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congressional staff for personal service;
and there was false statements on income tax returns. We think we know
that by clear and convincing evidence.
Clear and convincing, those of my
colleagues who are attorneys know better than I do, equals highly probable.
Clear and convincing evidence means it
is highly probable that he is guilty of
these offenses. It does not equal absolute certainty, and it does not even
equal the reasonable doubt standard
that the judge mentioned over here. It
means it is highly probable. That is
what the committee’s conclusion was.
Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman
from
Missouri
(Mr.
HULSHOF).
Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Speaker, let me
say at the outset that I hold the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE) in
highest esteem. Over the course of the
past 10 days, during this very long and
arduous process, we have agreed and we
have disagreed. We have passionately
advocated different points of view, and
I respectfully disagree with this motion and urge my colleagues to vote
down that motion to continue.
What I would like to do is really just
address just the folks who may be harboring these thoughts or fears of an acquittal or some different outcome during this appellate process, which I absolutely agree with the gentleman
from California (Mr. BERMAN) will not
be concluded within 6 weeks.
Our task today, Mr. Speaker, is as
different from that criminal jury verdict as the legislative branch is different from the judiciary. Our task tonight is as dissimilar as article I is different and separate and apart from article III.
Unlike the matter that was debated
on this House floor on October 2, 1980,
in Mr. Myers’ case, the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct relied entirely upon the guilty verdicts. Mr.
Myers had not been given a full-blown
hearing before the Committee on
Standards of Official Conduct.
As my colleagues know and has been
discussed, we had that hearing. In fact,
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT) was given great latitude. He was
treated generously by a committee of
his colleagues who respected the gravity of the occasion which brought us
face to face. Would that the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT) had acted
in a reciprocal manner, but even the
antics of last week are irrelevant to
the decision that was reached by our
committee.
We reached our decision on 9 of 10
violations of House rules independent
and apart from the jury verdict in
Cleveland. So on the process and procedural grounds the gentleman from
Ohio’s (Mr. LATOURETTE) motion must
fail, but on substance, it fails as well.
This witness, Mr. Detore, the committee considered his testimony and
rejected it. As the gentleman from
California (Mr. BERMAN) pointed out,
and let me reiterate, Mr. Detore exonerated himself for the criminal charge
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with which he was indicted, and yet he
offered no defense to the gentleman
from Ohio’s (Mr. TRAFICANT) kickback
scheme of accepting $30,000. Mr. Detore
offered no defense on the $30,000 kickback scheme between the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT) and a congressional staffer. Mr. Detore provided
no testimony on the illegal gratuities
supplied by constituents to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT) at
the gentleman from Ohio’s (Mr. TRAFICANT) behest.
Mr. Detore offered nothing on the
charge of obstructing justice by encouraging others to give false testimony to the authorities.
Mr. Speaker, there has been a lot of
reference and comparison between
what we are doing today and tonight
compared to that same debate that was
within these hallowed halls some 22
years ago. Perhaps one other comparison, I hope, is appropriate. The House
of Representatives in the Myers case
voted down Mr. Stokes’ motion 332 to
75. For procedural and substantive
grounds, the motion from the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE)
must fail.
Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GREEN), a distinguished member
of the committee.
b 1945
Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague for yielding me
this time.
Mr. Speaker, I am the newest member of the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct, and like all of my colleagues, I did not want it. In fact, I had
to be asked three times by the leadership on our side before I would say yes.
But I rise tonight to oppose the motion
to postpone until September 4.
This House is more important than
any of us individually. We will come
and go. Our voters will make that decision. What my concern is what this
looks like for our House of Representatives for the future. Sentencing for the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT)
is set for next Tuesday, July 30. We
will be in recess until September 4. We
could actually have our colleague serving with us and also serving in Federal
prison for a month.
I would hope we would not think
about us as individuals but think about
us as a House and ask ourselves if we
want that for our House of Representatives, and not really ours, as Members,
but the people of this United States. I
do not think it is right, and I do not
think it does this House honor.
I will not repeat what my colleagues
have said who heard the testimony. I
listened to Mr. Detore, and I found that
he must be a very nice fellow, but I did
not find him to be a credible witness on
even the issues he was trying to talk
about. I felt like he was out of the loop
even on those issues, much less that we
need to remember that the jury in
Cleveland convicted our colleague of
nine other felony counts. The com-
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mittee found eight other counts and
unanimously voted for expulsion.
Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, it is
my pleasure to yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL).
(Mr. PAUL asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.)
Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time,
and I rise in support of the motion by
the gentleman from Ohio.
