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Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Manzullo
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
McIntosh
Menendez
Metcalf
Miller (FL)
Moran (KS)
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Packard
Pappas
Parker
Paul
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett

Pitts
Porter
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Roukema
Royce
Ryun
Salmon
Sanford
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Smith (MI)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Linda

Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thune
Tiahrt
Towns
Traficant
Upton
Velazquez
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—10

Doolittle
Gonzalez
Harman
Kilpatrick

Luther
Poshard
Schiff
Schumer

Shimkus
Torres

b 1701

Messrs. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado,
HASTERT, BAESLER, ROGAN, and
HALL of Texas changed their vote
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Mrs. KELLY and Mr. SMITH of New
Jersey changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to
‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment offered as a sub-
stitute for the amendment was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SOLOMON),
as amended.

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

Chair’s prior announcement, this will
be a 5-minute vote.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ (during the
vote). Mr. Chairman, I have a par-
liamentary inquiry. I was standing
here, and the Chairman did not see me.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Chair-
man, I have to explain to everyone
what this second vote is. There is con-
fusion in the hall as to what this sec-
ond vote is.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has ex-
plained to the Members what this vote
is.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 265, noes 153,
not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 30]

AYES—265

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Barton
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Burton
Buyer
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Christensen
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Cook
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Duncan
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fox
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest

Gillmor
Gilman
Gordon
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holden
Hooley
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)

Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Northup
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Pickering
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Price (NC)
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Redmond
Reyes
Riggs
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Ryun
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer, Bob
Serrano
Shaw
Sherman
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stokes
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thurman
Tierney
Turner
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—153

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler

Baker
Barr
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman

Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt

Boehner
Brady
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Callahan
Calvert
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Conyers
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
Dickey
Dreier
Dunn
Emerson
Everett
Fawell
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Ganske
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley

Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kingston
Knollenberg
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Manzullo
McIntosh
Menendez
Metcalf
Miller (FL)
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Packard
Pappas
Parker
Paul
Paxon
Petri
Pickett
Pitts
Porter
Pryce (OH)
Radanovich

Regula
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Roukema
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Smith (MI)
Smith (OR)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Taylor (NC)
Thune
Tiahrt
Towns
Traficant
Upton
Velazquez
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf

NOT VOTING—12

Berman
Doolittle
Furse
Gonzalez

Harman
Kilpatrick
Luther
Poshard

Schiff
Schumer
Shimkus
Torres

b 1711

Mr. SALMON, Mr. COOKSEY, and
Ms. DUNN changed their vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Mr. PASCRELL and Mr. BERRY
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee will
rise informally in order that the House
may receive a message.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTERT), assumed the Chair.

f

SUNDRY MESSAGES FROM THE
PRESIDENT

Sundry messages in writing from the
President of the United States were
communicated to the House by Mr.
Sherman Williams, one of his secretar-
ies.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Committee will resume its sitting.

f

UNITED STATES-PUERTO RICO
POLITICAL STATUS ACT

The Committee resumed its sitting.

b 1715

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, it is
my intention to offer amendment num-
ber 2 that was printed in the RECORD at
this time.
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The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to

debate the subject matter of the
amendment by the gentleman from
New York (Mr. SERRANO). The gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SERRANO)
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SERRANO).

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to claim the 15 minutes in
opposition.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Chair-
man, parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Chair-
man, would a member of the commit-
tee, would he have an opportunity to
be the first recognized in opposition,
too?

Would a member of the committee
that is sponsoring this bill, would I not
be entitled to be recognized in opposi-
tion, too, to control the time?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
correct; the priority of recognition
would grant to the gentleman from
Puerto Rico (Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ)
recognition previous to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. GUTIERREZ).

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. I would
like to be recognized in opposition, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. So the gentleman is
claiming the time in opposition?

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, par-
liamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, no
one on this side of the aisle is going to
have any time on this amendment, and
I would like to ask the gentleman if he
would yield me half of his time in op-
position.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent to yield
half of my time to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. SOLOMON) in opposition.

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

There was no objection.
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, I
want to make sure how this all works.
I understand that the gentleman from
New York has an amendment and I also
have an amendment to his amendment.
When does that happen in terms of the
procedure here today?

The CHAIRMAN. The subject matter
of the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SERRANO)
is going to be generally debated now
for 30 minutes. After that time the gen-
tleman from New York will offer his
amendment, and then the amendment
of the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
GUTIERREZ) may be offered to the

amendment of the gentleman from New
York, if the gentleman from Illinois
would have one.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. And in order for
me to offer an amendment to the
amendment, I would need to get some-
one who controls time within that 30
minutes or I would never be able to
offer it? And I am sorry, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. No. If the gen-
tleman offers a substitute amendment
at that time, debate on that substitute
amendment would be under the 5-
minute rule.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. So I would get my
own 5 minutes? So it is my understand-
ing, and I thank the Chairman for his
indulgence, and excuse my lack of
knowledge of the procedures here.

I want to make sure, because what I
would like to do is make sure that the
gentleman from New York can have his
amendment. I just want to make sure
that at some point, because of the half
hour, I either get to introduce this as
an amendment or as a substitute and
that that will be guaranteed by the
House that I can do that.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
be able to propose his substitute or per-
fecting amendment if offered within
the one hour of permitted consider-
ation.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment that I
present today, amendment number 2,
would provide for American citizens
born in Puerto Rico, who reside outside
the island, to participate in this vote.

Let me, as I begin, Mr. Chairman,
note that this amendment has been
agreed to by the chairman of the com-
mittee and chief sponsor of the bill, the
gentleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG),
and he will speak to this issue in a few
minutes.

The gentleman from Alaska supports
our amendment because he feels that it
is a fair amendment that speaks to a
legitimate issue. Mr. Chairman, those
of us born on the island of Puerto Rico,
and indeed all Puerto Ricans, feel very
much a part of the island of Puerto
Rico regardless of where we are living.
Regardless of where we find ourselves,
we very much feel a part of the island
and, therefore, we feel very much that
any vote taken in Puerto Rico on the
political status of the island should in-
clude us.

Let me be clear that this bill does
not say, nor do I believe, that I should
be involved in electing the Governor of
Puerto Rico or the mayor of my home-
town of Mayaguez or anything like
that. This bill comes about because
many of us understand the fact that
the relationship between the U.S. and
Puerto Rico created certain situations
throughout our history which made a
lot of us, either through our parents or
as adults, leave the island. We left the
island physically but we never did
leave the island in many other aspects.
In addition, so many of us travel back
and forth to the island that the union
between the two places or the two com-
munities has remained one.

My original amendment, Mr. Chair-
man, included not only those born on
the island, but included the children of
at least one parent born on the island
who were born anywhere outside the is-
land. That amendment, in all honesty,
had about six votes. And since I can
count a little better than that, I began
to deal with that issue. It was based on
the fact that we removed that part
from the amendment that the gen-
tleman from Alaska, the author of the
bill, agreed to the amendment. This
then allows thousands of Puerto Ricans
who live throughout the 50 States to
vote in the plebiscite.

Now, in addition, Mr. Chairman,
there is precedence throughout the
world, in different votes that have been
taken, for this kind of involvement.
This is not a new idea. What I do want
my colleagues to understand is that if
we face this vote, and I know this is
going to sound funny, thinking in
terms of States, the idea of one person
living in one State voting in another
State, we would never agree to this.
But this is not about voting in another
State, this is about the future of a ter-
ritory, of a colony.

And when that future is decided for-
ever, and statehood is forever, and
independence is forever, and an associ-
ated republic is forever, and those
three could be the options that come in
at the end, then all of the children of
the territory, all of the children of the
colony, should be allowed to vote.

I want to close with this. I want to
thank the chairman of this committee
not only for the bill but for consenting
to my amendment, and I would implore
Members on both sides to take his lead
in accepting an amendment that has
been around 8 years. I may be the only
Member of the House who had an
amendment before there was a bill, and
now there is a bill to attach the
amendment to.

This is a good amendment, it maxi-
mizes the number of people who will
participate and, in my opinion, makes
this plebiscite truly an American plebi-
scite because it includes more than
just the people who live on the island.

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

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment very, very reluctantly.
Very reluctantly because my fellow
Member, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. SERRANO), has been a very great
supporter of our H.R. 856, our bill for
U.S.-Puerto Rico political status, and I
feel very grateful for everything he has
done.

I know the gentleman does this be-
cause he believes in it, otherwise he
would not do it. I know he believes in
this very, very dearly. I stand up al-
most regretfully to oppose it, but I
must oppose it because I am convinced
that were this to pass, we are including
an element into the result of the elec-
tions that could really create a serious
situation.
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If Puerto Ricans were to vote in

Puerto Rico, which is as it always has
been, and we have had two plebiscites
and the referendum for the approval of
the Constitution, and in none of them
the Puerto Ricans who reside in the
mainland have been allowed to vote.
The rule that residents control, you
have to be a U.S. citizen and a resident
of Puerto Rico has always controlled
all elections and all referenda in Puer-
to Rico.

To change this, the majority that
voted here in the mainland who do not
reside in Puerto Rico and who are not
going to receive the favorable or nega-
tive impact of that vote will then im-
pose their will on the people of Puerto
Rico.

I think this is for the people of Puer-
to Rico who live in Puerto Rico to de-
cide and not for those brothers and sis-
ters of ours that have moved to the
mainland.

Many times, as the gentleman from
New York (Mr. SERRANO) says, it was
against their will. Economic conditions
forced them to move. So be it. But they
have moved. People like the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SERRANO) have
their families here. Their children were
born here. Eventually they might go
visit Puerto Rico, but they are going to
stay here forever, for the rest of their
lives. They are not planning to go back
to Puerto Rico.

So I repeat again that the results of
the vote, whether good or bad, will af-
fect directly the people that live in
Puerto Rico. It will affect emotionally
those that live here in the mainland.
But just the fact that we have an emo-
tional attachment and a feeling emo-
tionally about the results is not a suffi-
cient right to vote and create some-
thing that is of impact to the people of
Puerto Rico.

One example, the gentlewoman from
New York (Ms. VELÁZQUEZ) is against
this bill. And she does not want the
Puerto Ricans to vote and have the op-
portunity to vote on this bill. Yet, if
she were to vote, she would be voting
against statehood. She would be de-
priving the people of Puerto Rico the
right to vote and the right to represen-
tation. But she has that right to vote,
and she has that right to representa-
tion. We do not have that.

Someone that has that right, how
can they be voting in an event to de-
prive those citizens that do not have
that right and looking for that right? I
think this is something that would cre-
ate a confusion. It would create unfair-
ness and an injustice to the people of
Puerto Rico. I must oppose this bill.

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

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman of New
York (Ms. VELÁZQUEZ).

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
want to make a clarification. It is im-
portant for Puerto Ricans in the main-
land to participate, because, in fact,
Puerto Ricans in the United States,
they go back and forth to Puerto Rico.

But there are many Puerto Ricans here
who have suffered political persecution
in Puerto Rico, and they are in the
United States because of the political
environment in Puerto Rico.

In fact, when I was a professor at the
University of Puerto Rico, I was politi-
cally persecuted. I decided to leave the
island. I should have the right. This is
not any State election. This is a unique
and special election on the future and
the political destiny of Puerto Rico. Of
course I should have the right to have
a say in that determination.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Puerto Rico says we are not effected.
The fact of life is my 40 years in this
country have been affected by the rela-
tionship between Puerto Rico and the
United States.

Secondly, the gentleman understands
that his citizenship and mine are statu-
tory. This vote may change that rela-
tionship. My child’s citizenship is con-
stitutional. I have a stake as to what
decision is made on the island because
I may be affected in the future.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Alaska (Mr.
YOUNG), my leader on this issue.

(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of this amend-
ment, and I do so reluctantly, although
my good friend, the gentleman from
Puerto Rico (Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ),
and I have been working very close.

But I thought about this after the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO) testified before the commit-
tee, and I tried to put myself in place
of a young man or young woman who
had to, either for economical reasons
or other reasons, had to go to the
United States, because they are citi-
zens now by statute, had to go to the
United States to get employment and
to work.

b 1730

This is a very serious system where
we may set forth here an independent
nation. I would like to know, I would
like to participate, because I am still a
citizen of Puerto Rico although I have
gone to the United States. I would like
to know if it becomes a State then ev-
erything is equal, or it remains the
original commonwealth that it is now.

But more than that we have to un-
derstand, these persons have a role to
play because they were born on the is-
land. They were born on the island.
Keep that in mind. They had not left
the island other than for economic rea-
sons or for family, but they were born
on the island.

I will not support grandchildren,
aunts, uncles and all the rest of them
because they are citizens of the United
States, because they were born here, in
the United States. But I think it is im-
perative that we allow that individual
who for some reason had to leave the

island, as beautiful as it is, and now he
is being asked to not make a decision,
not participate in a decision that will
affect his or her life.

After many hours of debate and dis-
cussion with myself, and that some-
times gets awful boring, I decided in
favor of the Serrano amendment. I
want to compliment him for offering
it. I am going to urge the gentleman
from Puerto Rico who has been the
horse in this whole program to be very
careful in what he offers, and if he of-
fers something, to please not ask for a
vote on it. Because what will happen in
the long run, people are going to be
tired, and we never know what might
happen.

Let us say we do what is correct for
the Puerto Rican people today. Al-
though we can voice our opinion, let us
keep this to the minimum of mechani-
cal efforts to make sure this bill comes
to fruition and a vote tonight.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume. I take the advice of the
chairman of our committee very seri-
ously. I will consider it very, very, very
seriously.

I want to again repeat that it hurts
me very much really to take any kind
of opposite position to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SERRANO), my col-
league here on this issue. I know how
deeply he feels about it. But as deeply
as he feels about it, I also feel deeply
about the fact that in Puerto Rico, the
people who are going to be voting
would not like to see the results of
their vote affected by the vote that is
taken outside of Puerto Rico, by people
that even though they were born in
Puerto Rico, reside somewhere else,
they have a right to vote, and are re-
siding there and are going to die there
and probably live there for the rest of
their lives. Whatever happens in Puer-
to Rico is going to, yes, affect them di-
rectly, there is no doubt about it.

But I want to clarify something for
the record. The fact is that the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SERRANO)
has a statutory citizenship, the same
as I have, that we are citizens because
in 1917 a law was passed that said all
persons born in Puerto Rico shall be
citizens of the United States. But the
results of the plebiscite or the referen-
dum will not affect his citizenship or
my citizenship. It will not affect the
citizenship of any of those that are
born, only of those that are born after
the status change occurs.

If Puerto Rico opts for statehood,
once Puerto Rico becomes a State,
then those that are born in Puerto Rico
as a State will be constitutional citi-
zens because its constitution says that
only those that are born in the State
shall be citizens and also those that are
naturalized. It does not talk about any-
thing else. Then we are citizens be-
cause the law provides us citizenship.

That is why in the definition of com-
monwealth in the bill we say that the
citizenship is statutory under common-
wealth. That means that the Congress
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may in the future if it feels like it say
from this day on, or from the future
day on, those born in Puerto Rico shall
no longer be citizens. They can do that
if we are a commonwealth. They can-
not do that if we are a State. That is
why I say the citizenship is statutory.

Also, the citizenship of the children
in Puerto Rico will not be constitu-
tional until Puerto Rico becomes a
State. Our citizenship will remain the
same. The citizenship of his children
will remain the same.

Even to be more clear to the people
of Puerto Rico, we are not pushing this
or misguiding anybody. When we said
that citizenship is statutory, we also
added a statement that says that it is
the policy of Congress to keep granting
citizenship to people born in Puerto
Rico under commonwealth. That is
specified in the bill. When people talk
about the unfairness of the bill, no, no,
the definition of commonwealth is
about as fair as it can be, the only
thing, it is true. How can a territory be
better than a State?

That is why they are at a disadvan-
tage. Because when people read the def-
inition of commonwealth as what it is,
a territory, they realize that there are
much more advantages to statehood,
even though those in the territory do
not pay Federal income taxes and will
not be paying Federal income taxes as
long as Puerto Rico is a territory. But
we also want to assume our respon-
sibility and pay our share. We now
have a commonwealth which is a wel-
fare commonwealth, a welfare terri-
tory, because we are not contributing
and not paying our share.

As a State Puerto Rico not only
would pay their share but we would be
paying over $4.5 billion in taxes if we
were a State right now. The additional
cost at this point in time would be
about $3.1 billion, a net benefit of
about $1.4 billion to the Treasury of
the United States.

So all of these things that have been
flying around against Puerto Rico,
against Puerto Rico being a State, all
of them are misguided. They are half-
truths, some of them, some are com-
pletely erroneous, some are completely
false. I beseech everybody here on this
amendment to, yes, we will have to lis-
ten to Serrano, but please let us vote
against it.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. GUTIERREZ).

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, I
think this is a very enlightening and
interesting debate, because as so elo-
quently has been stated by the chair-
man of the Committee on Resources,
he has basically paraphrased that there
are nationals, that there is a national-
ity, that Puerto Rico is a nation and
that the people born in that nation
should determine the future of that na-
tion.

I think if for no other reason, this
has accomplished very, very much. Be-
cause when the Serrano amendment,
which I hope is adopted later on, and I

have an amendment to it, when it is
adopted, it will say that the people of
Puerto Rico are a duly constituted peo-
ple born on that island and born on
that island of a nation of people, and so
they should participate, much as the
Algerians who lived in France partici-
pated, much as the Irish who lived in
Great Britain participated, much as
the people of all of the other countries
colonized.

What we have stated here is Puerto
Rico is a colony of the United States.
Therefore, that all members of that
colony. So Puerto Rico is a nation.
That by accepting, and I want to thank
the gentleman from Alaska (Mr.
YOUNG) for finally so eloquently stat-
ing that point here today, because I
think that that is an important part.
Remember, that that is what we are
doing, bringing two nations together.
We should do it very, very carefully,
with consultation and making sure
that each partner understands what we
are doing.

Let me just take exception once
again, because I see that there is one
thing that the gentleman from Alaska
(Mr. YOUNG) and the gentleman from
Puerto Rico (Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ)
and the gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO) all agree with in unison.
That is, that Puerto Rican citizenship
if you are born on the island of Puerto
Rico is statutory. I think that is
wrong. I think that is wrong.

