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we need to represent people and not
just polls. But the polls in the last few
weeks are the best things we know, and
the last month, of how Congress has
been doing.

Two polls were released last week
suggesting that the American people
are increasingly unhappy with Con-
gress and particularly the majority Re-
publican Congress. One of them was
conducted by the Wall Street Journal
and NBC and one by the Los Angeles
Times reveals that voters are rejecting
the Republican agenda and their lead-
ers in Congress and suggest that the
battleground issues like Medicare will
play a significant role in next year’s
elections.

First of all, the Wall Street Journal
and the NBC poll said that 59 percent
of American voters disapprove of the
job Congress is doing. And this is an
all-time high for the GOP Congress and
places it close to our congressional dis-
approval last year before the 1994 elec-
tions.

The other poll talks about 1 year out
from the 1996 elections, the Los Ange-
les Times poll released this Sunday
shows Democrats ahead of Republicans
for the first time since the 1994 elec-
tions, 44 percent to 42 percent. Again,
not a landslide, but a year ago Demo-
crats were down by 5 percent. Among
seniors, a key voting block in 1996,
Democrats are ahead of Republicans by
18 percentage points, 52 percent to 34
percent. And a year ago, Republicans
held the edge among seniors 45 to 40
percent.

I am glad my colleague from Georgia
talked about the need maybe for some
type of truth meter on our mikes be-
cause I know the frustration of our
constituents all over the country. But I
think their frustration is being re-
flected in the polls I just mentioned.

Plain and simple, our Republican ma-
jority has mismanaged our financial
affairs and our Government. They
passed only 5 of the 13 appropriations
bills which fund the Government. And
the fiscal year started October 1, so we
are over 45 days late, well, almost 45
days late. The media has been talking
about a crisis within our Government.
There is no real crisis if we had just
been able to do our work on time by
October 1 and passed those bills or to
pass a continuing resolution so we can
get on about our business of passing
those bills.

Now the effort to blame the Presi-
dent for his alleged mismanagement.
In fact, Republicans controlled both
Houses after the 1994 elections, and
they have the majority votes to be able
to pass all 13 bills, obviously, prior to
October 1 and send them on to the
President. The President has only ve-
toed one bill, the legislative appropria-
tions bill that I know is ready for him
again to be sent back up, but of the
two bills he signed, the Agriculture De-
partment and one other one, those
agencies are up and running. Employ-
ees are not being furloughed. However,
it seems like our majority cannot come

to an agreement among themselves on
these funding bills, and that is why we
are so late.

In fact, we saw today in a report that
I read just this afternoon that our Re-
publican majority was planning this
shutdown in July of this year. So it
just did not happen on the 15th of No-
vember. It has been planned on because
of this showdown and laying off Fed-
eral workers or furloughing them
whether they are paid or not paid. If
they are not paid, we are hurting a lot
of hopefully employees that are dedi-
cated to do their jobs, but if we are
paying them, then the American people
are wondering why are we furloughing
people and then paying them when we
finally bring them back. It is like an
irresponsible student whose assign-
ment, homework is late.

My wife is a teacher, an algebra
teacher. She has told me this often-
times that a student comes in and
their homework is late. They are going
to blame someone else. The dog ate it.
I forgot it and left it at home, all sorts
of reasons.

Well, the Republicans are blaming
the President for not getting their
work done. The President does not
have a vote in this body. To cover up
that irresponsibility, they are trying
to strong-arm the President into get-
ting their way, including to force him
to raise Medicare premiums. I did say
raise Medicare premiums, because
right now Medicare premiums are
$46.10 a month, and they would go up
under the continuing resolution that
the President, thank goodness, vetoed
to $53.50 a month, and either that or
shut down government.

Now we have the shutdown, and it is
estimated it may take 2 weeks. And
presenting the President with a choice
like that is irresponsible and invites
this crisis. Again today, we heard it
was reported that as of * * * even in
July * * *.

I would hope we would have a biparti-
san continuing resolution, one that
does aim us for a balanced budget but
does not do damage to Medicare and
education.

f

THE BUDGET IMPASSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Iowa [Mr. LEACH] is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I rise to at-
tempt to put the budget impasse in an
historical, economic, and constitu-
tional context.

