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Not easily discouraged, these women

opened and operated an 11-bed hospital,
hired a doctor and a nurse, and donated
their own linens.

As the needs of the community con-
tinued to expand, so did the needs of
the facility. Expanding the operation
several times, the hospital was finally
located on a plot of land donated by
Edward W. Sparrow—one of Lansing’s
pioneer developers.

Edward Sparrow donated the land at
1215 East Michigan Avenue and $100,000
to build the new hospital. Two years
later on November 6, 1912, the 44-bed
Edward W. Sparrow Hospital opened its
doors. At the dedication ceremonies, it
was avowed that the purpose of the new
hospital was for ‘‘receiving, caring for
and healing the sick and injured, with-
out regard to race, creed, or color.’’

Sparrow Hospital in the years after
has lived up to this purpose. Sparrow is
a nonprofit organization, guided by
volunteer boards, comprised of people
representing a wide spectrum of com-
munity interests.

Through the efforts of its founders,
and legions of others in the commu-
nity, Lansing’s first health service has
grown to become today’s Sparrow Hos-
pital and the Sparrow Health System—
a place where highly trained profes-
sionals work together to perform daily
miracles.

Sparrow blends the knowledge and
expertise of over 600 physicians, nearly
3,000 associates, and 1,400 volunteers
with the most advanced technology,
serving as a comprehensive health sys-
tem for an eight-county population of
nearly 1 million residents.

Sparrow is the regional center for pe-
diatrics,burn treatment, cancer care,
radiation therapy, neurological care,
high-risk obstetrics, dialysis, and
neonatal intensive care. Each year
Sparrow treats over 120,000 residents,
and Sparrow Health System services
improve the health of thousands more.

The volunteers who first founded
Sparrow and the continued community
interest have made Sparrow Hospital
and the Sparrow Health System the
special place it is today. This spirit of
volunteerism and community develop-
ment will serve as a lasting legacy to
the mid-Michigan community.

I would like to congratulate and
commend all the individuals involved
with the successful first 100 years of
Sparrow Hospital, including the com-
munity itself, in celebrating this his-
toric accomplishment.
f

OBJECTIVES OF NEW REPUBLICAN
MAJORITY IN 104TH CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Connecti-
cut [Mr. SHAYS] is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, it is not
my intention to use the full hour, but
I would like to address the Chamber in
regards to a number of issues dealing
with what we are seeking to do in this

new 104th Congress, this new Repub-
lican majority.

Mr. Speaker, I said earlier in part of
a special order that former Prime Min-
ister Rabin, the Prime Minister of Is-
rael, had said that politicians are elect-
ed by adults to represent the children.
I am struck by the power of that state-
ment, because really what our task is
as Americans, certainly in government,
is to leave this country better for the
generation that will follow. That is
what our forefathers did for us. They
founded a country and left it better for
us, and we have to leave it better for
our children.

Mr. Speaker, we have three main ob-
jectives in this Republican Congress:
This is to seek to get our financial
house in order and finally to balance
our Federal budget, we are looking to
save our trust funds, particularly Medi-
care, from insolvency, bankruptcy, and
we are looking to transform our care-
taking, social, corporate, even farming,
welfare state into what I would refer to
as a caring opportunity society.

We are not looking to throw our
hands into the air and say, ‘‘Listen,
this is not a problem with the govern-
ment, you’re on your own.’’ We are
looking to help people grow the seeds.
We just do not want to keep handing
them the food.

We as Members of Congress have a
solemn pledge to do a number of
things, but obviously one of them is to
vote on a Federal budget each year.

What some of the listening audience
may not know and something I did not
fully grasp, even after I was elected a
Member of Congress in 1987, was that
whereas on the State level I voted on
one budget, here in Washington we
vote on 13 separate appropriations
bills, but they only constitute one-
third of all the spending that we do in
Washington.

