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Just this morning, just to show this

applies anywhere, as I was leaving my
apartment to come here, I saw one of
the national morning news programs.
They were centered around the na-
tional park system, and one of the
comments I heard is they said we will
be talking about how proposed congres-
sional cuts will affect the National
Park Service.

I just wanted to say, to be a full play-
er, Mr. Speaker, the President has to
provide a full proposed budget.
f

COMPACT-IMPACT AID
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Guam [Mr.
UNDERWOOD] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to again call attention to
the problem of unrestricted immigra-
tion to Guam allowed by the compact
of free association and the failure of
the Federal Government to fulfill its
promises to Guam to reimburse our
local government for the cost of edu-
cational and social services that this
immigration policy causes.

This legal immigration allows the
citizens of the three nations of the
former trust territory to travel unre-
stricted to the United States, without
passports or visas, and to reside, work,
or attend school without going through
the usual INS applications. In opening
the door to this unusual and generous
policy, the Federal Government also
promised in Public Law 99–239 to reim-
burse the American islands in the Pa-
cific for the expected costs. Guam, be-
cause of its proximity, has received the
greatest share of this immigration.

Since 1985, when the compact was en-
acted, and compact-impact aid was au-
thorized, Guam has incurred over $70
million in costs. Guam has received a
grand total of $2.5 million in reim-
bursement.

Mr. Speaker, Congress has spoken
out loud and clear on unfunded Federal
mandates. As we consider the Interior
appropriations bill this week, I urge
my colleagues to ensure that the fund-
ing for Guam’s reimbursement is in-
cluded. Let us make sure that on this
issue, promises are kept.

f

THE FEDERAL BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
HOKE] is recognized during morning
business for 5 minutes.

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to talk about the Federal budget and
to talk about the context in which it is
being discussed both by the President
and in the media and on the floor, and
I particularly want to thank my good
friend, the gentleman from New Mexico
who spoke before me in his remarks re-
garding highlighting what the fun-
damental problems are in the way that
we talk about the budget itself.

Let me just share a couple of num-
bers with you that may be helpful.
Total spending for 1995 was $1.531 tril-
lion; that is, $1.531 trillion. The pro-
jected spending for the year 2000, under
the Republican conference bill that was
just approved by the conference com-
mittee, will be $1.778 trillion, that is,
$1.778 trillion. Let us go over those
again:

In 1995, $1,531,000,000,000, in 2000,
$1,778,000,000,000: More than $350 billion
more will be spent in the year 2000 by
the Federal Government under the Re-
publican plan that gets us to a bal-
anced budget than was spent or is
being spent right now in the fiscal year
1995.

Now, let me put that in the context
of something that the President said
on the CBS This Morning program
about 2 years ago, May 27, 1993. He was
being interviewed by Paula Zahn, and
he said in response to a question about
the budget he said, ‘‘We have about
$100 billion in cuts, but they are still
going up very rapidly.’’ I will say that
again: ‘‘We have about $100 billion in
cuts in various entitlement programs,
but they are still going up very rap-
idly.’’

Now, what does that mean? Think
about those words. How can we have
$100 billion in cuts but they are still
going up very rapidly? That is the
problem with Washington doublespeak.
We talk a lot about Orwellian lan-
guage. We talk a lot about the problem
that George Orwell so brilliantly
talked about and exposed there is his
novel ‘‘1984,’’ and it is the problem of
the debasement of language, the abuse
of language and the use of language in
a way that, in fact, confuses people in-
stead of bringing clarity and light, and
that is the problem we have got with
the budget, because the reality is that
we talk about money inside Washing-
ton in a way that is very different from
how we talk about it over kitchen ta-
bles in Cleveland, OH, or over cor-
porate board tables in corporate board-
rooms or the way that people in
churches discuss their budget for the
next year or the way that people with
nonprofit foundations and corporations
and universities and institutions of
that sort discuss their budget. The fact
is that we can talk about money in
Washington in terms of a projected
amount of growth that was created by
a bureaucratic agency known as the
Congressional Budget Office, and that
budget office, the CBO, talks about we
are going to have this much growth
projected; therefore, if you project
spending less than that, that is a cut,
and if you project spending the same as
that, then you have not spent more
money, but the reality is that in Cleve-
land, OH, if you are going to spend
$5,000 on food and clothing in 1996 and
you spent $4,700 on food and clothing
for your family in 1995, that is a $300 or
6 or 7 percent increase in spending. It is
not a cut. It cannot be a cut under any
circumstances, and until and unless we
begin to use language in Washington

the same way that we use language in
the rest of the country, the public is
going to continue to be confused about
this.

