230 DoD Auth. FY 1997
H. Res. 435 (5/15/96) MC H. Con. Res. 178 . Con. Res. on the Budget, 1997
H. Res. 436 (5/16/96) C H.R. 3415 Repeal 4.3 cent fuel tax
H. Res. 437 (5/16/96) MO H.R. 3259 Intell. Auth. FY 1997
H. Res. 438 (5/16/96) MC H.R. 3144 Defend America Act
H. Res. 440 (5/21/96) MC H.R. 3448 Small Bus. Job Protection
MC H.R. 1227 Employee Commuting Flexibility
H. Res. 442 (5/29/96) 0 H.R. 3517 Mil. Const. Approps. FY 1997
H. Res. 445 (5/30/96) 0 H.R. 3540 For. Ops. Approps. FY 1997
H. Res. 446 (6/5/96) MC H.R. 3562 WI Works Waiver Approval
H. Res. 448 (6/6/96) MC H.R. 2754 Shipbuilding Trade Agreement
H. Res. 451 (6/10/96) 0 H.R. 3603 Agriculture Appropriations, FY 1997
H. Res. 453 (6/12/96) 0 H.R. 3610 Defense Appropriations, FY 1997
H. Res. 455 (6/18/96) 0 H.R. 3662 Interior Approps, FY 1997
H. Res. 456 (6/19/96) 0 H.R. 3666 VA/HUD Approps
H. Res. 460 (6/25/96) 0 H.R. 3675 Transportation Approps
H. Res. 472 (7/9/96) 0 H.R. 3755 Labor/HHS Approps
H. Res. 473 (7/9/96) MC H.R. 3754 Leg. Branch Approps
H. Res. 474 (7/10/96) MC H.R. 3396 Defense of Marriage Act
H. Res. 475 (7/11/96) 0 H.R. 3756 Treasury/Postal Approps
H. Res. 479 (7/16/96) 0 H.R. 3814 Commerce, State Approps
H. Res. 481 (7/17/96) MC H.R. 3820 Campaign Finance Reform
H. Res. 482 (7/17/96) MC H.R. 3734 Personal Responsibility Act
H. Res. 483 (7/18/96) 0 H.R. 3816 Energy/Water Approps
H. Res. 488 (7/24/96) MO H.R. 2391 Working Families
H. Res. 489 (7/25/96) MC H.R. 2823 Dolphin Conservation Program
H. Res. 499 (7/31/96) MC H.R. 123 English Language Empowerment

A: voice vote (7/31/96).

Codes: 0-open rule; MO-modified open rule; MC-modified closed rule; S/C-structured/closed rule; A-adoption vote; D-defeated; PQ-previous question vote. Source: Notices of Action Taken, Committee on Rules, 104th Congress.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | reserve
the balance of my time.
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |

thank the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. LINDER] for yielding me the cus-
tomary half-hour of debate time, and |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, we strongly oppose this
modified closed rule for the bill des-
ignating English as the official lan-
guage of the Government of the United
States and requiring that most official
business be conducted only in English.
We believe this is a bad rule for an
equally bad piece of legislation.

We oppose this legislation in such
strong terms for many reasons: It is
unnecessary; it is without doubt un-
constitutional; it will increase litiga-
tion by creating a new private right of
legal action in Federal court; it is of-
fensive, insulting and denigrating to
millions of Americans; and it is divi-
sive at a time that we need to unite
our country and its citizens.

Mr. Speaker, we fail to understand
the need for this legislation of such du-
bious value. According to the Census
Bureau figures, English is spoken by
over 97 percent of the American people.

A recent General Accounting Office re-
port tells us that less than .1 percent of
all Federal documents are printed in
foreign languages; thus, more than 99.9
percent are already printed in English.

The fact that English language class-
es across the country have long wait-
ing lists attests to the fact that laws
are not needed to encourage people to
learn English.

What those who do not speak English
will need is access to more educational
programs that teach English, but this
bill does nothing whatsoever to help
meet that need. Mr. Speaker, the way
to further the primacy of English is to
put more resources into efforts to ex-
pand English proficiency and literacy,
not to pass legislation of such ques-
tionable value as this.

We already know that English-only
laws such as H.R. 123 are subject to se-
rious constitutional challenge, an im-
portant point that the proponents ap-
pear to have overlooked.

In a 1923 case, the Supreme Court
wrote that:

The protection of the Constitution extends
to all, to those who speak other languages as
well as those born with English on the
tongue. Perhaps it would be advantageous if

all had ready understanding of our ordinary
speech, but this cannot be coerced by meth-
ods which conflict with the Constitution.

The presumptive unconstitutionality
of H.R. 123 was fortified more recently
by a U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals rul-
ing that Arizona’s English-only man-
date violates the first amendment and
in “‘unconstitutional in its entirety.”
No doubt that reasoning would apply
as well to this Federal English-only
legislation, which we believe clearly
violates the first amendment guaran-
tee of free speech.

As if all this were not bad enough,
Mr. Speaker, the rule making this bill
in order is unfair and limited beyond
good reason. At the very least, if we
must consider a bill as repugnant as
this one, then we should have had, if
not a completely open rule, at least
one that is more open and much less
restrictive than the rule we are now
considering.

In recognition of the announcement
by our chairman that only certain
amendments would be made in order,
the minority members of the Rules
Committee chose 5 of the more than 20
amendments submitted by Democrats
as our priorities. But only one of those
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five was accepted and is made in order
by this rule.

Inrerestingly the majority did see fit
to allow three other amendments sub-
mitted by Democrats, none of which
was on our priority list. We are some-
what puzzled by that decision, and sus-
pect that they address issues the ma-
jority itself wanted to be taken up.

The Serrano amendment that is per-
mitted under the rule was our first pri-
ority. It is a very thoughtful attempt
to establish a language policy for the
United States that does not infringe on
indigenous languages and does not
place undue burdens on one’s ability to
obtain services from the Federal Gov-
ernment because of limited English
proficiency. Instead of imposing the di-
visive and restrictive policies in H.R.
123 that infringe on constitutional
rights, the Serrano amendment encour-
age diversity and opportunity. We en-
courage our colleagues to support that
amendment.

It is a key amendment. We are
pleased that it is made in order. Unfor-
tunately, four others that are just as
essential to making the debate on the
bill complete were not approved by the
majority.

We feel strongly that we should have
been allowed a vote on the amendment
striking repeal of the bilingual election
requirements of the Voting Rights Act.
The bilingual provision that the rule
incorporates into H.R. 123 is a major
change in existing law and policy.
Members deserve the opportunity to
vote separately on such radical action.
The rule is in essence protecting the
repeal of a fundamental part of our
voting rights law; it should not be al-
lowed to go unchallenged.

If we truly want to encourage people
to speak English, then English training
for all who seek it should be available.
However, the majority denied our re-
quest that an amendment for that pur-
pose be made in order.

We were also denied the right to vote
on striking another major provision in
the bill, the section permitting any in-
dividual to sue in Federal court if they
believe this legislation has been vio-
lated.

We do not believe there is a need for
this new right to sue, especially when
so much of our effort in this Congress
have been to discourage the wave of
litigation that seems to be sweeping
over the country. This is a serious
issue that Members will not have the
opportunity to vote on under this re-
strictive rule.

We also asked earlier that the
amendment of the gentleman from
Puerto Rico [Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO] be
made in order to provide that any
agency can communicate orally or in
writing in a language other than Eng-
lish if doing so will assist the agency in
doing its work. This is clearly essential
to protect the rights of so many of our
citizens, yet our request to make the
amendment in order was denied.

Mr. Speaker, we do not believe that
allowing votes on only 4 of the over 20
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Democratic amendments submitted is
far or reasonable. We feel strongly that
the four amendments | have just de-
scribed, as well as several others of-
fered by the gentleman from California
[Mr. MARTINEZ] to exempt from the
bill’s provisions actions or documents
from the IRS and the Social Security
Administration should be part of this
debate.

Clearly, if the majority is willing to
make an amendment in order to allow
Members of Congress to communicate
orally and in writing in a language
other that English, then the Martinez
amendments giving the same rights to
agencies that serve so many of our sen-
ior citizens should have been permitted
as well.

The bill denies many of those citizens
the right to understand clearly and
completely some of the most basic
functions of their Government, and the
functions that affect them most per-
sonally and directly. We are especially
disappointed that the majority was un-
willing to give Members the oppor-
tunity to correct that serious failure in
the bill.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, we repeat
that we find it difficult to understand
the reason for this legislation. The use
of languages other than English to
meet the needs of language minorities
in this country does not pose a threat
to English because it is already in fact,
of course, recognized as the primary
language of this country.

But language alone in not the basis
for nationhood. Americans are united
by principles enumerated by our Con-
stitution and the Bill of Rights: free-
dom of speech, representative democ-
racy, respect for due process, and
equality of protection under the laws.
The legislation this rule would make in
order is contrary, we believe, to each of
those principles.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, we strongly
oppose this rule and the bill that it
makes in order. We urge our colleagues
to defeat the rule so at least some
more amendments might be made in
order. It is the only proper and fair ac-
tion we can take.

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

0O 1130

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. Goss], my colleague on the Com-
mittee on Rules.

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | thank my
friend from Georgia for yielding and 1
rise in support of this rule. This is a
subject that generates much emotion
from all sides—and | applaud this rule
for allowing those with opposing views
a fair opportunity to be heard.

In my opinion, the uniqueness of
America stems from the fact that, al-
though we are a Nation of immigrants
hailing from all parts of the world, we
have guiding principles enshrined in
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our Constitution that focus on what we
have in common, not what divides us.
Throughout the history of this great
melting pot, we have demonstrated to
the world that it is possible to preserve
individual liberties, to uphold the tra-
ditions of a vast array of cultural her-
itages and to still weave a fabric of so-
ciety that is uniquely American.

But Mr. Speaker, things have
changed in recent years. Our society
seems less committed to the idea of a
melting pot, less able to focus on the
common threads within the fabric of
our American society. And that is why
we are considering this legislation—be-
cause we want to reinforce the English
language as one of those threads.

English is, and has always been, the
official voice of America. H.R. 123 reaf-
firms this principle by setting out that
the Federal Government will conduct
its official business in English—with
reasonable exceptions to protect the
public health and safety, promote trade
and commerce, uphold national secu-
rity, conduct language education and
preserve the integrity of our criminal
justice system. | would like to empha-
size that this legislation does not pre-
empt any State or local laws. This leg-
islation eliminates the burdensome un-
funded mandate of required bilingual
ballots, which was originally estab-
lished by the Voting Rights Act, and
which | have long opposed. While the
premise of increasing access to the
electoral system was well-intentioned,
the implementation has become an ex-
pensive burden. It has also created un-
anticipated consequences, including
discrimination against English-defi-
cient voters who do not happen to live
in heavily concentrated minority
areas. | have always believed that the
Federal Government should neither re-
quire nor prohibit the use, by local
communities, of local funds to commu-
nicate with their citizens in languages
other than English. Repealing the bi-
lingual ballot requirement is an impor-
tant step in that regard.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 123 underscores
that English is our national language
without unduly interfering with the
ability of States and localities to deal
with their own unique language needs.
Reaffirmation of our common language
is something a substantial majority of
Americans have asked us to do—and 1|
urge my colleagues to support this rule
and this bill.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Puerto Rico [Mr. Ro-
MERO-BARCELO]. .

(Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

ROMERO-BARCELO. Mr. Speaker,
language is an intensely personal form
of self-expression. We use it to articu-
late the full range of human thought
and emotion. We use it to convey our
thoughts on philosophy. We use it to
convey our thoughts on theology and
political ideals. We use it to convey
sorrow, anger and forgiveness, and we
use it to express love for one another.
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I think that this bill does precisely
the opposite. Instead of being an ex-
pression of love for all of the citizens in
the Nation, it is the setting aside of
those citizens that may not have the
proficiency in a language that is a
common language of our Nation that
others have. It curtails their access
and availability of services in the gov-
ernment and to exercise their rights
and the fulfillment of their duties and
obligations.

Mr. Speaker, I do not know if Mem-
bers are aware of how many documents
can be published, if necessary, in other
languages, to inform the public. For in-
stance, Social Security for elderly citi-
zens. We have information about what
Social Security is all about. Survivors’
benefits. Social Security, what an indi-
vidual needs to know when they get re-
tirement survivors. Social Security
benefits for children with disabilities.
Social Security, if an individual is
blind, how can we help.

