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Packard Salmon Taylor (MS)
Pallone Sanders Taylor (NC)
Parker Sanford Tejeda
Pastor Sawyer Thomas
Paxon Saxton Thompson
Payne (NJ) Scarborough Thornberry
Payne (VA) Schaefer Thornton
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So the concurrent resolution was

agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on the concurrent resolution just
agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BURTON of Indiana). Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ilinois?

There was no objection.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. WARD. Mr. Speaker, | have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. WARD. Mr. Speaker, this bill
contains an enormous tax increase. |
need it explained to me why, when |
made this same parliamentary inquiry
on the budget resolution back when the
budget resolution was before us, Speak-
er GINGRICH told me | needed to learn
the rules.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry.

Mr. WARD. My inquiry is, | have
studied the rules and rule XXI applies
to bills. This is a bill, and it is a tax in-
crease. Why does rule XXI not apply to
this bill?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will state that the House, by
adopting House Resolution 245, has
waived that requirement of the rule.
Therefore, the Chair’s response at this
point would be purely hypothetical,
and the Chair cannot respond further
at this point.

Mr. WARD. But the House resolution
to which you refer is the rule that the
Republican Committee on Rules has
brought forth for this bill. So as | un-
derstand it, what you are saying is that
Speaker GINGRICH says that you can
change the rules on rule XXI when it
suits your purposes, when you want to
raise taxes?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is
a statement by the gentleman and not
a parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. WARD. | thank the Speaker.

SEVEN-YEAR BALANCED BUDGET
RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1995

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 245 and rule
XXIIl, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 2491.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
2491) to provide for reconciliation pur-
suant to section 105 of the concurrent
resolution on the budget for fiscal year
1996, with Mr. BOEHNER in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole rose on Wednesday,
October 25, 1995, all time for general de-
bate pursuant to the order of the House
of Tuesday, October 24, 1995, and ex-
pired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 245,
there will be an additional 3 hours of
further general debate.

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Ka-
SicH] and the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. SABO] each will be recog-
nized for 1 hour and 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KAsICH].
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Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Well, we start the second day’s worth
of discussion and debate in regard to
our plan to provide Americans with tax
relief and also to balance the budget
using real numbers over 7 years.

| just heard today that apparently a
poll just came out within the last 24
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hours where the American people ap-
parently registered their doubt as to
whether we in fact can balance the
budget. Frankly, if I was not in this
Chamber or in this Congress and | was
out in America watching the operation
of this place, | would have my doubts
for this reason: For about 25 or 30 years
we have been promising the people a
balanced budget. 1 think every can-
didate who has run for President has
promised a balanced budget. President
Clinton said he would propose and exe-
cute a balanced budget within the first
4 years.

The President before him indicated
we would have a balanced budget. We
have been hearing this over and over
and over again. But frankly, folks, we
are going to have a balanced budget for
two fundamental reasons. The No. 1
reason why we are going to have a bal-
anced budget and we are going to have
the discipline to execute and maintain
a balanced budget over the next 7 years
has to do with the American people.

Frankly, we hear a lot about polls,
but | want to tell you about the poll
that | follow. That poll is not just the
reaction that | get in my own district,
but it is the reaction among the Mem-
bers when they come back from being
in their districts. We heard when we
came back, after the last recess, that
Americans were going south on this
plan, that the Republicans were start-
ing to shake. Well, frankly, | have not
seen it.

In fact, | think we have a rededicated
sense of purpose to get this job done.
The reason why it is working is that
this House of Representatives is truly a
reflection of the attitudes, the moods
and the opinion of the American peo-
ple.

Frankly, we are usually behind where
the American people are. | believe the
American people for a number of years
have said it is time to give us some of
our power, money and influence back.
Finally we are getting the message,
which is why, when Members go home,
they are being positively reinforced
and they are all hearing one simple
message from their constituents. Just
put the country first, put politics sec-
ond. Balance the budget and save this
country for the next generation.

Now, let me just suggest to my col-
leagues that |, again, have to keep
going back to the reasonableness of
this plan. When we look at what we
have done over the period of the last 7
years, we have spent a cumulative
total of $9.5 trillion. My colleagues are
going to hear this from me two or
three times today, $9.5 trillion. If you
started a business when Christ was on
earth, if you lost $1 million a day 7
days a week, you would have to lose $1
million a day 7 days a week for the
next 700 years to get to one trillion. We
spent 9.5 trillion over the last 7 years,
and under our plan to balance the
budget we are going to spend 12.1 tril-
lion.

I mean, the revolution that we are
hearing about, my colleagues, does not
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mean we spend less money over the
next 7 years but almost $3 trillion
more. Do Members know what the fight
is about in this Chamber? Do my col-
leagues know what the fight is all
about in this whole capital, Washing-
ton, DC, area? Whether we can go from
9.5 trillion to 12.1 trillion or whether
we should increase that to 13.3 trillion.

The question we have to ask the
American people is, can we save $1 tril-
lion for the next generation? Nothing
is more tragic than to go to the set-
tling of an estate and have the children
sit in the room and have it told to
them by the lawyers that your mother
and father put you in debt. We would
consider that to be not a good thing to
do, a bad thing to do, to tell your chil-
dren that they have big bills. | mean
all the creditors come into the room
and you start paying it out. There goes
mom and dad’s house. There go their
savings because they ran up all these
bills.

The same is true with the Federal
budget. We do not have a right to tell
the next generation that we cannot
stop ourselves from spending that
extra trillion, because if we can just re-
sponsibly, rationally, using common
sense, hold our spending increases to $3
trillion over the next 7 years, we can
ensure a strong economic future.

Now, look, folks, | do not believe all
these studies. | believe some of them,
but let us forget the think tanks. Let
us talk about the guy who sits down
here at the Federal Reserve who de-
cides what interest rates are going to
be, and that is what drives this econ-
omy. He says, if for once this Congress
can make the hard choice, the hard
choice, folks, to spend $3 trillion rather
than 4, if we can make the hard choice,
we rescue the country. I mean that is
really what it is all about.

When we look at the specific pro-
grams like welfare, welfare goes up by
almost 400 billion. When you combine
all the programs, it is interesting to
note that in many States in this coun-
try, welfare recipients are getting
about equal to $8 an hour. | mean that
is not being skimpy. That is being pret-
ty darn generous.

Medicaid, Medicaid is going to grow
up to 443 to $773 billion. We added an-
other $12 billion. Why? We want to do a
little better. The debate is not whether
it should go up, it is how much should
it go up and then of course Medicare. |
will tell Members on Medicare that,
any way you want to cut it or slice it,
our Medicare recipients will have far
more, they ought to have far more. The
spending is going to go from 926 to 1.6
trillion. The average senior citizen is
going to go from 4,700 bucks to 6,800
bucks in spending over the next 7
years.

My colleagues, we can in fact rein
this spending in, but it does not in-
volve a nose dive. It involves a more
gentle climb, rational thinking, appli-
cation of common sense. If we do it,
we, in fact, can save the next genera-
tion.
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Tax cuts? Well, below $75,000, 74 per-
cent of the benefits go. But | do not
even want to get into this business of
dividing rich and poor. We do need rec-
onciliation in this country from a
whole host of divisive claims. Let me
just suggest that in 1993 the President
raised taxes by $250 billion over 5
years. What is this all about? It is real-
ly all about the size and the scope of
the Federal Government.

We do not think that we need to
solve our problem by raising taxes. We
did not think we needed to solve our
problems in 1993 by raising taxes. What
we are about is taking that money that
was taken from the American people’s
pockets in 1993. We took money from
their pockets. Republicans did not
want to do it. We said we can do it
without a tax increase. Now we are
taking that money and we are putting
it back into the pockets of Americans.
In order to do that, Federal spending is
still going to go up almost $3 trillion.