Let us look at Medicare as an exam-
ple, because this is where you will hear
the greatest exploitation of these pro-
jected increases in terms of political
exploitation, and these numbers will be
used to inject fear into the debate, to
scare senior citizens and, frankly, to
confuse for political gain. The reality
is that in 1995 we are spending $178 bil-
lion on Medicare. In the year 2000,
under the Republican budget plan, if
that is what is finally approved and
passed by both the Senate and the
House and then signed into law this
coming August or September by the
President of the United States, we will
spend $214 billion, $178 billion in Medi-
care in 1995, $214 billion on Medicare in
the year 2000.

Does that or does that not sound like
an increase? Clearly, it is an increase,
and yet you will hear it described as a
cut.

f

ELECTIONS IN HAITI

Mr. SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. GOSS] is recognized during morn-
ing business for 5 minutes.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, speaking of
the budget as the previous colleagues
have from this point of view, I think it
is important to note that today the
Members of this body will be discussing
the appropriation for our foreign oper-
ations assistance, and that, of course,
is part of our budget process, how
much money are we going to parcel out
for the different things we undertake
as the United States of America
through the governance in Washington.

Today I am here to talk a little bit
about a specific budget item and a lit-
tle bit about a situation where Amer-
ican taxpayers’ dollars go in very sub-
stantial amounts, because I think
there is some interest in it. I think
there should be some interest in it.

I am reporting about the situation in
Haiti today, discussing a little bit the
question about foreign aid for Haiti,
how much is right and how should we
handle it.

As we go through the foreign oper-
ations appropriations bill, I will be sub-
mitting an amendment that will deal
directly with the subject, so in a way I
am going to use these few moments
just to say that I have come back from
the elections in Haiti, and I think that
there is a very important message in
those elections, and I also feel that
there is much work ahead and much
accountability ahead.

Let me be specific. The headline this
morning in one of the Washington pa-
pers was, ‘‘A step for Democracy?’’
After reviewing showing pictures and
reviewing the reports that are coming
from Haiti, I would conclude, having
been there for 4 days and gotten around
part of the country and been in charge
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of a team that had observers spread
countrywide, that it was a very small
step, a very halting step, a very hesi-
tant step for democracy, but it was a
step. It was a very expensive step for
the American taxpayers also.

It turned out that by our standard,
you would probably not recognize it as
much of an election. It was a very com-
pressed election time, virtually no
campaign, which I think many Ameri-
cans would probably applaud, but un-
fortunately that meant for Haitians
they did not know what the issues were
or what was going on, and in that coun-
try, generally, you vote for an individ-
ual out of a loyalty or a personal con-
viction, and the issues seem to take a
subordinate role.

There were an extraordinary amount
of unaddressed administrative prob-
lems, and when I say unaddressed, that
is the critical word because the people
in charge of the election apparently
got the complaints but never gave any
answers out. It created a tremendous
amount of frustration that led to a
lack of transparency. The people did
not know what was going on. The peo-
ple making decisions were not sharing
why they were making those decisions,
and that, in turn, eroded credibility.
Credibility is vital for full, free elec-
tions.

It turned out not only was there no
campaign to speak out, there was no
training in advance of poll workers, no
preparation of the people. As a result,
there was no great enthusiasm to go
out and vote and, in fact, the turnout
was disappointingly light. It turned
out when you went to vote, if you were
a Haitian, there were missing can-
didates. The candidate you wanted to
vote for was not on the ballot or the
polling workers were not at the polling
station to help you vote or to open the
polling station, because they had not
been paid, or there were no materials
to vote. You might have gotten to the
right place and your candidate was on
the ballot, but there was no other ma-
terial to deal with, say, no ballot
boxes. We found these kinds of prob-
lems widespread everywhere.