All of these and many, many, many
more reports and information are pub-
lished in other languages when the re-
cipient, when the citizen does not know
English well enough. And we do have
citizens that do not know English or
speak it very little.

In Puerto Rico, we were made citi-
zens in 1917 by law, and we were not
asked for the language we spoke, nor
have we been asked what language we
speak when we are drafted to go in the
armed services and service the Nation.

In the Korean war, for instance, we
were No. 4 in deaths, even though we
were number 25 in population. And how
many of those soldiers that were de-
fending the Nation died because maybe
they did not understand the orders.

They say that this is done to promote
efficiency in English. We do not pro-
mote by obligating; we promote by
stimulating. We promote by providing
opportunities for people to educate
themselves, to learn the English. Noth-
ing is being proposed here to stimulate
or further encourage or even fund the
teaching of English.

| oppose the approval of this rule.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. RoTH], who has worked on
this issue for many, many years.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, | thank my
friend from Georgia for yielding me
this time, and | appreciate the fine and
the fair rule that the Committee on
Rules has brought to the floor.

I wish we had more time to debate
the issue, but I know at this time that
we have a good deal of pressing legisla-
tion issues before us.

This is an historic day. | frankly
have told many people who have doubt-
ed this day would ever come to have
faith, that the day would come when
the American people’s wishes were
going to be heard. In every single sur-
vey that has been taken on whether
English should be our official language,
90 to 97 percent of the people say, yes,
English should be our official language,
which basically means when we vote,
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when an individual works with the
Federal Government, that we do it in
the English language.

The people have spoken and the Con-
gress has listened, and now we can say
that Congress has as much common
sense as the American people.

We are people from every corner of
the globe. We represent every religion,
every ethnic group, every Nation under
the Sun, but we are one nation, we are
one people. Why? Because we have a
wonderful commonality, a common
glue, called the English language.

Now, in some 80 nations around the
world they have official languages; 63
nations have English as the official
language, and other nations have var-
ious other languages, of course.

The gentleman who just spoke before
me is from Puerto Rico. Some of the
finest people in the world live in Puer-
to Rico. But in Puerto Rico they have
Spanish as their official language, and
rightly so. They should have that
right. In Mexico, they have Spanish as
their official language. And again,
rightly so.

Now, in this country we are told by
the National Clearinghouse for Bilin-
gual Education that by the turn of the
century, one out of seven Americans
will look at English as a foreign lan-
guage.

Now, Mr. Speaker, as has been said
before, in America, we have always had
the idea that we are the melting pot,
that we are all the same. We do not be-
lieve in hyphenated Americans. We are
all equal American.

America must continue to be the
melting pot. A Nation like America
cannot be made up of groups. American
is made up of individuals. As Woodrow
Wilson said, as long as you consider
yourself a part of a group, you are still
not assimilated into American society,
because America, like other nations, is
made up of individuals and not made
up of groups.

So today, in this debate, we are dis-
cussing this issue from the perspective
of over 200 years of American history,
of our culture and the things we hold
dear. We should look around us in this
Chamber today. All of us can take part
in this debate. Why? Because we have
all adopted English as our language,
and this bill will allow us to do that 25,
50, and 100 years from now. Without
this bill, we could not do that.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. EDWARDS]. ;

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EDWARDS. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Puerto Rico.,

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. Mr. Speak-
er, | wanted to say the previous speak-
er, who stated that Puerto Rico has
Spanish as the official language; in
Puerto Rico, both languages are offi-
cial, Spanish and English. And there
are no requirements that we cannot
publish in any other languages any of-
ficial documents. There is no prohibi-
tion.
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Mr. EDWARDS. Mr.
claiming my time, |
gentleman’s comments.

Mr. Speaker, | find it ironic that
some of the very people that will speak
out in behalf of this English-only bill
today are the very people who just a
few weeks ago voted to cut education
programs that helped young American
schoolchildren learn English, voted
against Head Start programs, voted
against adult education funding pro-
grams that helped adults even speak
English, voted to cut funding for title |
that help our Ilow-income Spanish
speaking children in Texas learn how
to speak English.

To me, in any language, that rhetoric
versus that action does not make
sense.

It seems to me that the question
today is not whether American citizens
should be encouraged to learn English,
because we all agree that is the lan-
guage of our country. The question
today is what is the best way to en-
courage and help our citizens become
English proficient.

I would suggest English plus is a
much better approach than English
only. | would suggest that debating
education funding would be a better
way to spend our time today than de-
bating English only.

The English-only bill before this
House today is unnecessary, it is in-
sulting, it is divisive, and it is dis-
criminatory. It is unnecessary because
I hardly believe the future of the Amer-
ican republic is at jeopardy because 3
percent of our population speak an-
other language.

It is insulting to millions of Ameri-
cans, whether intended or not, Ameri-
cans whose cultures are a part of the
fabric of our Nation. To Hispanic-
Americans in my home State, this kind
of bill brings back the terrible, painful
memories when years ago little His-
panic schoolchildren were segregated
on the playgrounds and ostracized be-
cause they spoke the language, Span-
ish, of their parents, their families, and
their grandparents.

This bill is divisive because in a
country of many cultures where we
come together, it pits one group
against another. Hispanic-Americans
and others see this bill as an attack on
their culture, upon their values, and,
yes, even upon their families.

At a time when we need to bring
Americans together by building bridges
rather than building barriers between
different peoples, this bill separates us
and tears us apart.

This bill is discriminatory because it
says to many of the elderly in America
who have worked hard, supported their
families, never been on welfare, and
have paid taxes for 20 or 30 or 40 years
that we want to make it more difficult
for them to vote and to exercise their
right as a citizen to participate in this
democracy.

Mr. Speaker, for all of those reasons,
this bill should not be passed into the
law of this land.

Speaker, re-
appreciate the
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Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Glens
Falls, NY [Mr. SoLOMON], the chairman
of the Committee on Rules.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and | rise in strong support of
this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, today is a historic day,
a day in which Congress focuses on
those things which unite us as a coun-
try, and those which expand the hori-
zons of opportunity for all of our citi-
zens. The English Language
Empowerment Act has nothing to do
with fear, nothing to do with linguistic
cleansing and nothing to do with
targeting minority populations for po-
litical gain. My support of declaring
the English language to be the official
language of the Federal Government is
based on two simple principles: unity
and opportunity.

Mr. Speaker, from the very beginning
our Nation has recognized that

The prosperity of the people of America de-
pended on their continuing firmly united,
and the wishes, prayers, and efforts of our
best and wisest citizens have been constantly
directed to that object.

Now this observation was not made
by me, these are the words of wisdom
in the Federalist Papers by John Jay,
our country’s first Chief Justice of the
Supreme Court.

John Jay went on to say:

I have * * * often taken notice that Provi-
dence has been pleased to give this one con-
nected country to one united people—a peo-
ple descended from the same ancestors,
speaking the same language * * * attached
to the same principles of government, very
similar in their manners and customs, and
who by their joint counsels, arms, and ef-
forts, fighting side by side throughout a long
and bloody war, have nobly established their
general liberty and independence.

Based on this premise for the past
two centuries, we have forged a nation
out of our different peoples by empha-
sizing our common beliefs, our com-
mon ideals, and perhaps most impor-
tantly, our common language. Our
English language has permitted this
country to live up to our national
motto, ‘e pluribus unum”—out of
many, one. For most of our Nation’s
history, the English language has been
the key to integrating new Americans
as well as the glue that has held our
people together. It is in this spirit that
this bill has been devised to secure
English’s central place in our society
by making it America’s official lan-
guage.

Now, this devotion to unity and to
the English language is not founded
upon any bedrock of racism, mean spir-
itedness or division. Rather it is pre-
mised on the belief that our strength in
unit can best be preserved through the
prevention of divisions along linguistic
or cultural lines such as encountered
by Canada with Quebec.

Now what do | mean by divisions
along linguistic lines? These divisions
are not between people, but between
opportunities. Americans who do not
know English, are segregated from
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those who do, separated from every-
thing the United States and its pre-
cious Constitution stands for. A dec-
laration of English as the official lan-
guage is necessary to demonstrate that
the Federal Government’s goal is to de-
segregate these Americans.

Yesterday in the Rules Committee
we heard hours of testimony from
members with deeply held concerns
with this bill.

Some were puzzled over what prob-
lem this bill was trying to solve; others
claimed proponents of the bill were
afraid that the English language was
facing extinction in the United States.
Well, let’s be clear. This bill is in-
tended to ensure that no American cit-
izen, no matter what their cultural
background, no matter whether they
live in Puerto Rico, or lowa, has to be
trapped in a linguistic box, kept away
from the tools of opportunity. This is
the land of opportunity and the lan-
guage of the land of opportunity is
English. There should be no ambiguity
about this fact. Current projections
show that by the year 2050 more than
20 million people in this country will
not be able to speak English well or at
all.

That’s 20 million people unable to
even try to attain the American dream.

The usage and understanding of Eng-
lish is the key to economic and edu-
cational opportunity in America.
Therefore we as the Federal Govern-
ment must promote and enhance the
ability of all Americans, no matter
what their heritage, to read, speak, and
understand this language of oppor-
tunity. According to a study done by
Dr. Richard Vedder and Dr. Lowell Gal-
loway of Ohio University it was found
that if immigrant knowledge of Eng-
lish were raised to that of native-born
Americans, their income levels would
increase by $63 billion a year. It was
also concluded that the current situa-
tion has trapped 1.5 million immi-
grants in poverty. The simple truth is
that those who cannot function in our
country’s predominant language are
less able to find jobs.

As a result, they are cheated of the
opportunity for improvement and hap-
piness that America promises to mil-
lions. This bill places the Federal Gov-
ernment in the affirmative position of
saying this tragedy is not going to con-
tinue.

Furthermore, this bill has nothing to
do with what languages we speak in
our home, church or organization, or
what foreign languages we may wish to
learn. This establishes English as the
official language of the government,
not the private sector. Many of my
good friends have expressed the hard-
ships with which their families have
sought to learn English while retaining
their native tongue.

I applaud them for their efforts and |
do not want them to stop doing this. In
fact, Americans should strive to learn
other languages as a way of expanding
their understanding of the entire
world. However, this should not be at
the expense of our common tongue.
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Winston Churchill once said ‘““the gift
of a common language is a priceless in-
heritance.”” According to a USA Today
poll taken in 1993, 97 percent of the
American population agreed with Win-
ston Churchill and supported making
English the official language of Gov-
ernment. A more recent study found
that 86 percent of Americans and 81
percent of immigrants want to make
English the official language.

Now some of my colleagues have
claimed that this bill preys upon lin-
guistic minorities in this country, re-
minding us that Alexis de Tocqueville
warned that the danger of democracy
was that a majority could exercise tyr-
anny over a minority. While I acknowl-
edge that this is a serious concern, |
would also remind my colleagues that
before de Toqueville gave this warning
he also stated that ‘“‘the tie of language
is, perhaps the strongest and the most
durable that can unite mankind.”” Pro-
moting this tie of language is not an
attack on minorities, nor is it an act of
self-preservation but it is a ramp to ex-
panded opportunity and freedom for all
Americans.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, it must be un-
derstood why this bill goes farther
than just declaring English to be the
official language of government. Yes, it
does repeal the bilingual ballot re-
quirement, yes it does require the Fed-
eral Government to conduct its written
business in English and yes it does re-
quire the INS to hold its naturalization
ceremonies in English. Do you know
why? It is because America is com-
posed of people who have for centuries
pulled themselves up by their boot-
straps with courage and a vision to
pursue the opportunity that America
has to offer. All of us at one time or
another were immigrants. Our fore-
fathers came here for the same reasons
immigrants now come ashore.

America is the land of opportunity
and if the Government does not remove
the impediments to assuring that these
immigrants receive the keys to oppor-
tunity here, then | am afraid they will
remain in what the New York Times
called a bilingual prison. Bilingual bal-
lots, and INS ceremonies and Govern-
ment documents in other languages
continue to uphold the untruth that
you can live in America, you can have
access to opportunity and you can
achieve the American dream without
being able to speak English. The Gov-
ernment can no longer mislead the
citizenry.

Mr. Speaker, | will close with the ob-
servation that 23 States have estab-
lished English as their official lan-
guage, 80 countries only print govern-
ment documents in one language, 323
different languages are currently spo-
ken in the United States, a knowledge
of English has been a requirement of
U.S. citizenship since 1811, and the bill
before us today is supported by the
American Legion, the VFW, the Catho-
lic War Veterans, the National Grange,
the General Federation of Women’s
Clubs and many others.
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This is a document of opportunity, a
vision of unity and a compassionate
measure. It deserves America’s strong-
est support.