So, my colleagues, we have got the
common sense plan. This plan is going
to pass this House today. | will com-
pliment one group of Democrats will
compliment one group of Democrats
coming forward with a balanced budget
plan. I understand, although | have not
read the editorial, that the New York
Times and the Washington Post have
both complimented them. That is a sea
change, folks. We are the ones that
said we could do it in 7 years. Now
some of the major newspapers in this
country are saying, well, we do not like
the Republican plan but we can do it in

7 years. That is an incredible sea
change in America.
When all is said and done, guess

what? we are going to get there. We are
going to have a balanced budget in 7
years. We are going to have tax relief
for Americans. We are going to save
the future, and we are going to restore
the country for 100 additional years. At
the end of the day, we will do it on a
bipartisan basis. But today we have to
do our job. Our job is about putting
America first, putting the politics of
parochialism second and just looking
out for the next generation.

That little vision, we are going to
look over all the swamp and all the
muck and all the nasty rhetoric and
the shrill rhetoric that exists on both
sides. We are going to look beyond
that, and we are going to look to the
next generation. We are going to get
this done for our precious Nation.

Support the reconciliation bill.

Mr. Chairman | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. CLEM-
ENT].

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

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in opposition to the GOP plan.

Mr. Chairman, much of the debate | have
heard today does not concern whether we
should balance the budget. Of course we
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should. The debate | have heard today does
not concern when we should balance the
budget. Most of my colleagues will agree that
balancing the budget by the year 2002 is a
reasonable goal.

The center of the debate today is how we
will balance the budget. The Republicans pro-
pose to balance the budget with steep cuts in
education, health, farm, and seniors programs.
They also propose outrageously huge tax cuts
up front which must be paid for with even
deeper spending cuts.

Mr. Chairman, | must object to this bill, as
well as to the legislative process, which has
been highly unusual and chaotic. Medicare
cuts were voted on separately, while the Med-
icaid cuts are rolled into the reconciliation bill
with no separate vote. Many committees have
failed to report their recommendations as
called for in the budget resolution, and large
parts of the bill have been drafted behind
closed doors and are being added to the bill
at the last minute without any scrutiny or de-
bate.

| have here what | believe represents the bill
and the process. This is a bucket of zoo doo.
That's right—zoo doo. It's like a zoo around
here and all are producing is doo. Elephant
doo. This is what this bill is—elephant zoo
doo. It stinks.

This legislation will have a financial impact
on all Americans and there are winners and
losers. The wealthiest Americans receive a tax
cut, while the working poor receive a tax in-
crease. Fifty-two percent of the tax cuts go to
5.6 percent of Americans with incomes greater
than $100,000 a year. Less than 1 percent of
the tax cuts could go to 40 percent of the fam-
ilies earning $20,000 or less. | think we have
our priorities out of wack.

| support providing a $500 tax cut to families
with children, but we can't afford to give this
cut to families earning up to $200,000. This
threshold needs to be lowered to $90,000.

This bill is too generous with tax cuts, which
leads to the deep spending cuts in other pro-
grams. While middle-income families would
benefit from the proposed tax cuts, they will
suffer, for example, from the deep spending
cuts in the student loan program. The cuts
proposed in this bill would raise the cost of the
average undergraduate student loan by almost
$2,500 over 4 years.

To pay for these tax cuts, the Republican
budget plan proposes to eliminate the earned
income tax credit—a program supported by
President Reagan—for 5 million working fami-
lies. Nine million working families would see
their tax credit reduced on this plan.

The GOP plan includes a provision to allow
corporations to raid pension plans for millions
of workers. The retirement savings of working
families could be jeopardized if the economy
sours of the company makes bad investment
decisions. | can't understand why my col-
leagues would want to do this.

| also have concerns with the Medicare and
Medicaid reforms included in the bill. Let me
be clear: | wholeheartedly support efforts to
make adjustments to the Medicare and Medic-
aid programs. However, | stand strongly op-
posed to raiding the pockets of low-income
seniors, disabled recipients, and health care
providers in order to pay for Republican cor-
porate loopholes and tax cuts for the wealthy.
Not only does this bill make severe reductions
in Medicare’s growth, it also overturns signifi-
cant consumer standards designed to protect
seniors from fraud and abuse. It is clear to me
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what lies behind this Medicare bill: The special
interests, not the people’s interests.

Finally, | oppose the Republican budget rec-
onciliation bill because it eliminates the Medic-
aid Program, handing over these funds to the
States as a block grant with little or no stand-
ards to protect the vulnerable citizens this pro-
gram insures. While | am concerned about the
Nation’s Medicaid recipients, | am especially
opposed to the Medicaid legislation because it
will devastate Tennessee's 1115 waiver
TennCare Program with a $4.5 billion cut over
7 years. Tennessee is the Nation’s leader in
experimenting with managed care for Medicaid
recipients, and now we are being punished for
our success. Though some may vote today to
destroy TennCare because of their party loy-
alty, | will stand strong against this bill's de-
structive provisions.

In closing, this misdirected legislation would
actually make economic life more difficult for a
vast majority of Americans because of the
steep cuts needed to pay for the tax give-
away. | must object to this legislation and
hope that a reasonable compromise can be
worked out before the bill is sent to the Presi-
dent.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Chairman, before | speak to the
substance, let me congratulate my
friend from Ohio on his job of chairing
the Committee on the Budget and
working with the Republican leader-
ship. I was one at the beginning who
thought he would do what he said. He
has put a package together that | ex-
pect will pass the House today that
does reflect the values and priorities of
the majority. | strongly disagree with
those values and priorities, but he has
done it with grace. He has done it with
skill. I know it is not easy to put a
package together. We will talk about
the substance of that package today,
but his job that is his responsibility
within his caucus, we should not give
him praise. He has done it too well.
They should give him significant praise
because he has accomplished the goals
of his caucus.

We disagree with that, and in time
we will move on.

Mr. Chairman, what the House is un-
dertaking today is not simply a debate
about balancing the Federal budget.
This is a debate much more profound.
It is about two very different visions
for America’s future and what those vi-
sions mean for America’s families,
workers, and the most vulnerable
among us.

The Republican vision is clear. Yes-
terday, on the same day we began de-
bate on this massive budget bill, the
Republican leaders in both the House
and Senate voiced pride in their desire
to dismantle the Medicare Program.

The Speaker of the House sees the
Medicare Program only in terms of pol-
itics. He says that Republicans could
not eliminate Medicare right now be-
cause it is not politically smart. But he
then hastens to add that he would like
to see Medicare eventually wither on
the vine.

This is not a vision to renew Amer-
ica. And it is one that we should all re-
ject.
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On the same day, the leading Repub-
lican Presidential candidate declared
that he was one of only 12 to vote
against the creation of the Medicare
Program 30 years ago. With pride he
said he was ‘“‘fighting the fight, voting
against Medicare.”

And so we now move to the budget
package to be voted on in the House
today. The choices are clear. My Re-
publican colleagues will put forward a
vision that rewards the wealthiest and
most powerful interests in our society
at the expense of the most vulnerable
Americans.

They will raise taxes on low-income
working families while lavishing mas-
sive tax breaks on the affluent. They
will make it difficult, if not impossible,
for millions of citizens to obtain ade-
quate health care.

They will cut funding for nutrition,
education, transportation and sci-
entific research even though we have
many years of evidence that these in-
vestments enhance our society and our
economic future.

They will ask people to move from
welfare to work at the same time they
are eliminating work incentives and
reducing work opportunities, and child
care benefits.

And, at a time investment in edu-
cation is becoming increasingly impor-
tant to the health of our economy,
they will cut job training and increase
college costs for millions of Americans
seeking to better themselves.

One of the most troubling aspects of
the Republican vision is that it will es-
calate the 20-year trend that has
pushed income inequality in this coun-
try to its highest level ever—all so that
wealthy Americans can enjoy large tax
breaks they don’t need.

In short, throughout this budget
process, Republicans have engaged in a
one-sided attack on lower and middle-
income Americans which will ulti-
mately close the doors of opportunity
that lead to a prosperous Nation and a
higher standard of living for everyone.

