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13. House Rules and Manual § 767 (2017). 
14. House Rules and Manual § 771 (2017). 
15. House Rules and Manual § 773 (2017). 
16. House Rules and Manual § 778 (2017). 
17. House Rules and Manual § 779 (2017). 
18. Id. 
19. House Rules and Manual § 780 (2017). 

1. Parliamentarian’s Note: Dividing debate time between proponents and opponents often 
has the practical effect of dividing time between the two major parties. For example, 

The House provides resources to its committees, which includes funding 
for staff, equipment, facilities, and other administrative expenses. Several 
House rules require that such resources be divided on a partisan basis to 
members of the committee. For example, clause 6(d) of rule X(13) provides 
that the minority party be ‘‘treated fairly in the appointment’’ of sub-
committee staff made available to the subcommittee by the chair of the com-
mittee. Clause 9(a)(1) of rule X(14) provides that each professional staff of 
a committee be assigned to either the chair of the committee or the ranking 
minority member. Clause 9(a)(2) of rule X(15) outlines procedures by which 
a majority of the minority party members of a committee may select one– 
third of the professional staff of the committee. Clause 9(d) of rule X(16) pro-
vides special staffing requirements for the Committee on Appropriations, in-
cluding the appointment of ‘‘assistants for the minority.’’ Clause 9(f) of rule 
X(17) provides procedures for filling vacancies in minority party professional 
staff positions, while clause 9(g) of rule X(18) provides that minority staff 
shall be accorded ‘‘equitable treatment’’ with regard to salaries, work facili-
ties, and access to committee records. Clause 9(i) of rule X(19) permits a 
committee to employ nonpartisan staff by an affirmative vote of a majority 
of the majority party committee members and a majority of the minority 
party committee members. 

D. Party Affiliation and Debate 

§ 11. Recognition for Debate Based on Party Affiliation 

The standing rules of the House contain many provisions relating to the 
division of debate time among Members. In many cases, debate time is allo-
cated to Members on the basis of their attitude towards the pending propo-
sition—i.e., proponents and opponents.(1) But certain rules explicitly allocate 
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the chair of the reporting committee (a majority party member) will often be recognized 
to manage general debate on a measure in the Committee of the Whole, while his or 
her counterpart on the committee (the ranking minority party member) will claim time 
allocated to the opposition. For more on managerial prerogatives regarding debate 
time, see Deschler’s Precedents Ch. 29 § 7, Precedents (Wickham) Ch. 29, and House 
Rules and Manual § 959 (2017). 

2. See § 6, supra. 
3. House Rules and Manual § 1086 (2017). 
4. Rule XXII, clause 8(d)(2), House Rules and Manual § 1086 (2017). 
5. House Rules and Manual § 1078 (2017). 
6. Rule XXII, clause 8(d)(1), House Rules and Manual § 1086 (2017). 
7. House Rules and Manual § 1086 (2017). 
8. Id. 

debate time on a partisan basis. These rules may give party leaders an ex-
clusive right to claim debate time on a particular matter, or divide a set 
period of time for debate equally between the parties. Established prece-
dents of the House may also confer priority in recognition to Members of 
the majority party or the minority party. 

As noted above, the Majority Leader and the Minority Leader are some-
times granted exclusive authority by rule to claim debate time on a par-
ticular matter.(2) Other rules provide that debate time be allocated on a par-
tisan basis, but do not provide special privileges to the party floor leaders. 
For example, pursuant to clause 8(d)(1) of rule XXII,(3) debate time on con-
ference reports is ‘‘equally divided between the majority and minority par-
ties.’’ The rule further provides that if both the majority Member and minor-
ity Member support the proposition, the time may be divided three ways 
and an opponent allowed to claim one–third of the time.(4) The same basic 
scheme for allocating debate time applies to motions to instruct conferees 
under clause 7(b)(1) of rule XXII(5)—equal division between the parties, sub-
ject to a possible three–way split if neither party’s Member is in opposition 
to the motion. 

With regard to Senate amendments reported in disagreement by a con-
ference committee, the same rule regarding conference reports also explicitly 
divides debate time on motions to dispose of such amendments on a partisan 
basis.(6) Further, the custom has developed to utilize this same scheme for 
control of debate time on all motions to dispose of amendments emerging 
from conference in disagreement, no matter how such amendments come be-
fore the House.(7) Thus, division of debate time equally between the parties 
applies, for example, to amendments in disagreement before the House fol-
lowing rejection of a conference report (by a negative vote on the conference 
report, or point of order sustained against the conference report).(8) A three– 
way division is also possible on such motions if both party Members support 
the motion. 