Let me just state for the record that
the Immigration Nationality Act of
1945 tracked from the language of the
1940 act, it says that all those who live
in the United States, including Alaska,
Hawaii and Puerto Rico, are nationals
of that country and born in the United
States. Once again what we are saying
is that if you are born in Puerto Rico,
like my dad, like my wife, that her
citizenship if you adopt this Young bill
can be taken away.

Let me just make two points. A, does
anybody really believe in this room
that this Congress would ever take
away the citizenship of 3.8 million peo-
ple? Does anybody in this room think
that will ever happen? Absolutely not.
No President would ever sign that leg-
islation. If no one would ever do it and
no court would ever sanction it, why is
it that we are saying it is statutory?

On the one hand we say it is statu-
tory. On the other hand I am sure that
we will all dive on the blade so that
that citizenship would never be taken
away. I am sure every Member here
would say, ‘‘But I would never allow
that to happen.’’ If you are never going
to allow it to happen and no President
would sign it, then let us not make it
statutory.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from the
Virgin Islands (Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN),
a person who well understands what
the discussion is about.

Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN. I thank the
gentleman from New York for yielding
me this time. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to rise today in support of the

amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SERRANO) which
would allow the persons born in Puerto
Rico but who do not currently reside
on that island to vote in the referen-
dum authorized by H.R. 856.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 856, if enacted,
would allow the people of Puerto Rico
to exercise their rights to self-deter-
mination. The principle of self-deter-
mination as stated in Article 2 of the
United Nations charter declares that,
and I quote, all peoples have the right
to self-determination; by virtue of that
right they freely determine their polit-
ical status and freely pursue their eco-
nomic, social and cultural develop-
ment.

Like the gentleman from New York
(Mr. SERRANO), I believe the right of a
people to determine their political sta-
tus is a fundamental one. And unlike
local elections, a referendum on the
final political status of Puerto Rico
would affect the future of all Puerto
Ricans, whether they live in or out of
Puerto Rico. And so it is only right
that on an election that will have such
profound consequences on the future of
their island, all Puerto Ricans who
were born in the islands be given the
opportunity to exercise their right to
self-determination. I ask my colleagues
to vote ‘‘yes’’ on the Serrano amend-
ment.

I also want to take this opportunity
to thank and commend the gentleman
from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) for his leader-
ship on H.R. 856 and his willingness to
listen to all sides, as well as his com-
mitment to all of the United States
territories.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, a lot has been said
here almost in disagreement but yet
speaking about statutory citizenship
and constitutional citizenship. Make
no mistake about it, I have no doubt
that my citizenship is different than
the one my son who was born in the
Bronx has. I do not have a doubt about
that. I do not have to be a constitu-
tional lawyer to know that I became a
citizen on the island of Puerto Rico
when I was born there, because it was
a law in 1917 that said so. That law was
passed by Congress. The Constitution
is not amended by Congress. There is a
whole process to change that.

And so I am clear on the fact that my
son’s citizenship is one that is pro-
tected by the Constitution of the
United States and if I am not mis-
taken, there are only a few ways in
which he can lose that citizenship. One,
for instance, he could be found guilty
of treason, but it has to be some ex-
treme circumstance by which he would
lose that citizenship.

But I have no doubt that this Con-
gress can pass a law to take away from
me my citizenship and the citizenship
of the gentleman from Puerto Rico
(Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ), the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms.
VELÁZQUEZ), and the people who live on
the island of Puerto Rico. Would they
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do it? Probably not. Would a court up-
hold it? Possibly not. Can they do it?
Absolutely. One thing is clear, this
Congress has the right on this kind of
citizenship to pass a law here saying
that beginning next Monday, every per-
son born in Puerto Rico is no longer a
citizen, an American citizen.

The outcome of this plebiscite does
affect people like myself who were born
on the island. I understand the concern
of the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
GUTIERREZ) and the gentlewoman from
New York (Ms. VELÁZQUEZ). I would
have wanted to include in this amend-
ment all Puerto Ricans regardless of
where they were born, but I am also a
practical person who understands that
it is better to accomplish this tremen-
dous victory that the gentleman from
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) has accepted than
to go with something I could not get
and would not be able to gather any
support.

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

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume,
just to talk about the precedent that
we might be setting here. I worry
somewhat with the changeover that
has happened in the United States
House of Representatives, where two-
thirds of the Members are new in the
last 4 years. But some of us have to
look back institutionally and look at
situations like this.
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I know of no other precedent that we

have ever set where we allowed voters
in one part of the United States to cast
votes in other parts. I have a situation
representing the Adirondack Moun-
tains and the Catskill Mountains in
New York State, and we have a lot of
people who live in Connecticut, live in
New Jersey, live in Westchester County
or live in New York City, and they can-
not come up, although they used to do
it, but it was illegal, they cannot come
up to the Adirondacks and cast votes
up there. This is a similar situation.

Now, those people, if they live in
Connecticut and they want representa-
tion up there, one of the two spouses
will change their registration and vote
in my congressional district up in the
mountains. This seems to me a similar
situation, because really we are letting
some U.S. citizens cast votes twice
that really affect the entire United
States of America.

I just think we have to be very care-
ful about the precedent we are setting
here. It is because of that I will prob-
ably oppose the amendment.

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

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, I would just clarify
what my colleague, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SOLOMON), said.
This is a different kind of vote. I would
not propose on this floor to vote for
Governor of Puerto Rico or mayor of
Mayaguez, my hometown. This is a spe-
cial and unique vote.

In addition, the gentleman may be
surprised to know there were constitu-
ents of yours who did set perhaps a
precedent you do not want by voting in
Polish elections. There is a bill in the
Dominican Republic to allow Ameri-
cans of Dominican descent to vote in
those elections; Colombians; Peru-
vians. This is happening in other
places.

I am not proposing that. I am propos-
ing a one-time vote on this very unique
situation about a status question.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Guam (Mr. UNDER-
WOOD), who understands what I am
going through here today.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I
want to reiterate for those of us who
are statutory citizens, i.e., citizens by
virtue of congressional action, we rep-
resent a unique category of human
beings that are under the American
body politic, proud Americans, but rec-
ognizing that we have a unique status.

That is why this amendment is nec-
essary, because it speaks to the issue
not just of political self-determination,
but ultimately to the issue of who has
that right to self-determination.

This is not the same kind of election
that one has when one votes for elected
officials. We have fought long and hard
in this country to make sure that that
kind of voting is extended to all those
people who are represented by elected
officials. But this is an issue of politi-
cal self-determination.

When you are born in Wisconsin or
born in Idaho, you cannot get up in the
morning and decide that Idaho or Wyo-
ming should have one day an election
which gives them the full range of
choices about whether they should be
independent or have a special relation-
ship with the United States. They are a
State. They are full and equal partners
in the American body politic. The Civil
War has settled that issue once and for
all.

But what do we have here? We have
here a unique group of individuals, of
people who have been subsumed into
the American flag through conquest,
and by virtue of that they have always
been extended citizenship through con-
gressional action. It is their status
that is at stake. It is their individual
status that is at stake. That is why it
makes perfectly good sense that when
we deal with the issue of self-deter-
mination, we must deal with the issue
of who has a right to self-determina-
tion.

Any piece of legislation which deals
with the self-determination of Puerto
Rico, or even in the case of my own
home island of Guam, must always deal
in a serious and thoughtful way with
who actually has this right to self-de-
termination. Whomever was colonized
should be the participants in
decolonization. In the case of Puerto
Rico, it is Puerto Ricans. In legal
terms, it must be the people whose citi-
zenship is in control of Congress.

If we value Puerto Rican self-deter-
mination, and if we really value the

meaning of the vote, we would deal
with the issue of voter eligibility. Mr.
SERRANO has offered an amendment
which deals with this issue in a
thoughtful and meaningful way. The
gentleman wants all Puerto Ricans to
be allowed participation. The people
who became citizens by virtue of con-
gressional action are the people whose
lives and political futures are at stake.
Those people must be the ones to make
the choice about their homeland, about
their future. It is their future which is
at stake. Anything less would make a
mockery of the process and com-
promise the meaning of self-determina-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, I must reiterate
again, a self-determination election is
very different from any other kind.

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield 1 minute to
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
GUTIERREZ).

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, this
is academic debate we are having here.
We are asked to believe the following:
That Mr. SERRANO, who was born in
Puerto Rico, who came to the United
States of America, who was allowed
into the halls of this Congress with full
voting privileges, that his citizenship
can be revoked; that there is a court in
this Nation, a Congress, a President
and a court in this Nation, that will af-
firm that.

We know that that is just never
going to happen. Let us face it. Raise
your hand anyone who believes that
will ever, ever happen. It will not.
Think about it. You have tens of thou-
sands of men and women who served in
the Armed Forces with honorable dis-
charges. What court in this Nation
would take away their citizenship?
They paid taxes, they were born, their
birth certificates. Think about it. It is
not going to happen.

So let us not play the game of fear
with the people of Puerto Rico and in-
ject fear. That is what is wrong with
this bill, that we put them into fear. It
is never going to happen, and we all
know it.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, we have debated the
amendment. I understand we are going
to go on to the amendment process
now. The gentleman from Puerto Rico
(Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ) has an amend-
ment, I believe, and I believe the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. GUTIERREZ)
does as well.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time so we can move on to
the amendment process.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, let me close by saying
that I do not function out of fear, in
terms of putting fear on anyone else. I
function out of fact.

The fact of life is that we would not
be here dealing with this very good bill
unless we understood that there is a
unique relationship between Puerto
Rico and the United States. If every-
thing was fine and dandy, we would not
be here passing this bill.
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Mr. Chairman, I do not try to bring

fear into people, but I know what this
country is capable of doing. We are a
great Nation, but at times we are gov-
erned in a behavior that may make
changes.

I do not want to run the risk of find-
ing out what kind of citizenship I have.
I think I already know. Is that good? Is
that bad? How do I live with it? I dealt
with it. I worked my way up the sys-
tem and became a member of the U.S.
Congress. Sometimes I try to do a pret-
ty good job at it.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is important
to note that this amendment today
speaks to the fact that so many of us
who left the island did so as a result of
a relationship between the U.S. and
Puerto Rico, a relationship that start-
ed off with a military invasion and
which, at this date, has not ended with
anything which brings either independ-
ence or statehood.

Puerto Rico remains in limbo, and,
as Puerto Rico remains in limbo and
we try to solve that situation by bring-
ing forth this bill, then I continue to
put before you that this vote belongs
to all of the children of that colony, all
of the children of that territory. Yes, I
am affected by the results of that vote.

Mr. Chairman, I would hope that ev-
eryone takes the lead of the gentleman
from Alaska (Chairman YOUNG), and
accepts this amendment without a
vote.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to section
2(b) of House Resolution 376, it is now
in order to consider amendment 2
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. SERRANO

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I offer
Amendment No. 2.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 2 Offered by Mr. SERRANO:
In section 5(a), add at the end the following

paragraph:
(3) UNITED STATES CITIZENS BORN IN PUERTO

RICO ELIGIBLE TO VOTE.—Notwithstanding
paragraphs (1) and (2), an individual residing
outside of Puerto Rico shall be eligible to
vote in the referenda held under this Act if
that individual—

(A) is a United States citizen because of
that individual’s birth in Puerto Rico; and

(B) would be eligible to vote in such
referenda but for that individual’s residency
outside of Puerto Rico.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, consideration of this amendment
and any amendments thereto shall not
exceed 1 hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SERRANO) for 5
minutes in support of his amendment.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, I
have a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, will
I still be able to offer my substitute
amendment after the gentleman from

New York (Mr. SERRANO) finishes with
his amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Illinois may offer his amendment
at any time during the pendency of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SERRANO).

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman,
there is not a limit of time anymore
for amendments?

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment of-
fered pursuant to the rule by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SERRANO)
will be pending for no longer than one
hour. At any point during that pend-
ency, the gentleman from Illinois may
offer his substitute.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, fur-
ther parliamentary inquiry. I had
asked earlier of the Chairman if I
would be guaranteed an opportunity to
offer my amendment, and the Chair-
man said yes. I hope that that will still
stand.

The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman
from Illinois offering his amendment
at this time?

Mr. GUTIERREZ. I do not think I
can proceed. The gentleman is amend-
ing his amendment, am I correct?

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, if I may, I would
like to clarify this unique rule, where
we debated my amendment before I of-
ficially presented it. Is that correct?

The CHAIRMAN. The last period of
debate was general debate on the sub-
ject matter of the amendment of the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO). Now the gentleman has of-
fered his amendment, and it is in order
for a substitute amendment to be of-
fered for the gentleman’s amendment.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GUTIERREZ AS A

SUBSTITUTE FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED
BY MR. SERRANO.
Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, I

offer an amendment as a substitute for
the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. GUTIERREZ as a

substitute for the amendment offered by Mr.
SERRANO:

In section 5(a), add at the end the following
new paragraph:

(3) ELIGIBILITY TO VOTE.—Notwithstanding
paragraphs (1) and (2), an individual residing
outside of Puerto rico shall be eligible to
vote in the referenda held under this Act if
that individual—

(A) is a United States citizen because of
that individual’s birth in Puerto Rico, or
satisfies requirements that shall be pre-
scribed by the Electoral Commission of
Puerto Rico (which shall include methods,
provisions to include Puerto Ricans who
have at least one parent who was born in
Puerto Rico) for registering and voting in
absentia in referenda held under this Act;
and

(B) would be eligible to vote in such
referenda but for that individual’s residency
outside of Puerto Rico.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection
the substitute was entertained prior to
the 5 minute speech on the underlying
amendment by the gentleman from
New York (Mr. SERRANO). The gen-
tleman from New York is now recog-
nized for 5 minutes on the underlying

amendment, after which it will be in
order for the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. GUTIERREZ) to proceed for 5 min-
utes on the substitute.

There was no objection.
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Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I want
to reiterate the fact that when the gen-
tleman from Alaska (Chairman YOUNG)
accepted my amendment, and as we
heard, he spoke in favor of that amend-
ment, he did it with the full under-
standing that what he was accepting
was an amendment that he could not
only explain but that both of us could
actually argue in favor of, without
anyone being able to raise any ques-
tions about it.

Both the gentleman from Alaska (Mr.
YOUNG) and I have had concerns way
before this about who constituted and
what constituted the body of Puerto
Ricans that should vote.

I repeat once more, I personally
would have wanted to include everyone
that the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
GUTIERREZ) would like to include. But
the fact of life is that that amendment,
bringing it to that point, would have
had very little support not only in
committee, in negotiations, but on the
House floor. I feel that my amendment
accomplishes 95 percent of the mission
that we set out years ago to accom-
plish, which was to enlarge the vote
and bring in more Puerto Ricans into
this decision-making process.

I understand clearly my colleague,
my brother, the gentleman from Chi-
cago, my fellow Puerto Rican brother
from Chicago’s desire to include more
people. I had to explain to my son why
my amendment did not include him.
But I feel confident that I can explain
it, as I have here today, and I feel con-
fident that if we move forward with the
amendment as is, that we will in fact
allow for a large body of people who
would be affected directly to partici-
pate.

What we need to do here today is to
do whatever we have to do, but not put
into jeopardy the underlying amend-
ment which is accepted by Chairman
YOUNG. In other words, in proposing
any other amendment to my amend-
ment, please keep in mind that we
could throw out everything that we
have gained up to this moment.

So I respect the amendment before us
now, but I would hope that in no way
this amendment takes away the impor-
tance of the underlying amendment,
and I would hope that the gentleman
from Chicago would actually consider
retiring his amendment in favor of the
one we have worked on for so long.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. GUTIERREZ) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes on his substitute
amendment.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman,
first let me say to my good and distin-
guished friend, the gentleman from
New York, that I would not offer this
amendment if I thought it was frivo-
lous, if I thought it was silly, if I
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thought it was somehow just some-
thing that I woke up in the morning
and thought it was the right thing to
do. No, I say to the gentleman from
New York, I think this amendment is
very appropriate.

But I want to thank the gentleman.
He has been here for a long time. I
went to a hearing back in New York
when the gentleman first got elected to
Congress, and I traveled from Chicago
to New York City, and I remember the
gentleman was chairing that meeting.
The interesting thing about that meet-
ing that the gentleman from New York
(Mr. SERRANO) was chairing was that it
was bilingual, it was both in English
and Spanish, something unfortunately
that these proceedings are not, because
he wished at that time for everybody
to understand, because I know that the
gentleman understood that Puerto
Ricans spoke Spanish and that was
their language.

So we do not do that for that pur-
pose. I will say one thing, we will ask
for a vote on this, but we will ask for
a voice vote on this amendment. We
will ask—I told the gentleman from
New York when we were in the back
that I would do that, that I would ask
for a voice vote, so we can debate it.

Now, having said that, and I hope any
trepidation that the fine gentleman
from New York might have that we
could somehow stir this away, because
the gentleman feels he has it, and I
hope that at least, I really, sincerely
hope that we get at least what the gen-
tleman wants. Let me now refer back.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is interest-
ing. The gentleman from Alaska (Mr.
YOUNG) said something that was really
interesting. He said that when it came
to Puerto Rico, they were born there. I
do not remember that in Alaska we
looked for former Alaskans that got to
vote whether Alaska should become a
State. I do not remember that we
looked for everybody born in Hawaii in
order for Hawaiians to make a decision
whether we should become a State, or
that we looked for former people that
may have even fought at the Alamo be-
fore we said that those are all the peo-
ple from Texas, before they become a
State.

But we are doing it, and rightfully
so, for the people of Puerto Rico, be-
cause it is a Nation and it is different.
That is why, I say to the gentleman
from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), by his very
words, I continue to tell him, he can-
not treat this merely as a territory, as
another group of people, some chattel
that happened to have come to the
United States because of a victory dur-
ing the Spanish-American war. It is a
people, it is a Nation, and we should be
careful and diligent in ensuring that as
we proceed, we make sure that the de-
cisions that we make are going to be
good for all of us. That is why I suggest
that we extend the amendment.

