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contempt? How can we expect anyone who is
subpoenaed to court to have to tell the truth
when the head of our government (and it’s
legal system) has not? In my opinion, to over-
look such conduct would invite further social
abdication of morality and accountability and
breed contempt for the law.

As former U.S. Senator John Danforth said
recently: ‘‘What’s important here is what Con-
gress says in the end about what has gen-
erally been an accepted and basic standard in
this country: that lying under oath is not per-
mitted. If that standard is in any way watered
down, then the country and all it stands for will
be sorely harmed and the future will be in
grave doubt.’’

I believe that the President has lied under
oath and that he continues to flout the rule of
law by refusing to admit publicly that he lied
under oath, and therefore should be im-
peached and removed from office. Truth is on
trial.

Eight years ago, I stood in the well of the
House and voted my conscience on the Per-
sian Gulf resolutions. One year later seven of
us—all Republican freshmen—forced the
House to confront corruption in the House
Bank and Post Office scandals.

Today, too, is a vote of conscience. It is a
vote about our country—its proud heritage and
promising future—not about the politics or
polls of the moment. As the father of our
country George Washington said: ‘‘Let preju-
dices and local interests yield to reason. Let
us look to our national character and to things
beyond the present period.’’

We are duty bound today by our solemn
oath of office to defend our country and the
common commitment to its political prin-
ciples—the constitution, the rule of law, the
right to life, liberty and the pursuit of happi-
ness—that unites all Americans. We must not,
we cannot fail, for the sake of the future gen-
erations of Americans. For the sacred purpose
of preserving the honor of the Office of Presi-
dent of the United States and the integrity of
our Constitution, I will vote to impeach William
Jefferson Clinton.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Speaker, today the House
of Representatives meets to vote on the im-
peachment of the president. In the 210-year
life of our Constitution and of the House, the
Congress has met to vote on this critical ques-
tion only one other time. This is our most seri-
ous constitutional duty.

This duty is required by the unique system
of checks and balances that has made our
system so strong. This concept, born in Phila-
delphia in 1787, has served us well. It has
served us well because the representatives of
one branch of government cannot subvert the
others. No president can be allowed to subvert
the judiciary or thwart the investigative respon-
sibility of the legislature.

There is clear evidence that President Clin-
ton committed perjury on two or more occa-
sions, and urged others to obstruct justice.
These are serious felonious acts that strike at
the heart of our judicial system. Oaths taken
in the American system of government are se-
rious commitments to truth and the rule of law.
Violating these oaths or causing others to im-
pede the investigation into such acts are seri-
ous matters that meet the standard for im-
peachment.

The House Judiciary Committee, after a
month of hearings, returned four Articles of
Impeachment all dealing with President Clin-

ton’s statements made in a civil trial deposi-
tion, to a federal grand jury his actions with
others who were likely to testify and in his re-
sponse to the committee’s inquiries. This is
not about the President’s personal conduct, it
is about the President’s conduct under oath. It
is about his subversion of the judicial system
and his unwillingness to cooperate with the
legislative investigation of that failure; it is
about the rule of law.

The President’s actions and statements
have brought the country to this difficult deci-
sion. The vote today holds great consequence
for the President and the constitutional proc-
ess. This is about determining the facts, seek-
ing the truth, and giving the President the
forum to rebut the charges against him. The
duty of the House of Representatives is to de-
termine if sufficient evidence exists to proceed
with a trial in the Senate. The House Judiciary
Committee has met that burden. After review-
ing the material gathered by the Judiciary
Committee and the corroborated nature of
hard evidence, it is my conclusion that the al-
legations against the President warrant a for-
mal trial in the Senate.

Many of my colleagues advocate some
other punishment for the President. They say
for the first time in the history of the United
States the Congress should censure the Presi-
dent. Censure would set a dangerous prece-
dent for this President and successors. The
Constitution prescribes one option for the Con-
gress which is to determine whether the Presi-
dent’s action are impeachable or not. Today,
you could censure the President for bad con-
duct, five years from now another Congress
could decide to censure a president for a bad
policy and a few years later the Congress
could censure a president for good policies
that did not work out and suddenly, we don’t
have a presidential system, but a parliamen-
tary system. One of the great strengths of our
system of government is the lack of a require-
ment that a president be popular between
elections. The Congress has only one stand-
ard, the actions of the President are either im-
peachable or they are not impeachable. The
decision to censure would head our govern-
ment in the wrong direction.