So, Mr. Chairman, | call upon my col-
leagues to reject a vision of America
that seeks to reward those who have
already prospered in our economy
while imposing burdens on those who
have not.
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Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the very distinguished gen-
tleman from the State of lowa [Mr.
GANSKE].

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Chairman, there
are three reasons why | am going to
vote for this reconciliation bill: their
names are Ingrid, Bridget, and Karl,
my children.

There is so much in a bill like this
that it is easy to lose sight of the for-
est for the trees. Is this legislation ex-
actly the way that | would have writ-
ten it? Of course, not. This bill is the
product of the push and shove, the bat-
tle of competing interests, the art of
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compromise that is characteristic of
democracy.

As you vote for this historic meas-
ure, remember Edmund Burke’s praise
of political courage two centuries ago:

You well know what snares are spread
about your path ... but you have put to
hazard your ease, your security, your inter-
est, your power, even your popularity . . .
you will remember that public censure is a
necessary ingredient in the composition of
true glory: you will remember . . . that cal-
umny and abuse are essential parts of tri-
umph . . . you may live long, you may do
much. But here is the summit. You may
never exceed what you do this day.

But to portray this bill as unworthy
because it has gone through the demo-
cratic political process that all our
laws go through would be unfair. I, like
all 435 Members of this House, have to
judge this important piece of legisla-
tion on its overall thrust. It does re-
form welfare, it does preserve Medi-
care, it does cut taxes, and most impor-
tant, it does balance the budget.

I will take courage for you, my col-
leagues, to vote for this bill exactly be-
cause it is so big and not perfect as you
would will it. But | ask you to do it for
your children as | am doing it for mine.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self 10 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, | would only say that
the children of Members of Congress
probably will do fine, but the 20,000
families in the district of the gen-
tleman from lowa [Mr. GANSKE] who
get the EITC, the earned income tax
credit, will do much worse.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from New York [Ms.
SLAUGHTER].

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in strong opposition to the Repub-
lican budget reconciliation package. |
have listened to the debate on the floor
and in the Rules Committee, and can’t
help but remember 1981, 1983, and more
important, 1993. In the early 1980’s we
saw two tax bills that were sold on the
basis that massive tax cuts for the very
wealthy would spur the economy. In
the late 1970’s the top marginal tax
rate was close to 70 percent, and by the
end of the 1980’s it had been cut to al-
most 30 percent; did this spur economic
growth and end deficit spending? Well,
we started the decade with a $1 trillion
debt and ended it at $4 trillion. In addi-
tion, we headed into the 1990’s with an
economy in deep recession.

In 1993, in response to the growing
deficit and deepening economic rescis-
sion, we came to the floor to bring a
budget reconciliation package to con-
trol spending and return some progres-
sive policies to our Tax Code. A little
over 2 years ago we heard the cries of
economic desperation. Our package was
called smoke and mirrors and | quote,
“it’s our bet that this is a job killer.”
The current Speaker predicted, and |
quote, ‘I believe that this will lead to
a recession next year. This is the Dem-
ocrat machines’ recession, and each
one of them will be held personally ac-
countable.”” The current majority lead-
er predicted, and | quote, ‘““the impact
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on job creation is going to be devastat-
ing.”” Well, we passed the package with-
out one Republican vote. Now let’s dis-
cuss the results and the ability of the
Republican leadership to predict eco-
nomic outcomes.

The deficit came down for 3 consecu-
tive years. Our deficit is now the low-
est as a percentage of national income
of any major industrial country in the
world. After one of the slowest 4-year
periods of job growth since the Great
Depression, the economy is now enjoy-
ing a solid growth, with strong private
sector job creation and low inflation.
The economy has created well over 3
million private sector jobs. The Repub-
licans were wrong then, and they are
wrong now.

Today, we will be asked to cast one vote on
a package that will dramatically change our
Government. With one vote, we will dismantle
the Department of Commerce; an agency en-
trusted with two critically important constitu-
tional functions; that of the census and the fil-
ing and protection of patents. We will disman-
tle an agency that every day impacts millions
of Americans. All done without the benefit of
any comprehensive committee action. We will
forever change health care for millions of low-
income women, children, and senior citizens.
We will end Federal, uniform nursing home
standards implemented less than 10 years
ago; we will force more working families into
poverty and end any hope of a higher edu-
cation for thousands of our children. We will
forever end Medicare as we know it. It does
not surprise me that the Republicans want to
end Medicare, as the leader of the Republican
Party in the other body has stated, “l was
there fighting the fight, working against Medi-
care—because we knew it wouldn’t work in
1965.” We will close many rural hosptials; cut
WIC, Headstart, and significantly reduce our
investment in research and development. All
in the hope of economic growth and tax cuts
for the very affluent. Once again, our Repub-
lican colleagues are asking Members of this
body to take a leap of faith on failed economic
and budget policies based on failed and mis-
guided predictions.

| am hopeful that many of these radical
changes will be dropped in conference. It is
the only hope we have. | ask all of my col-
leagues to oppose this package.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. SMITH], a
member of the Committee on the Budg-
et, and an expert on immigration in
America.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
in the last election, the American peo-
ple told us to balance the budget, cut
the taxes, and end the gimmicks.

They wanted an end to Alice in
Budgetland: to the rising tide of red
ink that destroys jobs, makes housing
and education more expensive, and en-
courages our addiction to big govern-
ment.

They wanted an end to Alice in
Budgetland: to the constant tax in-
creases that take more and more
money and decisions away from the
American people.

They wanted an end to the Alice in
Budgetland rosy scenarios, bogus
growth numbers, and magic asterisks,
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the ponzi scheme by which Congress
kept spending more of the people’s
money.

Today we keep our word. We have a
plan to balance the budget. Our bal-
anced budget plan will mean 1.2 million
additional jobs by 2002. Our balanced
budget will reduce interest rates, mak-
ing new homes, college education and
start-up businesses more plentiful and
affordable.

Qur plan also increases the power and
decision-making of families. It’s not
just important to balance the budget.
It matters how we balance the budget.
The family and small business tax re-
lief provisions contained in our plan
are essential to returning power and
money back home.

Without tax relief, we won’t return
decisions where they belong—to the
people who do the work, pay the taxes,
raise the children. Without tax relief,
we aren’t putting people first.

Last week in Houston President Clin-
ton stated, ““l think | raised your taxes
too much.” We agree that the Presi-
dent was wrong, and that’s why Repub-
licans unanimously opposed the largest
tax increase in history. That’s why our
plan is the only plan that returns some
of the money that President Clinton
took in 1993.

It’s the family’s money to keep. It’s
not Washington’s money to spend. And
only our balanced budget honors hard-
working Americans by letting them
keep more of what they earn and by
spending their money with great care.

I urge my colleagues to support this
balanced budget.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from my na-
tive State of North Dakota [Mr.
POMEROY].

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. SABQ] for yielding this time to me.

The budget before us is truly historic
in its dimensions, and perhaps that is
the only thing we will all agree about
in the course of this debate today. As |
see it, the debate between us is not
about whether we ought to balance the
budget. |1 think there is broad agree-
ment we ought to move towards that
goal. The debate is how we do it, and
here is where the conflicting priorities
of the parties become very clear.

This budget plan is built on a fun-
damentally flawed premise, that we
can balance the budget while financing
a tax cut primarily benefiting the most
privileged among us. This makes as
much sense as a family resolving to get
their household’s finances in order just
as soon as they spend the weekend in
Paris once more on that old
MasterCard.

The consequences of the Republican
tax plan are enormous. The wealthiest
people in this country get a windfall
while working and middle-income
Americans lose ground. The tax cut re-
flects that the driving priority in this
budget is to assist the wealthy in be-
coming even wealthier, and to this end,
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they have sacrificed health programs
for seniors, nutrition programs for
Kids, the safety net for family farmers,
pension security for millions and mil-
lions of Americans. In order to accom-
modate the agenda of the privileged
this budget makes devastating trade-
offs that pull support from those who
need it and opportunity and hope from
millions and millions of middle-class
Americans.