What does my amendment do? My
amendment says the following. Let me
explain it as simply as I can say it.
See, the gentleman from New York

(Mr. JOSE SERRANO), if he has a broth-
er, because his parents moved to the
United States of America from the na-
tion of Puerto Rico, his brother’s birth
certificate says the same mom, same
dad, Puerto Rico, Puerto Rico, just as
his, except, of course, his would have
been in the Bronx, maybe his brother,
and his would have been in Puerto
Rico. So you would have two brothers
who have an exact same claim, and
using your very expressions, that they
came here because of political persecu-
tion, the one brother who came here
because of political persecution and
may have returned and be living in
Puerto Rico today, something that the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO) has decided not to do, he
may be living there today, right? We
cannot figure this out.

So I am simply saying, let the fam-
ily, and I know that the gentleman
from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG) said that
every cousin, uncle, but no, that is not
what I am saying. In my family, I mar-
ried Soraida and she has 14 brothers
and sisters. Nine of them were born on
the island of Puerto Rico. Because of
economic and social conditions, the
nine of them moved with mom and dad
to Chicago. The other five subse-
quently were born. Their birth certifi-
cates are identical. They are Puerto
Rican nationals, both born in Puerto
Rico. The only difference is five birth
certificates say Cook County. So we
can prove it.

It is not like I am saying anybody. In
order to vote, you have to have a birth
certificate, and where it says ‘‘Mom
born in Puerto Rico, dad born in Puer-
to Rico,’’ you get to vote; not the chil-
dren, not like my daughter and the
children of other generations. Just so
that those generations, that immediate
generation that has such close ties can
vote. Let me just tell the Members
why. Many Puerto Ricans move back
to the island of Puerto Rico.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment to
the amendment makes the amendment
even less acceptable. Let us think
about what would happen. A person
born in Puerto Rico, but his parents
were there because they were on a con-
tract working for 5 years from the
State of Wisconsin, and they have two
children born in Puerto Rico during
those 5 years, then they move back to
Wisconsin. They never go back to Puer-
to Rico. The children never go to Puer-
to Rico. They never learn Spanish.
They would be qualified to vote under
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SERRANO).

However, somebody born in Puerto
Rico, or somebody born in New York,
and at an early age his parents got di-
vorced and somehow he ended up back
in Puerto Rico living with his grand-
parents, or aunt and uncle, and he grew
up in Puerto Rico, and he got married
in Puerto Rico, went to school in Puer-
to Rico, got married in Puerto Rico, he
had children in Puerto Rico, and then

he got a good job in Pennsylvania so he
moved to Pennsylvania.

Now he is living in Pennsylvania, and
he is planning in 20 years, he is going
to go back to Puerto Rico, but he has
not demonstrated it, he is just think-
ing about it. He cannot vote, because
he was born in New York, not in Puerto
Rico. Yet, he has much more relation-
ship with Puerto Rico, much more
emotional attachments with Puerto
Rico than the one that was born there
and obviously now lives in Wisconsin
and is not even concerned about Puerto
Rico. Yet the other one can vote. So
that could bring constitutional chal-
lenges to this vote.

The way that the gentleman from Il-
linois is proposing, then that multi-
plies, that kind of situation, with the
parents and the children and the grand-
children. If you have the children of
those who were born in Puerto Rico,
then you get somebody who was born
in Puerto Rico and moved to the
United States and he is living some-
where else, in Wisconsin, Wyoming, in
Iowa, and his sons were born over there
and they were raised over there, they
have never been in Puerto Rico, and
they can vote in Puerto Rico because
one of their parents was born in Puerto
Rico? This is just carrying the thing to
an absurdity.

These people who have no attach-
ments to Puerto Rico, either emotion-
ally or otherwise, would be allowed to
vote and change the results of the vote
to be held in Puerto Rico. That is why
I think we have to oppose this. It
would set a tremendous precedent.

They say, well, this is not an elec-
tion. Right, this is not an election to
elect a Governor or to elect a can-
didate, candidates to come to the
House or the Senate. No. But then this
is a referendum. Now, if that precedent
was established, it would mean that in
Texas or in Maine or in Illinois or in
California, if there is a referendum and
there is an amendment to the Constitu-
tion, and those that were born in that
State are living somewhere else, then
they should also be allowed to vote in
that referendum. That might change
the situation in their State where they
are from, where they have family.

We have established rules of law.
Only those that are U.S. citizens and
who have residence in the place where
they are, they are allowed to vote.
Those Puerto Ricans who cannot vote
in Puerto Rico in national elections
when they move to a State, then they
acquired residency in the State and
then they can vote in the national elec-
tions for the President, they can vote
for Congressmen, they can vote for a
Senator, they can vote for Governor,
they can vote for the State legislature,
they can vote for mayors. They have a
full vote.

We cannot vote in their States. We
cannot vote in anything that affects
them, and we have family and relatives
in the States. We cannot vote in their
States, even though we feel attach-
ments to something that may affect
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them, but they can vote in Puerto
Rico.

That is a very, very, very bad prece-
dent. As I said, I hate to oppose the
proposal offered by the gentleman from
New York (Mr. SERRANO), because he
has worked so strongly on this bill,
like we all have, and he is a good
friend, and I know he sincerely believes
in this. He is emotional about it. But
this is my conviction. I have worked,
when I started in politics, I was work-
ing in my party within electoral af-
fairs, and I know the impossibility of
putting this into effect.

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ac-
knowledge the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SERRANO) for his leadership
on this issue. This amendment, the
Gutierrez amendment, builds on his ex-
cellent work. The Gutierrez amend-
ment to the amendment offered by the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO) would allow all Puerto
Ricans to participate in this historic
plebiscite.

The problem that the gentleman
from Puerto Rico has, it seems like he
does not understand, this is about self-
determination. This is not about a
State election. We know that the peo-
ple from New York have to vote on any
election in New York and that they
cannot vote on any election that takes
place in Pennsylvania.

But this is not about any State elec-
tion, this is about the political future
of Puerto Rico. In fact, we Puerto
Ricans, we are only 3 million Puerto
Ricans in the United States. For the
most part Puerto Ricans have not par-
ticipated in the electoral process here
in the United States. Because of the
close ties that they still have with
Puerto Rico, they follow more closely
the political situation in Puerto Rico
than they do in terms of what is going
on in the United States.

So it is important that Puerto
Ricans in Puerto Rico participate and
the Puerto Ricans in the mainland and
their children participate. Some of
them are here because they left the is-
land because of economic reasons.
Some Puerto Ricans are here not be-
cause they wanted to be here, but be-
cause of political persecution. If that is
the case, they are entitled to have a
say in this self-determination process.

It will be unfair to deny it, to the en-
tire Puerto Rican community, to par-
ticipate in this process. We are a na-
tion. The United States recognizes that
Puerto Rico is a nation, that what hap-
pens there affects us, and this is an im-
portant process for all the Puerto
Ricans here and in Puerto Rico.

I would say, I would urge my col-
leagues to allow this to be a fair proc-
ess for all Puerto Rican Americans liv-
ing in Puerto Rico and in the main-
land. They should have a right to de-
termine the political future of Puerto
Rico. At least let us make this legisla-
tion better by allowing them to par-

ticipate in the final outcome of Puerto
Rico.

b 1815

This is a legislation that has been
drafted so that we push one side of the
political formulas in Puerto Rico. It is
a legislation that supports statehood
for Puerto Rico.

Allow all Puerto Ricans to partici-
pate and to say ‘‘no’’ to statehood and
‘‘yes’’ to the democratic process.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from New York
(Mr. SOLOMON) very much for yielding
me this time.

Mr. Chairman, let us think about
this a moment. We want all the people
to be able to participate in this process
that can participate in this process. I
think we all really want that. Think
about it one moment. Someone is born
on the island. They spend 30 years
there. They move because of economic
reasons. They do not get to vote. But if
they show up on the island 3 months
before the elections, register there and
have no emotional tie until their next
promotion or their next job transfer,
they get to determine the future of
that island.

Mr. Chairman, think about it. Think
about it. Mr. Chairman, I say to the
gentleman from Puerto Rico (Mr. RO-
MERO-BARCELÓ), the Resident Commis-
sioner who is an ardent strong sup-
porter of statehood, that I would think
he would wish to cherish the fact that
people born on the island of Puerto
Rico who live in the United States of
America, and who live statehood and
who understand statehood, would be al-
lowed to participate because he is such
an ardent supporter of statehood. And
since they live in a State, it seems to
me they would be voting for statehood
because that is what they want, be-
cause they already live in a State and
they want everything that he already
wants for the people of Puerto Rico.

Why deny those very Puerto Ricans
born on that island the opportunity to
participate when they live in the
United States already in a State and
understand this better? Let us bring
the community together. Let us bring
us all together, because I think that
that is what is really vitally impor-
tant.

Mr. Chairman, I stand here today to
speak for the 100,000-plus Puerto
Ricans that live in my district in Chi-
cago who really want to participate in
this process.

Let me end by saying that I think
the work that the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SERRANO) has done has
raised a lot of other issues. We will dis-
agree, however, and I must state this,
that it is not statutory. That the 14th
Amendment of our Constitution applies

to the gentleman, applies to all of
those Puerto Ricans, and that we
should not use any tactics in order to
do that.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I would
like to ask that if there is no objection,
that we vote on my amendment to the
Serrano amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. GUTIERREZ)
as a substitute for the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from New York
(Mr. SERRANO).

The amendment offered as a sub-
stitute for the amendment was re-
jected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SERRANO).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote, and pending that
I make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Evidently, a
quorum is not present.

Pursuant to clause 2, rule XXIII, the
Chair announces that he will reduce to
a minimum of 5 minutes the period of
time within which a vote by electronic
device, if ordered, will be taken on the
pending question following the quorum
call. Members will record their pres-
ence by electronic device.

The call was taken by electronic de-
vice.

The following Members responded to
their names:

[Roll No. 31]

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—405

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant

Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette

Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Fox
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gephardt
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Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E.B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)

Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Paxon
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Redmond
Regula
Reyes
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman

Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryun
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer, Bob
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

b 1837

The CHAIRMAN. Four hundred five
Members have answered to their name,

a quorum is present, and the commit-
tee will resume its business.

RECORDED VOTE

The pending business is the demand
of the gentleman from New York (Mr.
SOLOMON) for a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-

minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 57, noes 356,
not voting 17, as follows:

[Roll No. 32]

AYES—57

Ackerman
Blagojevich
Bonior
Brown (CA)
Carson
Cox
Davis (IL)
Delahunt
DeLauro
Diaz-Balart
Engel
Furse
Gejdenson
Gilman
Gutierrez
Hinchey
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)

Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Kennedy (MA)
Kennelly
Lewis (GA)
Maloney (CT)
Markey
McGovern
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Miller (CA)
Moakley
Nadler
Neal
Obey
Olver

Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne
Rangel
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rush
Sanders
Serrano
Shays
Tierney
Towns
Velazquez
Waters
Weller
Wynn
Young (AK)

NOES—356

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clay

Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLay
Deutsch
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Fox

Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee

Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Manzullo
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
Meek (FL)
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt

Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Paul
Paxon
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Redmond
Regula
Reyes
Riggs
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ryun
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer, Bob
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherman
Shuster

Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Yates
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—17

Dingell
Doolittle
Franks (NJ)
Gekas
Gonzalez
Harman

Kilpatrick
LaTourette
Luther
Peterson (PA)
Portman
Poshard

Schaefer, Dan
Schiff
Schumer
Shimkus
Torres

b 1848

Mr. SNYDER changed his vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Mr. COX of California changed his
vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I was unfor-
tunately absent for rollcall votes 28 through
32. Had I been present, I would have voted
yes on rollcall votes 29 (Burton) and 32
(Serrano), no on rollcall votes 28 (Gutierrez)
and 30 (Solomon), and present on rollcall vote
31, a quorum call.

In particular, I am disappointed that the
House has silenced the voice of Puerto
Ricans living on the mainland by denying them
a vote in this historic referendum.

If you have ever been to New York City’s
Puerto Rican Day Parade, you have seen first-
hand the pride that Puerto Ricans living on the
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mainland have in their rich heritage. Their
links to the island—their economic, cultural,
political, and family connections—make them
intensely interested in Puerto Rico’s political
identity.

The referendum established by H.R. 856 is
no typical election. It is the most momentous
decision the people of Puerto Rico have ever
made. We should have ensured that all Puerto
Ricans were able to participate in their peo-
ple’s choice.

For that reason, I filed an amendment to ex-
pand voting eligibility to all Puerto Ricans liv-
ing on the mainland—both those who were
born on the island and those who have at
least one parent who was born here. This
amendment was very similar to one offered by
my colleagues Mr. GUTIERREZ and Ms.
VELÁZQUEZ, which was unfortunately defeated
on a voice vote.

Even with this serious flaw, Mr. Chairman, I
still believe it is important for Congress to
allow the people of Puerto Rico to determine
their own future. For that reason, even though
the bill has its shortcomings, I want to give the
people of Puerto Rico this historic opportunity
to determine their own destiny, and am voting
in favor of H.R. 856.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I yield to the
gentleman from Kentucky.

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

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding to
me, and I rise in opposition to H.R. 856.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I do not want the full 5 minutes,
but I do want to suggest to the Mem-
bers on the floor that it is my inten-
tion to entertain the amendments that
will be offered by the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. GUTIERREZ) and the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Ms.
VELÁZQUEZ) and that we will roll the
votes until 9 o’clock. At that time, I
hope the gentleman and the gentle-
woman, and whoever is offering amend-
ments, will have come to a fruition, fi-
nalization, of these amendments so
that we can bring this legislation to
the end of the day very quickly.

That is my intent, to have no more
votes until, I believe, 9 o’clock.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Alaska for
yielding to me. I want to say two
things on behalf of the gentlewoman
from New York (Ms. VELÁZQUEZ) and
myself.

We do not intend to call for any re-
corded votes, at least on our amend-
ments, any subsequent recorded votes
on our amendments. Just so that the
gentleman will know, we will debate
them but not ask for recorded votes on
them, A.

Although we promised the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SOLOMON) and the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.

MOAKLEY) that we would offer no more
than 12, we will offer no more than 5
additional amendments.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman, and I
thank the chairman of the Committee
on Rules.

There will be an amendment offered
by the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
BARR). I understand that will be de-
bated. But I would suggest that every-
body will have at least an hour if they
wish to go to dinner or go to the office
to do some work, and then after 8
o’clock all holds are barred and we
hope to bring this to finalization by 9
o’clock.
AMENDMENT NO. 36 OFFERED BY MR. GUTIERREZ

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment numbered 36.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment number 36 offered by Mr.
Gutierrez: At the end of section 2, add the
following paragraph:

(16) By providing for the people of Puerto
Rico to express their preference as to its per-
manent political status, Congress is aware
that Puerto Rico is sociologically and cul-
turally a Caribbean and Latin-American na-
tion, formed by a blend of European, African,
and native ethnics with distinctive culture
which, unlike the several States, has Span-
ish as a common language. According to the
1990 decennial census of population, only
21,000 persons born in the several States live
in Puerto Rico.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman,
first, before I begin, and I do not know
if we can do something, but I figure
with the will and the ability and the
knowledge that the gentleman of New
York (Mr. SOLOMON) has, and the gen-
tleman of California (Mr. MILLER) has,
and the goodwill, that we can figure
some way, because they keep referring
to all of these amendments as mine
when, indeed, Mr. Chairman, I just
want to make it clear for the record
that every last amendment is a Gutier-
rez-Velázquez amendment.

Apparently, we did not do the right
thing when we introduced them, but if
somehow along the way that could be
clarified, I think that is very impor-
tant, because the gentlewoman from
New York and I are working together
on each one of these amendments.

I rise to offer my amendment to sec-
tion 2 of the bill, the findings section.
My amendment adds language to the
bill to clarify that Puerto Rico is, in-
stead, a nation.

I offer this amendment because I
think it is very important that both
the people of Puerto Rico and the peo-
ple of the United States understand
clearly what the United States Con-
gress is doing in relation to the people
of Puerto Rico.

The people of Puerto Rico consider
themselves a nation. I think that
should be made abundantly clear to all
the Members of this House. They con-
sider themselves a nation, a separate
and distinct people.

They love their American citizen-
ship. Some of my colleagues say that is

a contradiction. That is the contradic-
tion we get with colonialism. It is not
their contradiction. It is a contradic-
tion that we have. But everyone should
understand that.

They love their American citizen-
ship. But yet if you ask them, where
are you from, they say Puerto Rico,
not in the same sense that maybe the
Chairman, when you say where are you
from, and he would say from Florida,
or I might say from someplace, or the
gentleman from New York (Mr. SOLO-
MON) might say from New York, from
the Empire State of New York.

No, I suggest to all of my colleagues,
if they go to a Puerto Rican Day cele-
bration anywhere in the United States
of the America, in the United States of
America, you have what you have, and
it is the reality. If we walk up to those
people and they are celebrating their
nationality, and you say what are you,
they say I am Puerto Rican. What are
you? They say, I am Puerto Rican.
That is the way they feel.

Then if you ask them, what are you
a citizen of? They say the United
States of America. That is the distinct
difference that we must understand.
That is why I must offer this amend-
ment so that people understand it is
not another territory. It is not another
group of people. It is not. It is very dif-
ferent and distinct.

I think we should remind ourselves of
that as we proceed with these delibera-
tions. The people of Puerto Rico have
an ethnicity, have a language, have a
culture. Excuse me, strike the word
ethnicity, have an idiosyncracy of
their own.

There are words in Spanish—(The
gentleman from Illinois spoke in Span-
ish). I mean, if you are from Mexico or
Colombia or from Cuba, they say you
are from Puerto Rico—(The gentleman
from Illinois spoke in Spanish). That is
the way it works, because those, in-
deed, are from here.

We may wish, as my mother many
times said—(The gentleman from Illi-
nois spoke in Spanish), which means
you may wish to hide yourself from the
skies with your hand, but you cannot.

The fact is that Puerto Rico is a na-
tion, and we should recognize this here
in this bill. It is a nation of people who
are citizens of the United States.

Remember something. President
Clinton said, oh, but in America, we
have people from Poland, and they are
Polish Americans. We have people from
Ireland, and they are Irish Americans.
We have people from Germany, and
they are German American, and on,
and on, and on. He said, we all blend
here together in the United States of
America. That is true.