It is my desire that this embarrassment on
the presidency and our country end quickly,
but the Constitution cannot be rewritten by
public opinion polls or by political expediency.
When I took the oath of office to serve in Con-
gress, I did not swear to uphold the Constitu-
tion only if it was popular. Today the Constitu-
tion gives the House of Representatives the
responsibility to determine if the President’s
conduct is impeachable or not. There are no
other options. Tomorrow this House should
get on with the business of the new Congress.
Our next job is to work to defend the country,
balance the budget, find tax relief for working
families, keep our commitments to Social Se-
curity, Medicare, Veterans and Military retirees
and the next generation.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
all four articles of impeachment against the
President. There is neither pleasure nor vin-
dictiveness in this vote and I have found no
one else taking this vote lightly. It seems
though many of our colleagues are not
pleased with the investigative process; some
believing it to have been overly aggressive
and petty, while others are convinced it has
been unnecessarily limited and misdirected. It
certainly raises the question of whether or not

the special prosecutor rather than the Con-
gress itself should be doing this delicate work
of oversight. Strict adherence to the Constitu-
tion would reject the notion that Congress un-
dermine the separations of power by deliver-
ing this oversight responsibility to the adminis-
tration. The long delays and sharp criticisms of
the special prosecutor could have been pre-
vented if the Congress had not been depend-
ent on the actions of an Attorney General’s
appointee.

The charges against the President are seri-
ous and straight forward: lying, perjury, ob-
struction of justice, and abuse of power. The
main argument made in his defense is that
these charges surround the sexual escapades
of the President and therefore should not be
considered as serious as they otherwise would
be.

But there are many people in this country
and some members of Congress who sin-
cerely believe we have over concentrated on
the Lewinsky event while ignoring many other
charges that have been pushed aside and not
fully scrutinized by the House. It must not be
forgotten that a resolution to inquire into the
possible impeachment of the President was in-
troduced two months before the nation be-
came aware of Monica Lewinsky.

For nearly six years there has been a
steady and growing concern about the legal
actions of the President. These charges seem
almost endless: possible bribery related to
Webb Hubble, foreign government influence in
the 1996 presidential election, military tech-
nology given to China, FBI files, travel office
irregularities, and many others. Many Ameri-
cans are not satisfied that Congress has fully
investigated the events surrounding the deaths
of Ron Brown and Vince Foster.

The media and the administration has con-
centrated on the sexual nature of the inves-
tigation and this has done a lot to distract from
everything else. The process has helped to
make the President appear to be a victim of
government prosecutorial overkill while ignor-
ing the odious significance of the 1,000 FBI
files placed for political reasons in the White
House. If corruption becomes pervasive in any
administration, yet no actual fingerprints of the
president are found on indicting documents,
there must come a time when the ‘‘CEO’’ be-
comes responsible for the actions of his sub-
ordinates. That is certainly true in business,
the military, and in each congressional office.

There is a major irony in this impeachment
proceeding. A lot has been said the last two
months by members of the Judiciary Commit-
tee on both side of the aisle regarding the
Constitution and how it must be upheld. But if
we are witnessing all of a sudden the serious
move toward obeying constitutional restraints,
I will anxiously look forward to the next ses-
sion when 80 percent of our routine legislation
will be voted down.

But the real irony is that the charges coming
out of the Paula Jones sexual harassment suit
stem from an unconstitutional federal law that
purports to promote good behavior in the work
place. It’s based entirely on ignoring the obli-
gations of the states to deal with physical
abuse and intimidation. This whole mess re-
sulted from a legal system institutionalized by
the very same people who are not the Presi-
dent’s staunchest defenders. Without the fed-
eral sexual harassment code of conduct—
which the President repeatedly flaunted—there
would have been no case against the Presi-
dent since the many other serious charges
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have been brushed aside. I do not believe this
hypocrisy will go unnoticed in the years to
come. Hopefully it will lead to the day when
the Congress reconsiders such legislation in
light of the strict limitations placed on it by the
Constitution and to which many members of
Congress are now publicly declaring their loy-
alty.