When we vote out a budget, we are
voting on one-third. When we vote, we
vote on one-third. We think of how we
spend one-third of the budget. Fifty
percent of the budget is literally on
automatic pilot. It is what we call our
entitlements, it is food stamps, Medi-
care, Medicaid, welfare for mothers and
children. It is agricultural subsidies.
You fit the title, you get the money.
We in Congress do not vote on it each
year. It is on automatic pilot.

I can remember early on in my career
as a Member of Congress, I would go
back in a community meeting and I
would say ‘‘I voted to cut spending,’’
and they said, ‘‘I know you did, but
how come it keeps going up?’’ It is a
good question. I went back to my office
and I said, ‘‘How come if we keep vot-
ing to cut spending and they actually
pass, the budget keeps going up?’’

I realized that in Washington, unlike
any place I have ever been before, they
use what they call a baseline budget.
They say this is what it cost this year,
and to run the same level of service, if
it cost $100 million this year, and it is
going to run to the same level of serv-
ice, we spend $105 million to run the

same level of service. So then if you
only appropriate and spend $103 mil-
lion, Washington calls it a $2 million
cut.

If it costs $100 million and you spend
$103 million, how can you call it a cut?
It is a $3 million increase. The argu-
ment is you have more people and you
have inflation, and so that is the base-
line. Therefore, anything cut from the
baseline is cut. I guess that is how you
get these outrageous predictions that
when we have voted on the budget that
we have cut things like the earned in-
come tax credit. This is a payment
that goes to a working person who pays
no taxes because they do not make
enough to pay taxes, so they actually
get money from the Federal Govern-
ment.

The earned income tax credit was a
program that was really inaugurated
by Republicans but then expanded by
Democrats, and the program is simply
at a point where it will become the
largest entitlement if we do not slow
its growth. So we are allowing the pro-
gram to grow from $19.9 billion in the
last year to, in 2002, 6 years from now,
$25.4 billion. That is referred to as a
cut, and yet it is going from $19.9 bil-
lion to $25.4 billion. Only in Washing-
ton when you spend that much more
money do people call it a cut.

The school lunch program, remem-
bering the President and legislative
leaders on the other side of the aisle
literally going to schools, telling kids
that they are going to lose their school
lunch program because of what this
new majority was doing in Congress.
Yet when I look at that program, it is
growing from $5.2 to $6.8 billion in the
seventh year. Only in Washington when
you go from $5.2 billion to $6.8 billion
do people call it a cut. It is not a cut,
it is a significant increase in spending.
Admittedly it is not growing at 5.2 per-
cent, it is growing at 4.5 percent. Then
we are allowing States to reallocate 20
percent of that money for other pro-
grams dealing with food for Kids.

The student loan program, I was out-
raged when I heard Republicans were
going to cut the student loan program,
because, I mean, that is what the
President said and the President would
be, it seems to me, wanting to be accu-
rate in his statement. When I ques-
tioned my own colleagues, I wrestled
with the fact that the student loan pro-
gram last year was $24.5 billion. In the
seventh year, in 2002, the year we bal-
ance our budget, it grows to $36.4 bil-
lion. That is a $12 billion increase, $12
billion on top of the $24 billion spent
last year, a 50-percent increase in the
student loan program We are still al-
lowing students to borrow up to $49,000.
The average loan will still be $17,000.

What did we originally attempt to
do? When a student graduates, they are
given a grace period of 6 months before
they have to start paying back the
loan. The Federal Government, the
taxpayers, men and women who work
who pay money into this general fund
of the Federal Government, were pay-
ing and are paying the interest from
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graduation to that first 6 months. Our
proposal was that you simply take that
period of 6 months and you say that
student pays the interest, and we am-
ortize it during the 10 years that the
student is allowed to pay back the
loan. In some cases they are given
more than 10 years, but 10 years tends
to be the average.
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So we are saying that a student will
have to pay the interest from gradua-
tion to the first 6 months, and no
longer it will be the taxpayers. Believe
it or not, we save in the 7 years about
$4 billion doing that, close to it.