It is not easy to do this, obviously,
and it is difficult for all of us to be here
because it seems like, on the surface,
there was unethical, probably illegal,
and certainly bizarre behavior, and we
feel offended by this and we feel compelled to do something to prove that
we are keeping our House in order.
I am not an expert on the legal part
of this case. I would not pretend to be,
and the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct deserves the credit for
the effort they went through to dig out
the information. But the process disturbs me, and that is why I wanted to
take a minute or two to talk about
that.
The point was made earlier that the
House’s conditions are a lot different
than the legal conditions for guilt and,
therefore, they are not as stringent.
But we would not be here if Mr. TRAFICANT had not been convicted, and so
that is key. That is the important
issue.
And that trial bothers me. I do not
accept it as a good, fair, legitimate
trial. I do not think all the witnesses
were heard that should have been
heard, and I think some of the witnesses may well have been ‘‘bribed’’
into doing and saying certain things.
But there is more that bothers me. I
would like to see the appeals process
completed. I was here in 1984, on my
first tour of duty here in the House,
and the George Hansen case came up
and we voted then to convict. I think
he had FEC violations and we voted to
censure him. He lost his election, he
lost his job, he lost his money, he went
to jail and served time, and then he
was exonerated on everything. He won
all his appeals. I do not see the need to
rush to judgment, certainly tonight.
I am not happy that when the gentleman finally gets an opportunity to
come and defend himself, he gets a
total of 30 minutes. Really? And have
my colleagues looked at the record of
the case in Ohio? It contains a stack a
foot high. Thirty minutes to defend
himself? I do not think that is really
fair.
But there is another thing that bothers me, and that is the change of
venue. I believe that the change of
venue has been used historically in this
country to make sure that the most
horrible criminal gets a fair trial and
gets his case moved from a area unduly
influenced by media coverage. Have
any of my colleagues ever heard of a
trial being moved for the benefit of the
State and to the disadvantage of the
defendant? It may have happened, but I
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do not know about it, and I think that
in itself is a reason to step back, take
a look at this, and vote for the motion
by the gentleman from Ohio.
Mr. Speaker, many of Congressman TRAFICANT’s actions are impossible to defend. Mr.
TRAFICANT has most likely engaged in unethical behavior. I would hope all my colleagues
would join me in condemning any member
who would abuse his office by requiring his
staff to pay kick-backs to him and/or do personal work as a condition of employment. I
also condemn in the strongest terms possible
using one’s office to obtain personal favors for
constituents, the people we are sent here to
represent. Such behavior should never be tolerated.
However, before expelling a member we
must consider more than eccentric behavior
and even ethical standards. Questions of
whether the process of his court conviction
and expulsion from Congress respected Mr.
TRAFICANT’s constitutional right to a fair trail
and the right to be represented of those who
elected him to office, are every bit as important.
Many Americans believe that Congress daily
engages in ethically questionable and unconstitutional actions which are far more injurious
to the liberty and prosperity of the American
people than the actions of Mr. TRAFICANT.
Some question the ability of Congress to
judge the moral behavior of one individual
when, to take just one example, we manage
to give ourselves a pay raise without taking a
direct vote on the issue.
Mr. Speaker, after carefully listening to last
week’s ethics hearing, I have serious concerns
over whether Mr. TRAFICANT received a fair
trial. In particular, I am concerned over whether the change of venue denied Mr. TRAFICANT
a meaningful opportunity to present his care to
a jury of his peers. Usually change of venue
is instituted in cases where the defendant is
incapable of receiving a fair trial. I am unaware of any case where the venue is
changed for the benefit of the state.
However, the most disturbing accusations
concern the possibility that Mr. TRAFICANT was
denied basic due process by not being allowed to present all of his witnesses at the
trial. This failure raises serious questions as to
whether Mr. TRAFICANT had the opportunity to
present an adequate defense. These questions are especially serious since one of the
jurors from Mr. TRAFICANT’s criminal trial has
told the Cleveland Plain Dealer, that had he
heard the testimony of Richard Detore at Mr.
TRAFICANT’s trial, he would have voted ‘‘not
guilty.’’
Mr. Speaker, I also question the timing of
this resolution and the process by which this
resolution is being brought to the floor. Mr.
TRAFICANT’s conviction is currently on appeal.
Many Americans would reasonably wonder
whether the case, and the question of Mr.
TRAFICANT’s guilt, can be considered settled,
until the appeals process is completed. I fail to
see the harm that could be done to this body
if we waited until Mr. TRAFICANT has exhausted his right to appeal.
Prior to voting to expel Mr. TRAFICANT before he has completed his appeals, my colleagues should consider the case of former
Representative George Hansen. Like Mr.