Much has been said about the support the
President continues to receive from the Amer-
ican people in spite of his acknowledged mis-
conduct. It does seem that the polls and the
recent election indicate the public is not in-
clined to remove the President from office nor
reward the Republicans for their efforts to in-
vestigate the Lewinsky affair. It is quite pos-
sible as many have suggested that the current
status of the economy has a lot to do with this
tolerance.

The public’s acceptance of the President’s
behavior may reflect the moral standards of
our age, but I’m betting there’s a lot more to
it. It is true that some conservative voters, de-
manding the Republicans in Congress hold
the President to a greater accountability,
‘‘voted’’ by staying home. They did not want to
encourage the Republicans who were seen as
being soft on Clinton for his personal behavior
and for capitulating on the big government
agenda of more spending, and more taxes.
But hopefully there is a much more profound
reason for the seemingly inconsistent position
of a public who condemns the President while
not having the stomach for punishing him
through impeachment.

If my suspicion is correct we can claim a
major victory. Polling across Texas, as well as
nationally, confirms that more than 80 percent
of the people are fearful of the Federal Gov-
ernment’s intrusion into our personal privacy.
That’s a healthy sign and indicates that the
privacy issue could be the issue that will even-
tually draw attention to the evils of big govern-
ment.

The political contest, as it has always been
throughout history, remains between the de-
sire for security and the love for liberty. When
economic security is provided by the govern-
ment, privacy and liberty must be sacrificed.
The longer a welfare state lasts the greater
the conflict between government intrusiveness
and our privacy. Government efficiency and
need for its financing through a ruthless tax
system prompts the perpetual barrage of gov-
ernment agents checking on everything we do.

Fortunately, the resentment toward govern-
ment for its meddling in all aspects of our lives
is strong and becoming more galvanized, and
that should give us hope that all is not lost.

But this resentment must be channeled in
the right direction. Belief that privacy and lib-
erty can be protected while the welfare state
is perpetuated through ever higher taxes is an
unrealizable dream.

The ‘‘sympathy’’, if that’s what we want to
call it, for the President reflects the instinctive
nature of most Americans who resent the pry-
ing eyes of big government. It’s easy to rea-
son: ‘‘If the President of the United States can
be the subject of a ‘sting operation’ and FBI
ordered tape recordings, how can any of us
be secure in our homes and papers?’’

The ambivalence comes from fear that de-
manding privacy, even for the President,
means that his actions are then condoned.
And turning this into a perjury issue has been
difficult.

The President, his advisors, and the friendly
media were all aware that the sexual privacy

issue would distract from the serious charges
and knew it was their best chance to avoid im-
peachment.

But the President, this Administration and
the Congress have all been hypocritical for de-
manding privacy for themselves yet are the
arch enemies of our privacy. Although other
Administrations have abused the FBI and the
IRS, this Administration has systematically
abused these powers like none other.

Let’s declare a victory in despite of the
mess we’re in. The President is not likely to
be removed from office. We’ll call it a form of
‘‘jury nullification’’ and hope someday this
process will be used in our courts to nullify the
unconstitutional tax, monetary, gun, anti-pri-
vacy, and seizure laws that are heaped upon
us by Congress, the President, and perpet-
uated by a judicial system devoid of respect
for individual liberty and the Constitution.

Hopefully, the concept of the overly aggres-
sive prosecutor will be condemned when it
comes to overly aggressive activities of all the
federal police agencies whether it’s the IRS,
the BATF or any other authoritarian agency of
the federal government.

A former U.S. Attorney, Robert Merkle, re-
cently told the Pittsburgh Post Gazette that
‘‘the philosophy of (the Attorney General’s of-
fice) the last 10 to 15 years is whatever works
is right,’’ when it comes to enforcing federal
laws which essentially all are unconstitutional.
It’s this attitude by the federal police agents
that the American people must reject and not
only when it applies to a particular President
some want to shield.