Now, what did it amount to in terms
of the student costs? Because we amor-
tized it during that 10-year period, it
amounts to about $9 more for the aver-
age $17,000 loan. Nine dollars more is
the cost of a pizza. It is also the cost of
a move and the most inexpensive soda.

I have no trouble whatsoever telling
the student who has borrowed money
from the Federal Government at lower
interest rates that they are going to
pay $9 more a month in order to save $4
billion for the taxpayers of this coun-
try.

So we are increasing the student loan
50 percent, not cutting it; increasing it.

The Medicaid program, which is
health care for the poor and nursing
care for the elderly poor, it is growing
under our plan this last year $89 billion
to $127 billion. Only in Washington
when you go from $89 billion to $127 bil-
lion do people call it a cut. It is not a
cut. It is a significant, almost a gigan-
tic increase in spending funded by the
taxpayers.

Medicare is going to grow from $178
billion, which it was this last year, to
$289 billion, over $100 billion more
spent in the seventh year than spent
today. We will be spending 60 percent
more in the course of the seventh year
to what it was last year, and people
say, well, that is 60 percent more. But
you have all of these elderly people
who are growing into the system. It is
accurate we do have more elderly, but
on a per elderly, it is going to grow 49
percent, going to grow from $4,800 to
$7,100 per beneficiary.

What we are doing with Medicare?
We are going to save $270 billion, that
number, by the Congressional Budget
Office, was moved to $240 billion. The
President called it a cut. We viewed it
as a savings, particularly since we
knew we were going to spend more
each and every year. I mean $4,800 per
beneficiary. Per senior, the $7,100 is a
significant increase, not a cut, a sig-
nificant increase, a 50 percent of 49 per-
cent increase per beneficiary in the
seventh year. But referred to as a cut.

I was trying to wrestle with this idea
how the President and others and my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
could call it a cut, and it would be like
if my daughter was able, if we were
able to afford it, we told our daughter
that she could buy a new automobile,
she could buy a Taurus automobile for

$20,000 retail price and the dealership A
sold it for $20,000 and dealership B sold
it for $17,000 for the same automobile
instead of 20.

I would hardly tell her that the
$20,000 we gave her to spend that she
was foolish and irresponsible because
she saved $3,000 buying the same auto-
mobile. Now like in the argument that
she could buy this automobile for
$20,000 in one dealer and buy a better
automobile, one that had a sunroof and
had a few extra points, a better engine,
other features to it, and if she bought
it for 17, I would hardly say that she
cut the program, that she was foolishly
saving but not saving, cutting, when
she was doing what I would hope any
rational person would do, get a better
program and spend less to do it.

Now, how could we possibly say that
by saving $270 billion we are or $240 bil-
lion later, scored by the Congressional
Budget Office, we are getting a better
program? That on the face of it seemed
like it looked too good to be true.

I think most seniors could answer
why it is true. There is not a senior,
not a senior who cannot describe the
extraordinary fraud in some cases, and
the outrageous abuses we see in this
program. It is a great program, but it
is a very, very wasteful program. We
look to save money. We save $240 bil-
lion in Medicare by not increasing the
copayments on seniors. Maybe we
should have, but we did not. Not in-
creasing the deductible, maybe we
should have. We did not. Not increasing
the premium on seniors, we kept it at
31.5 percent. Now, 31.5 percent of the
premium, that is on Medicare part B, is
going to cost more each year because
31.5 percent, as health care costs go up,
that premium will cost more the tax-
payer, though, is still going to pay 68.5
percent. That tax revenue is coming
out of general funds. We have Medicare
part A, which is the hospital program,
and we have Medicare Part B, the
health care services, all the equipment,
all the doctors costs, all the other
costs associated with serving health
care, non-hospital costs.