Make no mistake about it. The bot-
tom line on this budget is more wealth
for the richest, less help for the need-
iest, and reduced hope and opportunity
for middle-income families.

This bill is more than an historic
budget, it is an historic and tragic mis-
take, on which if enacted will change
the character of our great country.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from  Mississippi  [Mr.
PARKER]

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, for pur-
poses of clarification | would like to
engage the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
KasicH] in a colloquy.

First let me thank the gentleman for
his willingness to work with those of
us who have been concerned about the
public auction of the facilities in the
Power Marketing Administration. It is
my belief that the study provision con-
tained in this legislation is superior to
an outright sale. In fact, this non-bi-
ased study will hopefully provide our
committee with the needed facts to de-
termine whether or not a sale of the
PMA'’s will be in the best interest of
the Government in the long run.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, it better end up
being better in the long run. | would
say to the gentleman | wanted to do it
this year, and he said we got to study
it for a while, make sure we do the

right thing. | agree with the gen-
tleman.
Mr. PARKER. However, Mr. Chair-

man, | would like to seek clarification
to determine whether or not the eval-
uation or study will look at the im-
pact, if there is a sale of the PMA'’s, on
the wholesale and retail electricity
rates of the current customers in the
affected areas.

Mr. KASICH. | think that the gen-
tleman makes a good point, and obvi-
ously we want to make sure that, when
we do this, we do it right and every-
body understands what the impact will
be.

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman from Ohio for having
yielded to me. The clarification is ap-
preciated.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the very distinguished gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. NEUMANN],
a brand-spanking new, fiery member of
the Committee on the Budget.

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today in strong support of this. We
have spent a full generation. Now the
last time we balanced our budget | was
a sophomore in high school. My chil-
dren are now out of high school and
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heading on to college. 1 have got a
daughter who 1is a junior in high
school. It has been a full generation
since we have balanced our budget. It
is time we get it done.

Congratulations to the Committee on
the Budget, to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. KAsIcH], for bringing us a bill
that is going to allow us to not only
keep our promises, but, more impor-
tantly, do what is right for the Amer-
ican people.

As my colleagues know, not enough
has been made about what happens
after we balance the budget. | just
heard about the hopes and the dreams
of the future of the middle-class Amer-
ica. When we balance the budget, what
that means is the Federal Government
stops borrowing hundreds of billions of
dollars out of the private sector, and,
when the Federal Government stops
borrowing that money, that money is
now available for real people to borrow,
and when real people have the oppor-
tunity to borrow that money, that
means they can buy homes, and they
can buy cars, and they can get college
loans to go to college, and when they
get those loans, the interest rate is
going to be lower because there is more
access to the money. This is good news
for the future of the middle class.

As a matter of fact, if somebody were
to go out and buy a house today, and
they were to borrow $50,000, and we had
balanced the budget sooner so the in-
terest rate was 2 points lower, they
would save over $1,000 a year in the in-
terest on the payments in that $50,000
loan.

0O 1245

If they borrowed $100,000 to buy a
house, they would save $2,000. Almost
$200 a month remains in the pockets of
the working people of this country be-
cause we are about to balance the
budget. This is good news for the
hopes, for the dreams, for the future of
this country.

Also, it puts this Nation back on
track, that the Nation will be pre-
served for the next generation. Instead
of giving them a legacy of growing
debts, we can give our children the
hopes and dreams of the future, like we
received from our forefathers.

In the budget resolution we passed
earlier this year, it sets some 7-year
targets and it sets some l-year targets.
Again, I commend the Committee on
the Budget. This proposal that we have
before us today not only hits the 7-year
targets, it also hits the first-year tar-
gets, and a lot of other political groups
would not have done that. 1 commend
the chairman of the committee, the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KAsIcH], and
the committee for their tireless work
at helping us keep our promises to the
American people, and strongly urge
support of this bill.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 10
seconds to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Ms. DELAURO].

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, | rise
just to let our colleague, the gen-
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tleman from Wisconsin, know that in
his district 17,179 working families will
have their taxes increased by this Re-
publican bill.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. LuUcCILLE ROYBAL-ALLARD], a
distinguished member of our commit-
tee.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Chair-
man, the Republican budget is morally
wrong. It does nothing to improve na-
tional living standards.

Except for the very wealthy, it hurts
the majority of hard-working Ameri-
cans. Three areas illustrate my point.

First, the Republican bill cuts taxes
for the rich, but raises taxes on the
poor. It cuts the earned income tax
credit which helps keep 14 million low-
paid working families earning $9,500 to
$25,000 dollars a year out of poverty.

The GOP tax plan will give families
earning $350,000 dollars a year a $14,000
tax cut. While the struggling, lowest
paid worker must lose an additional
$300 to $324 annually. That is wrong.

Second, the Republicans cut child
and prenatal nutrition programs prov-
en to be good national investments.
For every $1 spent on prenatal nutri-
tion, the WIC Program saves the Amer-
ican taxpayer $3.50 in special education
and Medicaid expenses. To cut such
programs is wrong.

Finally, the Republican plan unbe-
lievably repeals the Nursing Home
Standards Act of 1987. This act was en-
acted as a direct response to congres-
sional hearings which revealed wide-
spread abuses in State and privately
run nursing homes. Abuses resulting
from unsanitary conditions, malnutri-
tion, overmedication, neglect, sexual
and physical abuse.

Our current law has helped to elimi-
nate these abuses and to improve the
quality of life for nursing home sen-
iors.

If these standards are eliminated, Re-
publicans condemn our seniors to suf-
fer the horrible abuses of the past.
That is wrong.

Under the Republican budget rec-
onciliation bill, the rich will be richer,
but the living standard of our Nation
will be made much poorer.

The only good thing about the Re-
publican budget is that it is so extreme
and unfair that the President must
veto it.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. MARTINI], the courageous
young freshman who is from the State
of Bruce Springsteen.

Mr. MARTINI. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman from Ohio. | first
would like to compliment him and his
committee for the outstanding work he
has done on this budget this year.

Today we are debating and are about
to consider a Budget Reconciliation
Act. It struck me coming over here
that reconciliation, the very nature of
the word itself, suggests a coming to-
gether, a solving of differences, and a
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going forward. | believe that the Amer-
ican people today know that the Fed-
eral Government has had extreme prob-
lems with its fiscal matters over the
years. | think the Americans also know
that this majority of Congress has been
set to correct those wrongs, but | sus-
pect that the Americans out there still
do not know if this Congress has the re-
solve to do that today. It is no wonder,
in my opinion, Mr. Chairman, because
over the last several weeks all they
have heard are distortions and scares,
scares intended to stop people in their
tracks from going forward.

It strikes me as sad that the party
whose former leader, Franklin Delano
Roosevelt, once gave us the phrase ““We
have nothing to fear but fear itself”
now offers us only fear itself and no so-
lutions. Let us just look at the record
for a moment, if we may.

On June 4, 1992, President Clinton
promised a balanced budget. He never
delivered. He promised a tax cut for
middle-class families. He never deliv-
ered. Worse than never delivering, he
actually implemented the biggest tax
increase in the history of our Nation.
Now he has even admitted he raised
our taxes too much. He failed to offer a
plan to end welfare as we know it, and
he stayed on the sidelines as we saved
Medicare from going bankrupt.

In contrast, this Congress is about
keeping promises. We understand the
importance of fulfilling our promises
to our elderly and our children, and we
will do just that. Today, for me, Mr.
Chairman, it is indeed humbling to
take part in such a historic vote in
favor of a more fiscally sound America
and a brighter America, and | urge all
of my colleagues to support this bill.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 10
seconds to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DOGGETT].

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, 27,641
working families in the district of the
gentleman who just spoke will have
their taxes increased by this Repub-
lican tax increase bill they are approv-
ing today.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield 2
minutes to my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM].