0O 1145

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentlewoman from Florida [Ms. Ros-
LEHTINEN].

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, as
a public servant and educator, and a
mother, | think it would be a great dis-
service to our children to make English
the official language of the land, not
only because of the domestic and inter-
national ramifications that it would
have, but more so for the future of our
children. It is time that as Americans
we understand what educators
throughout the world already seem to
know, that proficiency in many lan-
guages ultimately results in increased
understanding of others, awareness of
other cultures and traditions, and ulti-
mately improvements in our Nation’s
prosperity and welfare. Today, as a na-
tion, we stand together joined by Eng-
lish as our primary language, and we
hold hands as a nation, where our ac-
ceptance of diversity has given us
greatness.

Chief Supreme Court Justice Earl
Warren once said, ‘““We are now at the
point where we must decide whether we
are to honor the concept of a plural so-
ciety which gains strength through di-
versity, or whether we are to have bit-
ter fragmentation that will result in
perpetual tension and strife.”

As a Cuban-American who immi-
grated to this country in 1960, 1 was
granted the honor of living here in the
United States, a nation where dif-
ferences, not similarities are the norm
and, most of all, a nation where for
over 200 years this plural society has
been the standard and where speakers
of different tongues and persons of di-
verse cultures, ethnic backgrounds and
walks of life have come with one goal:
To live, persevere, and succeed in the
United States of America, the land of
the free and the melting pot of the
world.

With the onset of the 104th Congress,
there have been proposals made by var-
ious of my colleagues that seek to
make English the official language of
the United States of America and to
eliminate bilingual written and oral
assistance for language minority vot-
ers. Persons who have immigrated in
the past, who do so in the present, and
who will continue to do so in the fu-
ture, already understand that in order
for them to be able to do well in this
great Nation of liberty and freedom,
where equality is the law of the land,
they must learn English and no law is
needed to stress this. Moreover not
only do over 97 percent of Americans
speak English, but newcomers to our
great Nation are learning English fast-
er than ever, thereby making English
as the official language a moot point.

There are many benefits to having no
official language in a country re-
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nowned for our diversity and home to
communities where many different lan-
guages are heard. Among some of the
benefits are those to public health and
safety, a better and improved edu-
cational system for our children, the
continuation of Government access to
millions of taxpaying citizens and resi-
dents and the creation of a more cohe-
sive American society.

Some would say that we are indeed a
diverse nation, that we must provide
for a common heritage through the use
of the English language. Our heritage,
however, is not so much English itself,
but instead that regardless of race,
color, creed, and our language pref-
erence, we have been given the honor of
all being Americans.

The fact that we are all members of
this great Nation and benefit from its
Democratic ideals and liberties is a far
more cohesive bond than any language
could ever be.

From a more global perspective, it is
obvious to all that America today is
undoubtedly one of the world’s top eco-
nomic powers. In an everyday more
globally interdependent world, where
an astonishing four out of five jobs are
created through exports, it is necessary
that knowledge of other languages be
encouraged in order to facilitate our
business with the rest of the world and
not force others to deal with us strictly
in English. Establishing English as our
official language would serve to under-
mine our competitiveness on a global
scale.

As a Florida certified teacher and a

former owner of a bilingual private
school in south Florida, I know this
bill will not facilitate the transition

for children who have already come to
the United States and do not have
enough of a grasp of the language to
understand challenging subject mat-
ters. ““English only’ legislation would
only prove to be a disservice to these
children instead of facilitating their
learning abilities.
CONGRESSMAN MCDADE ACQUITTED

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SHUSTER
was allowed to speak out of order for 1
minute.)

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, it is
with a very happy tear in my eye that
I announce the wire services are re-
porting that our colleague, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
McDADE] has been acquitted of all
charges.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman would yield, let me just add
to what the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. SHUSTER] said. JOE
McDADE has been under investigation
for 6 years; under indictment for 2
years; he has been hurt emotionally,
physically, and they were challenging
the rights of the House during all this
period of time.

Mr. Speaker, it really is a win for the
House. The House sided with him in
every appeal, and | think this is a
strong message that goes out that the
House of Representatives is a separate
body. The jury understood that. We
represent people.
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Mr. Speaker, JOE McDADE is one of
the finest individuals that | have ever
served with, and | have served with
him for 23 years on two separate com-
mittees, and day by day we sat to-
gether. And so | am just delighted to
see this, and as the dean of the Penn-
sylvania delegation, | join with the
gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr.
SHUSTER, In our commendation and
congratulations to JOoE McDADE, who is
such a wonderful individual, and to his
family who suffered so much during
this period of time.

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, if the gentleman would yield,
I thank the gentleman from Pennsylva-
nia [Mr. SHUSTER] and the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MuRTHA] for
the words that they spoke today. The
two of these gentlemen, as the deans of
our delegations respectively, Repub-
lican and Democrat, have been there
for JOE as friends over the past several
very difficult years.

Mr. Speaker, | just want to rise and
say it is a tribute to this institution
that so many Members of the House on
a day-to-day basis asked about JoOE
McDADE, asked about his health, about
his well-being, about his family. And
through a very difficult ordeal it was
the Members of this institution, people
like the gentleman from New York, Mr.
RANGEL, who | understand went up and
testified as a character witness for JOE
McDADE, that is a real testimony to
the character of this institution.

So, Mr. Speaker, | applaud not just
his verdict but the fact that all of us
did not cut and run when JoE McDADE
had a charge levied against him. All of
us who know JoE personally stood by
his side through thick and thin, and all
of us can share in that joy today, both
Republicans and Democrats.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. KING].

Mr. KING. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman from Georgia for yielding
and before | begin my remarks, let me
also join the House in congratulating
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
McDADE]. | am so delighted his long
nightmare is over.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of the
rule and in support of the underlying
bill. For the first 180 years of our Na-
tion, immigrants came to our shores
knowing that they had to learn the
English language to become part of the
American mainstream. They main-
tained their own cultures, their own
traditions, their own religion, their
own beliefs, their own parades, their
own festivals, but they were bound to-
gether by the English language.

Growing up in New York City in the
1940’s and 1950’s, | witnessed this first-
hand. | saw the beautiful American mo-
saic of all the different cultures and be-
lief, bound together with the glue of a
common language. Unfortunately, in
the past 45 years we have gotten away
from that. We have bilingual edu-
cation, bilingual voting, bilingual pro-
grams one on top of the other, which
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results in dividing us as a Nation, di-
viding us by language.

Mr. Speaker, if we are to come to-
gether as a nation, if we are going to
build bridges and reassert and reestab-
lish that beautiful American mosaic, it
is essential that this bill be adopted.

Mr. Speaker, | commend the gen-
tleman from California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM] and the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. RoTH] for the work they
have done over the years. | urge all
Members to vote for the bill and vote
for the rule.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from California  [Mr.
TORRES].

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

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
strong opposition to the rule here
today and its misguided effort to legis-
late the very obvious: That this Nation
already speaks English.

For anyone living in this country,
engaging in commerce, seeking an edu-
cation, or simply just traveling, Eng-
lish is the common language. On the
WorldWide Web, English is the official
de facto language. The majority of
international commerce is conducted
in English. Students from around the
world vie for a U.S. education and a
chance to learn English, and in places
with high immigrant populations like
my district in Los Angeles, the demand
for learning English is so high that
people must wait months and, vyes,
years to attend oversubscribed English
classes.

In an age of increased global com-
petition, we should be nurturing our
Nation’s most valued treasures, the
wealth of cultural knowledge and for-
eign language skills. And today, some
of my colleagues would prevent us from
capitalizing on the wealth this Nation
has accumulated.

Mr. Speaker, we cannot be afraid of
language. Language is knowledge. Yes,
my friends, we should encourage and |
stress ‘‘encourage,” not legislate, that
Americans learn and speak English.
But a mandate of this sort that we are
considering today could only be de-
scribed as a veiled intolerance toward
non-English-speaking Americans. It is
unconstitutional. It is un-American.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
take a look at the lawmakers outside
of the beltway that have looked at the
practical effects of this legislation.
Both Governor Bush of Texas and Gov-
ernor Whitman of New Jersey have spo-
ken out against ‘““English only” man-
dates. They realize that Americans are
an asset and should not be shunned for
their language deficiencies.

We are a nation blessed with many
differences, and | ask all of my col-
leagues to look up at the ceiling and
read the inscription up there, “E
pluribus unum,” which means ‘“‘Out of
many, one.”” We are one because our
Constitution and its lasting democratic
principles has done this for us.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Our Nation should look to the world
with pride for our Nation’s differences
and we should capitalize on that, and
so | urge my colleagues to heed my call
for tolerance and work toward the goal
of enhancing English as the common
language. We should not be mandating
it. It is divisive. It is dividing us. It is
not the glue that brings us together.
The glue that holds America together
is the democracy that we practice. It is
the tolerance, it is the diversity that
we enjoy.

O 1200

This kind of legislation is unneces-
sary and is divisive. | urge a ‘‘no’’ vote
on the rule.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. STEARNS].

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, | say to
the gentleman from California, out of
many, one. On this side we believe that
one means language, too, which is Eng-
lish.

I would like to quote for him and
others the late Senator Hayakawa, who
said, ‘““America is an open society,
more open than any other in the world.
People of every race, of every color, of
every culture are welcomed here to
create a new life for themselves and
their families. And what do these peo-
ple who enter into the American main-
stream have in common? English, our
shared common language.”

For that reason, | rise in strong sup-
port of the rule. This Nation of course
is a melting pot, finding its strength in
our citizens’ unique diversity. How-
ever, we all share a common unifying
bond, our English language. Mastering
a nation’s original native language is
critical to succeeding in a society be-
cause it provides one with the oppor-
tunity to excel. This is not to say that
the study of foreign languages should
be discouraged. Quite the contrary,
being fluent in a second or third lan-
guage opens, more often than not,
doors to new opportunities and experi-
ences. But if the English language is
not the top priority, the doors in our
own Nation will remain closed to some,
and they will be left behind. When one
discourages another from learning Eng-
lish, they ensure that the non-English-
speaking individual is denied their
chance at attaining the great Amer-
ican dream.

In a time when college graduates still
have difficulty finding employment,
what is left for those individuals who
cannot communicate proficiently in
English? While we continue to cherish
the very cultures and heritage of the
people that comprise this Nation, we
need to have one language that unites
and defines us as Americans if we are
to ensure our continued success.

Mr. Speaker, we need to commu-
nicate in one official language and that
is English. That is why | urge support
of the rule.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California [Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD].

H9733

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in strong opposition to the rule
and the bill. Historically Americans
have struggled to build a democratic
society in which all citizens have equal
access and opportunity. To ensure that
every citizen was informed, our fore-
fathers printed Government documents
in German, French, and other lan-
guages. In 1975, the Nixon-Ford admin-
istration recognized the importance of
an informed electorate and success-
fully led the fight for bilingual ballots
to help eliminate discrimination in the
electoral process.

Given our country’s great history, it
is a disgrace that we have this divisive
and unnecessary bill before us, divisive
in that it denies American citizens who
are not yet proficient in English the
right to access Government informa-
tion in their native language, unneces-
sary in that 95 percent of U.S. residents
already speak English.

The bill’s premise is also flawed. The
common thread binding Americans is
not only a common language but the
quest for democracy, freedom, and jus-
tice for all.

This bill breaks all strands of that
common thread by dividing American
citizens and unraveling civil rights in
the name of national unity.

Let us uphold the tradition of respect
for the fabric of diversity that makes
this country great. Let us defeat the
rule and this bill.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Louisi-
ana [Mr. LIVINGSTON], chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations.

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

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
strong support of H.R. 123, the English Lan-
guage Empowerment Act of 1996.

This bill declares English to be the official
language of the Government of the United
States. It will require the Federal Government
to conduct its official business in English in-
cluding all citizenship naturalization cere-
monies. The American people, including new
citizens, have long championed the notion of
making English our official language. To date,
22 States—including my home State of Louisi-
ana—have already declared English their offi-
cial language. It is time to make English the
Nation’s official language.