Now, what we learned last year and
actually in the years before, we were
being told, not listening, this Congress
is the first Congress that said we are
going to do something about it, we
learned that Medicare was going to go
bankrupt, insolvent, starting this year,
according to the trustees, five of whom
are the President’s appointees, and we
learned that, in fact, this was going to
happen.

So what we looked to do is to save
money in the Medicare part A trust
fund and save money in the Medicare
part B trust fund. We looked to do that
so the program would not go bankrupt.
What we then found out is last year, in-
stead of $4 billion more going into the
fund than going out, in Medicare part
A, did not happen. In fact, $36 million
more went out than went in; $36 mil-
lion in this program is not gigantic,
but we were supposed to have $4 billion
more coming into the program, which

did not. I mean that sets off alarm
bells to any rational person. That says,
my gosh, this fund is going insolvent 1
year sooner than we were told and by
$4 billion more than we expected that
it would happen.

What did we do then? We did not in-
crease the copayment. We did not in-
crease the deductible. We did not in-
crease the premium. We left it at 31.5
percent. What did we do? We said the
wealthier, if you made more than
$125,000, would have to pay all of Medi-
care part B, not just 31.5 percent, all of
it. It is still the best deal in the world
for seniors. But if you make $125,000,
that is not well known, Republicans do
not like the wealthy to know we want
them to pay more, I guess it is not the
Republican thing. I am hard-pressed to
know why Democrats clearly do not
want people to know Republicans are
asking the wealthier to pay more, be-
cause Democrats like to tell people the
Republicans just want to help the
wealthy and hurt the poor. That is sim-
ply not true. But that is what they like
to say. So Democrats are not sharing
that the wealthier are paying more and
Republicans are not making that point
either.

The fact is if you make over $125,000
of taxable income, you will pay all of
Medicare part B. That gives us $9 bil-
lion more of our $244 billion savings.
Where do we find the biggest savings?
The biggest savings is not we slow the
growth of payments to doctors and hos-
pitals, which we do, not as much as the
President, but we do, the biggest sav-
ings is that we allow seniors for the
first time to have choice in Medicare.

Why would that save money? Because
the Federal Government does such a
pathetic job of controlling the growth
of these programs that there is just
simply a lot of opportunity to save.
Now, we are allowing private sector,
the private sector to get involved.
When the private sector gets involved,
they cannot say you are going to get
less than you are going to under Medi-
care part B, they cannot say that be-
cause they are not allowed to have that
happen. They have to provide the same
level of service or better.

The fact remains, if they cannot offer
anything less and charge less, they
have to attract seniors. The way they
attract seniors is they say we will give
you eye care, dental care, we will give
you prescription care, costs of helping
pay prescription drugs. They will also
in some cases say we will rebate the
copay or deductible, maybe we will pay
the Medigap. That is the difference be-
tween what Medicare pays and what
the beneficiary has to pay. Quite often
they want to shield themselves from
any costs, so they simply buy a
Medigap program.

There will be some private sector
groups that will come in and do all of
the above or part of the above, but
they will make it less expensive than it
is for a senior today.

Now, seniors can stay in the old sys-
tem. They can stay in the fee-for-serv-
ice. They can get Medicare just as they



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2113March 12, 1996
have gotten it. They do not have to
leave. If they leave and they do not
like the program, they do not like the
program, what they do, they leave,
they have the opportunity to go right
back into the private care model. They
have the opportunity to go right back
every 30 days for the next 24 months.

A senior who moves into private care
who does not like it, maybe does not
like the doctors, does not like the pro-
gram, does not feel they are getting
the kind of care they want, does not
think the Medigap coverage or the den-
tal care, prescription care, warrants
their leaving their fee-for-service, they
can go right back into the traditional
fee-for-service system.

It is amazing, but the plan saves an
extraordinary amount of money be-
cause the private sector simply is
going to police the system better than
the Government sector does.

