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end to defend the rights of people you find of-
fensive. We would set a very dangerous 
precedent here if we vote for this resolution. 
For the United States Congress to single out 
one museum and one artist as sacrilegious 
and then to hold the museum hostage to the 
tastes of the Gentlemen from New York as a 
condition of receiving federal funds is out-
rageous. Politicians should not be deciding 
what is art. We’ve debated in this House many 
times whether the federal government should 
be subsidizing art. I believe we should, and 
there are many who disagree. But if we do de-
cide to subsidize art, as we have for over 35 
years, we must do so without interfering in the 
content. If every arts institution must suddenly 
worry that their exhibitions will not satisfy the 
435 art critics in the House of Representa-
tives, it will create a chilling effect in the cul-
tural world. 

Frankly, I’m disappointed in my colleagues 
from New York who are supporting this resolu-
tion. New York is the capital of the art world, 
where we have a tradition of respecting the 
free expression of artists. If you don’t like this 
exhibit, protest it, boycott the museum. Best of 
all, stay home and don’t see it. But you don’t 
need a Congressional Resolution to express 
personal outrage. It is improper and out-
rageous and it should be defeated. I urge my 
colleagues to vote against it. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
strongly urge my colleagues to support the 
sense of Congress resolution which prohibits 
Federal funding of the Brooklyn Museum of 
Art unless they discontinue the exhibit which 
features works of a sacrilegious nature. Thom-
as Jefferson once said, ‘‘to compel a man to 
furnish contributions of money for the propa-
gation of opinions which he disbelieves and 
abhors is sinful and tyrannical’’. 

Art is certainly in the eye of the beholder. It 
is not the role of Congress to determine what 
is art, but it is the role of Congress to deter-
mine what taxpayer money will fund. The First 
Amendment protects the government from si-
lencing voices that we may not agree with, but 
it does not require us to subsidize them. 

Mr. Speaker, again I urge my colleagues to 
join me in expressing a sense of Congress 
that while we support everyone’s right to ex-
press themselves artistically, we are not obli-
gated to support them financially. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GIB-
BONS). The question is on the motion 
offered by the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. DEMINT) that the House 
suspend the rules and agree to the con-
current resolution, House Concurrent 
Resolution 191, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the con-
current resolution, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The title of the concurrent resolution 
was amended so as to read: ‘‘Concur-
rent resolution expressing the sense of 
Congress that the Brooklyn Museum of 
Art should not receive Federal funds 
unless it closes its exhibit featuring 
works of a sacrilegious nature.’’. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on House Concurrent Resolution 
191.

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

There was no objection. 
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APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 
H.R. 2684, DEPARTMENTS OF VET-
ERANS AFFAIRS AND HOUSING 
AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND 
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2000 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 2684) 
making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Veterans Affairs and Housing 
and Urban Development, and for sun-
dry independent agencies, boards, com-
missions, corporations, and offices for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2000, and for other purposes, with a 
Senate amendment thereto, disagree to 
the Senate amendment, and agree to 
the conference asked by the Senate. 

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

There was no objection. 
MOTION TO INSTRUCT OFFERED BY MR.

MOLLOHAN

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
a motion to instruct. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. MOLLOHAN moves that the managers on 

the part of the House at the conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the bill, H.R. 2684, be instructed to agree 
with the higher funding levels recommended 
in the Senate amendment for the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development; for 
the Science, Aeronautics and Technology 
and Mission Support accounts of the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion; and for the National Science Founda-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. MOL-
LOHAN) will be recognized for 30 min-
utes, and the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. WALSH) will be recognized 
for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN).

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, my motion instructs 
the House conferees to agree to the 
Senate’s funding levels in three areas: 
The overall budget for HUD; NASA’s 
Science, Aeronautics, and Technology 
and Mission Support Accounts; and the 
overall budget for the National Science 
Foundation.

In each case, the Senate funding lev-
els are higher than those for the House 
in this VA-HUD appropriations bill. I 
am moving to instruct conferees to 
adopt the higher numbers for these 
programs because these are all areas in 
which the House bill made excessive 
cuts. For HUD and NASA, the House- 
passed bill reduced appropriations sub-
stantially below the current year’s 
level, as well as substantially below 
the request. For NSF, the House bill 
cut funding a bit below the fiscal year 
1999 level and well below the Presi-
dent’s request. In each case, the House- 
passed levels would do serious damage 
to important programs and are com-
pletely unwarranted at a time when 
the economy and the budget are in the 
best shape they have been for decades. 

When we considered the VA-HUD bill 
on the floor this year, many Members, 
Republicans as well as Democrats, 
raised serious concerns about the cuts 
being made, especially in HUD, NASA, 
and the National Science Foundation. 
The managers of the bill, myself in-
cluded, promised to do all we could to 
bring about more adequate funding for 
these accounts in conference. This mo-
tion represents a step toward that re-
sult. Its adoption by the House would 
strengthen our position in trying to as-
sure at least minimally adequate fund-
ing for high priority items. 

With respect to HUD, disregarding 
the various one-time offsets and rescis-
sions that have no programmatic ef-
fect, the House-passed bill cuts appro-
priations $935 million below the fiscal 
year 1999 level and about $2 billion 
below the President’s request. It cuts 
public housing programs $515 million 
below the current year level and cuts 
total CDBG funding $250 million below 
the current year. It provides no fund-
ing whatsoever to expand the number 
of families assisted through Section 8 
housing vouchers in contrast to the 
$283 million provided for that purpose 
in the current year, and it makes cuts 
in a number of other important pro-
grams as well. 

The Senate’s total for HUD is about 
$1.1 billion above the House total, al-
though it remains about $1 billion 
below the President’s request. The Sen-
ate provided $50 million more than the 
House for homeless assistance, $300 
million more for Community Develop-
ment Block Grants, and a bit more for 
public housing operating subsidies. On 
Section 8, the Senate level is about $500 
million above the House, although our 
first priority in Section 8 has to be 
taking care of existing contracts and 
vouchers, I hope that, within the Sen-
ate total, we would be able to find 
funds to provide at least some incre-
mental vouchers. 

There are still millions of low-in-
come families unable to afford decent 
housing. Indeed, the current economic 
boom may be making the problem 
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