The big secret in Washington that
Republicans won’t acknowledge and
Democrats won’t admit is that the
rhetoric of the parties doesn’t fit the
circumstance. The change in course
that is underway in Congress is neither
as revolutionary as conservative lead-
ers suggest nor as radical as the lib-
erals would have it. It is an effort to
move the ship of state gradually from a
slightly left-of-center to slightly right-
of-center direction.

The macro-economic goal is to
achieve a balanced budget in 7 years
with 3 percent a year increases in Fed-
eral spending. A year ago consensus
economic models pointed to a 3.1 to 3.2
percent inflation over this time period.
More recently inflation projections
have been revised downward, with Les-
ter Thurow of M.I.T. startling the eco-
nomic community with the declaration
that inflation is dead. Whether or not
Thurow’s assertion as Mark Twain
might quip is premature, the new Con-
gress has put in place a program that
in outline is intended to represent an
inflation adjusted freeze on spending.
Rather than radical, such an approach
is common-sense; rather than revolu-
tionary, it is revolution-avoiding.

The question that remains in the ex-
ecutive-legislative dialog of the month
is whether enough good will can be
marshalled or enough confrontational
bluff avoided to allow politicians who
feed off each other to advance the com-
mon good. In this context, the Repub-
lican case to stick with firm macro-
constraints would appear compelling,
but flexibility to accommodate certain
executive branch requested changes in
priorities can credibly be considered.
As long as the foundations and walls of
the new programmatic discipline fol-
low the balanced budget blueprint of
Congress, the living-room furniture in
the new house of Government can be
rearranged. The Republicans aren’t in-
fallible; the Democrats have no monop-
oly on compassion.

While the President has assiduously
made political points with program
constituencies, it is impressive to note
how few issues he appears committed.
Part of the President’s lack of resolve
may be due to the fact that he under-
stands deficit reduction will reflect
well on his Presidency, part may be
due to the fact that in our constitu-
tional system the Congress is prin-
cipally delegated purse-string author-
ity. The first and second estates of
Government may be co-equal, but not
in all areas. While the executive has
primacy in foreign policy, decisions on
taxing and spending are disproportion-
ately the responsibility of the legisla-
ture.

Nevertheless, the Presidency is al-
ways more powerful than the President
and however strong or weak one as-
sesses the current occupant of the
White House, legislators should be cau-
tioned to recognize the power of the
veto and the authority of the bulliest
pulpit in the world.

Likewise, the President should be
cautioned not to be so intent on trying
to establish a macho image—what the
press has reported as a White House ef-
fort to show that the President stands
for something—that accommodation
with Congress becomes impossible.

What the public must keep in mind
in the budget showdown is that the
current process is so ad hoc. Washing-
ton has no relevant modern day experi-
ence in dealing with a divided Govern-
ment in which the executive branch is
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more liberal than the legislative. This
leads to the a-historical phenomenon
that the veto is being used or threat-
ened to keep general levels of spending
up rather than particular program lev-
els down. For the first time in decades
roles have been reversed. Congress
rather than the Executive is stressing
the need for overall budgetary con-
straint. Congress rather than the Exec-
utive is trying to veto special interest
spending.

Since the 1960’s the impulse to spend
and micromanage the Federal Govern-
ment has come from a Congress where
committee and subcommittee chair-
men have established reputations of
leadership and compassion that comes
from spending other peoples money in
programs under their jurisdiction.
Budgets couldn’t be constrained be-
cause egos couldn’t be controlled.

Ironically, for all the tough rhetoric
America’s two political parties are not
that far apart, at least in relation to
other Western democracies. Indeed, de-
spite the hullabaloo of the week, sta-
tistically the difference is about 21⁄2
percent. The Democrats favor a multi-
year plan increasing Federal spending
at a 51⁄2 percent per annum clip; the Re-
publicans 3 percent.

In this regard it is noteworthy that
rather than Reagan Redux, which belt-
way pundits have suggested is under-
way, the new Republicans are uniquely
committed to advancing, rather than
simply professing, achievement of a
balanced budget.

What the Reagan years were all
about was a President who sought an
increased defense budget while philo-
sophically assaulting Washington’s so-
cial agenda. The compromise with a
liberal Congress was an increase in de-
fense spending, but a bigger increase in
social spending.