The end result is people were dissat-
isfied. There was frustration, and as we
have all seen in the pictures from the
television and newspapers, widespread
disturbances, nothing like the violence
in past elections in Haiti. We are all
glad abut that. but, still, some very se-
rious incidents did take place in the
country, when you are burning down
voting stations and stoning candidates,
as did happen in some places, and we do
not know all of these details yet.

We have got a problem. The mood
was clearly more relaxed than in the
last election in 1990, when I was also
there as an observer, but there is still
concern about personal security, and
the light turnout was in part described
by some Haitians due to the fact they
did not have enough security at the
polls. They wanted to see somebody
out there who could protect them if
they want to vote, because they could

remember what happened if they went
to vote in the past and they did not
have that security. Bad things hap-
pened.

Another good part of the news, of the
good news, is that the political parties
are beginning to work better in Haiti.
The one thing that did work in these
elections was the poll watchers were
there and doing their job on behalf of
the parties, and I am happy to say that
after the election voting process is
pretty much over, that the parties are
the ones who are getting involved in
making the complaints and making
things happen in Haiti, and that is the
way it should be. The parties were
doing a better job than the government
did of running, by and large.

What is ahead? We have got about a
quarter billion dollars in aid going to
Haiti. That means a lot of accountabil-
ity. I think most Americans want to
know what has been spent there, for
what purposes, what specifically, how
much more are we going to spend.

We have the Presidential elections
coming in December 1995, and that is
the big one. That is the one that mat-
ters. I think we had better be better
prepared than we were for these par-
liamentary elections.

f

THE NEW ENOLA GAY EXHIBIT AT
THE SMITHSONIAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Texas, Mr.
SAM JOHNSON, during morning business
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, just a few short months ago,
the Smithsonian Institution was sur-
rounded with controversy. The planned
exhibit of the historic Enola Gay, the
plane that actually dropped the atomic
bomb on Japan, was overcome with his-
toric revisionism and distortion of fact
by a group of people that was deter-
mined to editorialize and promote an
anti-American message about the end
of World War II, which we are celebrat-
ing this year, as you know.

I am happy to report that starting
tomorrow, that exhibit is going to be
open to the public, and Secretary
Heyman and the Smithsonian have cre-
ated a new Enola Gay exhibit that
every American can be proud of. The
new exhibit, which I had an oppor-
tunity to view last week, tells the
amazing story of the development of
the B–29 airplane, and it talks about
how America researched and how
American industry and how American
ingenuity developed our air power so
that we actually were able to win
World War II, and it shows the brave
crew that flew on a historic mission.

Most importantly, the exhibit shows
the true role America played in ending
World War II, in saving both American
and Japanese lives.

Mr. Speaker, I congratulate the
Smithsonian. I think the National Air
and Space Museum is back on track as
an exemplary museum for America,

and I urge all Americans to visit the
National Air and Space Museum here
in Washington and see this great trib-
ute to American aviation, American
veterans, and American history.

f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Purusant to clause 12, rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until 12
noon.

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 52
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess until 12 noon.

f

b 1200

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. FOLEY) at 12 noon.

f

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

We admit, O gracious God, that often
we know the route we should follow
but we lack the will to take the step,
we understand where we should be and
what we should do, but we lack the res-
olution to follow through on our be-
liefs. On this day we pray, O God, that,
armed with Your good spirit, we will
have the courage to act as well as to
think, to do as well as to talk, and fi-
nally, to accomplish the works of faith
and hope and love in all we do. Bless us
this day and every day, we pray. Amen.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. BISHOP] come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Mr. BISHOP led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
concurrent resolutions of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S. Con. Res. 18. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the Architect of the Capitol to
transfer the catafalque to the Supreme Court
for a funeral service.

S. Con. Res. 19. Concurrent resolution to
correct the enrollment of the bill H.R. 483.
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