The difference is, I would say to
President Clinton, there is a Germany,
a Poland, and an Ireland. When you
make Puerto Rico a State, is there a
Puerto Rico as a State or as a nation?

Let us understand this is different.
All of those people came here as immi-
grants to this country with the intent
of staying here forever. The people of
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Puerto Rico want to have a special re-
lationship with this Nation. Let us try
to see if we cannot do that and achieve
that together. I end my comments with
that.

b 1900

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will re-
mind all Members that remarks in lan-
guages other than English cannot be
transcribed by the Official Reporters of
Debate and cannot be printed by the
Government Printing Office. Members
may, however, submit translations of
their remarks in other languages and
such translations will appear in the
RECORD in the distinctive type associ-
ated with an extension or revision of
remarks.

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, Puerto Rico is a na-
tion, a Latin American nation and a
Caribbean nation. It is a historically
constituted stable ethnic community
with a common culture, a common his-
tory, a common economic life, and its
own language, Spanish. But more im-
portantly, there is a common psychol-
ogy of a people who are unique in their
customs, traditions, music and way of
being. We call it Boricua. It is unfortu-
nate that the sponsors of this bill have
ignored this fact.

Puerto Rico has been long recognized
by the courts, Congress and inter-
national countries as being a distinct
nation. Puerto Rico’s special status as
a separate nation under the sov-
ereignty of the United States derives
from an extensive history of legal
precedents. The Supreme Court recog-
nized Puerto Rico as a distinct nation
when, in the early part of the century,
it decided that Puerto Rico was in fact
an unincorporated territory which
never intended to become a State. Con-
gress recognized Puerto Rico as a dis-
tinct Nation in 1917 when it extended
U.S. citizenship to Puerto Rican na-
tionals.

This is a national issue which deals
with the rights of the Puerto Rican na-
tion to self-determination. The island
existed as its own nation well before
they were annexed in 1898 by the
United States. The people of Puerto
Rico who are the subject of this pend-
ing legislation already consider them-
selves a nation and are in fact a nation
who are not willing to renounce their
own culture, their own heritage and,
most of all, their own language in
order to join the Union.

Our amendment to the ‘‘findings’’
section makes Congress aware that
Puerto Rico is sociologically and cul-
turally a Caribbean and Latin Amer-
ican nation. It is made up of people of
European, African and native
ethnicities with a distinct culture
which, unlike several States, has Span-
ish as a common language.

I would like to correct the gentleman
from Puerto Rico who said that we em-
braced the English language in 1902.
No, that was not so. Let us set the

record straight. English was imposed
upon the people of Puerto Rico in 1902
and still to this day, even with that
imposition, the large majority of the
people of Puerto Rico do not speak
English.

Mr. Chairman, Puerto Ricans are
very proud of their cultural heritage
and of their Puerto Rican national
identity. This pride for the homeland
transcends barriers and oceans. As
Puerto Ricans leave the island, they
take with them the intense pride they
feel for their nation. Puerto Rico, the
nation, shares common geographical
spaces, a long history, its own eco-
nomic life and its very distinct Carib-
bean, Latin American culture, but
above all a common language, Spanish.
Puerto Ricans have been speaking
Spanish for 500 years, the first 100
under Spanish rule and the last cen-
tury under American rule. Its closest
neighbors in the Caribbean all speak
Spanish.

Language, history and culture are
distinct characteristics that all point
to Puerto Rico being a nation. This
amendment will make Congress appre-
ciate and adopt that reality. I urge my
colleagues to support the amendment.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I want to define the
word ‘‘nation’’. It has several mean-
ings, but the meaning that is accepted
throughout the world and the meaning
we first find in the dictionary is a self-
containing body politic that has a rela-
tionship with other countries and other
nations and has representation in
worldwide organizations.

Puerto Rico is not a nation. Puerto
Rico is a community. That we are defi-
nitely, a community, a community
that has its own characteristics like
communities throughout the world and
communities throughout this Nation
have their characteristics. Our lan-
guage is Spanish. But we also are able
to speak English.

Everyone in Puerto Rico recognizes
the importance of English. We not only
recognize it in Puerto Rico, I think the
whole world recognizes it. A group of
members of the Hispanic Caucus went
over to Spain recently, 5 of us, on a
trip, a good will trip. We had meetings
with the King and the President, the
President of the Chamber of Deputies,
the President of the Senate. One thing
we realized in Spain is that they study
English from the first grade on, and
they accept and they realize that
English is the lingua franca. Through-
out the world, everyone is coming to
recognize that.

At home, when I was governor, I vis-
ited every single high school in Puerto
Rico. When I asked them about the
issues, the students that stood up, they
always infallibly, the students, the par-
ents, the teachers said that they want-
ed to have better opportunities to learn
English. That was in every high school
in Puerto Rico.

If you pick up a newspaper in Puerto
Rico, in the job offers on Sunday, 90

percent or more of the job offers say bi-
lingual, bilingual, bilingual. Everyone
realizes that they have to speak
English. There is no resentment
against English. On the contrary.

When they talk about this Nation,
there is no such thing as a nation in
Puerto Rico. We are a community. We
have no international standing. We are
part of the United States. It was men-
tioned a little while ago, the Irish
Americans, the English Americans, the
Italian Americans, the French Ameri-
cans, but the Puerto Ricans are Puerto
Ricans. Do Texans call themselves
Texan Americans or Californian Amer-
icans or New Yorker Americans? No,
they are New Yorkers, Texans, Califor-
nians, and we are Puerto Ricans, be-
cause we are part of the Nation.

Part of our culture is the American
democracy and the values for which it
stands. That is what the people of
Puerto Rico and everyone has accepted
here, they realize it, they want their
U.S. citizenship, and they will not
change their U.S. citizenship for any-
thing and they will not trade it, they
will not accept anything else.

Some of them might be misguided as
to what it means to be a U.S. citizen
and might not realize that they do not
have all the privileges and all the
rights and all the responsibilities that
other citizens do. But one thing the
people want to do, they want to be self-
supporting and we want to pay into the
fiscal system and share alike, like
brothers and sisters, with the rest of
our citizens.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words, and I rise in opposi-
tion to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, our two colleagues in
support of their amendment described,
I think accurately, a history of Puerto
Rico but they did not accurately de-
scribe the nation. It is that history,
that is the reason why we are here
today, so that the people of Puerto
Rico can freely and openly choose the
status which they desire. Because of
that history, because of how this rela-
tionship has evolved, that is why we
are here today, to pass this legislation
and then the people in Puerto Rico can
make the decision about their status. I
oppose this amendment.

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

(Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment. I think it arises out of the
justified pride of the authors, but I do
not think we need to really define here
the nationhood of Puerto Rico. The
real issue before us is Puerto Rican
self-determination. I strongly support
the underlying bill, H.R. 856, which
would allow us to move forward and
allow Puerto Rico to make a strong
and clear decision on its own destiny.

Since the founding of our Nation, the con-
cept of self-determination has been a central
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value of how we define ourselves as Ameri-
cans and what we expect of other nations. As
our Nation has grown, we have championed
these values abroad. Today, we ask the de-
veloping democracies in Eastern Europe and
the former Soviet Union to empower their citi-
zens. We demand similar rights for commu-
nities like Taiwan and Tibet where the national
right of self-determination has been chal-
lenged. We confront those nations like North
Korea and Cuba that actively repress the nat-
ural right of self-determination by their own
citizens.

I believe that we must now extend this
same principle to Puerto Rico, a territory of
the United States since 1917 and a common-
wealth since 1952. As a commonwealth, the
citizens of Puerto Rico exist in political twilight.
They are not incorporated as a U.S. State and
are not represented in Congress as such. But,
they do not exist as a separate nation either.
The U.S. flag proudly flies over San Juan and
its citizens have fought alongside of us in war.

Today, the U.S. House of Representatives
has an historic opportunity to express how
much we appreciate the rich and positive con-
tributions by the citizens of Puerto Rico. I sin-
cerely believe we are a better nation due to
their presence. To show our gratitude and our
respect, we must pass H.R. 856. The legisla-
tion provides a non-biased, three-way ballot
allowing the residents of Puerto Rico to
choose between the current commonwealth
status which is not permanent or to move to-
wards independence or statehood. It is impor-
tant to note that this bill does not create a self-
executing process towards statehood. I also
want to emphasize that the U.S. Congress
would be the ultimate authority in deciding
whether to ratify a possible choice of state-
hood by the citizens of Puerto Rico.

I join House Resources Committee Chair-
man DON YOUNG and the bill’s bipartisan list of
cosponsors in support of the referendum since
it serves the national interest and begins the
end to Puerto Rico’s ambiguous territory sta-
tus. Historically, the United States has ad-
vanced democratic self-determination proce-
dures in its territories on terms acceptable to
the U.S. Congress. The referenda enabled the
residents to achieve the equality of full citizen-
ship, through either statehood or independ-
ence. Since World War II, Congress has ful-
filled this responsibility with respect to the Phil-
ippines, Hawaii and Alaska, but not with re-
spect to Puerto Rico—the largest and most
populous U.S. territory.

Much confusion and misinformation has
been deliberately raised by the bills opponents
in hopes of dooming its passage. If you listen
to the opponents of H.R. 856 and those who
oppose a fully self-governing Puerto Rico, they
would have you believe that this bill is a vote
on statehood. Nothing could be further from
the truth. Chairman DON YOUNG, the primary
author of the bill, went to great lengths to
make any change in Puerto Rico’s political
status gradual and subject to terms acceptable
to Congress.

As the United States strives to uphold the
responsibility of being a beacon of democracy,
we must undo the last vestiges of colonialism.
After 100 years since Puerto Rico joined us in
association, the United States should let the
people of Puerto Rico exercise the liberty and
independence of decision that our flag rep-
resents.

The time to do the right thing is now. We
cannot forget that 3.8 million citizens—the

residents of Puerto Rico—have second-class
status within our democracy. I call on my col-
leagues to support H.R. 856, the United
States-Puerto Rico Political Status Act, and to
respect the rights of the people of Puerto
Rico.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words. The hour is getting
late and it gets more difficult to par-
ticipate.

I oppose this amendment, as Puerto
Rico is not a nation. This bill will en-
able Puerto Rico to become a nation as
a separate sovereignty if a majority of
the U.S. citizens of Puerto Rico vote to
be independent. This provision is po-
tentially confusing and should not be
accepted, and I oppose the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. GUTIERREZ).

The amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STEARNS

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. STEARNS: In

paragraph (2) of section 5(c)—
(1) strike ‘‘sovereignty or statehood, there

is’’ and insert the following (and adjust the
margins accordingly):
sovereignty or statehood—

(A) there is
(2) strike the period at the end and insert

‘‘; and’’; and
(3) add at the end the following new sub-

paragraph:
(B) not later than 90 days after such

referenda, there shall be a second referen-
dum held in accordance with this Act which
shall be on the approval of 1 of the 2 options
which received the most votes in the first
referendum. Such 2 options shall be pre-
sented on the ballot using the same language
and in the same manner as they were pre-
sented in the first referendum.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I
wanted the amendment to be read be-
cause a lot of Members will not know
what it is about and I thought they
could hear the amendment itself. Basi-
cally, this is an amendment to provide
for a runoff referendum if the first ref-
erendum required in the bill does not
result in a 50 plus percent vote for
independence or statehood. My amend-
ment is a simple method of improving
H.R. 856 to make the self-determina-
tion process more fair for the Puerto
Rican people.

My amendment seeks to abbreviate
this self-determination process by
holding a runoff referendum no more
than 90 days after the first referendum.
Because there would be only two
choices at this point, voters could more
easily achieve a binding majority vote
for statehood, commonwealth, or inde-
pendence in my proposed runoff. Such a
process would avoid the lengthy proc-
ess we have in the bill.

Let us review this again. First,
should the runoff referendum result in
a majority for one of the 3 processes,
yet it did not have a full 51 percent,
then we would have another election,
90 days later, and the top 2 would be
voted on to see which one would be the

winner. The runoff would serve to coa-
lesce the interests of the voters be-
cause those who first voted for the
third option would then be forced to
vote for the first or second options in
the runoff. This knowledge of Puerto
Rico’s preference on the issues could
help us here in Congress tailor future
referenda to their preferences.

I am introducing this amendment to
H.R. 856 because I think it is important
to expedite the process. What the cur-
rent polls show is that 45 percent of the
Puerto Rican voters support common-
wealth and only 35 percent support
statehood. Nevertheless, should Puerto
Rico choose commonwealth, H.R. 856
mandates continued referenda until ei-
ther statehood or independence gains
the majority.

Would it not be nice within 90 days
after the first referendum to have the
top two voter preferences voted again
and we decide immediately what the
Puerto Rican voters support? They
would be subjected to the same thing
we have here in Congress. When people
run for Congress during the primary,
the first two in the primary run for a
final runoff before the general election.
Why keep having the same vote over
and over on such a protracted time
frame? In the alternative, why not con-
sider the desires of the Puerto Ricans
when allowing them to hold future
votes and tailor future referenda to
achieve a concrete result?

Mr. Chairman, my amendment seeks
to abbreviate the lengthy process out-
lined in the bill and to clarify imme-
diately, within 90 days, the desires of
the Puerto Rican people for future
referenda, both through a runoff ref-
erendum in 90 days. Supporting this
amendment will produce an improved
bill for Puerto Rico’s self-determina-
tion. I urge my colleagues to support
my amendment.

b 1915.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I am a little confused,
because we have heard a lot of debate
today about the Congress forcing peo-
ple to do things, and I am afraid that
what this will do is put the pressure on
two groups to have the vote within 90
days. To my knowledge, this never hap-
pened in any other case in the United
States if there was not a majority. In
fact, there have been other areas that
did not have a majority, and they had
to wait and wait and wait until they
did it again. I am a little confused why
it is necessary to do this on this bill.

It is very clear in my bill, it says you
have to have a majority. The gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BARR) will
offer an amendment that I will not sup-
port that wants a super majority. This
says we are going to have a vote on the
two top ones in 90 days.

This adds confusion to the bill and is
not necessary. I reluctantly oppose the
amendment. I just heard about it, and
the gentleman talked to me a moment
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ago, and I do not really know what it is
going to try to accomplish, so I do op-
pose the amendment.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I am not sure that
this approach works. I think after
looking at a number of different ap-
proaches, the committee decided that
all three options ought to be on the
ballot; that the people, given the polit-
ical cultural history of people on the
islands, they ought to be able to ex-
press it along those lines.

I am sure there are many people that
might vote for independence, which
historically has been the third party
out. The notion of a runoff to many of
these people, that is not an option to
them. They would not go from inde-
pendence to saying they are looking for
statehood. It does not work.

This is a political process where peo-
ple have very, very strong convictions.
We may want to transport the main-
land system, where people kind of wan-
der around between Republicans and
Democrats and different options and do
not seem to hold the same kind of con-
victions. On this issue, people have
very strongly held positions, and the
fact that you lose the runoff does not
mean you then convert that position
immediately to one of the other op-
tions, because that is not how your po-
litical positions have evolved or have
been articulated over the many years
of this relationship.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLER of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, for ex-
ample, let us say it turns out common-
wealth gets 46 percent, statehood gets
43 percent, and the remaining goes for
a sovereign nation. Then you would
have the runoff of the commonwealth
and the statehood. Those people who
believe in independence would probably
support Commonwealth, and it would
move to probably 53 or 54 percent. So
then we in Congress would know imme-
diately that they prefer the common-
wealth or independence alternative
rather than statehood.

I think that information is very im-
portant for the people in Puerto Rico
to know and important for Members of
Congress to know when we determine
whether this country should move for-
ward to statehood. It is another criti-
cal piece of information. It gives de-
mocracy a chance to work, and gives
the people who support independence
an opportunity to vote again.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, I am not
sure that is a real option to many of
the people who support independence.
They will have to determine that. I re-
main opposed to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 376, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS)
will be postponed.

Are there further amendments to the
bill?
AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. GUTIERREZ

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, I
offer Amendment No. 5.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows.

Amendment No. 5 offered by Mr. GUTIER-
REZ: In section 2, in paragraph (2), strike
‘‘Consistent with establishment of United
States nationality for inhabitants of Puerto
Rico under the Treaty of Paris,’’.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG)
spoke earlier about the hour being late
and how people do not listen and do not
pay attention, but I have got to tell
you, we got to. This is a very impor-
tant issue.

Why do I want to strike these words?
I hope that the gentleman from Alaska
(Mr. YOUNG) and others would partici-
pate in this debate, because I think it
is important.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to present an
amendment and to move the first three
lines of the findings under the word
‘‘Paris,’’ because that statement is
false.

I have there at my desk a complete
copy and text of the Treaty of Paris
signed by both the United States of
America and Spain, in Paris, France,
on December 10, 1898. I have read, and
I hope all of the Members before they
enter into a decision read the Treaty of
Paris.

Mr. Chairman, the only, I repeat, the
only mention of the word ‘‘national-
ity’’ is found within Article IX of the
treaty, and it refers to the future Span-
ish subjects residing in the newly ac-
quired territories. Because this issue
goes directly to whether Puerto Ricans
not only are a distinct people, but also
to whether this fact has always been
recognized by our Congress, our gov-
ernment, and the people of the United
States, Mr. Chairman, I am going to
quote it in full.

Article IX. Listen. You will learn a
little bit of history tonight.

‘‘Spanish subjects, natives of the Pe-
ninsula, residing in the territory over
which Spain by the present treaty re-
linquishes or secedes her sovereignty,
may remain in such territory or may
remove therefrom, retaining in either
event all their rights of property, in-
cluding the right to sell or dispose of
such property or its proceeds, and they
shall also have the right to carry on in
their industry, commerce and profes-
sions, being subject in respect thereof
to such laws that are applicable to
other foreigners. In case they remain
in the territory, they may preserve
their allegiance to the Crown of Spain
by making before a court of record,

within a year from the date of the ex-
change of ratification of this treaty, a
declaration of their decision to pre-
serve such allegiance; in default of
which declaration they shall be held to
have renounced it and adopted the na-
tionality of the territory in which they
may reside,’’ Puerto Rico.

So when we talk about the issue of
nationality, it is right in the Treaty of
Paris.