Now, I chair the Medicare task force
and Medicaid task force for the Com-
mittee on the Budget. I am also
chairing the Human Resource Commit-
tee that oversees the Department of
HHS. We oversee HUD, Labor, Edu-
cation, and Veterans Affairs, but we
also oversee HHS, Health and Human
Services. That means we oversee FDA,
HCFA, which is the Health Care Ad-
ministration, that basically handles
Medicare programs. We oversee the
Centers for Disease Control. We have
looked into the Medicaid program, the
Medicare program. It is astounding to
know that we have contracted out to
private carriers simply to police the
system, but we do not give them any
incentives to do it right.

Basically, the carriers do not have
the bottom line kind of ability in a bill
that is presented on Medicare, if a doc-
tor takes care of someone’s broken or
sprained ankle, and they do a chest x-
ray, which is clearly not related to the
sprained ankle, they can submit the
bill and know it is likely it will be
paid, even though it should not be paid,
because HCFA does not require any
more than 5 percent of the bills to be
checked and only less than 1 percent,
less than 1 percent of all the dollar
amounts of bills to be checked.

So what has the GAO told us, the
Government Accounting Office, what
have the inspectors general told us?
They said, if there was a basic auto-ad-
judicated system, with software to
kick out these inappropriate bills, the
Federal Government would save about
a half a billion dollars.

Well, that is your government at
work. The Government, your govern-
ment at work chooses not to save a
half a billion dollars. The Government
has set up a Byzantine system of
changing the purchase of health care
products. We know that the Veterans’
Administration is able to buy a par-
ticular product that Medicare pays,
and for the last 4 years has paid $4 bil-
lion more than the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration pays for that same product. In
other words, if we paid the same price
for what the Veterans’ Administration

pays for that particular product, the
Federal Government, the taxpayers,
would have saved over $4 billion.

I can go on. I mean, why is it that
men under Medicaid are sometimes,
and Medicare, Medicare particularly,
why would they have been charged for
giving birth. It is humanly impossible,
but it happens. And we go on and on.

I mean I had in one of my community
meetings, I always have people come
up and tell me the outrageous bills
that they get. One of them was a nurse,
and she said she knew health care serv-
ices, she knew that this bill was incor-
rect. She had looked at it, knew it was
incorrect, and went to the hospital.
The hospital said, well, we are not
properly paid by Medicare, so we have
to find other bills in order to get what
we think we are properly due.

It is why doctors sometimes go into
nursing homes, poke their head in a
window, Emily, how are you doing,
John, how are you doing? They see 15
people in 15 minutes, and they are able
to make out like bandits. I mean I can
go on and on.

One of the ways we save in our Medi-
care plan is that we make health care
a Federal offense, finally we prevent
people from going State to State. We
are going to save billions of dollars by
finally getting tough, finally in a Fed-
eral way against abuse in Medicare.

Now, there is lots I could deal with
and talk about as I yield the floor. I do
not want to just make mention of a few
more issues. I know this looks like a
food fight to a lot of people. Repub-
licans and Democrats on the floor yell
at each other. I am not proud of that.
We look like Little League deciding
who is safe at second. In fact, we prob-
ably are doing a disservice to Little
League to say we look like Little
League. They might take issue at that.
We are pretty childish at times.

I guess my point to this Chamber, to
put it on the record, is that this is not
a food fight. It is an epic battle about
what kind of country we are going to
become. I look and think of what we
have done, allowing the Federal debt
since the Vietnam War to go from $430
billion to now $4,900 billion. In 22 years,
in 22 years, we have allowed the Fed-
eral debt to increase ten-fold. That is
during the time of peace. It is not dur-
ing a time of war when you just spend
whatever you have to spend and then
you pray that you will succeed in your
battle against, in this case, Hitler’s
Germany. We just spent what we had to
and we ended up with a sizable debt.