The Congressional Budget Act contains many congressional procedures to 
expedite consideration of the concurrent resolution on the budget and other 
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9. For more on the Congressional Budget Act generally, see Deschler’s Precedents Ch. 41. 
10. 2 U.S.C. § 636(a)(2). 
11. 2 U.S.C. § 636(a)(6). 
12. Rule XVIII, clause 5(b), House Rules and Manual § 978 (2017). 
13. House Rules and Manual § 1001 (2017). 
14. Parliamentarian’s Note: The preference given to the Minority Leader in this cir-

cumstance derives from clause 6(c) of rule XIII, which prohibits the Committee on 
Rules from reporting a special order of business that would prevent a motion to recom-
mit from being offered by the Minority Leader. House Rules and Manual § 857 (2017). 

15. House Rules and Manual § 1002c (2017). 
16. See Deschler’s Precedents Ch. 29 § 23.62 and Deschler’s Precedents Ch. 33 § 11.1. 

Parliamentarian’s Note: Where conferees have been appointed for 45 calendar days 
and, concurrently 25 legislative days and have failed to file a report, motions to in-
struct House managers are in order. Recognition to offer such motion does not depend 
on party affiliation. See House Rules and Manual § 1079 (2017). 

17. Deschler’s Precedents Ch. 33 § 11.2. 
18. Deschler’s Precedents Ch. 33 § 11.3. 
19. See § 11.1, infra. 

budget–related legislation.(9) Some of these procedures explicitly con-
template partisan affiliation as a basis for allocating time for debate. For 
example, general debate on a concurrent resolution on the budget in the 
House is set at ten hours, ‘‘divided equally between the majority and minor-
ity parties.’’(10) Similarly, debate on a conference report on a budget resolu-
tion is set at five hours, ‘‘divided equally between the majority and minority 
parties.’’(11) 

Other miscellaneous provisions in the standing rules of the House ac-
knowledge the role of the two major party organizations in managing debate 
on the floor of the House. One such provision requires copies of amendments 
offered in the Committee of the Whole to be distributed to the party com-
mittee tables on the House floor and to the respective cloakrooms.(12) 

Apart from explicit references to party affiliation in the standing rules of 
the House, many precedents of the House also acknowledge party affiliation 
as a basis on which to accord priority in recognition. Under clause 2(a) of 
rule XIX,(13) priority to offer a motion to recommit is granted to any oppo-
nent of the underlying measure. However, under the established precedents, 
the Chair will look first to the Minority Leader or a designee to offer the 
initial motion.(14) If the Minority Leader or a designee does not seek recogni-
tion, the Chair will accord priority in recognition first to minority members 
of the reporting committee (in the order of their rank on the committee), 
and then to noncommittee minority Members.(15) 

Motions to instruct conferees are not explicitly a prerogative of the minor-
ity party under House rules, but under established precedents, the Chair 
will look to the ranking minority member of the reporting committee first 
to offer this motion.(16) Minority committee Members have priority over both 
majority committee Members(17) and noncommittee Members from the mi-
nority party.(18) If two minority members of the committee seek recognition, 
the Chair will accord priority to the more senior member.(19) 
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20. Rule XV, clause 1(c), House Rules and Manual § 891 (2017). 
21. See § 11.2, infra. 
22. Parliamentarian’s Note: The Chair is often unaware of a given Member’s attitude to-

ward the pending proposition, making alternation between sides of the question dif-
ficult as a practical matter. In such cases, alternating between the two parties serves 
as an imprecise but acceptable proxy. 

23. See § 11.4, infra. 
24. See § 11.3, infra. 
25. See § 12, infra. 
26. See § 11.5, infra. 
27. 134 CONG. REC. 1583, 1584, 100th Cong. 2d Sess. For a similar instance, see 132 CONG. 

REC. 30181, 99th Cong. 2d Sess. (Oct. 10, 1986). 
28. James Wright (TX). 