The bill also amends the Voting Rights Act
to end Federal mandates for bilingual ballots.
This will put an end to the unfunded mandate
of requiring States to print ballots in different
languages. Since 1975, States with certain
populations of language minorities are re-
quired to print ballots in the native language of
the minority. Currently, 375 voting districts in
21 States are now required by Federal law to
provide voting ballots and election material in
foreign languages—6 languages alone were
on the ballot in the last mayoral election in Los
Angeles. While there are some who believe
this is worthy and necessary, the measure is
dividing our Nation along ethnic lines. In addi-
tion, it is also unduly burdening the States and
opening the system to potential fraud.

The issue of voter fraud disturbs me greatly.
| fear bilingual ballots only help those who re-
solve to steal elections. According to the 1990
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Census, California has 4.4 million non-citizens,
Florida has 949 thousand non-citizens. Texas
has over a million non-citizens, and New York
has 1.5 million non-citizens. In 1982, a Chi-
cago grand jury reported that “* * * many
aliens register to vote so they can obtain doc-
uments identifying them as U.S. citizens * * *
These aliens used their voter's card to obtain
myriad benefits, from Social Security to jobs
with the Defense Department.” Unfortunately,
many of these same individuals also vote.
With the ballots printed in their native lan-
guages, its easy for crooks to convince these
individuals—many of whom are unaccustomed
to U.S. election laws—that it is okay for them
to vote.

We are an English speaking Nation. Most
citizens understand this and, in fact, support
this reality. Since 1906, all U.S. citizens are
required by law to be able to comprehend
English. And, since 1950, all U.S. citizens
must demonstrate an understanding of Eng-
lish, including an ability to read, write and
speak words in ordinary English usage. How-
ever, there are currently 323 languages spo-
ken in the United States—115 languages
alone spoken in the New York City Schools.
Forty million Americans will be nonEnglish lan-
guage proficient by the year 2000. To keep
America one Nation, one people we must
have one common language.

Opponents of making English our official
language claim that certain ethnic groups do
not understand English and therefore must be
accommodated. Well, since the 1960’s, the
Federal Government has been spending mil-
lions of taxpayer dollars on programs that
teach English to nonEnglish speaking individ-
uals. In addition, the Federal Government
mandates that States and local governments
also spend taxpayer money to teach English
to nonEnglish speaking individuals. In 1995
alone, the Federal Government spent over
$200 million on such programs. And, when
you include State and local mandated spend-
ing for such programs, the amount skyrockets
to $8 billion.

Well, Mr. Speaker, something is obviously
not working. It is becoming more and more
evident that teaching children in their native,
foreign language hinders their ability to learn
English. Printing ballots in foreign languages
does the same. Let's not perpetuate an al-
ready bad problem by officially recognizing
languages other than English.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, |
rise in favor of the rule and in support
of the bill and would point to some of
the change in my pockets, which the
saying is on some of our currency, e
pluribus unum, out of many comes one.

The fact of the matter is that Amer-
ica is built on many cultural societies
who have come together in unity and
in an attempt to build one great Na-
tion. Whether it ultimately ended up as
English speaking or Spanish speaking
is a matter of history. We are an Eng-
lish speaking Nation. It does not mean
that people of Spanish heritage cannot
treasure their heritage or speak Span-
ish at home. Likewise, Haitians or Ira-
nians or lIraqis or people of any culture
in this great country of ours can re-
spect their cultures at home and in
their communities and can speak in bi-
lingual fashion. But to say that we will
become a Nation of many official lan-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

guages is to run a risk that no longer
will we be unified as a Nation.

In fact, Canada in recent years has
experienced exactly that problem. they
started recognizing French as an offi-
cial language, as part of one major seg-
ment of the country. Now we see that
Canada is on the verge of breakup, of
disruption, within a matter of 5 to 10
years may not be a single nation, may
be a segment of several different na-
tions.

I would not want to see that happen
to the United States. We went through
one great Civil War. We do not need to
go through any more. This country has
fought, has spilled blood to provide for
a single Nation. We will remain that
way if we speak one official language. |
urge adoption of the rule and passage
of the bill.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewomen
from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK].

Mrs. MINK of Hawalii. Mr. Speaker, |
rise in strong opposition to the rule
and to the bill. There is pending before
the U.S. Supreme Court a contest on a
constitutional provision added by ref-
erendum to the State of Arizona Con-
stitution which falls along similar
lines. The lower Federal court in the
State of Arizona, as well as the U.S.
Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals in look-
ing at the provision that had been put
into the Constitution, both unani-
mously held that the provision which
called for English only, requiring all
public employees to communicate with
constituents only in English con-
stituted a violation of the first amend-
ment and that it was a denial of free
speech.

It is on this basis that | rise in oppo-
sition to the rule and to the bill. This
legislation, though it is called an en-
hancement policy, in essence trans-
lates a feeling in this country about
the importance of English, into a pro-
hibition against the Government and
its employees in the exercise of their
duties to communicate in other than in
English.

When we took office we took an oath
to uphold the Constitution.

This, | believe, Mr. Speaker, to be the
fundamental obligation of this body.
Through the Committee on Rules and
through our deliberations in our com-
mittees, the Constitution should be our
guide and we should not enact, support,
legislate in any way that deprives fun-
damental liberties in this country.
Sure, every parent wants their child to
succeed, to be prosperous. And the only
proven way in this country to do that
is to be proficient in English. So, the
obligation of this Congress and of this
Nation is to encourage it.

Yes, | think we all believe that Eng-
lish is the common language of this
country and in order to succeed here in
trade and commerce, in all of our pro-
fessions, we ought to be proficient in
English. But this bill goes for beyond
that. It does not enhance our democ-
racy. It restricts it. It confines the du-
ties of this Government to only those
people who speak English.
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In fact, there is a section in this bill
that says every other law that has been
passed by the Congress from the begin-
ning of this Nation to the present time
which may require communication in
languages other than in English only is
hereby repealed.

This Nation has been for open Gov-
ernment, for equal access, to take ev-
erybody who is here legally in this
country and to accord them equal pro-
tection of the laws. This legislation
does not do this. | hope that the Con-
gress will not pass a law which is so di-
visive. The goal of this country is to
unite behind the principles of democ-
racy and not to go contrary to the Con-
stitution.

MODIFICATION OF AMENDMENT NO. 1 IN HOUSE
REPORT 104-734 TO H.R. 123, ENGLISH LANGUAGE
EMPOWERMENT ACT OF 1996
Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | ask

unanimous consent that amendment

No. 1 printed in the report on the rule

may be offered in the following modi-

fied form:

At the beginning of the amendment, insert:

Page 1, line 4, insert before ‘““English’ the
words ““‘Bill Emerson”’.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. WELDON].

(Mr. WELDON of Florida asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | rise in support of H.R. 123. Our
country has a historic tradition of re-
ceiving immigrants from all around
the world. H.R. 123 builds on that tradi-
tion and binds us together through the
use of English as a common language.

Over the past 20 years the Federal
Government has increased the number
of languages in which it publishes doc-
uments and conducts official duties.

This has led to a de facto multilan-
guage policy which is very expensive
for the taxpayer.

H.R. 123 declares English to be the of-
ficial language of the United States
Government and serves to unit us even
more as a Nation.

All of us would agree that knowing
English is a key to success in the Unit-
ed States.

A 1994 study of Southeast Asian refu-
gees in Texas showed that those who
knew English earned more than 20
times the annual income of those who
did not speak English.

Knowing English will open a broad
range of opportunities that would oth-
erwise be unattainable.

This bill fosters and encourages ev-
eryone to learn English.

Encouraging immigrants to learn
English is the compassionate thing to
do and this bill does that.

Mr. Speaker, one of the biggest rea-
sons why | am rising in support of this
bill is because it is what my mother
would want me to do. She passed away
in 1991, but she was born to Italian
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American immigrants and spoke Ital-
ian as her first language.

She always taught me that this move
towards multilingualism in the United
States was bad and divisive. On my
way over here | was speaking to an-
other Member who told me his high
school now conducts official proceed-
ings in two different languages. | think
that is wrong. | think the language
that binds us together is English, and
my mother was right. | encourage ev-
eryone to support the rule and to sup-
port the bill.

Mr. Speaker. As a cosponsor of H.R. 123,
The English Language Empowerment Act, |
rise in strong support of this bill. We are proud
of our Nation’s ability to assimilate people
from around the world into one cohesive soci-
ety. The purpose of H.R. 123 is to build upon
our Nation’s historic tradition as a melting pot
of diverse cultures from around the world, and
to bind us together through the use of English
as a common language. This bill establishes a
much needed uniform Government language
policy, promotes assimilation, saves taxpayers
money, and empowers immigrants to realize
the American Dream for themselves.

This bill is needed because currently the
Federal Government does not have a uniform
national language policy on publishing docu-
ments or conducting its business. Whether
documents are published in a foreign lan-
guage depends in large part upon which par-
ticular Federal statute is involved. In addition,
over the past 20 years the Federal Govern-
ment has increased the official duties it per-
forms in other languages resulting in a very
costly de facto multi-language policy. This bill
corrects this piecemeal approach by establish-
ing English as the official language of the Unit-
ed States Government and requires the Gov-
ernment to conduct all its official business in
English.

H.R. 123 will not only establish a uniform
national language policy for the Government,
but it will promote assimilation of immigrants,
rather than isolation and separation. The cur-
rent policy fails to encourage recent immi-
grants to learn English. The failure to encour-
age immigrants to earn English may be the
easy thing to do, but it is not the compas-
sionate thing to do. The compassionate thing
to do is to encourage immigrants to learn Eng-
lish. A firm grasp of the English language is a
key to succeeding in America.

Learning English not only helps immigrants
assimilate, it is the key to having the oppor-
tunity to realize the American Dream. Studies
show that people who learn English earn more
for their families, and confirm that the ability to
speak English can make the difference be-
tween a low-wage job and a high-wage mana-
gerial, professional, or technical job. In 1994,
the Texas Office of Immigration and Refugee
Affairs publicized a study of Southeast Asian
refugees in Texas. The study showed that in-
dividuals proficient in English earned more
than 20 times the annual income of those who
did not speak English. H.R. 123 empowers
each new generation of immigrants the oppor-
tunity to realize the American dream.

Nothing in this bill would in any way limit the
ability to individuals to speak their native
tongue. This bill simply limits official Govern-
ment business to the English language.

Not only does this bill benefit the immigrant,
it also benefits the taxpayer. There are hun-
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dreds of languages spoken in the United
States. According to the GAO, The Federal
Government already prints many documents in
foreign languages including Spanish, Por-
tuguese, French, Chinese, German, ltalian,
Russian, and others. For American taxpayers
the question is where does the printing of
these documents in foreign languages stop?
This bill ensures that all Americans can count
on one language for Government action, po-
lices, documents and proceedings.

In conclusion, | support H.R. 123 because it
helps recent immigrants by opening up to
them a land of opportunity. It will stop the
trend towards the separation and isolation. It
will encourage assimilation. In supporting this
bill I stand with 86 percent of Americans and
81 percent of immigrants who want to make
English the official language of the United
States.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DE LA
GARZA].

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, |
rise in opposition to the rule and to the
legislation for a multiplicity of rea-
sons.

One is that | saw a friend of mine re-
cently, and this bill is making us the
laughing stock of the world. He said,
you Americans are going to speak Eng-
lish? | said, We do. But you are going
to make it the official language? It is.
This just puts it a line on a piece of
paper.

My district begins with Hispanics,
what we call Anglos, Czech, Slovak,
German, Polish, little Hungarian. That
is the makeup of my district in south
Texas.

All of them speak English. All of us
speak English in one form or another.
But this is mean spirited, | do not care
how we camouflage it. It is aiming at
someone. It is aiming at a group in
California or some other place. We do
not want this. We do not want any
more immigrants. We are going to shut
it out.

What are we going to do to the Stat-
ue of Liberty? | guess erase what it
says on there.

This is a problem that we have. This
is mean spirited. It is camouflage. It is
trying to stop people from doing some-
thing.

English is the language of this coun-
try. That is what we speak. That is
what we do. Everyone does that. My
congressional district, we are teaching
the kids. But do you want to stop
something? Why do the big companies
spend millions of dollars in Spanish on
the billboards? To sell their product, to
sell their product.
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Mr. Speaker, saying that the Govern-
ment of the United States has to func-
tion solely in English is ridiculous, it
is absurd.