Even though we might claim a victory of
sorts, the current impeachment process re-
veals a defeat for our political system and our
society. Since lack of respect for the Constitu-
tion is pervasive throughout the Administra-
tion, the Congress and the Courts and reflects
the political philosophy of the past 60 years,
dealing with the President alone, won’t reverse
the course on which we find ourselves. There
are days when I think we should consider ‘‘im-
peaching’’ not only the President, but the Con-
gress and the Judiciary. But the desired
changes will come only after the people’s atti-
tudes change as to what form of government
they desire. When the people demand privacy,
freedom and individual responsibility for every-
one alike, our government will reflect these
views. Hopefully we can see signs in these
current events that more Americans are be-
coming serious about demanding their liberty
and rejecting the illusions of government lar-
gesse as a panacea.

It’s sad but there is another example of a
most egregious abuse of presidential power,
committed by the President, that has gotten
no attention by the special prosecutors or the
Congress. That is the attempt by the President
to distract from the Monica Lewinsky testi-
mony to the Grand Jury by bombing with
cruise missiles both Sudan and Afghanistan,
and the now current war against Iraq.

Two hundred million dollars were spent on
an illegal act of war against innocent people.
The pharmaceutical plant in Sudan was just
that, a pharmaceutical plant, owned by a Mus-
lim businessman who was standing up to the
Islamic fundamentalists, the same people we
pretend to oppose and use as scapegoats for
all our Middle-Eastern policies. And now we
have the controversial and unconstitutional
waging of war in Iraq.

And to add insult to injury both military oper-
ations ordered by Clinton were quickly praised

by the Republican leaders as good and nec-
essary policy. These acts alone should be
enough for a serious consideration of im-
peachment, but it’s never mentioned—mainly
because leadership of both parties for dec-
ades have fully endorsed our jingoism and
bellicosity directed toward other nations when
they do not do our bidding.

Yes, the President’s tawdry affair and the
acceptance of it to a large degree by the
American people is not a good sign for us as
a nation. But, let’s hope that out of this we
have a positive result by recognizing the
public’s rejection of the snooping actions of
Big Brother. Let’s hope there’s a renewed in-
terest in the Constitution and that Congress
pays a lot more attention to it on a daily basis
especially when it comes to waging war.

The fact that President Clinton will most
likely escape removal from office I find less of-
fensive than the Congress’s and the media’s
lack of interest in dealing with the serious
charges of flagrant abuse of power, threaten-
ing political revenge, issuing unconstitutional
Executive Orders, sacrificing U.S. sovereignty
to world government, bribery, and illegal acts
of war, along with the routine flaunting of the
constitutional restraints that were placed there
to keep our government small and limited in
scope.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, the Republican-
led House of Representatives is about to do
something that is nearly unique in our nation’s
history. It is about to cast a party line vote to
impeach a President of the opposite party
against the will of the majority of the American
people. The Chairman of the House Judiciary
Committee, HENRY HYDE, said at the begin-
ning of this process that impeachment must
be bipartisan in order to be legitimate. Well,
Mr. Speaker, this process is the furthest thing
from bipartisan. Every vote in the Judiciary
Committee was along party lines, and the final
votes on articles of impeachment will almost
certainly be party line votes, as well. This
sorry chapter in the nation’s history creates a
new gold standard for partisanship—a stand-
ard that will be hard to beat in the decades to
come.

But this impeachment drive is illegitimate for
other, more fundamental reasons: the charges
brought against the President by House Re-
publican leaders are not only lacking in merit,
they are not the kind of high crimes and mis-
demeanors that warrant impeachment. Chair-
man HYDE has painted his crusade in moral
terms—he claims to be upholding the rule of
law. The rule of law is not at risk here, but the
Constitution is. The Constitution reserves im-
peachment for treason, bribery and other high
crimes and misdemeanors. It does not say for-
nication, adultery and other high crimes and
misdemeanors. Nor does it say perjury, eva-
siveness and other high crimes and mis-
demeanors. These are misdeeds that have
other remedies under the law. Calling them
impeachable offenses demeans the Constitu-
tion and undermines our system of govern-
ment.

And finally, Mr. Speaker, this impeachment
is illegitimate because it is taking place in a
Congress that the voters have rejected. In the
election just six weeks ago, the American peo-
ple made clear their distaste for impeachment.
Many of the members of this House who will
vote today lost their elections last month—in
many cases their support for impeachment
was one of the issues that led their constitu-
ents to reject their candidacy. Yet those very