‘‘The civil rights and the political
status of the native inhabitants of the
territories hereby ceded to the United
States shall be determined by the Con-
gress.’’

Let me repeat that. ‘‘The civil rights
and political status of the native in-
habitants of the territory,’’ that is
Puerto Rico, ‘‘hereby ceded to the
United States shall be determined by
the Congress.’’

Mr. Chairman, I challenge any of my
colleagues to prove me wrong and to
find another place in the text of the
Treaty of Paris in question the word
‘‘nationality.’’ It is nowhere else to be
found in the treaty.

Now, let us go back to the treaty. ‘‘In
default of which declaration they shall
be held to have renounced it and adopt-
ed the nationality of the territory in
which they may reside.’’

‘‘The nationality of the territory in
which they may reside.’’

What nationality? Of Puerto Rico.
Now, Mr. Chairman, as I understand

it, treaties are in essence contracts be-
tween two or several nations. Treaties
tend to be specific and clear. The fail-
ure of a treaty between two or several
nations to be clear about its terms has
led on more than one occasion to dis-
pute.

Mr. Chairman, this is serious busi-
ness. If the United States Congress
wished to grant Puerto Ricans the na-
tionality of the United States, as it is
claimed in the so-called findings of the
Young bill, why is it not spelled out
clearly and specifically in the Treaty
of Paris?

Let me go back and read to you other
relevant parts of the treaty which I
think will shed light on this article. In
Article I of the treaty, it says, ‘‘Spain
relinquishes all claims of sovereignty
over the title of Cuba.’’

In Article II it says, ‘‘Spain cedes to
the United States the island of Puerto
Rico and other islands now under Span-
ish sovereignty in the West Indies, and
the island of Guam in the Marianas or
Ladrones.’’

In Article III it says, ‘‘Spain cedes to
the United States the archipelago
known as the Philippine Islands.’’

Mr. Chairman, I ask, where in this
Treaty of Paris did the Congress of the
United States expressly extend United
States nationality?

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, I
ask, where in the Treaty of Paris did
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the Congress of the United States ex-
pressly extend United States national-
ity, think about that, to the people of
Cuba, to the people of Guam, to the
people of the Philippines or Puerto
Rico? It is nowhere to be found in the
Treaty of Paris.

This so-called finding is a lie. It im-
plies that the failure to declare alle-
giance to the Crown of Spain by a spec-
ified date meant the establishment of
United States nationality for the in-
habitants of Puerto Rico. In other
words, they interpret the Treaty of
Paris to say, hey, if you did not re-
nounce your sovereignty under Spain,
you became nationals. But we did not
say that. The United States of America
did not grant that to those people. It
says, of nationals of that territory, the
only territory being Puerto Rico.

The terms of the treaty are very
clear. Spanish subjects who fail to de-
clare their allegiance to the Spanish
Crown by a specified date became, in
the words of the Treaty of Paris, not
Americans or American citizens, but
nationals of the territory in which
they reside. In the case of Puerto Rico,
clearly they became nationals of Puer-
to Rico, because they were not citizens
of the United States, and we did not
grant them United States nationality.

I ask anybody to look at that treaty
and find something different.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is very
clear, they became Cuban nationals,
Guam nationals, Philippine nationals,
and Puerto Rican nationals. And you
know something, Mr. YOUNG, the Cu-
bans became independent. Guam, the
Philippines. So think about it, they
were nationals of a nation, along with
other people of other territories.

Mr. Chairman, Puerto Rico is a sepa-
rate and distinct nation with its own
culture, language and history. But the
proponents of H.R. 856 seek to deny the
existence of the Puerto Rican nation
with its very defined terms.

Mr. Chairman, this fact of the exist-
ence of a clearly defined Puerto Rican
nationality is exactly the reason why
Congress has not once in 100 years
since the Treaty of Paris incorporated
Puerto Rico as a territory.

Mr. Chairman, there is very exten-
sive public available research which
will substantiate each and every one of
my assertions.

Finally, I will limit my presentation
to the following: Think about it. After
the Treaty of Paris, what is the next
document that we have in relationship
between Puerto Rico and the United
States? You know what it was, Mr.
YOUNG? It was the act of Congress in
1900 known as the Foraker Act, the
first organic act of Puerto Rico. And
guess what? Under the section General
Provisions of that act of Congress, it
puts to rest any notion that the Treaty
of Paris established United States na-
tionality for inhabitants of Puerto
Rico, as is alleged in this false finding,
because I am going to quote it to you.
This is an act of Congress, 1900 Foraker
Act, section 7:

All inhabitants continuing to reside there-
in who were Spanish subjects on the 11th day
of April, 1899, and their children born subse-
quent to them, shall be deemed and held to
be citizens of Puerto Rico, and as such enti-
tled to the protection of the United States,
except such as have elected to preserve their
allegiance to the Crown of Spain in accord-
ance with the provisions of the treaty of
peace between the United States and Spain;
and they, together with such citizens of the
United States as may reside in Puerto Rico,
shall constitute the body politic under the
name people of the people of Puerto Rico.

b 1930

Puerto Rico is a nation, under the
Foraker Act of Congress. We did not
give them nationality, we did not give
them anything. We signed a treaty. So
please stop saying that it is a group of
people; the Foraker Act in 1990 and
every subsequent piece of legislation. I
am not, and I ask anybody to stand up
and find where in the Foraker Act it
says that Puerto Ricans were granted
American nationality. It is not there in
the Treaty of Paris.

I would think that King George III,
he must have just turned. I can just see
him. If he would just show up for a sec-
ond, I could just see him, because King
George must have said, God, did I just
hear a Member of Congress say that
Puerto Rico is not a nation, that it is
just a group of people? Because I think,
as the King of England, I once said that
about the 13 colonies.

They said those 13 colonies are not a
nation. That is not a group of people,
that is just a group of colonies that we
got out there that we own. They would
have been cheering and applauding the
English throne. They would have said,
God, we have Members of Congress who
say to us today, in 1998, after 1776 de-
claring our independence from the King
and England, that still people dispute
that there are nations out there. They
are there. The facts are clear.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I had a teacher in law
school who said that when you had the
facts, you harped on the facts. When
you had the law on your side, you
harped on the law. When you did not
have the facts or law on your side, you
made a hell of a mess, and pleaded all
over the place.

That is precisely what the gentleman
from Illinois is doing. He is trying to
confuse the issues here. I repeat once
more, Puerto Rico is not a nation, as
we understand nations to be, and they
have no participation in international
organizations as a separate nation. The
United States represents Puerto Rico
and all the 50 States in all inter-
national organizations.

Mr. Speaker, I want to submit, if the
gentleman from Illinois and the gentle-
woman from New York feel that they
belong to a different nation, a different
nation than the United States, I would
recommend that perhaps they should
renounce their seats and let some
Americans occupy their seats.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, the Congress is given
the responsibility to determine the
civil rights and status of the inhab-
itants of Puerto Rico under the Treaty
of Paris. I have the Treaty of Paris in
front of me. I do not want to get into
a great debate with my friend, the gen-
tleman from Illinois, but Congress ex-
tended U.S. sovereignty to Puerto Rico
and U.S. nationality to its residents.

Consequently, I oppose the amend-
ment, and I think that we ought to
have a vote on the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there further de-
bate on the amendment?

If not, the question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. GUTIERREZ).

The amendment was rejected.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further

amendments?
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BARR OF GEORGIA

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I offer an amendment, the short ver-
sion.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. BARR of Geor-

gia: In section 4(c)(3)(B), strike ‘‘Approval
must be by a majority of the valid votes
cast.’’ and insert ‘‘Approval of the separate
sovereignty option must be by a majority of
the valid votes cast, and approval of the
statehood option must be by a super-major-
ity of 75 percent of the valid votes cast.’’.

In section 5(c)(2), strike ‘‘majority vote
for’’ and insert ‘‘in the approval of’’.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
we have heard a lot of proponents of
H.R. 856 argue that this bill is nec-
essary in order to offer the people of
Puerto Rico the opportunity to deter-
mine their own political destiny. This
is not right. This is not correct.

No one disputes that Puerto Rico
should have the right to self-deter-
mination. As a matter of fact, they al-
ready have that right. Nothing pre-
vents the Puerto Rican people from pe-
titioning Congress for admission to the
Union without the necessity of a feder-
ally-mandated plebiscite. But Puerto
Rico has not done so. Why not? It may
very well be that because ever since
the first plebiscite was held in 1952, the
majority of Puerto Ricans have never
asked for statehood.

In the last plebiscite, held in 1993,
none of the status options received a
majority of the vote. In fact, only 46
percent of Puerto Ricans chose state-
hood, while an even larger number, 49
percent, voted to retain Common-
wealth status. Concerning the perma-
nent, irrevocable nature of statehood,
it does not make sense to grant it un-
less the overwhelming majority of
Puerto Ricans favor such a step.

Recent national polls show that
American and Puerto Ricans alike sup-
port a requirement that statehood be
approved by a supermajority of Puerto
Rican voters. According to an April
1997 Public Opinion Strategies poll, 61
percent of mainland Americans favored
a requirement that statehood be ap-
proved by a supermajority of at least 75
percent of the popular vote.
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Likewise, a June 1997 poll of Puerto

Rican voters conducted by American
Viewpoint demonstrated that 57 per-
cent of Puerto Ricans also supported
such a requirement.

The amendment I am offering follows
the will of the people, both in the
United States mainland and in Puerto
Rico, a 75 percent supermajority for
the Puerto Rican approval vote, which
in the later step is a completely rea-
sonable requirement when one consid-
ers the fact that Alaskans gave 83 per-
cent approval to statehood and Hawaii
gave 94 percent.

Why is a supermajority requirement
necessary? Let us look at the big pic-
ture. English is the common language
of the United States. It is not the com-
mon language of Puerto Rico. Spanish
is an official language of Puerto Rico.
It is the language of its courts and its
legislature and its schools.

According to the 1990 census, less
than a quarter of all Puerto Ricans
speak English. In 1996 this House voted
overwhelmingly to make English the
official language of the United States.
Eighty-six percent of Americans favor
making English the official language of
the United States and 74 percent of
Americans favor a requirement making
Puerto Rico accept English as its offi-
cial language prior to becoming a
State.

Puerto Rican statehood and the over-
whelming mandate for making English
the official language of the United
States will inevitably generate a con-
tentious debate over issues of language
and culture. If this friction translates
into political turmoil similar to the
bitter separatist struggle in Quebec, it
could undermine the long-term assimi-
lation of Puerto Rico, or even worse,
provoke resentment, violence, or acts
of terrorism against mainland U.S. and
supporters of Puerto Rican statehood.

This is why I say to my colleagues,
let the will of the people be heard, but
let us make sure it truly is the will of
the people, consistent with the histori-
cal standards that were maintained
with regard to the admission of the
last two States of the Union, Alaska
and Hawaii, during which or in both of
which votes, well over 80 percent of the
people voted for statehood.

What we are simply saying in this
case, with regard to Puerto Rico be-
coming a State, is that before that be-
comes a reality, and in order to ensure
a true plebiscite, we ought to require
and should require through this amend-
ment a 75 percent supermajority.

I ask adoption of this amendment.
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-

man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I ask the question of
the gentleman, if I understand the gen-
tleman correctly, he has modified his
amendment from the original text
where it only applies to the admission
stage; is that correct?

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. I yield to the
gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. This does not
apply to the plebiscite that will be
taken in the first stage?

Mr. BARR of Georgia. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. That does not
apply to the second stage?

Mr. BARR of Georgia. To the Puerto
Rican approval after congressional con-
sideration?

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. This is not
necessary, except only in the case
where the plebiscite voted for state-
hood and they made the application to
the Congress, the Congress votes, there
is a transition stage, this goes back,
and they have to reach the 75 percent?

Mr. BARR of Georgia. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. The only
question I have, what other States re-
quired that in the title or in the text of
the statehood act? Were there any
other States that ever required that?

Mr. BARR of Georgia. I think this is
a unique situation. The gentleman is
certainly correct in his implication
that this has not been required before,
but I do not think that is necessarily a
reason why, in this particular case,
given the language difficulties and the
very strong feelings; I mean, the gen-
tleman is sitting at a desk where there
is a bullet hole by some Puerto Rican
separatists. Tempers can run very high
on this.

This amendment was intended so
that it truly reaches the vast majority
of people, and I think will be a temper-
ing amendment as well.

Mr. Chairman, to those who say that this is
nothing but rhetoric; that it couldn’t happen
here, well, I have news for you. It has already
happened here. Right here in this very Cham-
ber. On March 1, 1954, Puerto Rican national-
ists ascended to the House gallery, drew pis-
tols, and opened fire. Before they were sub-
dued, five Congressmen lay wounded on the
House floor. To this very day, we can see the
evidence of their handiwork. Inside that desk,
is a drawer with a bullet hole.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I think the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. BARR) is correct in
one aspect of his amendment. That is,
I think that ultimately for this act to
succeed, the vote to change the status
in Puerto Rico to State should be by a
supermajority.

In the past, that has happened in
other States because of the enthusiasm
by the end of the process for statehood,
and when they in fact voted on the ad-
mission, as the proponents of this
amendment pointed out, they voted by
79 percent and other supermajorities,
but there was no requirement that they
voted. Had Alaska voted by 50.1 per-
cent, it would have been a State. It
voted by 79, but there was no require-
ment. This would be the first time that
we have placed this requirement on
this.

I agree with that requirement, but I
am deeply disturbed by the fact that

we have a 75 percent threshold here. I
just think that we have raised the bar
where in fact this amendment, in all
likelihood, could torpedo this act; or
should the people in Puerto Rico
choose to go forward with the process
of adopting statehood, that this in fact
could be a defeat of that aspect.

I think a reasonable higher percent-
age, above 50 percent, is understand-
able, but I do not believe that 75 per-
cent is it, and for that reason I would
oppose this amendment.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I just rise in support
of the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BARR) that
would require the supermajority of 75
percent. The reason is that we have
heard many times that no other States
have had to have this requirement. But
no other States have been so appar-
ently divided on the question of becom-
ing a State; no other territories, if you
will.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that 75 per-
cent is conservative. I believe it is a
minimum level. It would bother me
that we would have a territory that
wants to become a State with less than
75 percent. I would think, Mr. Chair-
man, that it would be 90 or 95 percent
of the people wanting to join officially
as a State into the great United States
of America.

I believe that the 75 percent is there
because the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. BARR) and many Members of Con-
gress realize that this is a controver-
sial measure. It is a measure that is di-
viding the island of Puerto Rico. We do
not know if it is going to be yes, we do
not know if it is going to be no, but
both sides agree that it is going to be
a very, very close vote.

I think it would be a shame to admit
a new State to the Union where we do
not have at least 75 percent of the peo-
ple who enthusiastically are willing
and want all the rights and privileges
of being a State.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the amend-
ment on the basis that this 75 percent
on the final vote the third time is ex-
cessive. Today with the mass media
and the use of the mass media in any
kind of election, it is easy to reach 25
percent or more. Just by one 26 per-
cent, all of a sudden something stops.
And 74 percent, a majority in Puerto
Rico, then if the opposition gets 26 per-
cent, the whole thing stops.

I think the requirement of 75 percent
is extremely high. I think it would
dampen the spirits of the people them-
selves, to say, why should we be re-
quired 75 percent when nobody else was
required more than 50 percent? Some
States were even admitted to the
Union with less than 50 percent. They
voted for statehood less than 50 per-
cent, yet they were admitted into the
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Union. With Puerto Rico it is 75 per-
cent. I think this is too exaggerated,
and I would oppose it.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, there is a lot of infor-
mation being disseminated by members
of this committee that this is a
stacked deck against Commonwealth. I
would respectfully ask them to read
the bill. In fact, it enhances the Com-
monwealth position. I am a little bit
concerned that the type of information
being displayed and disseminated by
other members of this House to those
that did vote in favor of the Young-
Miller-McCollum-Burton amendment
ought to understand that this bill has
been carefully crafted contrary to what
people may say, and only the Congress
has the right to define what Common-
wealth is.

b 1945

Only the Congress. And so, Mr. Chair-
man, those who will be watching this
debate on television should reconsider
some of the information they have re-
ceived in the very few minutes since
the last vote. I just ask Members to do
that as they watch this debate, to un-
derstand that we have crafted this bill
very balanced and very straight-
forward.

Those who say the bill has not seri-
ously considered commonwealth, look
at the original text. I did not be even
include commonwealth in it. But be-
cause supporters of commonwealth
came to me, we wrote with the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. MILLER) a
definition that does give them advan-
tage. I would just like to suggest that
we stick to the script.

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, once again I would
like to commend the gentleman from
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), chairman of the
Committee on Resources, for his work
on this bill. It is a historic bill. I feel
very privileged to be a member of this
committee, to have been able to work
on this legislation, to have had the
chance to travel to Puerto Rico many
times over the course of the last 2
years to hear the voice of the people of
Puerto Rico.

Initially when I came to Puerto Rico
I was sympathetic to the common-
wealth cause because that is the cause
that has been historically identified
with the Democratic Party of which I
am a Member. And yet I felt from the
testimony of the people in Puerto Rico
that there is a transformation going on
in Puerto Rico, because the people of
Puerto Rico have finally come to the
realization that commonwealth status
is no longer the best of both worlds. It
does not mean, as many people thought
it meant, that there was a bilateral
agreement between the people of Puer-
to Rico and the United States.

Mr. Chairman, I wish that we had had
that bilateral agreement. I wish the

people were right when they said that
they had an equal voice as the United
States when it came to determining
the laws of Puerto Rico. But unfortu-
nately, Mr. Chairman, that is not the
case right now in Puerto Rico.

If we need evidence of it, all we need
to do is go back to the 103rd Congress,
last Congress, and see that this Con-
gress unanimously, without the sup-
port of the people of Puerto Rico, did
away with 936, the tax status in Puerto
Rico. The reason we did away with it
is, guess what, it is up to this Congress
to choose; not the people of Puerto
Rico. I find that very upsetting. I find
that very troubling that we in this
Congress can decide arbitrarily what
the law is going to be for Puerto Rico,
and yet they have no voice in the mat-
ter. So that is why we have come to
this bill and that is why we need to
support this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion let me
just say those who say commonwealth
is not favored in this legislation are
right, because when we define common-
wealth status we understand that it
can be nothing more than territorial
status. Like it or not, that is the legal
opinion of the Supreme Court, of the
constitutional experts. Even the
United Nations know that common-
wealth status is not a recognized final
status.