Now let me tell my colleagues some-
thing. President Reagan stood in front
of the wall in Berlin and says, ‘“Mr.
Gorbachev, tear down this wall.”” Had
bailing wire and bricks and mortar; it
was torn down.
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We are going to rebuild the Berlin
Wall around the United States of
America. Not going to be bricks and
mortar; it is going to be something
called ““English only.” We are going to
build a wall around us, and my col-
leagues will live to regret the day.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1%
minutes to our colleague, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker,
America is a nation of immigrants.
Some came with knapsacks on their
shoulders, some came in chains and leg
irons.

But one thing America is not. Amer-
ica is not a nation of separation. All
our citizens are Americans. The com-
mon denominator is our language. Our
language is English. The glue that
binds generation after generation is
both our Constitution and our English
language.

Supporting programs that teach Eng-
lish, in my opinion, is not enough. Con-
gress must insure that America does
not become a nation of separate com-
munities, separate tongues.

So, Mr. Speaker, | say it is time to
stop the politics of fear, politics of
hate, politics of division. It is one
America, one people, one community,
one Nation under God | might add, and
to best achieve those goals, ideals, and
rights | believe is one official language.

If someone else can make a better
case for another language, | will listen.

Mr. Speaker, | support this rule, and
I support this bill and urge the Con-
gress to do so as well for the sake of
unity.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to my colleague, the gentleman
from California [Mr. MCKEON].

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
strong support of H.R. 123, the English
Language Empowerment Act. H.R. 123
provides encouragement for immi-
grants to learn English.

Today, when many immigrants reach
our shores, they settle in neighbor-
hoods largely inhabited by people who
speak their native language. This is
understandable, as it is much easier
and more comfortable to associate with
people of the same culture speaking a
familiar language. However, to gain
the full benefits of coming to this great
land, it is imperative to learn the Eng-
lish language. Learning English is nec-
essary in order for immigrants to build
a better future for themselves and
their families.

Many of the bill’s opponents claim
that H.R. 123 will isolate our recent im-
migrants from the rest of society.
When in fact, it accomplishes the exact
opposite—it brings us together as a na-

tion united under one common lan-
guage.

Again, | urge my colleagues to sup-
port H.R. 123.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to our colleague, the gentle-
woman from California [Mrs.
SEASTRAND].
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Mrs. SEASTRAND. Mr. Speaker, |
rise in very strong support of this leg-
islation.

Few Members here today on both
sides of this debate would argue the
fact that the United States is a coun-
try of immigrants, each of whom,
through both their differences and
similarities, have contributed a great
deal to the fabric of our society. As the
granddaughter of Polish immigrants, |
can attest to this fact.

But the debate we are having today
is not about our differences, it is about
our similarities. I am proud of my her-
itage—as are the many ethnic groups
that make up the enormous cultural
diversity of this Nation. My grand-
parents and parents spoke Polish at
home when | was growing up and | do
not believe anyone here today will
argue against the practice of commu-
nicating in a language other than Eng-
lish. But they understood that master-
ing the English language was the key
to opportunity, success, and prosperity
in the United States.

It simply makes sense to make Eng-
lish the official language of the United
States, and vast amounts of Americans
agree. In 1986, 73 percent of California
voters overwhelmingly supported an
amendment to the Constitution to es-
tablish English as the official language
of California. So because of that, |
would ask that we strongly support
this legislation.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. PASTOR].

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

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Speaker, all morn-
ing we have been told that the reason
we are having this bill is because peo-
ple are divided and English being offi-
cial would bring us together.

But this bill only does one thing. It
prohibits a Federal public official from
corresponding in a written form to his
or her constituents. That is all it does.

And, Mr. Speaker, the basic problem
with this bill is that it is unconstitu-
tional. The Ninth Circuit of the United
States has found that such a bill is un-
constitutional for two reasons: In
many cases sometimes a public official
has to correspond in a language other
than English because it is essential for
communication; and to have an effec-
tive government, Mr. Speaker, some-
times we have to communicate in a
language other than English.

This is all that the bill does. It is un-
constitutional and I would ask Mem-
bers to vote ‘“no.”

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM].

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker,
that is not all this bill does. Only one-
tenth of 1 percent of all Federal docu-
ments go out under current law. But
law is more than just law, it is symbol-
ogy.

How many of my colleagues watched
Kerri Strug in the Olympics win a gold
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medal? When seeing that American flag
come down, | bet many of my col-
leagues had tears in their eyes. That
was powerful. That was power. That
empowered not only Kerri Strug and
the gold winners, but the American
people.

How many of my colleagues have
ever witnessed or participated in a
swearing-in ceremony? | have, many of
them; and | want to tell my colleagues
when they stand up and they hold up
their hand, that is powerful and it is
strong and it empowers those immi-
grants and the rest of the American
citizens. That is important. It is not
just law, it is empowerment of our chil-
dren.

Mr. Speaker, | look at over and over,
there are 320 languages, over a thou-
sand dialects, and the reason for the
bill, this is the Bill Emerson bill, that
there is an increasing number of Amer-
ican citizens that do not understand,
write, or communicate orally with the
English language, and we are saying
that in the thirties and the forties and
the fifties there was a different atti-
tude, that when one came they learned
English, and over a period of time that
number is reduced, and we want to em-
power our children.

We are not building a wall, we are
tearing down a wall, because if | was
mean-spirited, | would say: Stay where
you are. Don’t learn the English lan-
guage. Stay wherever you want in your
little communities and not have a por-
tion of the American dream.

But no, Mr. Speaker, we are not
doing that.

Governor Clinton in Arkansas signed
a bill just like this one. Eighty nations
in the world have signed their own lan-
guage is a common language.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1%
minutes to my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. KINGSTON].

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, can my
colleagues see the absurdity of this
Congress and this Nation having a de-
bate such as this:

(Here, Member spoke in French.)

That is French in my own attempt.
In Italian we could say:

(Here, Member spoke in Italian.)

And | will try it in Japanese, Mr.
Speaker:

(Here, Member spoke in Japanese.)

The interpretation is one language is
important for our country.

Now we can sit here and say and tell
our children that it is not important to
have one, but it is absolutely absurd.
Nations need a common language.

My uncle was a Hungarian immi-
grant. He spoke eight different lan-
guages. He was run out of Hungary by
Nazi Germany. But he did not come to
America to say, ‘““You need to start
speaking Hungarian.” He said, “I'm
going to start speaking English.”” He
kept his Hungarian. And my cousin
Clare, who was born in Spain, knew
some Hungarian, today she knows
Spanish. My sister Jean knows Italian.
I minored in French. My colleagues
would not believe it by the way my
pronunciation was just then.
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But the point is we have to have a
common language in our country. This
is not mean-spirited, this is not mali-
cious. It is absurd for people who can-
not come up with an intellectual argu-
ment to come back to that same old
line: mean-spiritedness. This is com-
mon sense. So, Mr. Speaker, as we
would say in Japan:

(Here, Member spoke in Japanese.)

In French:

(Here, Member spoke in French.)

In Italian:

(Here, Member spoke in Italian.)

Down home we say, ‘““We’ll see you all
later.”

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |
yield such time as she may consume to
the gentlewoman from Texas [Ms.
JACKSON-LEE].

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | oppose the rule because it

makes Americans not Americans. It is
a bad rule and a bad bill.
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, |

yield the balance of our time to the
gentleman from Texas, Mr. GENE
GREEN.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
NETHERCUTT). The gentleman from
Texas is recognized for 2% minutes.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | rise in opposition to the bill
and the rule. | consider the bill a dan-
gerous bill, and unlike my colleague
from Georgia, English is our common
language. | admit, in Texas we speak a
little different English from maybe in
Georgia and New England, but we still
speak English, and some Members in
the House on both sides say that we do
not.

The reason for the opposition to this
bill is that my colleagues talk about
the bill, saying it is a common lan-
guage. That is not what the bill says. If
my colleagues brought a bill to the
floor today that said English is a com-
mon language, they would not have
any opposition to it because we would
all agree with that.

What this bill does, though, is sepa-
rate it, prohibit the use of other lan-
guages, and even this rule that we have
today is limiting our freedom to debate
on this bill. A lot of amendments Mem-
bers submitted to try and make this
bill better and not so onerous were not
allowed in the Committee on Rules be-
cause of the modified closed rules we
are having, and once again we have a
rule that we do not get to debate the
full bill itself.

English is our official language. My
opposition said 99 percent of the docu-
ments that are printed are printed in
English. This is a solution in search of
a problem, Mr. Speaker. Our language
classes for English in my district and
everywhere in the country are over-
flowing. There is a waiting list now.
They cannot advertise English lan-
guage classes in Houston because they
cannot fill them, and yet these are the
same folks that cut education funding



August 1, 1996

for adult education. So do not come up
and shed crocodile tears about how
people ought to learn English when
they cut adult education to people who
want to learn English.

This bill should be amended to recog-
nize that English is our common lan-
guage because that is what their de-
bate is about, but it is not. This rule
divides us and this bill divides us as
Americans, because we share more
than our language. We share our love
of freedom and our willingness to fight
for that freedom, no matter what our
language is. And | thought that was
aptly mentioned earlier by my col-
league from Puerto Rico.
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This bill divides our country, because
we are united in more ways than lan-
guage. Again, | will share with my col-
league from California, he says ‘‘Noth-
ing typifies this more than the Olym-
pic spirit,” the unity we see, not just
from around the world, but from the
United States team in Georgia.

We are going into the 20th century,
and here this is a bill that | can imag-
ine would have been debated last cen-
tury. We are going into the 20th cen-
tury, to try to make sure we can com-
pete in the world and compete every-
where, and yet we are going to punish
someone in my office who writes a let-
ter back to someone in German?

I know there is an amendment to cor-
rect the bill, but it came out of com-
mittee, to punish Members of Congress
for contacting, in response to people
who write our office, whether it be in
Spanish, Czech, German, or Vietnam-
ese. They are going to clean it up, but
this bill should have been worked on
even more, because it is a bad bill and
it is a bad rule.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, in closing let me just
say this is a modest attempt to do
what the people of this country have
wanted for some time in overwhelming
numbers, to establish English as the
first and official language of this coun-
try.

For over 200 years, the glue that held
the fabric of this society together was
a common language. Thirty years ago,
we began to change that. We began to
deal with people in different languages.
That isolated them. This bill is going
to bring them back together. The isola-
tion that was created by putting people
in pockets of communities that spoke a
different language kept them apart and
out of the American dream. This is a
modest effort to change that. | urge
support for the rule.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time, and | move the previous
question on the resolution.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, |
ask unanimous consent to proceed in
order under the rule to accommodate
the gentleman.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
NETHERCUTT). Could the gentleman
clarify his request?

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker,
this is for the purpose of unanimous
consent, to change the language on one
of the amendments, like we did with
Mr. Emerson.

Mr. BECERRA. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Speaker, | am not sure
which amendment the gentleman is
talking about.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, it
is their side’s amendment. | am trying
to accommodate the gentleman, not us.

Mr. BECERRA. Again, Mr. Speaker,
if we could find out what the change
would be before we decide.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. It is right there
before the gentleman.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, under
my reservation of objection, if | may
ask the gentleman a question, if the
gentleman is just providing some defi-
nition to ‘“Native American,” is that
the purpose of the gentleman’s amend-
ment?

Mr. LINDER. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, | think it is appro-
priate that we see what is precisely
being tried before we decide whether or
not to object.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, |
withdraw my unanimous-consent re-

quest.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California [Mr.
CUNNINGHAM] withdraws his unani-

mous-consent request.