Federal spending under President
Reagan as a percent of GNP grew by a
whopping margin, from 211⁄2 percent to
231⁄2 percent. Federal revenues, mean-
while, remained static, varying each
year from 191⁄4 to 191⁄2 percent of GNP.
Taxes, in other words, were realigned,
not cut, and the Reagan deficit was
classically liberal: spending driven.

The goal of the new Congress is less
governmental activism; the intent is to
bring the budget into balance at a GNP
level closer to that which President
Reagan began in the 1980’s. Despite the
rhetorical division, this is a modest ob-
jective. Indeed, my guess is the new
Congress which has come under such
public fire for going too far is going to
come under increased private criticism
for not going far enough. The issue is
Keynesianism as modified by demo-
graphics. Keynesian, in the sense that
just as John Maynard Keynes argued
that a country could deficit finance to
even out downturns in the economy or
deal with national emergencies, it is
obligated to pay back debt in good
times. And these, after all, are good
times. The country is secure; employ-
ment is strong; the economy is grow-

ing. America is at peace with the
world, if not quite with itself.

In terms of demographics, the baby
boom generation is at its productive
peak. Shortly into the 21st century,
sometime in its second decade—demog-
raphers suggest 2011 or 2012—the num-
ber of working Americans supporting
each retired citizen is likely to decline
from a 3 to 1 ratio to 2 to 1. If at that
time interest on federal debt is more
burdensome than Social Security obli-
gations, it is difficult to believe Fed-
eral concerns can responsibly be ad-
dressed. As we look to the immediate
future even more than the recent past,
it would appear there is simply no jus-
tification for deficit financing at this
time.

In this context, the most emotive
issue of the week—Medicare—could not
be more symbolic or consequential.

What makes Medicare particularly
difficult in a legislative context is that
it represents the conjunction of an eco-
nomic reality—the fact that the Medi-
care system is fast becoming insol-
vent—and a moral imperative—the ob-
ligation to provide compassionate
health care to our senior citizens at an
affordable rate.

While differences of judgment will al-
ways exist on systemic changes in pro-
grams of this nature, the big picture is
that the new Congress has worked to
establish medium-term solvency and
stability of the Medicare system with-
out sparking a generational conflict.

Despite the rhetoric of division that
surrounds the Republican approach, it
deserves stressing that the Medicare
program is authorized to grow annu-
ally at 6.4 percent, which is more than
double the projected rate of inflation
over the next 7 years. Relative to infla-
tion, this decade’s rate of growth of
Medicare spending will thus be similar
and quite probably greater than that of
the last decade.

Two changes of significance in Medi-
care are relevant for rural States, and
the 1st District of Iowa in particular.

The current Medicare reimbursement
formula contains a differential based
on the fact that rural States were early
practitioners of progressive cost con-
tainment. Ironically, rather than being
rewarded for prudence, citizens in rural
States have found themselves penalized
as yearly percentage adjustments in
Medicare reimbursements accentuated
differences in the country.

Because of the efforts of rural State
representatives—in particular, Rep-
resentatives GANSKE and GUNDERSON,
and Senator GRASSLEY—more than a
third of the differential has been elimi-
nated and a formula to reduce it fur-
ther is being put in place. These
changes will result in more Medicare
revenues for rural States like Iowa
than would have been the case under
the President’s approach. More needs
to be done on the differential issue, but
a giant first step has been taken.

Indeed, many rural counties cur-
rently have per citizen Medicare reim-
bursement formulas of $200 to $250 per

month. Under the new congressional
plan the lowest reimbursement for any
county in the country will soon be $350.
The Medicare reimbursement base will
thus be moved up over 50 percent for
the most disadvantaged counties in
America today and annual percentage
increases for these counties will be tri-
ple the inflation rate until greater par-
ity with higher reimbursement coun-
ties is obtained. When these adjust-
ments are added to the innovative as-
pects of Medicare reform, senior citi-
zens from rural States will in short
order have a far stronger, more flexi-
ble, choice oriented system than is cur-
rently in place.

The economic segregation that char-
acterizes the current rural health care
delivery system will be replaced by a
much fairer, more equalitarian Medi-
care delivery system.

