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Federal credit union that is open and
available to provide interest free loans
to Federal employees if things are
pretty tight.

I certainly would like to get my Fed-
eral employees back to work as soon as
possible. I think that I will only speak
for myself, I am not speaking for the
Republican conference when I say this,
but if the President would truly bring
to the table a balanced budget, that is
certified as balanced by the Congres-
sional Budget Office, and if there are
not any funny gimmicks in it, then I
personally would consider that to be a
good faith effort on the part of the
President.

Mr. SHAYS. And so would I.
Mr. GANSKE. And I personally think

that that would be the time then that
we should bring the Federal employees
back.

I think it should be noted, though,
that I am not saying that the President
has to agree with our plan. I am not
saying we have to come to agreement
on that. All that I personally would
ask is that the President finally honor
his commitment and bring a plan, his
own plan to the table, so that we could
get on with the job of comparing apples
to apples and oranges to oranges in
this budgetary process.

It is hard to make progress unless
the President makes that first step and
honors the signature he put on the line.

Mr. SHAYS. The commitment that
the gentleman has made is one that I
share. The President submits the bal-
anced budget, scored by the Congres-
sional Budget Office, using real num-
bers, not necessarily our numbers, his
numbers, his priorities, and then we
know that we can go to our conference
in good conscience and say that we
need a temporary continuing resolu-
tion.

I want to inquire of the Chair. I know
we were given 55 minutes. We are pre-
pared to speak a little longer or we are
prepared to end our discussion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman has 6 more minutes unless the
other party shows up.

Mr. SHAYS. I understand.
Mr. Speaker, I am happy to yield

back to my colleague.
Mr. GANSKE. And I would just like

to point out some of the facts versus
the myths that we have heard so much
of over the last several weeks.

The first myth is this: Congress’
budget is cutting Medicare spending.

Mr. SHAYS. Not.
Mr. GANSKE. What is the fact? What

are the numbers in the last 7 years we
spent? $926 billion. And we propose
spending $1,600 billion in the next 7
years.

Mr. SHAYS. Sounds like a significant
increase.

Mr. GANSKE. Myth: Congress’ budg-
et guts student loans. What is the fact?
The fact is that in 1995 we spent $24 bil-
lion; in 1996 we spend $26 billion; in
1997, $28 billion; 1998, $30 billion; 1999,
$32 billion; in the year 2000, $33 billion;
the year 2001, $34 billion, and we end up

spending $36 billion a year in the year
2002. Every year it increases.

Mr. SHAYS. And the total increase,
if I might add, of 50 percent during that
time. From $24 billion to $36 billion.
Only in this city would someone call
that a cut.

Mr. GANSKE. Let us talk about the
next myth. The next myth is Congress’
budget makes draconian cuts in wel-
fare funding. I think I have heard that
word draconian about a thousand times
in the last 3 weeks. Well, how much did
we spend on welfare in the last 7 years?
We spent $492 billion. How much do we
propose spending in the next 7 years?
This will just flabbergast most of the
viewers. We propose spending $838 bil-
lion.

Mr. SHAYS. I wonder if the gen-
tleman could give me those numbers
again? This is on welfare?

Mr. GANSKE. This is on welfare re-
form. Spending on welfare. And this is
a combination of the welfare programs.
And this is a combination of the wel-
fare programs. In the last 7 years we
spent $492 billion. We propose in our
budget spending $878 billion. That is an
increase, folks, of $386 billion in wel-
fare spending.

Mr. SHAYS. Another myth?
Mr. GANSKE. If we go from 492 to

878, I do not know anyone in my dis-
trict that calls that a decrease.

Mr. SHAYS. My colleague has point-
ed out a number of myths. We have
presented our program. We are proud of
our program. We are looking to the
President to be an author and not just
a critic.

We stand ready to work with the
President and with our colleagues on
the other side of the aisle to have a
true balanced budget.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I would be
more than happy to yield back the bal-
ance of our time.
f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
METCALF). Pursuant to clause 5 of rule
I, the pending business is the question
de novo of agreeing to the Speaker’s
approval of the Journal of the last
day’s proceedings.

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal.

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

IMPACT OF BALANCING THE
BUDGET ON THE LARGEST
STATE OF THE UNION

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I want to
take just a few moments, as we prepare
to file a rule, which will be considered
here on the floor tomorrow morning at
10 o’clock, to talk about a very impor-
tant issue to me. I am privileged to
represent one fifty-second of Califor-
nia. I am one of 52 members of the Cali-

fornia congressional delegation, and I
want to discuss the impact of our at-
tempt to balance the budget on the
largest State of the Union. It clearly
would have an incredible impact.

It seems to me that we need to look
at what balancing the Federal budget
would do to the State of California. If
the Federal budget is balanced in 7
years, $140 billion in debt, California’s
share of the $1.2 trillion in additional
Federal borrowing, would not burden
our future. Each of California’s 11 mil-
lion children will not see their share of
the Federal debt increased by $13,000
over the next 7 years.

The balanced budget bonus of lower
interest rates will create jobs, free
local and State resources and increase
the buying power of California fami-
lies.

Now, Alan Greenspan, the Chairman
of the Federal Reserve Board, has stat-
ed on several occasions recently that
the 2 percent drop that we have seen in
interest rates is directly related to
simply the discussion, the commitment
and our quest for a balanced budget.
Now, lower interest rates, and by the
way, there is a direct line that can be
drawn if one looks at election day 1994
downward, because this question for a
balanced budget has led interest rates
to drop further, and I am convinced
that if we actually do put into place a
balanced budget that we will see a fur-
ther drop, and this has been predicted
by many, of a percentage point or two.