(Mr. STENHOLM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, |
join my ranking Member in emphasiz-
ing that putting all substance aside,
the logistics of bringing this bill to the
floor have been an abhorrence not only
to the usual committee process but of
any democratic process.

I want to add a word or two today
about the role which the Budget Com-
mittee has, or rather could have had,
in today’s reconciliation bill. Having
spent a great deal of my career looking
at budget process issues, and in fact,
having enjoyed working on a number of
those issues with Chairman KASICH,
that is what | would like to examine
now. | was both surprised and dis-
appointed that this reconciliation bill
took a minimalist approach to process
reform.
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Needless to say, this bill is expansive
in every other regard. No one single
bill has ever entailed such a com-
prehensive overhaul of Federal Govern-
ment policy. The other side likes to
speak of the Republican revolution and
I would, in no way, dispute that this is
a revolutionary document.

That is why | am disappointed that
process reforms which could bring
meaningful budget enforcement, great-
er integrity in the process, and a sense
of openness and honesty were left out
of the revolution.

Two year’s ago when we were bat-
tling over the 1993 budget reconcili-
ation bill, I engaged in intense negotia-
tions with my leadership to move us
closer to enforcement language which
would guarantee the deficit reduction
promises being made. In particular, we
were trying to remove ‘‘uncontrol-
lable’” as an adjective for entitlement
spending.

The agreement that we reached in
1993 was far less than | wanted, espe-
cially with regard to guaranteeing con-
trol over the Medicare Program. But do
you know what? That agreement
showed a lot more enforcement muscle
than appears any where in this budget.
I received all sorts of Republican lec-
turing for failing to bring my party to
the stronger entitlement control |
wanted and yet even that compromise
language is missing in this revolution.
This bill allows ‘“‘uncontrollable” to
continue accurately describing entitle-
ment spending.

What else could have been included?
Well, the substitute which I am sup-
porting today includes deficit reduc-
tion guarantees enforced by sequestra-
tion. It has 10 year scorekeeping to
make sure that things like grossly bal-
looning tax cuts start showing up be-
yond the curtains on current budget
windows.

Our substitute has process reforms
like line item veto and a deficit reduc-
tion lock box, which the majority of
this House has said it supports. It also
adopts numerous provisions borrowed
from previously bipartisan bills which
many people standing on the other side
of the floor right now not only sup-
ported but co-authored—things like
baseline reform, controlling emergency
spending, continuing resolution re-
form.

Where are those provisions today?
How did they get left out of the revolu-
tion? For a party which has made a
mantra of ‘““Promises Made—Promises
Kept”” why were not some of the prom-
ise-keepers built into this bill?

I urge my colleagues to vote no on
the base bill and vote yes on the sub-
stitute which actually has a chance of
maintaining the many promises being
made today.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr.
the gentleman yield?

Mr. STENHOLM. 1 yield to the gen-
tlewoman from California.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding to me.

This is a defining time and a defining
vote. Very few here have made every

Chairman, will
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vote in the last two Congresses to
achieve significant and fair deficit re-
duction—beginning with support of the
1993 budget which has halved our defi-
cit to the lowest level in a generation
and decreased it for 3 years straight. |
have made each of those tough deficit
cutting votes.

And today | will continue to stand up
for fairness, for balance, for deficit re-
duction, and for bipartisanship.

In this spirit, | strongly oppose H.R.
2491 as drafted because it funds ill-
timed tax cuts by raising the deficit in
the short-term and hurting our most
vulnerable populations—seniors and
children—with devastating Medicare
cuts and the termination of Medicaid
as a guaranteed safety net for nursing
home residents.

| strongly support the bipartisan coa-
lition substitute which defers tax cuts
until we have achieved a balanced
budget, treats cost-of-living increases
in a non-inflationary manner, and pre-
serves Medicaid, including regulations
against nursing home abuse.

In my view, the Medicare cuts in the
coalition substitute are deeper than
what | would like to see, but this bipar-
tisan effort sets a marker for further
discussion. | have met with hundreds of
seniors in my district, and will stand
with them as we work for the fairest
compromise within tough budgetary
constraints.

Had H.R. 2491 been drafted with real
public input, | believe its contents
would be different. Now with its ex-
pected passage and its expected veto by
the President, the real debate must
start.

Every Federal program, every Fed-
eral dollar should be on the table as we
debate—openly and in a bipartisan
manner—how to share sacrifice and
how to share benefits. Every program.
Every person.

But the operative word is balance—a
balanced budget, balanced sacrifice,
balanced benefit, and an open and bal-
anced process. Let’s begin anew.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. SHAYS].

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, the first thing | want
to say is | would not vote for the plan
described by the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. SABO], and | do not think
anybody on this side of the aisle would,
but that is not our plan. That does not
seem to matter to the gentleman from
Minnesota and others.

We have had a budget deficit that has
gone up and up and up, a debt that has
gone from $385 billion 25 years ago to
$4,900 billion, or $4.9 trillion. Our col-
leagues on that side of the aisle who
have been in power for 40 years have
had a chance to deal with that issue.
We need to get our financial house in
order, and we need to balance our Fed-
eral budget. We need to save our trust
funds, particularly Medicare, and we
need to transform our social and cor-
porate welfare State into an oppor-
tunity society.
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The bottom line and the most dif-
ficult part is saving our trust funds. We
know what the board of trustees of the
Federal hospital insurance trust fund
have said. they have said that in basi-
cally 7 years the Medicare part A trust
fund literally goes bankrupt, but no-
body on that side of the aisle even
wanted to address it until a few weeks
ago.

We are addressing that fund. We are
making sure that $333 billion benefits
the Medicare part A trust fund, and
$137 billion benefits the Medicare part
B trust fund. We have extended its in-
solvency and its ultimate bankruptcy
from the year 2002 to the year 2010.

What is so important about the year
2010? That is when the baby boomers
start to get into this fund. At that
point, we have the baby boomers from
year 2010 to the year 2030. By the year
2030, baby boomers from the age 65 to
85 will be in the fund. What does that
mean? We have workers right now,
three and one-half workers are working
for each individual in the trust fund.
Right now three and one-third workers
work for every person in the Social Se-
curity trust fund. By the year 2030, 35
years from now, there will only be two
workers.

We are talking about what has hap-
pened over the last 40 years, and par-
ticularly, the last 25. Our Congresses
and, regretfully, our Presidents have
mortgaged the farm, and now we are
trying to buy it back for our Kids. this
is about Kkids. It is about saving this
country. | could not be more proud to
be part of this reconciliation act. My
only regret is that the President has
not joined in in this effort.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, looking at the num-
bers as the gentleman referred to, | dis-
covered he only has 11,000 families eli-
gible for low-income tax credit, one of
the lowest in the country. They are
going to be hurt, but let me assure the
gentleman from Connecticut, all the
rich constituents he has are not going
to be hurt. They are going to prosper.
They are going to do well. His district
does not resemble America.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Florida [Mrs.
MEEK].

(Mrs. MEEK of Florida asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | want to thank the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KAsicH], the chairman
of the Committee on the Budget, and
the ranking member, the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. SaBo]. | served
under them this session on the Com-
mittee on the Budget.

Mr. Chairman, | strongly oppose the
reconciliation bill we will consider
today.

Why are poor Americans being asked
to shoulder most of the pain in bal-
ancing the Federal budget and paying
for tax breaks for the wealthy? The an-
swer is that they are a convenient tar-
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get. Poor people can’'t afford to hire
lobbyists to protect their interests.

We all know that cutting the Federal
budget deficit is painful, but this de-
bate isn’t about pain and suffering. It
is about fairness. Most of the cuts in
the reconciliation bill reported by the
Committee on the Budget fall on low-
income Americans. The reported bill
cuts $221 billion from entitlements, and
$192 billion of these—87 percent—are in
two Federal programs that help poor
and low income Americans: Medicaid
and student loans.