With regard to motions to suspend the rules, debate time is allocated on 
the basis of attitude towards the motion: 20 minutes for a proponent and 
20 minutes for an opponent.(20) Precedents established under this rule pro-
vide for resolving conflicts if more than one Member claims time in opposi-
tion. The Chair will first look to committee members (of either party), and 
then to minority party members.(21) 

Finally, there are various circumstances in which the Chair will endeavor 
to alternate recognition between members of each party (rather than alter-
nating between Members in support and Members in opposition).(22) When 
offering amendments in the Committee of the Whole (including pro forma 
amendments),(23) the Chair will generally recognize Members on a partisan 
basis, alternating recognition between the two parties.(24) Non–legislative 
debate in the House also tends to proceed on the basis of alternating rec-
ognition between the parties.(25) During debate in the Committee of the 
Whole under the five–minute rule, the Chair may announce an intention to 
give priority to the floor leaders should they seek recognition (as an exercise 
of the Chair’s discretionary power of recognition).(26) 

§ 11.1 Where two minority members of the committee which had re-
ported a bill seek recognition to offer a motion to instruct con-
ferees, the Chair will recognize the senior minority member of 
that committee seeking recognition. 
On February 17, 1988,(27) the following occurred: 

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES ON H.R. 5, SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT ACT 
OF 1987 

The SPEAKER.(28) For what purpose does the gentleman from California seek recogni-
tion? 

Mr. [William] DANNEMEYER [of California]. Mr. Speaker, I have a motion at the 
desk to instruct conferees. 
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The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MADIGAN] 
rise? 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 

Mr. [Edward] MADIGAN [of Illinois]. Mr. Speaker, I have a parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, it was my understanding that before any consideration 

would be given to a motion to instruct conferees that the Speaker was going to conclude 
the 1–minute speeches. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair would like to accommodate Members seeking to be heard 
on the 1–minute rule but under the rule a motion such as would be proposed, as the 
Chair understands it, to instruct conferees would take precedence if a Member sought 
to press that matter at this time and under the rule would be more privileged. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, that is my request. 
Mr. MADIGAN. Further pursuing my parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker, does the 

Chair then as a matter of custom in the House recognize people on the basis of seniority 
with regard to committee assignments on matters such as this? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is correct. If two or more Members seek recognition 
for motions of equal privilege, it would be the custom of the Chair to recognize the Mem-
ber most senior on the committee of jurisdiction. 

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, the Speaker has just described my situation. I am the 
senior member and pursuant to a previous order of the House I have a motion at the 
desk. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. I have a further parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. DANNEMEYER. Since the Speaker previously recognized his Member and this 

Member responded that I have a motion at the desk to instruct conferees and I choose 
to go forward with it at this time pursuant to a unanimous–consent request of last week, 
does that not give this Member since I was recognized for that purpose priority to pro-
ceed at this time? 

The SPEAKER. Well, the gentleman is correct, the gentleman did seek recognition for 
the purpose of making a motion and then the gentleman from Illinois rose with a par-
liamentary inquiry and the Chair recognized the gentleman from Illinois for that pur-
pose. And it is the Chair’s understanding that each of the two gentlemen standing de-
sires to offer a motion to instruct conferees. Is that correct? 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. That is correct, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. MADIGAN. That is correct, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER. Well, the Chair, under those circumstances, following the general 

precedents of the House would recognize the more senior minority member of the two 
minority members on the committee of jurisdiction. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I have a further parliamentary inquiry. I appreciate 
that the Speaker is hesitating a little with respect to his tentative decision, but this 
Member actually was recognized before my colleague from Illinois was recognized and 
I would think on that basis that this Member should have priority for making this mo-
tion. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman’s motion had not been placed before the House. The 
gentleman had sought recognition and the Chair had said, ‘‘For what purpose does the 
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gentleman seek recognition?’’ The gentleman from California had said, ‘‘For the purpose 
of offering a motion to instruct conferees.’’ 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. That is correct, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER. And the Chair was about to ask the Clerk to report the motion when 

the gentleman from Illinois stood and sought recognition. The Chair said to the gen-
tleman from Illinois, ‘‘For what purpose does the gentleman rise?’’ 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. If I may further be heard on my inquiry, if I understand the gen-
tleman from Illinois correctly, he achieved recognition on the basis of a parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is correct. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. MADIGAN 

Mr. MADIGAN. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to a previous order of the House, I offer a mo-
tion. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. MADIGAN moves that the managers on the part of the House appointed for consid-

eration of section 7003 of the Senate amendment to H.R. 5 be instructed to agree to lan-
guage that offers a solution to the dial–a–porn problem. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I have a parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, when a motion to instruct conferees is pending, as 

is the situation with the gentleman from California having made such a motion, is it 
in order for the House to then consider another motion to instruct conferees? 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman asking would it be in order for him to offer an 
amendment to the motion? 