But since the Vietnam war we have
allowed the debt to increase ten-fold,
ten-fold in 22 years. I think of what I
like to think of myself, as a historian,
I certainly would appreciate it, that
was my college degree in American his-
tory. I think of how historians graded
the Congress after the death of Lin-
coln, the Reconstruction Congresses.
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It is not a proud time in our history,
the time after the Civil War. I think

that historians will look at the Con-
gresses over the last 22 years, and even
the White House of both parties, and
say this was not our proudest moment.
I think I am being kind. I think they
will say it was one of the darkest times
in our history, when we have literally
been willing to mortgage our children’s
future for present-day expenses.

I do not think that when historians
will look at what we have done in Con-
gress, in the White House, and, can-
didly, I think historians will be not
complementary even of the American
people, because the American people,
as much as they may feel they are not
part of this process, they are very
much a part of it.

I would have liked to have shut down
the Government after Thanksgiving
break and not open it up. I was on the
losing side in my own conference. I
think it was a mistake to open the
Government until we balanced the
budget. I regret dearly that we did.

I think it is a mistake to vote out in-
creasing the national debt until we
come to grips with the balancing the
budget. I prayed that Congresses of
earlier years and the White House of
earlier years would have, at least one
of them, would say no more, we are not
going to allow these deficits to con-
tinue. We are not going to mortgage
our children’s future. We care to leave
this country better than we found it. If
only 10 years ago a Congress or White
House, one of them had said no more,
we are not going to allow this to con-
tinue.

So I say well, you know, it did not
happen. We are not going to shut down
the Government I do not suspect. We
crossed that line, and I guess we will
just continue working day by day until
the White House and Congress come to
grips. We need to have an agreement,
but it cannot be a superficial one. It
has got to be a substantive agreement.

How did I start this special order? I
started this special order by pointing
out that 50 percent of our budget are
entitlements. Fifty percent of our
budget. We do not vote on them, they
are on automatic pilot. Only one-third
of the budget is what we vote on, the 13
different budget items.

Congress has the upper hand in the
negotiations with the President on ap-
propriations. He vetoes a budget, the
Government shuts down. That is not
good necessarily for us or the Presi-
dent, but it calls the question. And it is
certainly not something Federal em-
ployees wanted. They are caught in the
middle.

But it is much bigger than Federal
employees. It is whether we are going
to finally come to grips with the budg-
et. When the President vetoes entitle-
ments like he did, when he vetoed our
balanced budget bill, when we wanted
to reform Medicare and Medicaid and
welfare, what did we end up with? Not
nothing. We ended up with what exists,
the automatic pilot, what is existing
law.

So for Congress to simply cave in and
allow the President to allow and force
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us to spend more on appropriations
without a corresponding change in en-
titlements would be very foolish and ir-
responsible, in my judgment.

I learned a great term when I was in
graduate school when I was getting my
MBA and MPA and majoring in eco-
nomics, a concept I wish I had learned
earlier. It is called opportunity costs.
If you spend money here, you give up
the money to spend it here. If you
spend money here, you give up the op-
portunity to spend it here. If you spend
some money here, you can maybe
spend some money here. But you give
up opportunities, depending on how
much you spend.

Our entitlements are growing at 10,
11, 12 percent. If we do not get a handle
on the growth of Medicare and Medic-
aid, if we cannot slow Medicare and
Medicaid to about 7 percent a year, and
prevent them from growing at 9, 10, 11
percent, if they go up at 9, 10, 11 per-
cent, then the appropriations part of
our budget is going to be continuing to
be squeezed and squeezed and squeezed.
Our need to help our young children
dealing with teenage pregnancies, a
whole host of things I think are nec-
essary, are simply not going to be able
to be funded, if we just allow entitle-
ments to grow and grow and grow.

I know a number of good Members in
both the House and Senate are quit-
ting. They say this is not a fun place
anymore. I am hard pressed. I have
been here 7 years and I love this job,
and I have never felt I have been criti-
cal of serving in Washington. I love
Washington. I love this opportunity. I
mean, this Congress was formed by our
Founding Fathers in the Constitution
of the United States. I mean, I look at
this flag with great reverence. I look at
the Constitution with great reverence,
and I look at what the Constitution
did. It established a Congress, it estab-
lished a Senate, it established a White
House, and they knew there would be
times we have disagreements.