TRAFICANT, Mr. Hansen was convicted in Federal court, censured by the Congress, and actually served time in Federal prison. However,
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Mr. Hansen was acquitted on appeal—after
his life, career and reputation were destroyed.
If my colleagues feel it is important to condemn Mr. TRAFICANT before the August recess, perhaps we should consider censure.
Over the past 20 years, this body has censured, instead of expelled, members who have
committed various ethical and even criminal
activities, ranging from being convicted of bribery to engaging in sexual activity with underage subordinates.
I am also troubled that Mr. TRAFICANT is
only being granted a half-hour to plead his
case before the house. Spending only an hour
to debate this resolution, as if expelling a
member of Congress is of no more importance
than honoring Paul Ecke’s contributions to the
Poinsettia industry, does no service to this
Congress.
In conclusion Mr. Speaker, because of my
concerns over the fairness of Mr. TRAFICANT’s
trial I believe it is inappropriate to consider this
matter until Mr. TRAFICANT has exhausted his
right to appeal.
Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.
Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.
Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, it is
now my pleasure to yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
ISSA).
Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, it is not easy
for a freshman to get up and talk about
a Member that I do not know very well.
Although I was born in Ohio, I am not
here because of some relationship to
Ohio. I am a California representative.
I was voted by, in my particular case,
over 800,000 people I now represent,
until we get reapportioned. All of my
colleagues got here because of over
600,000 or more voters. They put us
here, this body did not. Our governors
did not put us here; a court did not put
us here.
We are a unique body. We get here by
one and only one reason, and that is
1⁄435th of the country votes to put us
here. I do not know the people of
Youngstown all that well, but they put
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT) here, and I take it as an extremely important and extremely solemn duty to decide to take the extraordinary measure of removing him.
I must tell my colleagues that I am
also not a lawyer, but I am going to
have to decide, hopefully in the next
month rather than the next hour,
whether or not to, for the second time
in modern history, I guess for the second time in history practically, to remove a Member. I do not have enough
information.
I respect the gentleman from California (Mr. BERMAN). I respect the
chairman. I believe that they have
looked at this long and hard. But I
have not had the opportunity. And as
lawyers often say, I must look at this
sua sponte. I am sorry, de novo. See, I
am not an attorney. I have to look at
this anew, and I am not prepared to do
it now. I would appreciate the opportunity to see what the court in Cleveland does over the break. I would appreciate the opportunity to review the
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records and have my staff assist me. I
will probably, when the times comes,
vote as my colleagues do.
Now, if I can just make one statement to this body, because there was a
reference from one of my colleagues
that in fact we had to worry about the
image of this body. We will be gone
after tomorrow, more or less, for a
month. There will be no votes. There
will be no activity. Whether the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT) is a
Congressman or an ex-Congressman, he
has a cloud that he is living under that
he will have to deal with. It will make
no difference to them. This body will
survive one month of somebody with a
conviction not yet sentenced or sentenced and not yet incarcerated.
I believe that if we give it that time,
if all of us go and soul-search, take the
time to understand the case, when we
come back, whatever the vote is, we
will feel better for ourselves and for
this body if we have taken the deliberative time, and I ask my colleagues to
please support this motion to give
enough time for us to do the job right.
We do not do it that often.
Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
myself the balance of my time.
I would just sum up with a few statements at this point. This is no rush to
judgment. We have been struggling
with this for some time. Most of my
colleagues have not been as intensely
involved with it, nor should you be, because you have other responsibilities
and you have given us this responsibility.
The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT) is not getting 30 minutes to defend himself. He is getting 30 minutes
here on the House floor. He had 5 hours
before the committee, and it amounted
to a great deal more than that because
we gave additional time for him. He
had the entire hearing process to defend himself.
The gentleman that just spoke said
he had not had time to really study it
and understand. Well, the trial transcripts have been on the Internet for at
least a week. Monday, the exhibits and
the transcripts were all delivered to
Members’ offices. We are busy, and I
know it is hard to have time to go
through, and it is volumes of material,
so I am not criticizing anybody for
that, but my colleagues have heard tonight from the members of the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, members that have been deeply
and intensely involved in this over the
last few weeks and months, as a matter
of fact. And not one member of that
committee did I sense was out to get
JIM TRAFICANT. I sensed no hint of partisanship in that hearing. And I would
suspect that JIM TRAFICANT would
agree to that, that there was not a partisanship angle to this in the committee. I think this was a very painful
decision for every one of us. JIM TRAFICANT and I have been friends. JIM
TRAFICANT has been a friend to most of
you in here.
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