Mr. [John] DINGELL [of Michigan]. Mr. Speaker, I have a parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair is advised that the gentleman from California could offer 

an amendment to the motion of the gentleman from Illinois but only if the previous ques-
tion were voted down. If the previous question on the motion of the gentleman from Illi-
nois should be ordered, then his motion would have to be voted upon without intervening 
motion. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, if I might be heard further on my parliamentary 
inquiry, I do not quite see how we could get to the point where we could consider the 
motion offered by the gentleman from Illinois to instruct conferees when, at the time the 
gentleman from Illinois is making his motion, there is already a motion by this gen-
tleman from California to instruct conferees pending at the desk. And I have not with-
drawn that motion. 

The SPEAKER. The motion of the gentleman from California had not been stated and 
was not pending before the House. The gentleman had sought recognition for the purpose 
of offering a motion to instruct conferees. The gentleman from Illinois asked, on a par-
liamentary inquiry, in a situation involving two minority Members, each seeking recogni-
tion for the purpose of offering a motion to instruct conferees, as to which of the two 
Members under the precedents would be recognized. The Chair replied that the senior 
of the two on the Committee of Jurisdiction, under the precedents, would be recognized, 
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and the gentleman from Illinois offered a motion, he being the senior of those seeking 
recognition for the purpose of offering a motion. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I wonder if I could ask the indulgence of the House 
for the purpose of having the record read back for the purpose of determining whether 
this gentleman from California was recognized for the purpose of making a motion to 
instruct conferees. 

Mr. DINGELL. I would have an objection, Mr. Speaker. I would have to observe that 
I think that is a unanimous–consent request, and it is taking a great amount of the time 
of the House at a time when we have other business pending. I would have to object. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has recognized the gentleman from Illinois, and the gentle-
man’s motion has been read and is now pending before the House. The gentleman is enti-
tled to 1 hour on the motion. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. I have a further parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker. 
What happened to my motion? 
Mr. MADIGAN. It was never read. 
Mr. DANNEMEYER. Yes. it was. 
Mr. [Gerald] SOLOMON [of New York]. Mr. Speaker, he was recognized for the pur-

pose of offering an amendment, and the record will show that. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair will state again the situation. 
The gentleman from California sought recognition. The Chair asked the purpose of his 

seeking recognition, and he said he sought recognition for the purpose of offering a mo-
tion to instruct conferees. The motion was not made prior to the rising of the gentleman 
from Illinois to ask by unanimous consent if it were proper to entertain such a motion 
before the completion of the 1–minute unanimous consent requests. The Chair replied 
that the Chair would prefer to accommodate Members seeking to be heard under the 1– 
minute rule first and then entertain the motion, but that the motion really does have 
priority under the rules to a unanimous–consent request to be heard for 1 minute, and 
that if the gentleman insists upon offering the motion at that time, the Chair would en-
tertain the motion. 

Then the gentleman from Illinois asked if two Members, each desiring to offer such 
a motion, were simultaneously to seek recognition, which of two Members should be rec-
ognized under the precedents of the House, and the Chair replied: The senior of the two 
on the Committee of Jurisdiction. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. At that point, Mr. Speaker, on the basis of the Chair’s own anal-
ysis, with all due respect, when I stood for recognition, there was not someone else ask-
ing for recognition. It was not done simultaneously. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, may I call for the regular order? 
The SPEAKER. The Chair is trying to preserve the regular order and thinks that the 

Members are entitled to understand exactly what is going on and are entitled to ask 
questions and to be accommodated to the extent of the Chair’s ability to accommodate 
them. 

The fact is that two Members sought recognition for the same kind of motion, for a 
motion to instruct conferees. The motions having equal precedence and priority, the ques-
tion arose as to which of the two Members should be recognized for the purpose of mak-
ing a motion. The Chair replied that the precedents hold that the senior of the two or 
more Members seeking recognition is entitled to be recognized. The gentleman from Illi-
nois asked then to be recognized for the purpose of offering that motion. The Chair recog-
nized the gentleman from Illinois. The motion has been read. The motion offered by the 
gentleman from Illinois to instruct conferees on H.R. 5 is the pending order of business. 
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29. House Rules and Manual § 891 (2017). 
30. Parliamentarian’s Note: Earlier precedents prescribe cascading priorities in recognition 

for control of time in opposition to a motion to suspend the rules. First, opponents are 
recognized over those who support the motion. Then, among opponents, committee 
members are recognized over noncommittee members. Finally, among committee mem-
bers opposed, minority party Members have priority. See 5 Hinds’ Precedents § 6802 
and 9 Cannon’s Precedents § 3415. 