The new approach adopted by the
House also creates a trust fund to fi-
nance teaching hospitals and graduate
medical education programs, which
will be of particular significance for
the University of Iowa hospital, the
largest teaching hospital in the world.
This change, coupled with the higher
rural reimbursement figures could be
critical to saving the patient treat-
ment capacities not only of the Univer-
sity Hospital in Iowa City but of teach-
ing hospitals throughout the country,
particularly those in rural states.

For all the vitriolic arguments on
the floor and the sophisticated public
opinion research that has gone into tel-
evision commercials which are de-
signed to show that the President cares
about something—in this case the
young and the old—the fact is that the
debate is about whether to balance the
budget in a sensible and socially ac-
ceptable time frame.

In this regard, it should be stressed
that all Americans have a vested inter-
est in greater fiscal restraint—young
Americans in particular. It is those
just about to enter the work force,
after all, that will find themselves pay-
ing taxes over their entire working
lives to pay off the national debt for
past legislation excesses.

Of all the issues that should galva-
nize young people, the deficit should be
the largest. But deficits aren’t simply
younger Americans’ concern. Those in
the so-called baby boom generation
who are 40 to 55 today don’t want to in-
herit an insolvent Medicare system
when they retire. They don’t want to
retire when Government debt obliga-
tions are so great that the capacity to
fund Medicare and Social Security is
too much of a burden on too small a
work force.

As for those who have already re-
tired, they don’t want to see inflation
ravage their savings as it did in the
late 1970’s. They have every reason to
look at 20 to 40 years of retirement
made possible by a health care system
that has been advanced by modern
science and made economically sound
through responsible fiscal policy.
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In this regard, it needs stressing

again and again that no one is going to
be happy with anyone else’s budget pri-
orities. I, for one, prefer a number of
aspects of the President’s education ap-
proach, am appalled by the Congress’s
refusal to fully fund the United Na-
tions, and would be more sympathetic
than the majority in my party to NPR
and the Endowments on the arts and
humanities. Yet, I am convinced Amer-
ica must come to grips with the budget
and strongly support the faster Repub-
lican timeline for deficit reduction.

On process, let me stress that the
Democrats have fairly criticized my
party. The appropriations bills have
not been completed on time. This is
partly the case because of the heavy
schedule earlier this year related to
Republican efforts to fulfill a campaign
pledge—the Contract With America.
But, ironically perhaps, the primary
reason for delay relates to the Repub-
licans attempting to give the minority
party expansive opportunity to amend
bills brought to the floor under open
rules. In a body of 435, extensive use of
open rules assures a slow down of the
legislative process.

Finally, let me stress that at issue
are not only budget balancing and
spending priorities but the question of
whether a politically divided American
Government can work and maintain
the confidence of the American people.

As emotive as the issues are, we have
a responsibility to see that on an or-
derly, fair, and timely basis they are
resolved.

In this process we have an even larg-
er responsibility not to divide America
with inflammatory rhetoric or under-
cut the stature of this chamber with ir-
responsible choice making. The
public’s business requires decency of
approach as well as purpose. Now is the
time for personal pride and partisan
ambition to be checked at the cloak
room.

f

LET US TALK ABOUT MEDICARE
AND MEDICAID

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. BROWN] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
earlier today in this Chamber we de-
bated a bill that was sponsored by the
gentlewoman from Nevada [Mrs.
VUCANOVICH] and also the gentleman
from southern California [Mr. WAX-
MAN]. It was a bill to make minor
changes in the law regulating pace-
maker safety to make sure that over
the years that Congress has been very
involved in that issue, to make sure
that Medicare does not overpay for de-
fective pacemakers, that pacemakers
that are implanted in people are indeed
safe. It was a simple bill, a non-
controversial bill, a bill that had bipar-
tisan support, and a bill ultimately
that passed by voice vote or passed
pretty much unanimously.