The Budget Committee also approved
$53 billion in increased taxes, and $27
billion—51 percent—are reductions in
the earned income tax credit for work-
ing Americans and low-income housing
credits.

The chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means recently justified the
changes in the earned income tax cred-
it by arguing, and | quote, “Simply
put, the EITC is going to people with
incomes that are too high.” Too high?
Should a single hard-working person
with no children earning $8,200 a year,
or $4 an hour, have her Federal income
tax raised by $101 a year? Should work-
ing people struggling to get by help
pay for a tax cut that goes mainly to
the small minority—12 percent of all
families—that earn over $100,000 a
year? This bill is simply unfair.

What happened to the Republican
pledge in January that it would require
a three-fifths vote to raise income
taxes because the Republicans said
they wanted to “*help’” working Ameri-
cans? Today the Republicans are
waiving this requirement. People are
going to bear the burden for these false
promises.

The Republicans’ plan to cut Flor-
ida’s Medicaid payments by 26 percent
over the next 7 years will have a dev-
astating effect on Miami. Jackson Me-
morial Hospital accounts for 30 percent
of all hospital admissions in Miami.
This year Medicaid will supply $438
million to Jackson Memorial, or about
40 percent of its total revenues.

What will happen to health care for
the poor if Jackson Memorial runs out
of Medicaid money in October under
the Republican scheme? Will they stop
delivering babies? Will they stop vac-
cinating children in November and De-
cember? Is this fair?

Last week the Republicans voted to
increase part B Medicare premiums.
This week they are cutting Medicaid.
What will happen to the elderly when
Florida runs out of Medicaid money
and can no longer pay for the Medicare
part B premiums of the elderly?

What will happen to the elderly who
are now in nursing homes when Florida
runs out of Medicaid money? Will the
elderly be put out in the street?

The Republicans opposed my efforts
to make the Medicaid formula fairer.
Twice | tried to have the entire House
decide whether to accept the Medicaid
formula adopted by the Senate Finance
Committee, which is fairer and helps
ease the burden of these cuts on States
like Florida. But twice every Repub-
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lican voted ‘“no” even though my
amendment would have helped a ma-
jority of the Republican Members.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 15 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, the simple fact of the
matter is under the House plan the
earned income tax credit is going to go
up by 40 percent. Forty percent may
not be enough for some that want to
drive it up 60, 70, 80 percent. Forty per-
cent is a generous increase.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HOKE].

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the chairman of the Committee on the
Budget and my fellow Buckeye for
yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, | listen to this debate
and | just cannot conceive of how
Americans watching it in their homes
could be anything but confused, be-
cause we bandy about the word ‘“‘cut”
in such a disgraceful, shameless, and
such a completely inaccurate way. The
fact is we are going to increase the
spending on the earned income tax
credit from $22 billion in 1995 to $32 bil-
lion in 2002. Overall, this budget goes
from one trillion five hundred billion
to one trillion eight hundred billion;
Medicare goes up from $170 billion to
$244 billion; education and student
loans goes up from $24 billion to $36 bil-
lion. That is a 50 percent increase. Yet
all we hear from the other side is cut,
cut, cut.
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Where is the cut? It is that kind of
abusive language that makes it so im-
possible for average Americans to deci-
pher what the heck is going on and to
make the kind of judgments that they
need to be able to make in order to
evaluate their representatives. In fact,
the only cut that I am aware of, the
only real cut in this budget has to do
with foreign aid, and that is a real cut.

What is the good side, what is the up-
side of all of this? The upside of all of
this in terms of balancing the budget,
the biggest impact on American fami-
lies will be with respect to what it does
to interest rates, and that is a profound
impact. It is not just a fog of humbers,
it is not just accounting, it really
makes a difference in terms of what
those dollars mean to the average
American working family.

DRI/McGraw Hill has said that it is a
2.7 percentage point difference as a re-
sult of balancing the budget. On a
$100,000 mortgage, on a $100,000 mort-
gage, that amounts to about $225 per
month more in the hands of the people
that earn that money. That has a pro-
found impact on a student loan. There
is a tremendous difference, as well as
on a car payment.

The good news is that balancing the
budget puts more money in the pockets
of the people that make it.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 10
seconds to the gentleman from Texas,
Mr. GENE GREEN.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, in response to my colleague
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from Ohio [Mr. HOKE], the last speaker,
does the gentleman know that in his
district 22,659 working families will
have their taxes increased by this bill?

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DOGGETT].

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, our Republican budget
chief is exactly right. This is a debate
about promises, and how you feel about
the promises depends on where you are
sitting on the economic ladder of this
country.

If you are way up there on top, at the
apex of the American economy, sitting
on a cushion sipping champagne, you
got your promise fulfilled by in Repub-
lican Party bountifully, because the
better off are going to get a little more
better off today. If you are one of the
great corporations of America that
back in the days of yesteryear never
paid a dime of taxes on billions of dol-
lars of profit, you also can smile. You
are better off today. You will pay zero,
zip, not a dime under the repeal of the
minimum tax credit.

Mr. Chairman, but what if you are
not way up there on top? What if you
are down on the lower rungs, just try-
ing to struggle and make ends meet
and get your Kkids through school?
Well, those people on the economic lad-
der have a broken promise. If you are
on Medicare, well, you get the new Re-
publican sick tax. Yesterday, Bos DOLE
was boasting, he voted against Medi-
care, and NEWT GINGRICH said, well, we
will just let it wither on the vine. The
Republicans lever a hefty sick tax be-
cause they want to help those who are
well. Very well. Well off.

If you make $30,000 or less, these Re-
publicans are going to raise your taxes,
plain and simple. To the many who are
trying to climb up that economic lad-
der and share in the American dream,
they stomp on their working fingers as
they try to climb up that ladder. That
is why we call it Wreckonciliation, be-
cause it wrecks working families that
are trying to make a go of it. It wrecks
seniors who are going to have to pay
that Republican sick tax.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. HOEKSTRA],
a member of the Committee on the
Budget.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the chairman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, the only thing that we
will wreck if we do not pass this rec-
onciliation bill is the American family.
Let us talk about exactly what is going
to happen to spending over the next 7
years. If we do nothing, Federal spend-
ing will rise by 37 percent. If we pass
reconciliation, which we will do later
on today, Federal spending, we are
really going to tighten our belts for the
next 7 years. We are only going to
allow Federal spending to increase by
27 percent.

I came out of the private sector, and
I would have loved any budget that
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over 7 years would have allowed me to
increase spending by 27 percent. We are
asking the Federal Government to get
spending under control and have a
gentle slope toward balancing the
budget.

Spending goes up in every category.
Total spending goes up. Welfare re-
form, welfare spending goes up. Medi-
care spending goes up. Per beneficiary
on Medicare goes from $4,800 to $6,700.
We are trying to manage health care
growth to 5 percent per year. Medicaid
spending goes up. Spending on student
loans. Student loan spending goes by 37
percent over the next 7 years. School
lunches. We heard that those were
gone. Spending on school lunches goes
up by 4.5 percent per year.

This is a reasonable budget; this is a
commonsense reconciliation. Common
people, on the street every day would
love to have a budget at their house
that would go up by 3 percent per year
and be asked to manage to that. This
makes sense. This is reform that we
can manage too.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 10
seconds to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. KLINK].

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Chairman, to my
dear friend, the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. HOEKSTRA], | just wonder if he
knew that in his district 23,679 working
families will have their taxes increase
by their Republican reconciliation.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. HOYER].

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong opposition to the omnibus bill
that | believe is a major step back-
wards for our Nation. | am committed
to ensure our Nation’s fiscal integrity.
Our obligation to our future and our
children demands decisive and decid-
edly different action to effect a dis-
ciplined conduct in our fiscal business.
But the Republican package is not the
answer. It is an attack on the middle
class and poor Americans.