Lower interest rates will create over
that 7-year period 497,000 new private
sector jobs in California. The cost of
borrowing by the State of California
will be reduced by over $3 billion, re-
sources that could be used to address
real needs in California, which would
provide a benefit of $262 in a State tax
cut per household.

Now, the point being that as interest
rates drop, Mr. Speaker, we clearly
would see a very beneficial impact in
decreased interest burden paid by our
State. The cost of borrowing by local
governments within California will be
reduced with the 12 largest cities in
California seeing a savings of $1.38 bil-
lion alone, resources that, again, could
be used for education, health care, and
local law enforcement.

The average California family that
owns a home will save $4,757 per year
through lower mortgage interest rates,
freeing family income to provide for
themselves a higher standard of living.
A California student, with the average
college loan in our State of California,
would save $858 over the life of a 10-
year student loan, if we were to bring
about a balanced budget with those
lower interest rates which would fol-
low.

California families will obviously pay
less in Federal taxes. 6,138,000 Califor-
nia children live in families that are el-
igible for the $500 per child tax credit,
if we put our package through. The Re-
publican family tax relief will reduce
the taxes of California families by $21.6
billion over the next 7 years, money
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that is earned by parents and can be
spent by the family.

Spending on priority social programs
increases dramatically under our Bal-
anced Budget Act. Total Federal spend-
ing in California would increase from
$177 billion in fiscal year 1995 to $215
billion in 2002, an increase of 22 per-
cent. Over the past 7 years, the Federal
Government’s spending in California
was $1.11 trillion. Under the Republican
balanced budget plan, total Federal
spending in California will be $1.46 tril-
lion, which is an increase of 31 percent.

Social Security payments to Califor-
nians will increase $15.9 billion over
the next 7 years under our balanced
budget plan, and Federal welfare spend-
ing, and that means food stamps, child
care, cash welfare, child protection,
school nutrition, SSI, the earned in-
come tax credit in California, that will
increase by $40 billion over the next 7
years under our plan.

Mr. Speaker, wasteful Washington
mandates are lifted, giving flexibility
to Sacramento and local governments
to direct Federal and State resources
to its highest priorities and to do this
in the most efficient manner. Medicare
payments to Californians, Mr. Speaker,
will increase $9.2 billion over the next
7 years.

b 2315
Medicare spending per senior will in-

crease from $4,800 to $7,100 per bene-
ficiary by the year 2002. California sen-
iors will also be given a choice in the
health care plan that they receive,
rather than having their health care
coverage dictated by Washington poli-
ticians and bureaucrats.

Mr. Speaker, Medicaid payments to
California will increase by $3.4 billion
over the next 7 years. The Federal Gov-
ernment would also reimburse to Cali-
fornia hospitals swamped by illegal im-
migrants $1.6 billion of the cost of
emergency health care services, which
currently is a cost placed on California
hospitals and the California taxpayers.

Lifting Washington mandates, in-
creasing the cost of health care and di-
verting resources to lesser priorities,
including mandates to provide health
care to illegal immigrants and drug ad-
dicts, must be lifted as part of any plan
to restrain the growth of Federal Med-
icaid spending in order to continue to
provide equal health care to Califor-
nians who are in need.

Obviously, Mr. Speaker, in closing, it
is very clear that moving ahead with
our Balanced Budget Act would, in
fact, dramatically increase by 22 per-
cent overall the level of spending for
California over the next 7 years. So, we
have not seen these Draconian cuts
which many people have labeled our
Balanced Budget Act as, and, in fact,
we need to move ahead as expeditiously
as possible because it is clearly a win/
win for the people of California.
f

RECESS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-

clares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 16
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair.
f
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. METCALF) at 11 o’clock
and 40 minutes p.m.
f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF MO-
TION TO DISPOSE OF SENATE
AMENDMENT TO H.R. 1643, MOST-
FAVORED-NATION TREATMENT
FOR BULGARIA

Mr. DREIER, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 104–447) on the resolution (H.
Res. 334) providing for consideration of
a motion to dispose of the Senate
amendment to the bill (H.R. 1643) to
authorize the extension of nondiscrim-
inatory treatment (most-favored-na-
tion treatment) to the products of Bul-
garia, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.
f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. LIGHTFOOT (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today and the balance of
the week, on account of his son’s sur-
gery.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCNULTY) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. WISE, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today.
Mr. VOLKMER, for 5 minutes, today.
Mrs. SCHROEDER, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. MORAN, for 5 minutes, today.
Mrs. CLAYTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. EDWARDS, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. WATERS, for 5 minutes, today.
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana, for 5 min-

utes, today.
Mr. FARR, for 5 minutes, today.
Mrs. THURMAN, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. CLEMENT, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. MINGE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, for 5 min-

utes, today.
Mr. NADLER, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. WYNN, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. SCHUMER, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. POMEROY, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. PELOSI, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Member (at his own
request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. CARDIN, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at their own

request) to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. HOYER, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. PASTOR, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. KINGSTON) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. BUYER, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. HANSEN, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. TIAHRT, for 5 minutes, today.
Mrs. MORELLA, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BARR, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. FOLEY, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. SMITH of Michigan, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. MICA, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. DUNCAN, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. MARTINI, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. JONES, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. FUNDERBURK, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. EWING, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. MCINNIS, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. STEARNS, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania, for 5 min-

utes, today.
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,

today.
(The following Member (at his own

request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. BONO, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Member (at his own

request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. HOLDEN.
(The following Member (at his own

request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. FOLEY, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Member (at his own

request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia, for 5 min-
utes, today.

(The following Member (at his own
request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. GIBBONS, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Member (at his own

request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. DEUTSCH, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at their own

request) to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. TAUZIN, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, for 5 min-

utes, today.
(The following Members (at their own

request) to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)
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