31. 137 CONG. REC. 32510, 102d Cong. 1st Sess. 
32. Sonny Montgomery (MS). 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MADIGAN] is recognized for 1 hour . . . 

§ 11.2 Under clause 1(c) of rule XV,(29) half of the 40 minutes allo-
cated for a motion to suspend the rules is controlled by a Member 
opposed, and a majority party member may claim such time in op-
position if the minority manager is not opposed to the motion.(30) 
On November 18, 1991,(31) the following occurred: 

RECLAMATION PROJECTS AUTHORIZATION AND ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1991 

Mr. [George] MILLER of California. Mr. Speaker, I move to suspend the rules and 
agree to the resolution (H. Res. 282) providing for the concurrence of the House to the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 355) with an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H. RES. 282 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this resolution, the bill (H.R. 355) to provide emer-
gency drought relief to the Reclamation States, and for other purposes, be and is hereby 
taken from the Speaker’s table to the end that the Senate amendment to the text of the 
bill be and is hereby agreed to with the following amendment: 

In lieu of the Senate amendment, insert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

Title I through XXXIII of this Act may be cited as the ‘‘Reclamation Projects Author-
ization and Adjustment Act of 1991’’. 
SEC. 2. DEFINITION OF SECRETARY. 

For the purposes of this Act, the term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Secretary of the Interior. 

TITLE I—BUFFALO BILL DAM AND RESERVOIR, WYOMING 

The SPEAKER pro tempore.(32) Pursuant to the rule, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. MILLER] will be recognized for 20 minutes and the gentleman from Utah [Mr. HAN-
SEN] will be recognized for 20 minutes. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. [Richard] LEHMAN of California. Mr. Speaker, I have a parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state his parliamentary inquiry. 
Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Speaker, I am opposed to the bill and would like to 

find out how it might be possible for me to get time on this side from what is allocated. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] opposed to the 

motion? 
Mr. [James] HANSEN [of Utah]. No, Mr. Speaker, I am not opposed to the motion, 

and I am not opposed to the bill. 
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33. 146 CONG. REC. 15735, 106th Cong. 2d Sess. 
34. Edward Pease (IN). 
35. 140 CONG. REC. 5730, 103d Cong. 2d Sess. 
36. David Price (NC). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from California [Mr. LEHMAN] will be rec-
ognized for 20 minutes. 

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

§ 11.3 The chair of the Committee of the Whole customarily accords 
priority in recognition to members of the reporting committee and 
otherwise endeavors to alternate recognition between majority 
party and minority party Members. 
On July 20, 2000,(33) the following occurred: 

Mr. [Charles] RANGEL [of New York]. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore.(34) Will the gentleman suspend? 
Mr. [James] KOLBE [of Arizona]. Mr. Chairman, I believe the gentleman from New 

Jersey (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN), a member of the committee, was on his feet. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The gentleman is correct. The Chair finds itself in the 

following position: I did not see the gentleman from New Jersey. We have just considered 
a Republican amendment and I was going to go to the most senior Democrat. But since 
the gentleman from New Jersey is a member of the committee and asks to be recognized, 
the gentleman from New Jersey will be recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. FRELINGHUYSEN 

Mr. [Rodney] FRELINGHUYSEN [of New Jersey]. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend-
ment No. 6. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The Clerk will designate the amendment. 

§ 11.4 In recognizing Members to offer pro forma amendments under 
the five–minute rule, the Chair: (1) endeavors to alternate between 
majority party and minority party members (giving priority of rec-
ognition to committee members); and (2) does not endeavor to al-
ternate between both sides of the question (having no knowledge 
of whether specific Members oppose or support the pending propo-
sition). 
On March 21, 1994,(35) the following occurred: 

Mr. [Charles] TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. . . . 

The CHAIRMAN.(36) The Chair recognizes the gentleman from California [Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM], a member of the committee. 