Mr. Chairman, | supported the Bal-
anced Budget Amendment. | voted for
the Stenholm budget, which would
have achieved a surplus by 2002, and |
will support the Orton alternative that
also puts us on a path to a balanced
budget by 2002. But | do not support tax
cuts until we get our fiscal House in
order. Balance the budget first and
then consider tax reductions.

Half of the bill’s tax breaks go to
those who make more than $100,000 a
year, while the lowest 20 percent of in-
come earners will see their taxes go up.
That is not right. If the Republicans
were not so committed to tax breaks
for the wealthy, this legislation would
not include the draconian cuts that |
oppose so strongly.

One example of the bill’s attack on
the middle class is provisions on Fed-
eral employees. While | am pleased
that the parking provision has been
dropped, what remains is still unfair
and unwarranted.

In addition to the dramatic reduc-
tions in the earned income tax credit
which has been spoken of, this bill
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makes very serious cuts in Medicare
and Medicaid. Over $450 billion in
health care cuts for seniors families
and children.

Furthermore, the Republican propos-
als for welfare reform are weak on
work and tough on Kkids; they are
tougher on kids than they are on the
deadbeat dads who walk out on those
kids. The Orton substitute will effect
real welfare change and require those
who can work to work regularly.

These are just a few examples of
what | believe our priorities must be.
Not tax cuts in the face of deficits, but
fiscally responsible policies that serve
our Nation’s needs, promote the Amer-
ican economy, and effect a balanced
budget by the year 2002. | urge defeat of
the Gingrich-Kasich budget.

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. CHRYSLER].

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

Mr. CHRYSLER. Mr. Chairman, |1
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, I am proud to stand in
this House today in support of our plan
to balance the Federal budget over the
next 7 years. It is the most compas-
sionate thing that we can do for the
children of America. One of the best
ways to help the children in America is
to help their mom and dad, and let
them have the basic human dignity and
pride that comes from bringing home a
paycheck. We need less government
and lower taxes; we need to let people
keep more of what they earn and save,
and we need to let people make their
own decisions on how they spend their
money, not government.

As the head of the task force to dis-
mantle the Commerce Department, |
know we found a good place to start in
rightsizing the Federal Government.
Former Commerce Secretary Robert
Mosbacher put it best when he recently
called his old department, ‘““Nothing
more than a hall closet where you
throw everything that you don’t know
what to do with.”” In fact, 60 percent of
the Department has nothing to do with
commerce.

In a recent Business Week poll, sen-
ior business executives said to elimi-
nate the Department of Commerce by a
two-to-one margin. Why? Because if
the Commerce Department were truly
the voice of business, they would be
supporting a cut in capital gains tax;
they would be supporting tort reform
and regulatory reform, and balancing
the Federal budget. In fact, the Depart-
ment of Commerce is diametrically op-
posed to all of them.

Our plan simply makes more sense
than current hodgepodge programs
huddled at the agency that some now
call the Department of Miscellaneous
Affairs.

Mr. Chairman, our efforts to disman-
tle the Department of Commerce will
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streamline and improve Federal efforts
on behalf of American businesses and
save billions of dollars, giving tax-
payers and their children their money’s
worth. Everyone in my district, in my
State, and America are better off, and
88 percent of them say, balance the
Federal budget.

Last week, House Republicans unveiled
their final plan to dismantle one of least defen-
sible Departments in government: the Depart-
ment of Commerce. As Majority Leader Dick
Armey noted, for the first time in history, the
American people will see a Cabinet chair car-
ried out of the Cabinet Room at the White
House and placed in a museum with other ar-
tifacts from American history.

Our plan to dismantle the Commerce De-
partment is the first step in our mission to
downsize a bloated Federal government that
is too big and spends too much money. It will
begin to put out-of-control government growth
in reverse and will save taxpayers at least $6
billion over the next 7 years, a significant
down payment on our plan to balance the
Federal budget.

Nothing so clearly demonstrates the need to
streamline the Federal Government more than
the Commerce Department. Accordingly to the
Department's own inspector general, this
agency is a loose collection of over 100 unre-
lated programs. In fact, today’s Department is
involved in everything from managing fish
farms to predicting the weather to promoting
new technology.

What Commerce officials describe as “syn-
ergy” among Commerce’s wide-ranging func-
tions, most reasonable people simply call con-
fusion.

What most people believe is the real mis-
sion of the Department of Commerce, promot-
ing the interests of American business
throughout the global marketplace, is actually
only a fragment of what the Department actu-
ally does. Only 5 percent of Commerce’s
budget is devoted to trade promotion, a re-
sponsibility the Department shares with nu-
merous other Federal agencies.

While Commerce Secretary Ron Brown con-
tinues his defense of his beleaguered Depart-
ment, the business community remains nota-
bly silent. A recent Business Week poll of sen-
ior business executives illustrated their support
for eliminating the Department of Commerce
by a margin of two to one.

Secretary Brown insists the Department is
“the only effective Cabinet-level voice of U.S.
business,” yet industry remains skeptical. Re-
cently, the respected Journal of Commerce
quoted Willard Workman, a vice-president at
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce saying, “I've
only received four phone calls from member
companies asking that we lead the effort to
save the Department.” The U.S. Chamber of
Commerce represents over 200,000 busi-
nesses throughout the nation.

A Wall Street Journal article earlier this year
about Republican calls for the elimination of
the Commerce Department was headlined
“Business Sheds Few Tears.” The article went
on to quote Clinton administration ally C. Fred
Bergsten, director of the Institute for Inter-
national Economics, as noting “I don’t think
much would be lost” if the Department of
Commerce were eliminated.

Karen Kerrigan, president of the Small Busi-
ness Survival Committee, recently rejected
Secretary Brown’s assertion that the business
community would face dire consequences if
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the Department at the Commerce were dis-
mantled: “Having the Commerce Department
at the Cabinet table has accomplished little in
the past few years—in fact, taxes have risen
and the regulatory burden has grown.”

Despite this resounding vote of no-con-
fidence from the business community, Sec-
retary Brown tries to claim credit for encourag-
ing billions of dollars in U.S. exports and for
creating hundreds of thousands of American
jobs. Secretary Brown fails to understand that
it is the spirit of American enterprise and en-
trepreneurship that drives the American econ-
omy, not government bureaucrats in Washing-
ton.

Steve Moore, director of fiscal policy studies
at the Cato Institute, wryly answers the Sec-
retary’s exaggerated claims, “Right. And if we
could just find 10 more Ron Browns, the
American trade deficit and unemployment
would magically vanish.”

We are not, however, disputing the impor-
tance of many of the trade functions currently
performed by the Commerce Department. We
must aggressively pursue foreign markets and
provide in-roads for American business. But to
huddle these beneficial trade functions under
the same administrative umbrella as the
Weather Service, the Census Bureau, and the
Economic Development Administration does
not make sense. Our plan would change that.

That said, Mr. Brown’s argument that Com-
merce has been a “proven business ally at the
Cabinet table” holds little weight with Ameri-
ca’'s business community and the American
taxpayers who foot the bill.

Our plan provides a blueprint for what the
Federal Government should be doing for
American business: aggressively promoting
opportunities and opening avenues for free
and open trade for all industries.

Our plan will strengthen the important trade
functions of the Federal Government. Cur-
rently, over 19 federal offices or agencies play
some role in developing Federal trade policy.
Our plan begins to consolidate this fragmented
system, avoiding the confusion and missed
opportunities that this scattered system often
creates.

We will consolidate the trade programs of
the Commerce Department, including the U.S.
Foreign and Commercial Service and the Im-
port Administration, into the Office of the Unit-
ed States Trade Representative, which al-
ready takes the lead in trade policy.

Secretary Brown has claimed that eliminat-
ing the Commerce Department will be tanta-
mount to unilateral disarmament, gutting the
ability of the United States to compete in world
markets through aggressive export promotion
and sensible trade policies. | don't think the
American people buy that argument for a
minute.