So when people say we leave it up for
another vote and another vote and an-
other vote when there is not a majority
who vote for statehood, the reason is
that some day the people of Puerto
Rico have to choose between the con-
stitutionally accepted choices of final
status, i.e. independence which is rec-
ognized, or full assimilation with the
United States with respect to state-
hood for the people of Puerto Rico.

Now, in conclusion, let me just say
anybody who has been to the Puerto
Rican community in my State should
know that simply because they are in
Rhode Island does not mean they have
taken away any of their Puerto Rican
identity. I know for sure that, having
been to Puerto Rico, even if they be-
come an ‘‘estado,’’ it is not going to
change the people of Puerto Rico. They
will still be the shining star of the Car-
ibbean and will still have their own
culture and identity. There is nothing
that will take that away from them.

But ultimately they will have the
right of every other American citizen
to vote for a Congressman who will
represent them in the halls of this Con-
gress when we choose to make deci-
sions that affect the people of Puerto
Rico. That is why we need to pass the
Young bill as is and let a majority of
the public decide, which has always
been the case: a majority decides.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say to
the gentleman from Rhode Island (Mr.
KENNEDY), my friend, that number one,
I think it would be good for us if the
gentleman could please offer to us the

Supreme Court decision sometime that
states that the commonwealth does not
exist, because I would like to read it.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to also
see something from the United Na-
tions, since the gentleman referred to
the United Nations, where the United
Nations says that the autonomous sta-
tus is somehow also something that is
not acceptable in international law.
Because I would really like to see that
for my own edification.

I think that that is important be-
cause I think that that is the process
that we are about here today, is learn-
ing from one another. Because I can
bring the gentleman the Foraker Act
that was passed in 1900 that says this
Congress gave Puerto Ricans Puerto
Rican citizenship. I have here the Trea-
ty of Paris which says that those mem-
bers of that territory will be nationals
of that territory. Complete, complete
disregard for these findings that we
have here.

So there is a lot to be debated and I
think that we really do have to under-
stand something. Let us have a debate
about some constructive questions. Un-
fortunately, because of the way the
rules are worked out, we only could de-
bate it today. It seems interesting.

I always wondered, as I said yester-
day, if we were determining our future
relationship with Israel, if the 40-some-
odd Jewish Members and others of us
here who care about that relationship
would want to limit it to one day; if it
were about Ireland, if the gentleman
from Rhode Island and others would
say, ‘‘God, Luis,’’ if I came to them and
said we have to limit it to one day; if
it was about South Africa and the Afri-
can-American Members would say, ‘‘We
have to limit it to one day?’’ It is sad.
So much to discuss. So much to debate.
So much to learn about. And yet so lit-
tle time to make this momentous deci-
sion.

That is what I really think. No one
hears about the Foraker Act. Did my
colleagues read the Jones Act of 1917?
Did they read Law 600 of 1950? No, it is
like the complete history is in these
findings. Findings that were prepared.

Mr. Chairman, I want to repeat some-
thing. I think that the gentleman from
California (Mr. MILLER) did a great job,
but let us understand something. The
gentleman said before the Committee
on Rules yesterday that when he could
not reach an agreement with the
‘‘commonwealthers,’’ he took that defi-
nition from the commonwealthers,
took it to them and it was rejected.
Then do my colleagues know what he
did next? He said he sat down with the
gentleman from Puerto Rico (Mr. RO-
MERO-BARCELÓ) and the two of them
made an agreement of what that defini-
tion should be.

I do not think that is an exactly fair
and equitable manner of arriving at
definitions that are going to determine
the future of Puerto Rico. I thought we
had a democracy here, bipartisan. Mr.
Chairman, can my colleagues imagine
if I got to write the platform for the
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Democratic Party and said here it is,
go run on it?

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GUTIERREZ. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island.

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr.
Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman’s
frustration that we have only had a
day. I have enjoyed the fact that we
could pack a lot into this day, even
more than the time that we have.

Let me just say that consistent with
the Principles 6, 7, 8, and 9 of the
Annex Resolution 1541 of the United
Nations General Assembly, the U.N.,
statehood is the decolonizing status op-
tion for decolonization.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time for a moment, be-
cause that is interesting, the United
Nations. And what about section 748?

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Inde-
pendence also.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. It is also independ-
ence, and also autonomy is in there. Is
it not interesting that the gentleman
says that the United Nations says that
self-determination is statehood, the ul-
timate assimilation of one country by
another?

My only point is the Supreme Court
has ruled on this thing invariably dif-
ferently. There is no definite decision
about that. All I am saying is that
Cabot Lodge went down there, made
the agreement. We went before the
Committee on Decolonization. We went
before them, before the world commu-
nity, and said the people of Puerto
Rico and the United States have
reached a compact. We came back here
to Congress and we said this is what we
are going to respect.

Now I know the gentleman is going
to go back and say that did not exist
and it was a big lie. The Congress lied.
Cabot Lodge lied. We were all one big
liar. Is that what we are saying here
today? Eisenhower lied. Everybody
lied. I do not think quite we can say
that.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BARR).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
on that I demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 376, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BARR) will be
postponed.
AMENDMENT NO. 29 OFFERED BY MS. VELÁZQUEZ

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 29 offered by Ms.
VELÁZQUEZ: At the end of section 2, add the
following new paragraph:

(16) On November 18, 1997, the Supreme
Court of Puerto Rico decided in Ramirez de

Ferrer v. Mari Bras, CT–96–14, that there ex-
ists a Puerto Rican citizenship which is
‘‘separate and distinct’’ from the United
States citizenship and that persons born in
Puerto Rico who are Puerto Rican citizens
may not be denied the right to vote in Puer-
to Rico even if they are not United States
citizens.

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman,
this amendment adds a new finding to
the bill. It recognizes the separate and
distinct nature of Puerto Rican citizen-
ship.

The amendment provides that on No-
vember 18, 1997, the Supreme Court of
Puerto Rico decided that there exists
Puerto Rican citizenship which is sepa-
rate and distinct from the United
States citizenship. The court further
found that persons born in Puerto Rico
who are Puerto Rican citizens may not
be denied the right to vote in Puerto
Rico if they are not United States citi-
zens.

Juan Mari Bras, the subject of this
lawsuit, has challenged us to take a
close look at the nature of Puerto Rico
nationality and citizenship. The pro-
ponents of the bill insist that the Puer-
to Rican people have no rights other
than what Congress has granted them.
This reading of history is outright
wrong and deceiving. This deliberate
omission of fact from the findings is
yet another example of the misleading
hand behind the drafting of this bill.

By omitting this finding, we are ig-
noring the fundamental protections of
international human rights as well as
the U.S. Constitution. Almost 50 years
ago, several years after the creation of
the United Nations, the Universal Dec-
laration of Human Rights, a treaty
signed and ratified by the United
States Congress, provided under Arti-
cle 15 that everyone has a right to na-
tionality.

Furthermore, Article 19 of the Amer-
ican Declaration of the Rights and Du-
ties of Man, as well as article 20 of the
American Convention of Human
Rights, recognized this fundamental
international right and protection.

The existence of a separate and dis-
tinct Puerto Rican citizenship and that
the Puerto Rican people form a Nation
cannot be questioned. The Puerto
Rican people have a distinct language
and culture and a defined geographical
territory, and it has been self-govern-
ing since the 1950s through the com-
monwealth relationship entered with
mutual consent with the United
States.

Neither the Jones Act nor the Puerto
Rican Federal Relations Act took
Puerto Ricans’ inherent right to their
own nationality and to be citizens of
their nation. The Supreme Court, the
Puerto Rico Supreme Court’s recent
ruling confirms this historical and
legal interpretation.

Mr. Chairman, we should not approve
a bill with such a misinterpretation of
Puerto Rico’s nationality and citizen-
ship rights. I urge my colleagues to
support my amendment.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
this amendment. I propose to add this
finding because I think it is very im-
portant for Congress to understand the
reality of the Puerto Rican people.
This bill makes a formal offer of state-
hood, too.

This amendment informs Congress
and the American people about a very
recent and very important decision
made by the Supreme Court of Puerto
Rico of the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, of which the Resident Commis-
sioner was once Governor.

b 2000
In the case of Miriam J. Ramirez de

Ferrer, a great supporter of statehood
in Puerto Rico, against Juan Mari
Bras, somebody who wishes independ-
ence for Puerto Rico, in this momen-
tous decision the Supreme Court of
Puerto Rico, not Luis Gutierrez, the
Congressman from the Fourth District
of the State of Illinois, but the Su-
preme Court of Puerto Rico determined
that Puerto Rican citizenship is a
birthright of all persons born on the is-
land, borne of the natural right of all
persons guaranteed under the Constitu-
tion of the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico. I did not make this up. This is a
recent decision of the Supreme Court
of Puerto Rico. Talk about self-deter-
mination.

Are we simply going to disregard
that decision, the same Supreme Court
where there is a statehood Governor
currently in Puerto Rico? This Su-
preme Court decision based both on
Federal law and precedent as well as
the Constitution of the Commonwealth
was that Puerto Rican citizenship is,
and I quote, separate and distinct from
United States citizenship.

A very well known and respected
leader of the movement for Puerto
Rican independence, Mr. Juan Mari
Bras traveled to Venezuela and in ac-
cordance with U.S. law went to the
U.S. Embassy in Venezuela and filed an
application to renounce his American
citizenship. He returned to Puerto Rico
and resumed his law practice. A year
later he received a formal certificate
accepting his resignation of American
citizenship. When he registered to vote
in Puerto Rico, his right to vote in the
Puerto Rican election was challenged.
The case went all the way to the Puer-
to Rican Supreme Court, which upheld
his right to vote in Puerto Rican elec-
tions. The Court decided also that
while it was constitutional for the
Puerto Rican Legislature to require
U.S. citizenship to vote in Puerto Rico,
along with residence and other require-
ments, native-born Puerto Ricans are
guaranteed their right to vote in Puer-
to Rican elections by sole virtue of
their Puerto Rican citizenship con-
ferred to them by their birth in Puerto
Rico. So states the Supreme Court of
Puerto Rico.

This is very important because it
highlights the important fact that
Puerto Rico is indeed a nation, that
citizenship and nationality are two dif-
ferent things. It is in the Treaty of
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Paris. It is in the Foraker Act. It is in
this recent decision, because I know
that some of my colleagues are saying,
why are you going so far back? Well, I
went back 90 years, and now I am com-
ing present.

Members should know this, this Con-
gress, that the Supreme Court Jus-
tices, all American citizens, had de-
cided, what do you do with Juan Mari
Bras? He was born in Puerto Rico. He
renounces his American citizenship.
What country do you send him to?
Where do you get rid of him to? The
Supreme Court said he was born on
this island, there is nothing we can do.
He renounced it, and he has no other
country because he is a national of this
nation, Puerto Rico.

I suggest to anybody to please ex-
plain to me what you do with people in
the circumstances of Juan Mari Bras.

Now, I think it is important that we
discuss and debate all these issues. Un-
fortunately, we will not have enough
time today.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment, and I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, we have been hearing
about the nation of Puerto Rico, and
once again I repeat, Puerto Rico in
geopolitical terms is not a nation. One
might consider Puerto Rico a nation in
sociological terms, but not in geo-
political position.

We are a community. What the gen-
tleman from Illinois and the gentle-
woman from New York are trying to do
here is trying to confuse the issue by
saying Puerto Rico is a nation, a dif-
ferent nation; therefore we have to
treat it differently from what we treat
all the other U.S. citizens. But the
issue before us is clear. The issue be-
fore us is, are we going to allow self-de-
termination or not to the U.S. citizens
in Puerto Rico. All this extraneous ma-
terial that is being brought up here
today is for the purpose of confusing.
There is no legitimate purpose on this
issue to have to consider what hap-
pened in 1900, what happened in 1902.

What we are trying to do is what hap-
pens now, what happens in the future.
The decision in the case of Juan Mari
Bras was by a Supreme Court in Puerto
Rico where five out of the seven mem-
bers were appointed by the Governor,
who is of the Commonwealth Party,
and all of them had been active politi-
cally before they were appointed to the
bench. The Chief Judge of the Supreme
Court of Puerto Rico was a lawyer of
the Commonwealth Party in electoral
matters, in matters of election. He is
the Chief Judge of the Supreme Court.

The decision by the Supreme Court
very carefully kept away from all Fed-
eral laws and the U.S. Constitution
very carefully so the decision could not
be questioned in the Federal forum. It
has been highly criticized as a horren-
dous judicial decision by many out-
standing attorneys in Puerto Rico.

So those things happen in this issue
of the status. This is why it is nec-

essary to bring before Congress and
Congress allow the people of Puerto
Rico to vote to see if we can put an end
and decide finally which road Puerto
Rico is going to take.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms.
VELÁZQUEZ).

The amendment was rejected.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further

amendments?
AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. GUTIERREZ

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 4 offered by Mr. GUTIER-
REZ:

Strike section 2 and redesignate the suc-
ceeding sections accordingly.

In section 1(b), in the table of contents,
strike the item relating to section 2 and re-
designate the succeeding items accordingly.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment seeks to address the grave
injustice done to the independence and
to the commonwealth versions of Puer-
to Rican history that are included in
these findings. As I have shown pre-
viously in the debate on the findings
sections, the findings sections to be in-
cluded in this bill have been chosen to
provide a distorted pro-statehood ver-
sion of Puerto Rican history, beginning
with the very denial that Puerto Rico
ever existed as a nation and as a peo-
ple.

It is unfair to present such an unbal-
anced view of the Puerto Rican history
if the true objective of this bill were
truly self-determination. Rather than
attempt a superficial discussion on his-
torical facts on which those of us with
a little knowledge of Puerto Rican his-
tory find it very hard to agree upon,
and upon which, in all truth, the ma-
jority of my colleagues unfortunately
know little of the details, and of the in-
terpretation of those historical details,
we are asked to subscribe to with our
vote.

This bill is so slanted in favor of
statehood, especially in the findings
section, that it is really an overkill.
The purpose of this very conveniently
selected presentation of Puerto Rican
history is to provide political ammuni-
tion to the Statehood Party during the
plebiscite campaign. Adoption of this
amendment will make this bill less un-
fair and less skewed in favor of state-
hood.

I have just shown you clearly, I
think, when we spoke about the Treaty
of Paris, that nowhere in the Treaty of
Paris, and I asked the gentleman from
Puerto Rico if he has found in the
Treaty of Paris where it says United
States nationality, because if he finds
it, then you know I will take it back,
because then maybe I missed it some-
where, but he has not responded to
that. Where it is in the Foraker Act of
1900, I asked the gentleman from Puer-
to Rico to please find. And it says

there, Puerto Rican citizenship. It ex-
ists. It existed as a nation of people.

There is a difference between nation-
ality and citizenship. That has already
been determined throughout the world.
Yes, Puerto Ricans are nationals. I
know that some of them feel less Puer-
to Rican than others and that there
may be degrees to which people feel. I
am sure that when we had the great
war of independence from Great Brit-
ain, there were many of those who said,
oh, God, I do not want to be a member
of that new emerging Nation of those
13 colonies. I kind of like King George.
He is okay. And there were others who
felt as Thomas Paine, as Jefferson and
as others, that it was time to incor-
porate into a new Nation and to make
that Nation valid. That is what we
have got in Puerto Rico.

Let us understand it. Let us not skew
the issue. I ask that the findings just
simply be eliminated because what you
are doing, if you allow these findings,
is a blank check, because they will
take these findings, convert them into
30-second commercials and distort the
reality of the congressional intent.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. GUTIERREZ).

The amendment was rejected.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further

amendments?
AMENDMENT NO. 21 OFFERED BY MR. GUTIERREZ

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 21 offered by Mr. GUTIER-
REZ:

In section 4(a), insert after paragraph (6) of
the referendum language for Statehood the
following new paragraph (and redesignate
the succeeding paragraphs accordingly):

‘‘(7) Notwithstanding the Amateur Sports
Act of 1978. Puerto Rico retains its separate
Olympic Committee and ability to compete
under its own flag and national anthem in
international athletic competitions, even
against the United States.’’

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman,
under statehood, according to the
International Olympic Committee and
the Amateur Sports Act of 1979, the
United States Olympic is the sole rep-
resentative in the Olympic games and
Pan American games, of which Puerto
Rico participates in both the Olympics,
sending its own team from Puerto Rico
to the Olympics and Pan American
games. No other body or organization
can represent the U.S. or any part
thereof if they become a State of the
Union. If Puerto Rico becomes a State,
it is extremely unlikely that they may
compete in Olympic games separately
from the U.S. as an Olympic team, as
has been the long history of the people
of Puerto Rico. To the end the Inter-
national Olympic Committee granted
the National Olympic Committee of
the United States exclusive powers for
their representation for their respec-
tive countries at the Olympic games
and all other OIC-sanctioned events.

Evidently, if Puerto Ricans are
pushed to vote in favor of statehood,
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they are going to lose one of their most
treasured traditions of representation
in the sports arena. Furthermore,
Puerto Rico would no longer be able to
participate in the Olympics as a sepa-
rate entity. Puerto Ricans would be
forced to lose one of their richest and
treasured sources of patriotic pride.

I want to remind my fellow col-
leagues that Puerto Rico is such a
proud nation that when President
Carter called for a boycott of the Mos-
cow games in 1990, the Puerto Rican
national Olympic team sent two ath-
letes with a Puerto Rican flag. Think
about it. Puerto Rico as a nation will
never give up its Olympic representa-
tion that ties them with the U.S. be-
cause they could not disappoint their
national athletes that train so hard.
Think about it. The President of the
United States says, we are going to
boycott, and yet the people of Puerto
Rico send their own Olympic team,
American citizens, to go and partici-
pate while other citizens. You see how
they are different. You see how there is
a separate relationship. Let us under-
stand that.