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr. Chairman, is it possible to have some support 
statements made on the floor, since most have been negative? 
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37. 139 CONG. REC. 17427, 17431, 103d Cong. 1st Sess. 
38. Cleo Fields (LA). 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is to give priority to members of the committee and does 
not confer recognition by stated position on the issue. The gentleman will be recognized 
in due course. 

Mr. [Duke] CUNNINGHAM [of California]. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words. 

§ 11.5 When the Committee of the Whole is reading a bill for amend-
ment under the five–minute rule, the Chair customarily accords 
priority in recognition to members of the committee of jurisdic-
tion, but otherwise exercises discretion and may give priority to 
the Majority Leader. 
On July 28, 1993,(37) the following occurred: 

Mr. [Bill] RICHARDSON [of New Mexico]. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words. 

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

Mr. [Richard] GEPHARDT [of Missouri]. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. [Dan] BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, I have a parliamentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN.(38) The gentleman will state his inquiry. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, there is a common courtesy during debate 

under the 5–minute rule to go back and forth. I have nothing against the majority leader. 
We just had somebody from the majority side. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I would be happy to yield back and allow the gen-
tleman to proceed. 

The CHAIRMAN. Recognition is at the discretion of the Chair. The Chair recognized 
the gentleman from Missouri as the majority leader. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I would be happy to make my statement and then 
yield to the gentleman. . . . 

Mrs. [Patsy] MINK [of Hawaii]. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the requisite number 
of words. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, I have a parliamentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, there is supposed to be a modicum of fair-

ness. This is the second time in just a short period of time that the Chair recognized 
two Members on the Democrat side of the aisle. The minority deserves fairness. The 
Chair is not being fair. 

If the Chair is not going to be fair, then we ought to just walk off this floor. 
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1. House Rules and Manual § 951 (2017). 
2. House Rules and Manual § 950 (2017). 
3. Id. 
4. Parliamentarian’s Note: In the 103d Congress, the House conducted a series of ‘‘Ox-

ford–style’’ debates that included a predetermined schedule of topics and four partici-
pants from each of the two parties. See, e.g., 140 CONG. REC. 2244, 103d Cong. 2d Sess. 
(Feb. 11, 1994). A similar format had been used for a ‘‘Lincoln–Douglas–style’’ debate 
in the House, with one Member acting as moderator and yielding to Members from 
each party. See 139 CONG. REC. 27312, 103d Cong. 1st Sess. (Nov. 3, 1993). These spe-
cial debate formats for conducting non–legislative debates between the parties have not 
been used since that time. House Rules and Manual § 952 (2017). See also Deschler’s 
Precedents Ch. 29 § 73.24. 

5. See Deschler’s Precedents Ch. 29 § 73; Precedents (Wickham) Ch. 29; and House Rules 
and Manual § 951 (2017). 

6. See, e.g., 163 CONG. REC. H29 [Daily Ed.], 115th Cong. 1st Sess. (Jan. 3, 2017). 

The CHAIRMAN. Members of the reporting committee deserve the right to be heard 
prior to other Members on the floor under the precedent. The gentlewoman is on the 
committee. The other Member that the Chair recognized was the majority leader. 

The Chair would extend that same privilege to the minority leader. 
Mr. [William] FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield? 
Mrs. MINK. I yield to the gentleman from Michigan. 

§ 12. Non–Legislative Debate 

While most debate in the House occurs in reference to a pending legisla-
tive measure or matter, the House also observes periods of non–legislative 
debate during which Members may discuss any topic they desire. The House 
sets aside three periods for non–legislative debate: morning hour debate(1) 
(conducted on certain days prior to convening for legislative business); one– 
minute speeches(2) (generally conducted after convening for legislative busi-
ness but before such business commences); and special–order speeches(3) 
(conducted at the end of the day, after legislative business has concluded). 
All such non–legislative debate is divided on the basis of party affiliation.(4) 

Morning hour debate began in the 103d Congress in 1994 and proceeds 
pursuant to a unanimous–consent agreement negotiated by the party leader-
ships.(5) Although the content of such agreements has varied over time, it 
has always been the case that the time is equally divided between the par-
ties.(6) Recognition is conferred by the Chair pursuant to lists submitted by 
the Majority Leader and Minority Leader. No Member may speak for more 
than five minutes, except for the Majority Leader, the Minority Leader, and 
the Majority and Minority Whips. 

One–minute speeches occur at the discretion of the Speaker and generally 
take place when the House first convenes for legislative business (following 
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