Mr. Brown’s argument assumes that it is a
good thing for the U.S. to have trade functions
housed in an agency in which they are swal-
lowed up. Do our trading partners think we are
serious about trade when functions directly re-
lated to trade account for just 5 percent of the
budget for the Department we call Com-
merce? Mr. Brown implies that our trade policy
and promotion efforts will only work if they are
carried out by lots and lots of people sitting in
a very big building. | know the people of my
district sent me here to challenge that kind of
assumption.

The fact is, we can conduct a much more
effective trade policy by restructuring and
downsizing the trade bureaucracy. The current
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U.S. structure for trade policy—USTR as the
leader, Commerce’s International Trade Ad-
ministration as the poor cousin—is an anom-
aly. It is wasteful, duplicative, and it reduces
our effectiveness vis-a-vis our major trading
partners, like Canada, Japan, France, and the
United Kingdom, which have single, unified
trade agencies.

| am absolutely convinced that, by breaking
Commerce’s trade functions out of a hide-
bound bureaucracy, by streamlining those
functions, and by eliminating the senseless di-
vision that exists between USTR and the Inter-
national Trade Administration, U.S. business
will end up with a much more effective advo-
cate, and our trading partners will face a much
more formidable presence across the negotiat-
ing table. Our plan moves us toward that goal.
We're not disarming—we're rethinking, retool-
ing, consolidating and learning from the suc-
cesses of our trading partners.

The Commerce dismantling plan will also
consolidate the beneficial science and tech-
nology programs of the Commerce Depart-
ment into the new National Institute for
Science and Technology [NIST]. The General
Accounting Office recently reported that Com-
merce Department efforts comprise only a tiny
fraction of overall Federal scientific endeavors.
Most of the Federal science and technology
programs are carried out elsewhere in govern-
ment.

Many of the Commerce Department’s tech-
nology programs have become notorious as
the golden gooses of what Labor Secretary
Robert Reich calls corporate welfare. A prime
example is the Advanced Technology Program
[ATP], which provides multi-million dollar
hand-outs to some of the Nation’s industry gi-
ants. In most cases, ATP grants amount to
nothing more than pork gone high-tech.

T.J. Rogers, the CEO of Cyprus Semi-
conductor, recently offered these thoughts
about corporate welfare:

Corporate welfare burdens successful com-
panies and individuals with higher taxes and
higher interest rates. And, as with social
welfare, corporate welfare often hurts the in-
tended beneficiary. The Department of Com-
merce is one of the primary vehicles for cor-
porate welfare.

Our plan puts an immediate stop to these
taxpayer funded giveaways.

Here again, we are moving closer to a gov-
ernment that makes more sense, where simi-
lar functions are housed together and the
waste and duplication eliminated. The useful
programs of the National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration, including the National
Weather Service, and the standards functions
and labs of the National Bureau of Standards,
are merged into the new NIST.

We consolidate Federal statistical functions,
merging the Bureau of Economic Analysis
[BEA] with the Bureau of Labor Statistics
[BLS]. The Bureau of the Census will be held
in the Office of Management and Budget for
up to 6 months, in anticipation of the creation
of a unified Federal Statistical Agency.

Our plan to dismantle the Department of
Commerce will clean out the bureaucratic clut-
ter from this attic of the Federal Government,
eliminating over 40 unnecessary agencies and
programs and shrinking those that have grown
too big. For example, the plan terminates the
U.S. Travel and Tourism Administration, the
Technology Administration, the Economic and
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Statistics Administration, the Economic Devel-
opment Administration, and the Minority Busi-
ness Development Administration.

We eliminate the Office of Technology Pol-
icy, the Advanced Technology Program, the
Manufacturing Extension Partnership, the Fed-
eral Laboratory Consortium for Technology
Transfer, and numerous other duplicative or
wasteful programs.

Our plan will also free two agencies from
the burden of government red tap. The Na-
tional Technical Information Service will be
privatized and the Patent and Trademark Of-
fice will be made into a government corpora-
tion.

Our efforts to dismantle the Department of
Commerce are an important first step in
downsizing the Federal Government and let-
ting the American people keep more of what
they earn and save.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 10
seconds to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. ENGEL].

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, in re-
sponse to the last speaker from Michi-
gan, did you know that in your district
19,170 working families will have their
taxes increased by this Republican bill,
and in Michigan, students will have to
pay $211 million more for student loans
because of this bill.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from North Carolina [Mrs.
CLAYTON].

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, the
driving force behind today’s vote on
the budget reconciliation is the goal to
balance the budget by the year 2002. |
believe most of us in Congress support
the goal of balancing the budget. The
question is, how, by what means, who
makes the sacrifice, who will balance
the budget on whose back?

Every citizen has the goal of bal-
ancing their personal budget. We make
decisions, we make choices. We can de-
cide to purchase a luxury automobile if
we wish, but if an average American
purchases a luxury automobile, they
may have to sacrifice paying for their
house, providing their children nutri-
tious food. They may have to sacrifice
providing their children with good
health.

Most Americans, | believe, would
forgo a luxury automobile in favor of
choosing to do the right thing, support-
ing their family, supporting their el-
derly, supporting their children, pro-
viding for the basics.

We have a choice today. We can de-
cide to pay the luxury tax of $245 bil-
lion for the most wealthy Americans
and for those who do not need it, or we
can decide to provide for the health
care of our seniors, provide for the
housing of our poor, provide for edu-
cation of our children. We can forgo
giving the 1 percent of our citizens,
those who earn over $100,000, a tax cut
that they have not even asked for.

Let us balance the budget, | say. | am
for that, and so are many of my col-
leagues on the Democratic side. For
that reason, we should reject the no-
tion that the only way to balance the
budget is to accept the Gingrich pro-
posal of balancing the budget.
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I support the Democratic substitute.
Why? Because they balance priorities.
They protect the poor. They make sure
that Medicaid is there as an entitle-
ment, and they fund the welfare pro-
gram. If we are going to balance the
budget, make sure we balance the pri-
orities for all Americans, the poor
Americans, which are the majority. We
do have choices. Let us make the right
decision for all Americans.
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Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr.
RADANOVICH].

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Chairman,
today is a great day in America. As
you all know, it is fall. Back in my
hometown of Mariposa in California it
is also fall, and what appears about
this time of year is something that is
known as a face fly. Why they call it a
face fly is because if you are outside
and you try to do some work, you are
trying to get something done, you get
this tiny bunch of flies that are in your
eyes, Iin your mouth and buzzing in
your ears, and they are a major dis-
traction.

Ladies and gentlemen, the Federal
Government has become a face fly in
the faces of the American people. | be-
lieve that we were sent here by the
American people last November 8 to
get American Government out of our
faces.

This budget gives that face fly a good
swat. It gives freedom to the American
people and freedom from a body in this
Congress for the last 40 years that has
tried to be America’s mother, tried to
be America’s father, tried to be Ameri-
ca’s pastor, tried to be America’'s em-
ployer. We are giving freedom back to
the American people to live their own
lives.

I would imagine that | have got
working poor in my district and their
message to you is, get out of my face.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 10
seconds to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. BECERRA].

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Chairman, |
would ask my colleague, the gentleman
from California, to take a closer look
at this budget, because he may not
know this but 52,385 working families
in his district in California will have
their taxes raised through this Repub-
lican reconciliation bill.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. MFUME].

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
opposition to this legislation and |
urge my colleagues to do the same. The
bill before us represents bad policy; it
is bad for America on several fronts,
and | frankly fear for the future of our
Nation should this legislation become
law.

Supporters of this legislation are
likely to talk about the future. They
will say that over the next 7 years this
bill will lead us toward a balance budg-
et, and that they are doing this for
their children and grandchildren.
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Yet what kind of a world will these
future generations be inheriting?

They will be living among seniors
who do not receive adequate medical
care or enough income to survive, de-
spite having worked all their lives.

They will be surrounded by under-
educated people, who were bought up in
publ