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the estate tax rate began at 37 percent on
amounts above the $600,000 exemption then
in effect.

The Boston College study covers what are
known as final estates, meaning the death of
a single person or the second spouse in a
married couple, since bequests to a spouse
are tax free. The estimates of how much will
be bequeathed to charity may be low, based
on I.R.S. data in recent years, which show
that growing numbers of people are engaging
in estate planning so that more of their
money will go to charity after their deaths
and less to the Government. The I.R.S. data
show that the share of money in estates
going to charity is slowly rising, a trend that
if continued through 2055 would mean far
more for charities than the $16 trillion to $53
trillion cited in the study.

If the estate tax is repealed or signifi-
cantly reduced, however, as Congress voted
to do earlier this year in a bill that Presi-
dent Clinton vetoed, bequests to charities
might be smaller than the Boston College
model predicted.

HERE WE GO AGAIN

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 19, 1999, the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS)
is recognized during morning hour de-
bates for 5 minutes.

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Speaker, 1
might point out to the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK) that all the
money that is in the estate has already
been taxed and what Republicans are
trying to say is why should the Govern-
ment tax twice this money that is
there.

Madam Speaker, I am here because of
recent newspaper articles that have
been published, especially in the New
York Times. Last Thursday, a Federal
jury convicted Maria Hsai, a friend and
a political supporter of Vice President
AL GORE, on five felony counts for ar-
ranging more than $100,000 in illegal
donations during the 1996 presidential
campaign.

Prosecutors allege that Hsai tapped a
Buddhist temple and some of her busi-
ness clients for money to reimburse
Hsai donors who were listed as contrib-
utors in campaign records.

Hsai was charged with causing false
statements to be filed with the Federal
Election Commission. According to
evidence presented in the case, $109,000
in reimbursed donations went to the
Clinton-Gore 1996 campaign and to the
Democratic Party.

Hsai’s fund raising also included
$65,000 in Hsai donations which she fun-
neled through monks and nuns the day
after Vice President GORE’s 1996 visit
to the Buddhist Temple in California.

Now, of course, Madam Speaker, the
Vice President initially had no recol-
lection that he was attending a fund
raiser but believed, rather, that he was
attending a community outreach pro-
gram. That is, of course, until the
video footage surfaced showing him at
the temple and after documents turned
up that referred to the event in ad-
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vance as a fund raiser. Only then,
Madam Speaker, did the Vice President
modify his characterization, saying he
thought it was a finance-related situa-
tion.

Ironically enough, in response to
Hsai’s conviction, the Attorney Gen-
eral, Janet Reno, said, ‘“‘The verdict
sends a clear message that the Depart-
ment of Justice will not tolerate viola-
tions of our Federal campaign finance
laws.”

Evidently her comments need to be
revised to mean the Department of
Justice will tolerate campaign finance
laws in some cases and not in others,
for the Attorney General’s action indi-
cate there are certain violations of our
Federal campaign finance laws she is
willing to tolerate or unwilling to get
to the bottom of.

The Los Angeles Times reported last
Friday on Charles LaBella’s report to
Attorney General Janet Reno warning
that numerous conflicts of interest
made the Justice Department’s insist-
ence that its own lawyers handling the
inquiry into the 1996 Clinton-Gore cam-
paign a ‘‘recipe for disaster.”

Madam Speaker, my colleagues will
recall that Mr. LaBella was hand
picked by the Attorney General to
head the Campaign Financing Task
Force and to take over the Department
of Justice’s public integrity section’s
investigation into political fund-rais-
ing abuses.

Mr. LaBella’s report, which the At-
torney General has still kept sealed for
nearly 2 years, found ‘‘a pattern of con-
duct’” on the part of White House offi-

cials, including the President, that
warranted an independent counsel
probe.

Additionally, Mr. LaBella found that
senior Justice officials engaged in
“gamesmanship” and legal ‘‘contor-
tions” to avoid an independent inquiry
into the Clinton-Gore fund-raising
abuses.

According to the L.A. Times, Madam
Speaker, Mr. LaBella found ‘“The cam-
paign finance allegations present the
earmarks of a loose enterprise employ-
ing different actors at different levels
who share a common goal, bring in the
money.”’

Among those singled out for special
treatment according to the LaBella re-
port were the President, Vice President
AL, GORE, First Lady Hillary Rodham
Clinton, and former White House aide
Harold Ickes.

The Times said the report was the
first indication, the first indication,
that Mrs. Clinton’s involvement in the
fund-raising scandal arising from the
1996 presidential election was under
scrutiny.

Since the fund raising first made
headlines in 1996, Attorney General
Janet Reno has refused to allow out-
side prosecutors to mnarrowly focus
their investigations of alleged White
House wrongdoings. Examples include
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her refusal to appoint investigations
into fund-raising telephone calls by the
Vice President from the White House
and the issue ads funded by the Demo-
cratic National Committee.

To further confound matters, she has
long gone against her own FBI direc-
tor.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair must remind Members that it is
not in order in debate to level or repeat
personal charges against the President
or the Vice President.

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Speaker, this
is being reported from the L.A. Times,
the New York Times, and all the news-
papers in Central Florida. So all I am
doing is reporting what is in the news-
paper.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair is addressing the standard of de-
corum in debate on the House floor.

Mr. STEARNS. Well, Madam Speak-
er, if you are quoting from a news-
paper, like the New York Times, can
you do that?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. No.

Mr. STEARNS. You cannot quote
from the New York Times newspaper?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Member makes the words his own by
quoting from the newspaper.

Mr. STEARNS. But I have used the
word ‘‘quotation.” I have actually put
the word ‘‘quotation’ in there to signal
that these are not my words but these
are words from the newspaper.

I mean, it appears to me, Madam
Speaker, that if you cannot quote the
newspapers on the House floor and use
“‘quotation,” that seems to be a denial
of the right for a Member to use news-
papers in an edifying way.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It is a
settled precedent that the standard is
the same whether the Member speaks
on his own account or quotes another
source.

Mr. STEARNS. Out of deference to
you, Madam Speaker, yes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman may proceed.

Mr. STEARNS. So, Madam Speaker,
it is time for the Attorney General to
disclose Mr. LaBella’s report. That is
all I am asking here today.

The American people have a right to
know what is in that report. In fact,
they should have an opportunity to
know what the FBI director said when
he also recommended that an inde-
pendent counsel be appointed.
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I think at this point, I think that the
newspapers speak for themselves and
so now, Madam Speaker, I think the
Attorney General should come forward
and tell us when she is going to make
that report available.
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