Without objection, the previous ques-
tion is ordered on the resolution.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, | ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 236, nays
178, not voting 19, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 388]
YEAS—236

Allard Browder Cramer
Archer Bryant (TN) Crane
Armey Bunning Crapo
Bachus Burr Cremeans
Baker (CA) Burton Cubin
Baker (LA) Buyer Cunningham
Ballenger Callahan Danner
Barr Calvert Davis
Barrett (NE) Camp Deal
Bartlett Campbell DelLay
Barton Canady Dickey
Bass Castle Doolittle
Bateman Chabot Dornan
Bereuter Chambliss Dreier
Bevill Chenoweth Duncan
Bilbray Christensen Dunn
Bilirakis Chrysler Ehlers
Bliley Clement Ehrlich
Blute Clinger English
Boehlert Coble Everett
Boehner Coburn Ewing
Bonilla Collins (GA) Fawell
Bono Combest Fields (TX)
Brewster Cooley Flanagan
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Foley
Forbes
Fowler

Fox

Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Graham
Greene (UT)
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones

Kelly

Kim

King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Beilenson
Bentsen
Berman
Bishop
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant (TX)
Bunn
Cardin
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Coleman
Collins (IL)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Costello
Coyne
Cummings
de la Garza
DeFazio
DelLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett

Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manton
Manzullo
Martini
McCrery
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintosh
McKeon
McNulty
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morella
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley
Packard
Parker
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
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Dooley
Doyle
Durbin
Edwards
Engel
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Kanjorski
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Riggs
Roberts
Rohrabacher
Roth
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stockman
Stump
Talent
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Traficant
Upton
Vucanovich
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf

Young (AK)
Zeliff
Zimmer

Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
Lantos
Lazio
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lincoln
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McDermott
McHale
McKinney
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
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Orton Sabo Thornton
Owens Sanders Thurman
Pallone Sawyer Torres
Pastor Schiff Torricelli
Payne (NJ) Schroeder Velazquez
Pelosi Scott Vento
Pomeroy Serrano Visclosky
Poshard Skaggs Volkmer
Rahall Skeen Ward
Rangel Slaughter Waters
Reed Spratt Watt (NC)
Richardson Stenholm Waxman
Rivers Stokes Williams
Roemer Studds Wilson
Ros-Lehtinen Stupak Wise
Rose Tanner Woolsey
Roybal-Allard Tejeda Wynn
Rush Thompson Yates

NOT VOTING—19
Brownback Hoke Schumer
Chapman Kasich Skelton
Conyers McCollum Stark
Cox McDade Towns
Ford Oberstar Young (FL)
Goss Peterson (FL)
Hayes Rogers
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Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas changed
her vote from ‘“‘yea’ to ‘“‘nay.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 388,
| was detained by other official business else-
where in the Capitol. Had | been present, |
would have voted “yes.”

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 3103,
HEALTH INSURANCE PORT-
ABILITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY
ACT OF 1996

Mr. LINDER, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 104-738) on the resolution (H.
Res. 502) waliving points of order
against the conference report to ac-
company the bill (H.R. 3103) to amend
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to
improve portability and continuity of
health insurance coverage in the group
and individual markets, to combat
waste, fraud, and abuse in health insur-
ance and health care delivery, to pro-
mote the use of medical savings ac-
counts, to improve access to long-term
care services and coverage, to simplify
the administration of health insurance,
and for other purposes, which was re-
ferred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 3448,
SMALL BUSINESS JOB PROTEC-
TION ACT OF 1996

Mr. LINDER, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 104-739) on the resolution (H.
Res. 503) waliving points of order
against the conference report to ac-
company the bill (H.R. 3448) to provide
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tax relief for small businesses, to pro-
tect jobs, to create opportunities, to
increase the take home pay of workers,
to amend the Portal-to-Portal Act of
1947 relating to the payment of wages
to employees who use employer owned
vehicles, and to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 to increase the
minimum wage rate and to prevent job
loss by providing flexibility to employ-
ers complying with minimum wage and
overtime requirements under that act,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.

ENGLISH LANGUAGE
EMPOWERMENT ACT OF 1996

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
NETHERCUTT). Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 499 and rule XXIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill,
H.R. 123.
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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. 123) to
amend title 4, United States Code, to
declare English as the official language
of the Government of the United
States, with Mr. HANSEN 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.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
California [Mr. CUNNINGHAM] and the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY]
each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. CUNNINGHAM].

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 15 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. CANADY], and | ask unani-
mous consent that he be permitted to
control that time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. GOODLING], chair-
man of the Committee on Economic
and Educational Opportunities.

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

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, dur-
ing the discussion on the rule, I am
afraid the American people may have
gotten confused as to what legislation
is before us, because much of what was
said has nothing to do with the bill
that came from our committee. Today
we are voting on H.R. 123, which is a
bill introduced by the late Bill Emer-
son, former distinguished Member of
the body and a friend of many.

Mr. Chairman, there are many things
in the bill that some people think went
too far. There are others that people
think did not go far enough. | think it
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is probably striking about the right
balance. | say that because this bill de-
clares English the official language of
the Government, not of the private
businesses, not of churches, not of
homes, not of neighborhoods; just the
Government. Furthermore, it then
makes exceptions to the English re-
quirement for the protection of public
health and safety, national security,
international relations, the teaching of
language, the rights of victims of
crime, certain instances of civil litiga-
tion and others.

We have also included rules of con-
struction to help clarify the intent of
the bill. So we have made a number of
changes to the original version of H.R.
123 which addresses the concerns for
many Members. After all, it is the Eng-
lish language that unites us, a Nation
of many different immigrants as one
Nation.

Over and over again we see that it is
the English language which empowers
each new generation of immigrants to
access the American dream. Declaring
English the official language of Gov-
ernment is the commonsense thing to
do. We now have according to the Cen-
sus Bureau, over 320 different lan-
guages. The Federal Government al-
ready prints materials in Spanish, Por-
tuguese, French, Chinese, German,
Italian, Russian, Korean, Ukrainian,
Cambodian, and others; and the tax-
payers says, where does it stop?

President Clinton himself, as Gov-
ernor of Arkansas, signed legislation
making English the official language of
the State of Arkansas, and about half
of the States have enacted the same
kind of legislation. Again | remind all,
this legislation is English as the offi-
cial language of Government, not
homes, not churches, not neighbor-
hoods, not the private sector.

Mr. Chairman, | include for the
RECORD the following letter from the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. SAWYER]
concerning his not appearing at the
committee markup on the final vote:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, July 25, 1996.

Chairman WILLIAM GOODLING,

Committee on Economic and Educational Op-
portunities, Rayburn House Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN GOODLING: Due to a speak-
ing engagement with constituents, | was un-
able to be present for the final vote on re-
porting the Cunningham Substitute to H.R.
123 out of the Committee on Economic and
Educational Opportunities.

I would like to note for the record that if
I had been present, I would have voted,
“nay.”

Sincerely,
THOMAS C. SAWYER,
Member of Congress.

O 1300

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, | agree that learning
English should be a priority goal for all
persons residing in the United States.
In fact, there is extremely high demand
for English language classes. Immi-
grants themselves recognize that in
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order to better their own lot, and that
of their families, learning English is
imperative. New arrivals to our shores
flood English as a second language
classes. In Washington, DC, 5,000 immi-
grants were turned away from English
classes in the 1994 school year. In New
York City, schools have had to resort
to a lottery to determine enrollment.
In Los Angeles, more than 40,000 appli-
cants remain on waiting lists for Eng-
lish classes. In my view, we should ex-
pand Federal support for English as the
second language and for bilingual edu-
cation programs.

My Republican colleagues character-
ize this bill as commonsense legisla-
tion. But it is neither common sense
nor common decency to mandate ex-
clusive use of English while utterly
failing to address the practical need for
adequate English-language prepara-
tion.

This bill is not a mere declaration of
English as the official language of the
United States. It is hopelessly vague,
ambiguous, unnecessary, unconstitu-
tional legislation, searching for a solu-
tion to a nonproblem.

With so little time remaining on the
legislative calendar, the Republican
majority has chosen to engage in an
issue so potentially divisive. Instead of
empowering people in the use of Eng-
lish by ensuring adequate funds for
English as a second language classes,
this bill attempts to protect the Eng-
lish language as though it were under

some bizarre attack by other lan-
guages.
This bill will obstruct such basic

Government functions as tax collec-
tion, disaster preparation, water and
resource conservation, and execution of
civil and criminal laws and regula-
tions. What logical public policy could
this bill possibly support?

This fall, the United States Supreme
Court will hear oral argument regard-
ing the constitutionality of an article
in the Arizona Constitution which de-
clares English the official language of
the State and which mandates that all
government business, with few excep-
tions, be conducted only in English. In
light of that, consideration of this leg-
islation is premature.

As a matter of national policy, we
should support both expanded oppor-
tunity to learn English and
multilingualism. For that reason, |
wholeheartedly embrace the Serrano
substitute which views the diversity of
our Nation, its people, its languages,
and its cultures, as something to cele-
brate, not something to fear and resist.
The Serrano substitute recognizes the
benefits of multilingualism in protect-
ing us in war, furthering our ability to
communicate with the nations of the
world, and enhancing our competitive-
ness in the global marketplace.

I urge my colleagues to reject H.R.
3898 and to support the Serrano Eng-
lish-Plus substitute.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.
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Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New Jersey [Mrs. ROUKEMA].

(Mrs. ROUKEMA asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman,
quite frankly, this debate is totally
perplexing to me. It makes me wonder,
are we speaking here in English to each
other or are we talking in foreign
tongues? | do not understand it.

We are a nation of immigrants. As |
look around this Chamber, | see the
great melting pot personified by many
of the Members in this House, and | am
no exception.

Of course my married name is RouU-
KEMA, and my husband, in fact, is the
only member of his family who was not
born in Holland. They came here and
were assimilated. My family name is
Scafati. We were Italian-American im-
migrants, my grandparents on both
sides, and their decision was to come to
America and be integrated into society
as soon as possible. As a result, my
grandparents and my parents learned
English ASAP. It was important for
them.

The example of my parents and
grandparents was clear, clear to me
then and clear to me now. They knew
instinctively that English proficiency
was absolutely essential to their suc-
cess, not because they were not proud
of their heritage but because they
knew mastering the language was im-
portant to them and that they should
do it as quickly as possible.

They knew that proficiency would
help their family, their neighborhood,
and their whole community. Yes, they
knew that English proficiency was
good for the overall well-being of soci-
ety and for the tradition, the more
than 100 years tradition of the melting
pot that united all of us in our hopes
and ideals as a nation. | must stress
this.

Now we must take this definitive
step today to avoid that our Nation
should be so divided into many ethnic
enclaves. | see that as a great threat to
our national unity.

This legislation is not meant to pe-
nalize or to hold segments of our popu-
lation back. Mr. Chairman, we are here
to encourage people arriving on our
shores to be upwardly mobile and
achieve economically and socially in
this new society.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, in 1965, Congress en-
acted the Voting Rights Act to combat
discrimination against African-Ameri-
cans who were being unconstitution-
ally denied the right to vote. It was not
until 1975 that Congress added a re-
quirement mandating that certain ju-
risdictions provide voting materials in
languages other than English. The un-
derlying premise for this expansion of
the law was that it was somehow dis-
criminatory to conduct an election in
the English language.
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Bilingual ballots were a means to
remedy this alleged discrimination.
However, when the use of bilingual bal-
lots was last mandated in 1992, after 17
years of use, no statistical evidence
was produced to show that bilingual
ballots had increased vote participa-
tion by language minorities in any cov-
ered jurisdiction.

On April 18, 1996, the Subcommittee
on the Constitution held a hearing on
what is now title Il of the bill before
the House. A number of distinguished
witnesses testified that our society is
becoming fragmented into linguistic
ghettos, and federally mandated bilin-
gual ballots only encourage such frag-
mentation. These witnesses testified
that through the use of bilingual bal-
lots, American citizens can exercise
the most public of rights while remain-
ing apart from public life.

Moreover, because of the arbitrary
and mechanical formula of the bilin-
gual ballots mandate, there are many
covered jurisdictions who are required
to print foreign language ballots which
are never requested or used. These elec-
tion materials are simply thrown in
the trash after each election, but they
must be printed due to the Federal
mandate. In certain jurisdictions the
requirements of the law are extremely
burdensome. Los Angeles County is re-
quired under this Federal mandate to
conduct elections in six languages—in
Chinese, Japanese, Vietnamese, Taga-
log, Spanish, and English. In the No-
vember 1994 general election, Los Ange-
les County spent over $21 for each re-
quested foreign language ballot.

The Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates that repealing the Federal bilin-
gual ballot mandate will result in sav-
ings of $5 to $10 million annually for
covered State and local governments.
The mandate is expensive, ineffective,
and wasteful.

Mr. Chairman, rather than enhancing
participation in our political system,
the bilingual ballots requirement de-
nies the essential connection between
meaningful participation in our na-
tional political discourse and knowl-
edge of the English language. Title Il
of H.R. 123 removes from the Voting
Rights Act the practice of providing
federally mandated bilingual ballots, a
practice which denies the common
bond of language that unites us as a
people.

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

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. KILDEE].

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
opposition to H.R. 3898.

Mr. Chairman, | have always worked,
both as a teacher and as a legislator, to
promote the use of English in this
country. The law of necessity, of sur-
vival, the law of economic success are
enough to motivate people to learn
English. We must provide the oppor-
tunity to achieve proficiency in Eng-
lish.