I just want to make one last point. I
did have an amendment to pardon
Bobby Knight because Bobby Knight
went out to Puerto Rico in 1976, this is
true, just to make the point, 1979 dur-
ing the Pan American games, probably
the Resident Commissioner remem-
bers, and in the final for the gold medal
it was the United States and Cuba, and
there were 20,000 fans there, and they
were all chanting, Cuba, Cuba, Cuba,
not because they believed in Com-
munism, not because they believed in
Fidel Castro, but because they had a
sense of the great andeano, the Jose
Marti. They were applauding the ath-
letes from another Spanish-speaking
country. Unfortunately, he did not get
it and he made some obscene gestures,
was arrested and said, how can these
citizens of the United States not be
cheering for the American team? Why?
Because they loved their American
citizenship, but they are a different
and a special kind of people.

Let us treat them specially in ac-
cordance with their fine tradition.
That is why I present this amendment.
Let us allow them to continue to have
their Olympic team even if they are a
State of the Union, because we want to
respect their great history and pride.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, we must have seen a
different Pan American games in Puer-
to Rico because I certainly, the event
that he talked about Bobby Knight did
not happen with Cuba. It was some-
thing that happened during the prac-
tice, and then it was very, he pushed an
officer of the law and he said some
very, very unfavorable remarks about
Puerto Rico, insulting remarks about
Puerto Rico and Puerto Ricans. There-
fore, he earned the hatred and the bad
will of the people of Puerto Rico. And
they took it out on the team, and it
had nothing to do with Cuba.

Always there are people in Puerto
Rico that feel, members of the pro-
Communist party, which has never
been registered as a voting party, did
not maintain a registration as a voting
party, and they got about half a per-
cent of the vote when they went into
elections. Yes, they went there and
cheered Cuba, but it was not everyone
that was there. I was there at those
games.

To say that Puerto Rico cannot par-
ticipate, well, Puerto Rico can partici-
pate if that would be the desire of the
people of Puerto Rico, and that was the
decision of the Olympic Committee.
The International Olympic Committee
is a private organization. It is not an
official government organization. As a
matter of fact, they say, government,
stay out. In the International Olympic
Committee bylaws it is specifically
stated that any province, any State,
any jurisdiction that has been allowed
to have a committee, a team represent-
ing them in the Olympics, if they be-
come integrated with another nation,
become a State of or a part of another
nation, they can maintain their own
Olympic committee. And that is what
has happened with Hong Kong.

b 2015

However, whether or not we partici-
pate in the Olympic games every 4
years for 2 weeks cannot be put in the
same table of consideration as the eco-
nomic welfare of the people of Puerto
Rico and the political equality of the
people of Puerto Rico; the right to
vote, the right to representation and
the right to participate in a democratic
system. We believe in democracy. We
cannot put that aside in order to par-
ticipate in the games every 4 years for
2 weeks. That is not in the same table
of consideration.

So this, again, is another issue that
is brought in just to confuse and to try
to tell people they should not vote for
this bill because, after all, this is self-
determination and this is what Amer-
ica is all about.

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, I
certainly do not want to make this the
kind of issue that the resident commis-
sioner wants to make it. I just want to
make the point the fact is Bobby
Knight had a few problems in Puerto
Rico. He was arrested. And he did say
some very disparaging words, and those
disparaging words had a direct rela-
tionship between the games that were
being played there and the reaction.

He could not understand how 10
American citizens, if we want to make
it, it was more than 10 I assure the
resident commissioner, could cheer for
a team other than the United States
when it was going for a gold medal.
And subsequently he got into some
trouble about that. But it just talks

about the special nature of the rela-
tionship.

I want people to understand. It did
not happen in Alaska and it did not
happen in Hawaii and it did not happen
in Texas. Why can we bring up all these
issues, and it happened in Puerto Rico,
of language and culture? And the resi-
dent commissioner said it was not geo-
political. Okay. But he said it was so-
ciological. That is pretty incredible.
That is an admission here. Sociological
nationality. Let us examine what that
means. That means it is a separate and
distinct people.

That is our point here. Our point here
is let us have a fair referendum. Look,
there was a referendum in 1993. The
party of the resident commissioner was
the party that wrote the script and the
rules. Everyone voted. The resident
commissioner, that if statehood would
have won that plebiscite, that he was
going to come here and demand state-
hood for Puerto Rico. So the gen-
tleman thought that was a good plebi-
scite then and those were good rules
and regulations then. Why is it today
that the gentleman comes with this
other version when he would have
taken that version and asked us to
have adopted it back 5 short years ago?

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there further de-
bate on the amendment?

If not, the question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. GUTIERREZ).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 376, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. GUTIERREZ)
will be postponed.

Are there further amendments?
Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, I

offer an amendment.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment.
Which amendment is the gentleman

proposing?
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Parliamentary in-
quiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, is
there going to be any time allotted to
close this debate after the end of all of
the amendments?

The CHAIRMAN. After voting on the
amendments, Members can strike the
last word, after which the Committee
will rise and report.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. There will be an
additional 5 minutes then at the end so
we can all close, those who wish to
close; is that true?

The CHAIRMAN. We are proceeding
under the 5-minute rule. This amend-
ment that the gentleman proposes,
though the gentleman has not stated
which amendment——
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Mr. GUTIERREZ. Let me explain,

and the Chair can help me. I really do
not want to propose an amendment, I
just want to be able to close. And I was
informed that there would be no oppor-
tunity after all the amendments were
exhausted to say anything in closing

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, does the gentleman mean to close
on the whole bill?

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Yes, on the whole.
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. There will be

an opportunity to close on the whole
bill after the amendments are voted on.
We can move to strike the last word.

The CHAIRMAN. Members will be
able to offer pro forma amendments
and move to strike the last word.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Pro forma
amendments, move to strike the last
word and speak on the bill itself.
AMENDMENT NO. 24 OFFERED BY MR. GUTIERREZ

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, I
offer amendment number 24.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment number 24 offered by Mr.
GUTIERREZ:

In section 4(a), after paragraph (6) of the
referendum language for statehood, insert
the following new paragraphs (and redesig-
nate the succeeding paragraphs accordingly):

‘‘(7) Section 30A of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 will continue in effect for 20
years after Puerto Rico becomes a State or
until the State of Puerto Rico achieves the
same per capita income as the State with the
next lowest per capta income.

‘‘(8) The internal revenue laws of the
United States will not apply to residents of
the State of Puerto Rico until such time as
the State of Puerto Rico achieves the same
per capita income as the State with the next
lowest per capita income.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, we
have had a good long day here of de-
bate and discussion and I think that
people should understand something.
This is a very serious decision that we
are entering into. I know we have had
this debate about statutory citizenship
all day and it is just very important to
me.

It is important because I think that
we have shown that the 14th amend-
ment should apply to all the people of
Puerto Rico. Think about it. The 14th
amendment of the Constitution of the
United States will be simply thrown up
in the air if we adopt this. That is
wrong. It is wrong to all those citizens
on the island of Puerto Rico.

I want a fair process. I want a process
that says here is independence, and a
version of independence a little kinder
and gentler and a little more realistic
than the one offered here; a version of
statehood, a realistic version of state-
hood, the kind of statehood that I lived
in Puerto Rico.

I would like to tell everybody that in
1972, when I was 19 years old, I reg-
istered to vote. The first time I voted
was in San Sabastian, Puerto Rico, so
take it from me, I know what the
statehooders propose, what the inde-
pendence people propose, what the

commonwealthers propose, because I
was there listening for many years. I
went to the University of Puerto Rico.
I graduated from high school in Puerto
Rico. Politics, politics and the national
questions and status is something that
we debate and discuss everyday.

Let me tell my colleagues, if we do
not clarify some of these things, here is
what we will get: the 30 second spot
that is going to scare the living day-
lights out of anybody. I see it already.
Vote for statehood or your citizenship
will be taken away. And you know,
whoever pays, my mother said—(the
gentleman spoke in Spanish)—I am
sorry, I am not supposed to say. Basi-
cally what that means is that a paper
will hold whatever you write on it. And
whoever has the money to write those
30-second scripts and to put them up on
the TV set, that is wrong for us to
allow something like that. That is
wrong for people to go in.

Let us not force a vote on any issue.
That is what we are doing here. It is
wrong to talk about citizenship which
we all know will never be taken away
from a people. And if we know it will
never be taken away, let us not let it
be used in this plebiscite.

And let us have a plebiscite. And I re-
iterate once again, whoever wins fair
and square, we can all come together
and move forward, move forward as a
people.

I would like to say this last thing.
Look, when Members of this Congress
talked about South Africa and Nelson
Mandela, nobody ever said they should
just move back to South Africa if they
thought that was so important. When
Members of this Congress talk about
Ireland and the importance of Ireland
and its independence, nobody says they
should go back to Ireland if they want
to talk about that. When Members in
this Congress talk about Israel and
talk about their proud Judaism, no-
body says they have to go back. When
people talk about Cuba, nobody says go
back to Cuba. Why is it that when peo-
ple want to raise issues because I am of
Puerto Rican descent that I am told go
back to Puerto Rico or do not have
anything to do with it.

The resident commissioner is invited
to come to my district any day, as he
has often done. I think we should all be
invited to speak to one another as
brothers and sisters in the quest for
justice, equality and a fair and reason-
able solution to this very critical sta-
tus question.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

In closing I again want to reiterate
that I think that the committee has
brought to the floor of the House a fair
procedure for determining the future
status of Puerto Rico, should the citi-
zens of Puerto Rico decide to engage in
that process.

There is no question that these
choices are difficult choices, and that
is why the process is set forth in the
manner it is so that the Puerto Rican
citizens can be best informed as they

proceed down this path as to whether
or not they want to choose independ-
ence, statehood or Commonwealth sta-
tus.

And there is a very real difference be-
tween these three statuses. People like
to pretend that they can argue that
they are sort of the same, enhanced
Commonwealth; that is, to pretend like
you have all of the same rights as the
citizens of the United States of Amer-
ica, but they know, in reality, they do
not. So Commonwealth will have some
burdens.

Statehood, because it puts them in
the same status as all of the rest of the
citizens, there will be people in Puerto
Rico that think that that brings bur-
den to the selection, to the plebiscite.
They will make those decisions, and
they will argue about them back and
forth.

But the fact is that if you vote to be-
come a State, you become a State. You
share all of the benefits and all of the
liabilities. If you vote to continue in
Commonwealth, you are something less
than that. You do not share equally
with the citizens of California in public
assistance payments and education
payments and education to the handi-
cap and food stamps and nutrition pro-
grams, because you are not a State.

The representatives of Puerto Rico
historically have tried to boost those
allotments, to boost those payments,
to argue that these are citizens who
are treated unfairly. But that has not
been how the Congress has responded.

So those citizens are deprived the full
benefits, but they are deprived the full
benefits because the Congress has de-
cided that they are not the same as
citizens of the States. That is a burden
of Commonwealth. People do not like
to talk about that.

Another burden a Commonwealth has
is it does not want to acknowledge that
it has to live under the laws of this
country as put forth by the Congress of
the United States, but it does.

If this was, in fact, a nation today,
then what are we doing here today? We
are here because, under the current ar-
rangement, they are forced to live
under Federal laws of this country, and
some people do not like that. They be-
lieve they would rather be a separate
nation, or they believe that, if they
have to live under these laws, they also
want to participate in the benefits of
everything else that goes along with
being a State.

The definition of Commonwealth is
an accurate description of the status of
Puerto Rico today. That is the status
that we would ask the people to vote
on. That is Commonwealth today. Not
what they hope Commonwealth would
be, not what they would like it to be,
but what it is under the laws of this
country and the Constitution of the
United States of America.

If you cannot, if that is not a winning
hand in the election, so be it. But that
is the laws of this country. That is the
Constitution of this country. Yes, it is
different. It is different than being a
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citizen of the State of the United
States of America.

Now, many people have come to my
office, and they have argued to me how
really it is not different. Folks, it is
different. That is what this election
will be about. We treat them dif-
ferently every day. That is what upsets
so many people, that citizens of the
United States of America can be treat-
ed in this fashion as this Congress de-
liberates action after action after ac-
tion.

The remedy for that is statehood, or
the remedy for that is independence, or
the status quo, which would be Com-
monwealth. Those are the choices at
the end of the day that the people of
Puerto Rico will have to decide. Those
are the choices in a fair and open and
just manner that this committee pre-
sents to the plebiscite.

The people of Puerto Rico will make
a determination of which status they
want to determine. If the Olympic
team is so important, then I guess they
can take Commonwealth. They can
continue that. But then they have to
look the citizens in the eye and say,
but by the same token, you cannot
share in the benefits of all the other
citizens of the United States.

If it is less important, they might de-
cide that the great athletes of Puerto
Rico can run on the American team
and participate, and they can share in
equal benefits. That is what this is
about. And at the end of the day, this
bill presents that in a fair and open
fashion.
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Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I

move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, today has been an
education for a lot of Americans
watching this debate. Perhaps some
people have learned about the passions
surrounding this debate. Maybe some
people have come to understand at
least a little bit how proud the people
of Puerto Rico are to be American citi-
zens, how proud we are to live in a de-
mocracy in which the concept of free
and open debate not only survives but
thrives.

Of course, Mr. Chairman, I am a
product of that freedom. I am an Amer-
ican citizen born on the island of Puer-
to Rico, came to the mainland, was
elected to Congress and stand before
this body a full-fledged voting Member
of this great legislative body. I have a
great respect for this institution, but I
am concerned that a process is about
to be imposed on the people of Puerto
Rico that is anything but democratic.

I appreciate the intention of my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to
allow for the self-determination of the
people of Puerto Rico. I have said this
before and I will say it again. This bill
is not about self-determination. It is
about statehood. This bill is the prod-
uct of a process that did not consult
the very people it affects the most.

In 1990 a commonwealth status defi-
nition was agreed to by the authors of

H.R. 856 that was acceptable to the in-
terested parties. The chairman of the
Committee on Resources voted for the
definition at the time. The current
ranking member of the committee
voted for the definition at that time.
The definitions were acceptable to the
parties that represented the statehood,
commonwealth and independent op-
tions.

But now it seems that the very defi-
nitions that were agreed to unani-
mously in the House of Representatives
are not good enough. My colleagues
seem intent now on forcing a vote on
Puerto Rico that includes new defini-
tions that many Puerto Ricans strong-
ly disagree with. I will tell my col-
leagues that if they truly want self-de-
termination for Puerto Rico, they will
vote against this bill.

I have heard my colleagues whom I
have great respect for tell me that I
should vote for independence. I have
heard my colleagues tell me that I
should vote for statehood. The fact is
that I do not really have a choice, be-
cause if this plebiscite is held under
this bill, we will see a 51st State, not
because the people of Puerto Rico want
to be a State. If they wanted that, they
would have voted that way in the plebi-
scite of 1993. No, they will vote for
statehood because under the defini-
tions in this bill, commonwealth is not
really an option.

The authors of this bill have already
said that their intention was to elimi-
nate commonwealth status as a viable
option and they were successful. In
fact, the authors of this bill did not
even offer commonwealth as an option
in the plebiscite when they originally
wrote this bill.

Mr. Chairman, many people in this
Chamber will tell us that they know
what is best for the people of Puerto
Rico. My response is why do we not let
Puerto Rico decide what is best for
Puerto Rico? Why do we not give our
participants equal input in determin-
ing how a status bill should be written?
Why do we not give all Puerto Ricans
the right to vote on that question?

I do not think that this House should
be in the business of telling the people
of Puerto Rico what is best for the peo-
ple of Puerto Rico. They should make
that decision. That is what self-deter-
mination is all about. That is why I
ask my colleagues today to oppose this
legislation.

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I think this is a really
complicated debate for people who are
just learning about it for the first time
over the course of today. I have had the
benefit of having the last couple of
years in the Committee on Resources
to listen to this testimony consist-
ently, and to have had the chance to
visit Puerto Rico, as I said earlier.

What really came about from my
many hours of listening to testimony
is this issue that I think is something
that makes the gentlewoman from New

York (Ms. VELÁZQUEZ) and the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. GUTIERREZ)
so upset, and that is, this Congress de-
cides what the fate of Puerto Rico is
whether or not the people of Puerto
Rico like it or not.

The thing about it is, I am in total
agreement with the sympathies and
concerns of the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. GUTIERREZ) and the gentlewoman
from New York (Ms. VELÁZQUEZ). I am
as outraged as anyone else, as the gen-
tlewoman just said, that this Congress
should think that it could make any
decision affecting Puerto Rico without
the opinions and the people of Puerto
Rico being part of that decision-mak-
ing process. That is why I am for state-
hood. That is why I am for this bill.

Mr. Chairman, the gentlewoman from
New York said that this common-
wealth definition was decided by the
committee very unfairly. Let us under-
stand, if we decided what the common-
wealth definition was based upon the
way the commonwealth party wanted
it decided, we would have had a little
bit of everything we wanted.

I heard this commonwealth defini-
tion. I said, ‘‘This commonwealth defi-
nition sounds pretty good.’’ I said, ‘‘It
sounds so good I want Rhode Island to
have commonwealth status.’’ I bet
every other Member in this place would
like to have commonwealth status the
way the commonwealth party in Puer-
to Rico wants it to be defined.

But, Mr. Chairman, we have a respon-
sibility not to define commonwealth
status in any partisan terms but to de-
fine commonwealth status based upon
the laws of what commonwealth
means. As much as my good friends say
that commonwealth status means that
we are a nation, that commonwealth
status means this or that, or guess
what the United Nations said, the proof
is in the pudding.

Whenever a bill comes up that relates
to Puerto Rico, it is referred to the
Committee on Resources. Why? Be-
cause the Committee on Resources has
jurisdiction over Indian and insular af-
fairs, meaning territories. Meaning no
matter what we may say about the Su-
preme Court decisions, no matter what
we may say about U.N. resolutions, the
proof is in the pudding.

We are sitting here debating this. We
would not be debating this if there was
a bilateral pact. If Puerto Rico really
had the say in this matter, they would
have said, ‘‘Hey, U.S. Congress, we
don’t need you to give us the right to
vote. We have the right to vote.’’