I have been a Member of this body for
3 years representing a district in north-
east Ohio, and something happened
during that debate that troubled me as
we discussed this bill. Some of us want-
ed to talk about Medicare as a whole,
about the Gingrich $270 billion cut
Medicare plan, about Medicaid and all
that this pacemaker issue included in
other issues that Medicare—that
revolve around Medicare, and clearly
when any of us goes home and goes to
our district, it is pretty obvious that
Medicare is on the minds not just of
people that are Medicare beneficiaries,
of actual beneficiaries today, but of
their children. It is on the mind, Med-
icaid is on the mind, of people that
have to place their parents or grand-
parents in nursing homes, Medicaid is
on the minds of people that—whose
families might have Alzheimer’s. It is
Medicaid and Medicare issues that peo-
ple want to hear about, and want to
talk about, and want to see Congress
debate, and unfortunately today, Mr.
Speaker, as a couple of us wanted to
talk about Medicare, especially specifi-
cally, and also Medicaid, there were
Members of the majority party that—
who supported the Gingrich plan that
did not even want us to discuss it, that
continue to say, ‘‘You’re out of order,’’
and try to get—try to stop us from dis-
cussing Medicare as a whole.

Mr. Speaker, the reason we wanted to
discuss Medicare is that in this Cham-
ber during the day when we are actu-
ally debating legislation, not in the
evening in these special orders when
few Members sit in this Chamber, but
during the day; we only had 1 hour of
general debate on the whole Medicare
bill, and even worse perhaps, in com-
mittee. I sit on the Committee on Com-
merce, others that sit on the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means, and saw Medi-
care and Medicaid pass through those
two committees with only one hearing
in the Committee on Ways and Means
and no hearings in the Committee on
Commerce. We passed legislation
changing a $200 billion or a $180 billion
Medicare bill program that is $180 bil-
lion a year spent on Medicare, about
$80 billion a year spent on Medicaid; we
changed those two programs in a big,
big way, markedly, with no real com-
mittee hearings.

And what bothered me is today we
try to talk about nursing home stand-
ards, how this Congress wants to roll
back all Federal nursing home stand-
ards that have made a big difference in
dealing with the problems of
oversedation in nursing homes, made a
big difference with the problems of ne-
glect in nursing homes, made a big dif-
ference with the problems that nursing
home patients, the most defenseless
people probably in society have faced
in the Federal Government involve-
ment 10 years ago. These nursing home
standards that this Congress passed,
signed by President Reagan at that
time, made a big difference in these
people’s lives in the twilight of their
years, yet this Congress and the Ging-

rich plan repealed all of those nursing
home standards.

We also wanted to talk about the pre-
mium increases. Under the Gingrich
plan, $270 billion in Medicare cuts and
$180 billion in Medicaid cuts over the
next 7 years will mean doubling of pre-
miums from $46 a month up to almost
$100, will mean an increase in
deductibles from now $100 perhaps up
to $150, to $200, maybe $250, and it will
mean an increase in co-pays in some
versions of this bill which will be voted
on for a second time in the next month.

They also did not try to—tried to call
us out of order when they talked about
how Medicaid has written out the dis-
abled, and again some of the most vul-
nerable people in society, and they
also—we wanted to talk about the
spousal protection where if an elderly
man’s wife ends up in a nursing home,
and paid for by Medicaid, that the hus-
band can still live in his modest home
without spending, selling the home,
and having all the money go to the
nursing home.

All of those kinds of issues were so
important, and perhaps what they ob-
jected to the most was when I quoted
Speaker GINGRICH when he said the re-
sponse to criticisms about this Medi-
care bill, about the $270 billion in cuts
and when he obviously wanted to go
much further in Medicare. He made a
statement to a bunch of insurance ex-
ecutives, most of whom, is not all of
whom, will benefit mightily mone-
tarily, their companies and they indi-
vidually, from this $270 billion Medi-
care cut bill. Speaker GINGRICH said,
‘‘Now we don’t want to get rid of Medi-
care in round 1 because we don’t think
that’s politically smart and we don’t
think it’s the right way to go, but we
believe that Medicare is going to with-
er on the vine.’’

Two hundred seventy billion dollars
in cuts for a tax break of $250 billion
for the wealthiest people in society
with the hope that Medicare is going to
wither on the vine. Mr. Speaker, it is
simply not right.

f

BALANCING THE BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. FOX] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speak-
er, I appreciate the opportunity to ad-
dress the House this evening on some
important issues, not least of which
would be the balanced budget. The bal-
anced budget will be the most impor-
tant bill that we hope the President
will eventually sign.

You heard on the House floor tonight
about certain claimants that could not
get their Social Security benefits.
Frankly all recipients of Social Secu-
rity will get their benefits, but those
that may have applied today will not
do so because the President did not
sign the balanced budget last night. He
vetoed it.
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