We need but look at the bill to see
that its provisions do not even come
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close to its intentions: that English is
the official language of this country
and that its citizens should speak Eng-
lish. It does nothing to reverse the re-
sults of 2 years of frontal attacks on
the bilingual education program which
helps children learn English, and does
nothing to strengthen the adult edu-
cation program which helps adults
learn English.

In the States and cities which are
most heavily impacted by immigrants,
new entrants can languish for years on
waiting lists to enter English language
programs. In Los Angeles there are
40,000 applicants for English language
classes. In Washington, DC, the Na-
tion’s Capital and the place in which
this debate is taking place, 5,000 immi-
grants were turned away from English
classes in 1 year alone.

Do my colleagues think these new
Americans have in any way dem-
onstrated an unwillingness to learn the
language of their new country? No, of
course not, but they will be punished
anyway.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased that the
bill before us today does correct a prob-
lem which the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM] said he would
correct with respect to the Americans
With Disabilities Act. This bill before
us today provides an exemption for
children served under this program.
There are, in fact, 10 exemptions to
this bill. To me, the fact that we have
this many exemptions in the bill re-
veals that there is a problem with the
bill.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues
to reject this unnecessary legislation.
It will not wear well. It does not serve
our country well. Let us provide the
means for people to learn English in
this country.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. GRAHAM].

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, let us try to answer
the why question. Why are we doing
this? We are asking that English be the
official language of government. |
think it is important for the folks lis-
tening to understand what we are try-
ing to do and what we are not doing.

We are trying to make sure that this
Government conducts the language of
its business in English, because that is
the one unifying thing about America,
is that that is the formula for success
in America, a good work ethic and a
command and knowledge of the lan-
guage.

We are not asking people to give up
their culture, we are not asking people
to stop teaching languages, we are not
asking people to interact only in Eng-
lish. We are asking the Federal Govern-
ment to do its business in English. And
one of the reasons we are asking for
that to be done is there is a growing
trend in this country to accommodate
320 different languages in terms of the
Federal Government conducting its
business.
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In one case, the IRS produced 500,000
10W40 forms in Spanish and got 700 re-
plies back at $157 per form, and this
program is growing. | think it is time
to stop that.

We are trying to set policy that is
good for the Nation, and the policy we
are trying to set is simply this: That
the Federal Government is going to
conduct its business in the unifying
language of America because that is
good policy.

The formula for success has been and
always will be a command and knowl-
edge of the language and a good work
ethic, and the policies we should be set-
ting in this country should bring out
the best in Americans.

Where do we stop with 320 languages
to accommodate? | think it is not un-
reasonable to ask the Federal Govern-
ment to conduct its business in the
unifying language of this Nation, and
to do otherwise is impractical.

There are many exceptions in the bill
that are commonsense based. Some
people ask about phrases on money. We
have an exception for art and phrases
that are commonly used in other lan-
guages. We have a health and safety ex-
ception for the EPA to notify a com-
munity about a dangerous situation
with drinking water.

The exceptions are sound, this is a
good bill, and there is a good reason we
are doing this. |1 ask for Members’ sup-
port.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER].

(Mr. SENSENBRENNER asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in support of H.R. 123,
which declares English to be the offi-
cial language of the Government of the
United States.
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The Government of the United
States. And simply stated, that means
when one does business with the Gov-
ernment of the United States, one does
it in the English language.

We have heard a lot about the fact
that English is a unifying force which
has brought millions of immigrants
over the years together in this coun-
try, and | think that is a true state-
ment, but | also think it is important
for us to look to the north and to Bel-
gium to see how bilingualism and
multilingualism has been a dividing
force in those countries. And it has.
Neither in Canada nor in Belgium over
literally centuries has there been a for-
mula devised to bring unity to those
countries that have been divided, not
along religious or ethnic lines but
along language lines.

But irrespective of whether this bill
is adopted, English is the language of
commerce. If someone comes from a
non-English speaking country to the
United States, in order for them to
achieve the American dream they have
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to be functional in English, and there
is no better way to help them become
functional in English than to say that
when doing business with the Govern-
ment of the United States, it be done
in the English language.

So what we are doing here | think is
helping people who come from other
countries where English is not the lan-
guage to become part of America. To
achieve the American dream. To
achieve their own individual human po-
tential. And this is one small step in
allowing them to do so.

Mr. Chairman, | submit the following
for the RECORD.

| rise in strong of H.R. 123, the English Lan-
guage Empowerment Act of 1996. | believe it
is essential to have English as the official lan-
guage of our National Government, for the
English language is the tie that binds the mil-
lions of immigrants who come to America from
divergent backgrounds. We should, and do,
encourage immigrants to maintain and share
their traditions, customs, and religions, but the
use of English is essential for immigrants and
their children to participate fully in American
society and achieve the American dream.

Importantly, title 1l of this bill repeals the
Federal mandate requiring certain commu-
nities to provide bilingual ballots. This directive
of the Voting Rights Act is unnecessary and
costly. The Voting Rights Act of 1965 was
originally intended to put a stop to racial bar-
riers to voting in the South, such as literacy
tests. English-only ballots are simply not the
equivalent, or even comparable, to the racially
abused literacy tests of the South.

Applicants for American citizenship, with
some limited exceptions, have been required
to demonstrate proficiency in English since
1906. Since only citizens may vote, the ration-
ale for mandatory multilingual voting services
is perplexing. One of the reasons we require
immigrants to learn English before they natu-
ralize is that a person who cannot understand
English will not be able to participate in the
political community in any but the most limited
capacity. Bilingual ballots are not an effective
means of increasing full political participation,
for they are used by citizens who are obvi-
ously not proficient in English, and those who
are not proficient in English, in most cases,
cannot follow a political campaign, talk with
candidates, or petition their representatives.

| believe it is necessary to clarify what re-
pealing the bilingual ballot requirement does
not do. This bill does not affect laws outlawing
voter discrimination. It does not propose a lit-
eracy test. It does not preclude anyone from
voting, even if they do not know English.

There are effective alternatives to federally
mandated bilingual ballots, especially where
complicated ballot initiatives are involved. For-
eign language newspapers have the free
speech right to publish sample ballots trans-
lated from English, and voters can take these
sample ballots into the voting booth. Under
this bill, a political party or interest group is
perfectly free to issue multilingual voting mate-
rials. States can choose to allow voters to
bring a friend or relative in the booth with
them, absentee ballots can be filled out at
home with assistance, and ethnic organiza-
tions can provide bilingual sample ballots and
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voter information pamphlets. Furthermore, al-
though this bill eliminates the unfunded man-
date on the States, States are still free to sup-
ply ballots in foreign languages, if that is what
the voters demand.

According to a recent survey, more than 80
percent of Americans, including immigrants,
support making English the official language of
the United States. | urge my colleagues to
heed the call of the American people and vote
in favor of this bill.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. HOYER].

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

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, 1| rise in
opposition to this legislation. For over
a decade | have chaired the Helsinki
Commission. That commission is dedi-
cated to the principles set forth in the
Helsinki Final Act that we will treat
diversity in all our nations with re-
spect and integrity.

The fact of the matter is we passed a
resolution on this floor unanimously
regarding Kosova in which we urged
and asked the Serbians to make sure
that in Kosova they would be taught in
the language that they knew, not Ser-
bian, that they knew. So that on the
one hand we urge nations of the world
to be respecters of differences while in
our own Nation we retreat from that
principle. We ought not to do that.

The language of America is English.
Indeed, my friends, the language of the
world is fast becoming English. The
tide is not against English or America;
the tide is for us. We do not need to act
in fear or in chauvinism or in jingoism.
Reject this legislation.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. HUTCHINSON], who draft-
ed this same bill in Arkansas, which
Governor Clinton then signed.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, 1
thank the gentleman for yielding, and
I rise in strong support of this bill
which makes English the official lan-
guage of the U.S. Government.

Mr. Chairman, | believe it is our val-
ues and our ideals that ultimately bind
us together as a nation. But it is the
English language which serves as the
means by which we can communicate
these values to those around us. Our
common language, English, is that
which unites us.

Eight-six percent of all Americans
support establishing English as the of-
ficial language of the U.S. Government.
In fact, in a recent survey, telephone
survey, taken in a section of my dis-
trict in northwest Arkansas, it was
found that 97 percent of those polled
approved of declaring English as the of-
ficial language of our Government.

I think the numbers speak for them-
selves, Mr. Chairman. Nearly half the
States in our country have established
official English laws, including my
home State of Arkansas.

In 1987, as a second term legislator in
the Arkansas General Assembly, | co-
sponsored this legislation which we
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have before us, signed by then-Gov-
ernor Bill Clinton, now President Clin-
ton, making English the official lan-
guage of the State of Arkansas. Gov-
ernor Clinton signed that law. | hope
he will sign this bill as well.

My legislative director’s grand-
parents were immigrants from Norway.
They came over on a boat. They
learned English. They taught their
children English. They assimilated in
our culture and they lived the Amer-
ican dream. They still revere their Nor-
wegian heritage. They still cherish
that tradition, but they knew that
English was part of becoming Ameri-
cans.

Mr. Chairman, | think this bill is
very reasonable. It takes a reasonable
approach; it makes good sense. We can
honor the diverse backgrounds that are
present in our society while at the
same time emphasize the common bond
that we have in the English language.
I urge an aye vote on this bill.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. GOODLATTE].

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

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, |
rise is strong support of H.R. 123, and |
commend my colleagues for bringing
this legislation forward. This was
pushed for many years by our recently
departed colleague, Bill Emerson. Bill
would be exceedingly proud today to
see us moving forward on this legisla-
tion.

Today, 79 nations have an official
language. Government documents in
France, Germany, Japan, and Austria
are printed only in one language. So
what happens in those countries that
have gone the opposite direction pro-
moting multilingualism? We do not
have to look very far to find that.

The comment of the chairman of the
Royal Commission on Canada’s Future
about the multilingual policy of Can-
ada stated that it was an anthology of
terrors causing Balkanization. Very
appropriate, considering the gentle-
man’s comments about what is going
on in the former Yugoslavia; ghetto
mentalities; the destabilization of Que-
bec; reverse intolerance by immigrants
for Canadian institutions; and the de-
valuation of the very idea of a common
nationality.

Are we heading in that direction in
the United States? Consider this: 40
million Americans will be non-English
language proficient by the year 2000;
375 voting districts in 21 States are now
required by the Federal Government to
provide voting ballots and election ma-
terials in foreign languages; 115 lan-
guages are spoken in the New York
City schools; driver’s license exams are
offered in 31 languages in California.

Six languages were on the ballot in
the last mayoral election in Los Ange-
les. Opponents have accused this bill of
being mean-spirited. Nothing could be
further from the truth. We want to
raise immigrants up and help them get
ahead. This is the way to help.
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Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as she may consume to the

gentlewoman from California [Ms.
PELOsI].
(Ms. PELOSI asked and was given

permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding, and | rise
in strong opposition to this cynical at-
tempt to drive a wedge into our soci-
ety.

%r. Chairman, | rise in strong opposition to
the legislation before us today.

This bill is another battle in the war against
children in this Congress. Eliminating bilingual
education could increase dropout rates and
hurt the ability of immigrant children to adapt
successfully in this country. A quality edu-
cation is the key to a better way of life. People
come to this country in search of that better
way of life.

We can only benefit by providing opportuni-
ties for all people to become productive mem-
bers of our society, especially young children
with bright futures ahead of them. Everyone in
this Nation wants the same things—security
and opportunities for themselves and their
children. This legislation is unnecessary, dis-
criminatory, and would deny opportunities to
everyone who is perceived to be different.

This is an appropriate time to remember
that our Nation was settled by those who
spoke languages other than English. Their
proud heritages are reflected in those who in-
habit this beautiful and diverse country.

The majority feels that a national language
policy will fix what they deem to be a problem
with our common language. Yet, according to
the 1990 Census, English is spoken by 97
percent of the U.S. population. English as a
second language classes are so popular that
in Los Angeles instruction is available 24
hours a day. Waiting lists for ESL classes are
overflowing with thousands of people. Lan-
guage minorities fully understand and appre-
ciate that it is imperative to learn English to
succeed in this country and make determined
efforts to do so.