Puerto Rico could not do that be-
cause they are under the Territorial
Clause of the United States Constitu-
tion, like it or not. Mr. Chairman,
there is the old Snickers ad that says,
‘‘No matter how you slice it, it still
comes up peanuts.’’ The fact of the
matter is, no matter how you define
commonwealth, it still comes up Terri-
torial Clause. That is the bottom line
here.

That is why I think this is a good
bill, because ultimately the people of
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Puerto Rico will have a say in their
final determination and finally get
some representation on this floor.

I want to conclude by saying the gen-
tleman from Puerto Rico (Mr. ROMERO-
BARCELÓ) has taken on this issue sin-
gularly, being the Resident Commis-
sioner who has not had the chance to
vote but who has taken his position
very seriously and has been a tireless
advocate on behalf of the people he rep-
resents. On the eve of this historic
vote, I want to salute the gentleman
from Puerto Rico for the job that he
has done on behalf of the people of
Puerto Rico; the gentleman from Alas-
ka (Mr. YOUNG), as well as the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. MILLER).

Let us support this bill, and let us
end colonial status for 3.8 million peo-
ple and finally make them full citizens
of this country with voting representa-
tion in this United States Congress.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I first of all would
like to thank the gentleman from Alas-
ka (Mr. YOUNG), the chairman of our
committee, for the dedicated amount
of work that he has put into this bill.
He lived the frustrations of being a ter-
ritory, so he really believes in it and
feels it. The people of Puerto Rico, not
only the people of Puerto Rico, the
people of this Nation will be grateful
for the steps that we are taking here
today, and I hope we take this step in
the final passage of the bill.

I want to thank the gentleman from
California (Mr. MILLER), our ranking
member, also for the dedication that he
too has put into this bill, for being in-
strumental in doing away with all the
suspiciousness that reasonable people
would have about this bill and the defi-
nitions. We worked hard and we feel
that our chairman, our ranking mem-
ber and all of the members of the com-
mittee were very careful in making
this bill a very, very serious and very
objective bill.

I want to make also a special men-
tion, when we started this bill, I had
my very serious differences with the
gentleman from New York (Mr. SOLO-
MON), the chairman of the Committee
on Rules. But as we have dealt with
this bill, the gentleman from New York
has been a real gentleman. He has al-
ways kept his word. He has been a for-
midable opponent in this bill, but I
must recognize that he has been a real
gentleman. I would thank him for his
dedication, also, to his job.

The gentleman from Rhode Island
(Mr. KENNEDY) and all the others that
have worked hard on this bill, I want
to thank them all.

In Puerto Rico, as I mentioned ear-
lier, they are watching this on C-
SPAN. I think this probably will be one
of the most watched programs in Puer-
to Rico for a long, long, long, long
time. Everybody is understanding what
is happening here. Those who do not
understand English, believe me, some
relative or some friend or some fellow

workers there are translating the pro-
ceedings for them. They are hoping
that their faith in this Congress, their
faith in their Nation, in the United
States, will be confirmed today.

Because, as we have spoken before,
this bill is about self-determination.
This bill is about the opportunity of 3.8
million U.S. citizens who have been
disenfranchised for 81 years, for 81
years disenfranchised, where they have
not been able to participate in the
democratic process of their Nation. We
have been part of the United States for
100 years it will be July 25, the Amer-
ican troops first landed in Puerto Rico
in 1898. This Monday was precisely the
81st anniversary of our citizenship.

As we take a look at the procedures
here today, one of my greatest sorrows
and I am sure one of the greatest sor-
rows of the people of Puerto Rico is to
find that the most adamant and vocif-
erous opponents of this bill have been,
one, a gentlewoman that was born in
Puerto Rico and the other, a gen-
tleman that was not born in Puerto
Rico but is from Puerto Rican extrac-
tion, that they are opposing it at every
instance, that the people of Puerto
Rico have a chance for self-determina-
tion.

They have given a lot of reasons why
this should not happen but it all boils
down that they oppose this bill. They
say that this bill is tilted toward state-
hood. That is not correct. This bill is
not tilted toward statehood. This bill
spells out the differences between
statehood, between independence and
between commonwealth.

For the first time, for the first time
since Puerto Rico has been involved in
plebiscite and their status, they are
going to be voting on a bill that defines
commonwealth as what it is. I want to
read the definition of commonwealth
because so much has been said. No one
will disagree with this definition:

‘‘Commonwealth. Puerto Rico should
retain commonwealth in which Puerto
Rico is joined in a relationship with
and under the national sovereignty of
the United States. It is the policy of
the Congress that this relationship
should only be dissolved by mutual
consent.’’

That is a correct and precise state-
ment that was carefully drafted by our
chairman and by the gentleman from
California (Mr. MILLER). Yes, I partici-
pated in the conversations. However,
my decisions were not what made the
final wording of this bill.

‘‘Two. Under this political relation-
ship, Puerto Rico, like a State, is an
autonomous political entity, sovereign
over matters not ruled by the Constitu-
tion of the United States. In the exer-
cise of this sovereignty, the laws of the
commonwealth shall govern in Puerto
Rico to the extent that they are con-
sistent with the Constitution, the trea-
ties and laws of the United States.’’

b 2045
Congress retains its constitutional

authority to enact laws it deems nec-
essary relating to Puerto Rico.

What is false? That is exactly as it is.
Everything in this bill is the truth, and
that is what the people of Puerto Rico
should be given a choice to vote on.

Mr. Chairman, I hope that all Mem-
bers will vote for this bill, not only for
Puerto Rico, but for the sake of this
Nation.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. GUTIERREZ).

The amendment was rejected.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further

amendments to the bill?
SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE

OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 376, proceedings will now
resume on those amendments on which
further proceedings were postponed, in
the following order:

An amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS); an
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. BARR); and Amend-
ment No. 21, offered by the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. GUTIERREZ).

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STEARNS

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the request for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned, and on which the noes prevailed
by a voice vote.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 28, noes 384,
not voting 18, as follows:

[Roll No. 33]

AYES—28

Bachus
Campbell
Carson
Combest
Cubin
Duncan
Herger
Horn
Hunter
Istook

Jones
Kingston
McIntosh
Moran (KS)
Paul
Petri
Radanovich
Rohrabacher
Sanford
Schaffer, Bob

Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Sherman
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Souder
Stearns
Taylor (NC)

NOES—384

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Baesler
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra

Bentsen
Bereuter
Berry
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)

Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clay
Clayton
Clement
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Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson

Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt

Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Paxon
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Redmond
Regula
Reyes
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryun
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sessions
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Snyder
Solomon
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt

Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp

Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand

White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—18

Berman
Bilbray
Doolittle
Foley
Gonzalez
Granger

Harman
Kilpatrick
Luther
McDade
Poshard
Riggs

Schaefer, Dan
Schiff
Shimkus
Smith (OR)
Torres
Yates

b 2105

Mr. BASS and Mr. WISE changed
their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 376, the Chair announces
that he will reduce to a minimum of 5
minutes the period of time within
which a vote by electronic device will
be taken on each amendment on which
the Chair has postponed further pro-
ceedings.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BARR OF GEORGIA

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BARR) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This is a 5-minute

vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 131, noes 282,
not voting 17, as follows:

[Roll No. 34]

AYES—131

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bereuter
Boehner
Brady
Bryant
Bunning
Callahan
Canady
Castle
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Deal

Dickey
Dreier
Duncan
Emerson
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fossella
Fowler
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Hunter

Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Lazio
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
McCrery
McHugh
McIntosh
Metcalf
Miller (FL)
Myrick
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Oxley
Paul
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (PA)

Petri
Pitts
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Regula
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Royce
Ryun
Salmon
Sanford
Scarborough

Schaffer, Bob
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Shuster
Sisisky
Smith (MI)
Smith (TX)
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence

Spratt
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Taylor (NC)
Thornberry
Tiahrt
Upton
Wamp
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wicker
Wolf

NOES—282

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cannon
Cardin
Carson
Chabot
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Fattah
Fazio
Filner

Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gillmor
Gilman
Gordon
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hefley
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holden
Hooley
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hutchinson
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kleczka
Klink
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott

McGovern
McHale
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Packard
Pallone
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pickering
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Redmond
Reyes
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sessions
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snyder
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
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Stokes
Strickland
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Thomas
Thompson
Thune
Thurman

Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)

Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Wexler
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—17

Berman
Doolittle
Farr
Frost
Gonzalez
Harman

Kilpatrick
Luther
McDade
Poshard
Riggs
Schaefer, Dan

Schiff
Shimkus
Smith (OR)
Torres
Yates

b 2112

Mr. ENSIGN changed his vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

b 2115

AMENDMENT NO. 21 OFFERED BY MR. GUTIERREZ

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. GUTIERREZ)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-

minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 2, noes 413,
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 14, as
follows:

[Roll No. 35]

AYES—2

Gutierrez Velazquez

NOES—413

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner

Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble

Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett

Dooley
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Fox
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)

Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Paxon
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)

Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Redmond
Regula
Reyes
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryun
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer, Bob
Schumer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh

Wamp
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)

Weller
Wexler
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise

Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1

Waters

NOT VOTING—14

Berman
Doolittle
Gonzalez
Harman
Kilpatrick

Luther
McDade
Poshard
Riggs
Schaefer, Dan

Schiff
Shimkus
Smith (OR)
Yates

b 2122

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any other

amendments?
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I

move to strike the last word.
Mr. Chairman, we have been on the

floor since 10 o’clock this morning. We
have had a very, very good debate. The
amendment process is over. The com-
mittee is about to rise. I just wanted to
alert the body that there will be a re-
vote on the Solomon amendment as
amended by Miller-Burton. That vote
has been requested by U.S. English and
those of us who do not want to see this
thing die.

Mr. Chairman, I would just read a
couple of paragraphs out of this letter
from U.S. English. It says, ‘‘There has
been much confusion over U.S. Eng-
lish’s position concerning the amend-
ment introduced by Representatives
Burton, Miller, and Young. U.S.
English wishes to clarify this matter.’’

Mr. Chairman, they go on to say that
the Burton-Miller amendment is mean-
ingless and has absolutely no legal ef-
fect. They go on to say that U.S.
English strongly supports the Solomon
amendment as originally introduced,
and should the Solomon amendment be
re-voted on in the full House, that they
would ask for a ‘‘no’’ vote on the Solo-
mon amendment as amended, and I too
will ask for a ‘‘no’’ vote on that when
it is re-voted.

At the same time, I would rise in op-
position to the bill. I think Members
all must revisit it one more time.
Without the Solomon amendment lan-
guage in the bill, anyone anywhere in
the United States can challenge Fed-
eral and individual State laws and dec-
larations of English as the official lan-
guage. This opens up Pandora’s box,
should the bill ever become law with-
out that amendment. I think we all
should consider that.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank all of
my colleagues that participated in the
debate. They have worked from 10
o’clock this morning until the night on
this historical moment. Much has been
said about this bill. A lot of it true;
some of it not so true.

But I would ask Members in your
hearts to think about one thing for one
moment. We are being asked to re-vote
on an amendment that was offered by
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the gentleman from New York (Mr.
SOLOMON). And if Members defeat the
Solomon amendment, they are left
with the language in the bill. Keep that
in mind.

Mr. Chairman, I started this process
over 4 years ago. I have had the hear-
ings. I have done it the right way. I
want to thank the leadership on my
side of the aisle and the leadership on
that side of the aisle for allowing this
debate to begin. This is just one small
step, as I said earlier in the day. This
is one small step to bring justice to
America and to the Puerto Rican peo-
ple. I believe it is crucially important
as we go into the year 2000.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is the best
thing we can do for democracy and for
this great Nation. I thank you for the
indulgence. I gave my word. I gave my
commitment that we would bring this
bill to the floor for America and the
Puerto Rican people. This is the legis-
lative process. This is how this House
should work. Not behind closed doors,
not by secret meetings, but open de-
bate, discussing the merits, the cons
and the pros of legislation that decides
the destiny of this great Nation.

I am asking my colleagues to vote
‘‘yes’’ on the Burton-Miller-Young bill
as they voted before.

b 2130

I am asking my colleagues to vote
yes on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from New York (Mr. SOLO-
MON), my good friend, as he asked you
to do. I am asking them to vote yes on
final passage so we can begin this ven-
ture into future generations.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute, as amended.

The amendment in the nature of a
substitute, as amended, was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. BONILLA)
having assumed the chair, Mr. DIAZ-
BALART, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 856) to provide a process leading
to full self-government for Puerto
Rico, pursuant to House Resolution 376,
he reported the bill back to the House
with an amendment adopted by the
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on the
amendment to the amendment in the
nature of a substitute adopted by the
Committee of the Whole?

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a vote on the so-called Solomon
amendment, as amended.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the amendment on
which a separate vote has been de-
manded.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment:

In section 3, amend subsection (b) to read
as follows:

(b) OFFICIAL ENGLISH LANGUAGE.—In the
event that a referendum held under this Act
results in approval of sovereignty leading to
Statehood, upon accession to Statehood, the
official language requirements of the Federal
Government would apply to Puerto Rico in
the same manner and to the same extent as
throughout the United States.

Add at the end of section 3 the following
new subsection:

(c) ENGLISH LANGUAGE EMPOWERMENT.—It
is in the best interest of the Nation for Puer-
to Rico to promote the teaching of English
as the language of opportunity and empower-
ment in the United States in order to enable
students in public schools to achieve English
language proficiency by the age of 10.

In section 4(a), in the referendum language
for Statehood, amend paragraph (7) to read
as follows:

‘‘(7) Official English language require-
ments of the Federal Government apply in
Puerto Rico to the same extent as Federal
law requires throughout the United States.’’.

In subparagraph (C) of section 4(B)(1),
strike ‘‘(C) Additionally,’’ and all that fol-
lows through ‘‘(ii) the effective date’’ and in-
sert the following:

(C) Additionally, in the event of a vote in
favor of continued United States sovereignty
leading to Statehood, the transition plan re-
quired by this subsection shall—

(i) include proposals and incentives to in-
crease the opportunities of the people of
Puerto Rico to expand their English pro-
ficiency in order to promote and facilitate
communication with residents of all other
States of the United States and with the
Federal Government, including teaching in
English in public schools, awarding fellow-
ships and scholarships, and providing grants
to organizations located in various commu-
nities that have, as a purpose, the promotion
of English language skills;

(ii) promote the use of English by the
United States citizens in Puerto Rico in
order to ensure—

(I) efficiency in the conduct and coordina-
tion of the official business activities of the
Federal and State Governments;

(II) that the citizens possess the language
skill necessary to contribute to and partici-
pate in all aspects of the Nation; and

(III) the ability of all citizens of Puerto
Rico to take full advantage of the opportuni-
ties and responsibilities accorded to all citi-
zens, including education, economic activi-
ties, occupational opportunities, and civic
affairs; and

(iii) include the effective date

Mr. SOLOMON (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the amendment.
The question was taken; and the

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 240, noes 177,
not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 36]

AYES—240

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Barton
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Burton
Campbell
Cannon
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Christensen
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fox
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gallegly

Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gordon
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hooley
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kleczka
Klink
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley

Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Redmond
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Shaw
Sherman
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stokes
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Thompson
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Turner
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)

NOES—177

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman
Bilbray
Bilirakis

Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Brady
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Chabot

Chambliss
Chenoweth
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
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Deal
DeLay
Dickey
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Emerson
Ensign
Everett
Fawell
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Ganske
Gibbons
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Horn
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kingston

Klug
Knollenberg
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Manzullo
McCrery
McIntosh
Menendez
Metcalf
Miller (FL)
Moran (KS)
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Packard
Pappas
Parker
Paul
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Ramstad
Regula
Riley
Rogan
Rogers

Rohrabacher
Roukema
Royce
Ryun
Salmon
Sanford
Scarborough
Schaffer, Bob
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Smith (MI)
Smith (OR)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Towns
Traficant
Upton
Velazquez
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—13

Berman
Doolittle
Gonzalez
Harman
Kilpatrick

Luther
McDade
Poshard
Riggs
Schaefer, Dan

Schiff
Shimkus
Yates

b 2147

Mr. BENTSEN and Mr. HILLIARD
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BONILLA). The question is on the
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The amendment in the nature of a
substitute was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 209, noes 208,
not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 37]

AYES—209

Abercrombie
Ackerman

Allen
Andrews

Baldacci
Barcia

Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Burton
Buyer
Calvert
Cannon
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Cooksey
Coyne
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Ehlers
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Furse
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt

Gilchrest
Gilman
Granger
Green
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holden
Hooley
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King (NY)
Klink
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Morella

Murtha
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Parker
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Pombo
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Quinn
Rahall
Rangel
Redmond
Reyes
Rodriguez
Roemer
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Skaggs
Skeen
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith, Adam
Snyder
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Stupak
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Thompson
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Turner
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)

NOES—208

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Brady
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Callahan
Camp
Campbell
Canady

Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (IL)
Deal
Dickey
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehrlich
Emerson
Ensign
Everett

Ewing
Fawell
Fossella
Fowler
Fox
Ganske
Gibbons
Gillmor
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra

Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kaptur
Kasich
Kind (WI)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klug
Knollenberg
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Manzullo
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
Menendez
Metcalf
Miller (FL)
Moran (KS)

Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Oxley
Packard
Pappas
Paul
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riley
Rivers
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Roukema
Royce
Rush
Ryun
Salmon
Sanford
Scarborough
Schaffer, Bob
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Sherman
Shuster
Sisisky
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stabenow
Stearns
Strickland
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Towns
Traficant
Upton
Velazquez
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—13

Berman
Doolittle
Gonzalez
Harman
Kilpatrick

Luther
McDade
Poshard
Riggs
Schaefer, Dan

Schiff
Shimkus
Yates

b 2207

The Clerk announced the following
pair:

On this vote:
Mr. McDade for, with Mr. Riggs against.

Mr. FOSSELLA and Mr. RUSH
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania and
Mr. POMEROY changed their vote
from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BONILLA). The Chair will remind all
persons in the gallery that they are
here as guests of the House and that
any manifestation of approval or dis-
approval of proceedings are in viola-
tion of the rules of the House.

f

REPORT ON PAYMENTS TO CUBA
PURSUANT TO CUBAN DEMOC-
RACY ACT OF 1992—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 105–
221)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, without
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