Yesterday this House voted to deny benefits
and opportunities to legal immigrants. Today
we are voting on this legislation to deny ac-
cess to Government to language minorities. If
this legislation passes, we make a mockery of
our proud designation as a nation of immi-
grants.

If this legislation passes, the message will
ring loud and clear that this House does not
value the richness or diversity of life experi-
ences that are woven into the colorful fabric of
our Nation. We cannot mandate
narrowmindedness and discrimination. That is
already in evidence in this country. So is the
desire for language minorities to speak Eng-
lish. We don'’t need to mandate that either.

If, as its proponents maintain, the purpose
of this legislation is to give more language mi-
norities a better chance to learn the English
language, let's do something about it by in-
creasing funding for bilingual education and
ESL classes. This is nothing but xenophobic
political posturing and | urge my colleagues to
vote against this distinctly un-American legisla-
tion.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. BECERRA].

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding.
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If my colleagues are somewhat con-
fused in this debate, | can understand
why. Everyone both for and against
this bill is saying English is the lan-
guage of this country, and it is. And it
always will be. And as the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] said, it
probably soon will become the lan-
guage of the world.

So why are we here debating a bill
and why are there people opposed to it?
Because what we want and what we
wish and what we intend must be very
clear in what we write. And unfortu-
nately, what is written, it is not what
people are saying.

Mr. Chairman, what is written is
completely opposite of what people are
saying. There is nothing in this bill
that will help teach those who wish to
learn English the language. There is
nothing in this bill that will promote
those who are wishing to learn English
the language. What this bill will do is
strangle those who are taking classes
trying to learn, and that is why those
of us who are standing here saying
English is the language of America will
be strangled, those people will be
strangled from ever having the chance
to truly learn the language well.

This is not a bill to send a message.
This is a bill that will strangle those
trying to learn English.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 1%2 minutes to the great gen-
tleman from Texas, Mr. SAM JOHNSON.

(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. BECERRA] is in error. We are
trying to get language as the official
language of our Government. This Eng-
lish Empowerment Act states English
is the official language of the U.S. Gov-
ernment and requires English be used
in Government actions, documents,
and policies.

Despite some of the rhetoric we are
hearing today, it is not a radical idea.
In fact, more than 80 percent of all
Americans support English as the offi-
cial language. It is about time we ac-
knowledged that one of the most im-
portant things we can do to help indi-
viduals succeed in America is to en-
courage them to learn our common
language.

A recent study of Asian refugees by
the State of Texas shows that those in-
dividuals who attained proficiency in
English earn over 20 times the annual
income of those who do not speak Eng-
lish. Learning English will enable im-
migrants to do what they came here to
do: achieve the American dream.

We must reverse the failed policies of
the 1960’s and 1970’s. America is a di-
verse Nation; however, we must bind
the strength that comes from Ameri-
ca’s diversity with our common lan-
guage. Let us stop dividing Americans
and do something to bring them to-
gether.

Vote for the English Empowerment
Act to do this now.
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Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man | yield 1% minutes to the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. BARR].

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
in reviewing my file on the English
language bill, I came across a letter
dated November 10, 1994, 2 days after
the elections of 1994 in which | was
elected to represent the people of the
seventh district to the United States,
and this letter, a ““Dear Colleague,” is
written by Bill Emerson from the great
State of Missouri.

He wrote me even long before | had
been sworn into the Congress about a
dream of his, a dream that 1 day he
would witness, with the support of peo-
ple he hoped like myself as a new Mem-
ber of Congress and so many other of
his colleagues, that our country, our
Congress would take a step forward of
unity, brotherhood, and common good-
will, and that is to enact his language
of government act.

Mr. Chairman, there was not a divi-
sive or mean-spirited bone in Bill Em-
erson’s body. And he believed so
strongly in this dream that the very
first letter that I, and probably every
other newly elected Member received
within 2 days after we were elected to
the Congress, was a very positive,
warm letter from him asking us to sign
on to this legislation.

I immediately called his office.
Signed on, and became the first origi-
nal cosponsor of this legislation. And |
am honored today here, Mr. Chairman,
to stand up and say, let us make Bill
Emerson’s dream a reality, and pass
this important legislation.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. OWENS].

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

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, a U.S.
Government English-only policy would,
at best, be counterproductive, isola-
tionist, and simpleminded; at worse an
English-only policy is an elitist, big-
oted, and racist policy. English plus,
the amendment to be offered later by
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SERRANO], is the way we should go.

Yes, English is the official language
of the country. We do not have to pro-
claim that. But English plus is the way
we should go if we want to go into the
21st century with the advantage that
we need for international trade pur-
poses. This bill originates from the
people who brought us GATT and who
brought us NAFTA, who emphasized
international trade. Why would these
same people want to go backward and
deemphasize bilingualism? Why not sa-
lute the people who speak additional
languages? Why not have every Amer-
ican try to become bilingual?

Let us go in the opposite direction
for purposes of trade, for purposes of

commerce, for purposes of inter-
national tourism.
0 1330
There are a billion Chinese in the

world. We certainly should appreciate
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every Chinese-American; we should see
them as an asset to help teach us Chi-
nese. There are Slavic people who are
now in the middle class traveling to
this country as tourists. We should be
learning the Slavic languages and any
Slavic-speaking Americans, Russian,
Yugoslavian, Hungarian; all of those
people should be seen as assets in the
country, assets. Let them teach us the
language so that we are better able to
be able to deal with those people who
come over here as tourists to spend
their money and to make our economy
go. For the sake of the prosperity of
the country, for the national security
of the country we need bilingual citi-
zens.

We need English plus, not English
only.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, |
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DE LA GARZA].

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman,
why, why, why? | listen to my good
friend, the gentleman from California
[Mr. CUNNINGHAM]. | agree with him. |
listen to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. GOODLING]. | agree with
him. Mr. GooDLING said this does not
mean anything, only the Government,
the Government, the Government. We
have to teach, we have to educate peo-
ple. If this does not do anything, what
it will do is you can pound your chest
and say, we put one line in the law that
says that English is the language of
our Government. Fine. Go pound your
chest, but the world will laugh at us.
Why? Why? Why?

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ha-
waii [Mrs. MINK].

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
this bill that we are considering is en-
titled, ““This act may be cited as the
English Language Empowerment Act.”
| see nothing in this bill that empowers
anybody in terms of becoming better
acquainted with English or more pro-
ficient. There is not a penny being
spent for education to promote Eng-
lish. We look at the education budget
and it is being cut. What this bill real-
ly is doing is to confine, to restrict the
programs and opportunities for people
who are not proficient in English from
participating in all of the fullness and
richness of this society. It really de-
grades the whole notion of our open so-
ciety, accessible to everybody legally
within its borders.

The moment we say something can-
not be printed in anything else other
than English, we are punishing that
small sector of our society who are not
a threat to our democracy. Less than 5
percent of our people in the census said
they were not proficient in English.
They are not a threat at all. Yet we are
seeking to deny access to the Govern-
ment by refusing to allow Government
agencies from printing documents ex-
plaining how to get into programs, how
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to apply for business loans, how to
really make themselves much more a
part, an integral part, of this society.

If we want to empower all these indi-
viduals in our community, regardless
of what their ethnic origin is or where
they came from, it seems to me that
we have to find ways in which to em-
brace them, not to leave them out.
This bill excludes opportunity con-
tained in all the bills that we have
passed; it says they are repealed. If we
said anything previously about opening
up government and creating access for
people who are not proficient in Eng-
lish, those are repealed. There is a re-
pealer paragraph in this bill.

Mr. Chairman, this is
empowerment. It is denial.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico [Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO].

(Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.) i

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise against the bill.

English is universally acknowledged
as the common language of the United
States. It is the language of oppor-
tunity. It is the language of banking
and business, the language of the
courts and the primary language of in-
struction in the schools throughout the
Nation.

Now, what is the purpose of this bill?
We hear the proponents say that there
is not any prejudice involved in this
proposal, that this is not a mean-spir-
ited bill, that it is going to open oppor-
tunities and empower those that can-
not speak English.

I would like to ask, how do we em-
power someone by requiring that he
speak in English when he cannot, by
requiring that the documents that are
sent by the Federal Government to him
must be printed in English even though
he cannot understand them? Why can
the Government not open doors, as
they have been opened until now, to
service its citizens as best it can and
not be raising barriers of misunder-
standing and creating difficulties in
the service to the citizens?

Language is supposed to be used for
communication, not to be raised as a
barrier, to prejudice, as a barrier to im-
pede other people from achieving their
rights and fulfilling their obligations.
If one cannot receive proper informa-
tion about what their obligations are
and because they do not understand
the language, how can they then be re-
quired to fulfill the obligations?

This is empowering? It would be like
saying that people who cannot read
and write, let us then pass a law that
in order to vote they have to be able to
read and write and that way we are em-
powering the illiterates in America. Is
that a sound argument? Is that sound
reasoning? How do we empower anyone
by requiring?

By stimulating, we empower people;
by fostering, we empower people, by
giving them the means by which to

not an
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achieve what we want to empower
them with, not by raising barriers of
misunderstanding. How do we think
that the people who speak a different
language feel about it?

I oppose this bill, Mr. Chairman. I
think this is a bill that would raise dif-
ficulties where there are none existing
at this moment.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. LIPINSKI].

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

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in strong support of this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in support of H.R.
123, the English as the Common Language of
Government Act. This bill declares English to
be the official language of the U.S. Govern-
ment, and requires the Federal Government to
conduct its official business in English. The
measure also requires that all naturalization
ceremonies be conducted entirely in English.

There is nothing radical or racist about de-
claring English the official language of the
United States. By providing a means to com-
municate across ethnic and racial lines, a
common language unites people and elimi-
nates misunderstanding, segregation, distrust,
and discord. English is our single shared lan-
guage. It is the one language that crosses all
ethnic, racial, and religious backgrounds and
allows diverse Americans to share their multi-
cultural backgrounds.

Declaring English as the official language
will provide an incentive for immigrants to
learn English. Throughout our history, new
Americans were proud to learn to speak, read
and write English. They knew that English was
the key to assimilating to their new country.
English was necessary to take advantage of
all the opportunities that America had to offer.

Yet, today there are more than 32 million
Americans who are not proficient in English. In
many cities, immigrants can live, work, and
play without ever knowing a word of English.
The Federal Government caters to these im-
migrants by providing programs and services
in their native tongue, discouraging them from
learning English. According to the General Ac-
counting Office, the Federal Government, be-
tween 1990 and 1994, printed more than 250
official documents in other languages. Even
swearing-in ceremonies for naturalized Amer-
ican citizens have taken place in other lan-
guages.

Making English official will let immigrants
know that they have no right to receive public
services in any other language. Most Federal
Government business—documents, meetings,
records, legislation, and ceremonies—will be
in English. This is a tremendous incentive for
new citizens to learn English so that they may
participate fully in American society.

H.R. 123 does not prohibit languages other
than English to be used in nongovernmental
settings. It simply states that English is the
language in which all official U.S. Government
business will be conducted. Official English
does not infringe on individual rights, nor does
it prevent immigrants from preserving their cul-
tures and languages in their personal lives. It
does, however, encourage immigrants to learn
English in order to fully participate in Govern-
ment.
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| encourage all my colleagues to support
this nonpartisan, overwhelmingly popular piece
of legislation. As Members of Congress, we
have an obligation to ensure that non-English
speaking citizens have an incentive to learn
English so they can prosper and fully partake
of all the economic, social, and political oppor-
tunities that exist in this great country.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. HOKE].

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Chairman, my mater-
nal grandparents were Romanian im-
migrants. They came to this country
at the turn of the century. My grand-
father learned to speak English from
his two daughters, my mother and my
aunt, whom he sent to college in Cleve-
land, Florastone Mather College and
Kent State University. My mother
went on to the University of Penn-
sylvania Law School, and my aunt
went on to Kent State and got a mas-
ter’s degree in education.

I am sorry that my grandfather could
not live long enough to see his grand-
son, the grandson of a Romanian immi-
grant, become a Member of the U.S.
Congress. But | do know that he be-
lieved very strongly, as did my grand-
mother, that English was a unifying
force, as the language, as the expres-
sion of what brings us together as a
people, that emphasizes our likeness,
our commonality. It is, in fact, the es-
sence of what makes us, allows us to
become the melting pot, that while
continuing to celebrate his ethnicity,
his Romanian-ness, if you will, and al-
ways having great respect for that,
there was another love that he had.
That was a love for this Nation.

It was the kind of love and patriotic
fervor that o