Our Founding Fathers knew that
sometimes it might even look like
kids, but they knew that ultimately we
would have a system to resolve our dif-
ferences.

So I just ask the American people to
see beyond just this debate that seems
to not be as substantive as they want,
and look for the fact that this truly is
an epic battle. I would encourage some
of my colleagues who are quitting and
not running again because they say
this is not a fun place to level with the
American people and acknowledge this
really has never been a fun place. It
has been an important place, but not a
fun place.

Candidly, I am not so sure it matters
whether it is a fun place anymore. I am
not even certain that the issue of
whether we are always civil to each
other is an overriding issue. It is not
pretty to look at, and I regret it and
like to think I am not a part of that
kind of dialog. But when I see some of
the people I have admired over the
years quitting, and I admit I do not

walk in their shoes, their moccasins, I
do not know what their life experiences
are, but it seems to me on the outside
looking in on what they are doing, that
they really were part of a Congress
over the years that allowed us to get in
the mess we are in.

We are in this mess, and it is very se-
rious, and it requires a lot of heavy
lifting. We have got to confront the
seniors, we have got to confront the
young, we have got to confront the rich
and poor, and we have got to come to
solutions to our problems.

It is a very contentious time. My
take on their leaving, not to be unkind,
is that simply that now that the dif-
ficulties are here, now that we are
clawing to get out of the deep hole we
find ourselves in, they are quitting.
They are quitting when it is tough.
They helped get us in this mess, and,
frankly, I think they should stay to
help get us out of this mess.

When I hear a colleague say, ‘‘Well,
now that I am not running again, I can
really be honest with the American
people,’’ I am thinking to myself, why
were you not honest when you were
running? Tell the American people the
truth. They are going to have you do
the right thing. Tell the American peo-
ple things that just simply do not add
up, and they are going to give you con-
fused messages. So I think it is a
shame they just did not tell them the
truth while they were candidates. If
they told the American people the
truth, I do not think we would be in
the mess we are in today.

Mr. Speaker, with that, I have a
sense you were not sure that this was
going to be as long a time as it has
turned out to be, and I notice a col-
league on the other side of the aisle, so
you will probably be here a little
longer than you wanted, but I thank
you for giving me this opportunity.
f

SUMMER YOUTH EMPLOYMENT
PROGRAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
METCALF). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of May 12, 1995, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. OWENS] is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, the hour is
late, and I will try to compress my re-
marks into about 30 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I think it is very impor-
tant that we realize also that the hour
is late for the funding of the Summer
Youth Employment Program, and that
is the subject which I feel compelled to
talk about tonight. We are going to be
talking about it more this week. The
members of the Congressional Black
Caucus at a meeting on Friday decided
we would make this item a priority
item this week and try to rally our col-
leagues, both Democrat and Repub-
lican, to come to the aid of the young
people in our country.

Most of those young people reside in
big cities, and that is where most of
the money for the Summer Youth Em-
ployment Program has traditionally

gone, to big cities. That is where the
population is, in big cities. It has gone
to big cities because that is where the
poor young people are.

There are requirements for the pro-
gram. It is a means-tested program.
You have to be poor. You have to meet
certain standards in terms of poverty
before you can participate in the pro-
gram.

So it has gone to the big cities, where
the poor youth are. It has gone to a
large number of minority youth, His-
panic and African-American. It has
gone to a large number of young people
who come from poor neighborhoods
that do not have people voting as they
should vote, so they do not have much
political power.

For all these reasons, the program
seems to have become very unpopular,
certainly become a cast-off by the lead-
ership perhaps in both parties. But cer-
tainly the Republican majority in this
Congress seems to delight in going
after the Summer Youth Employment
Program.

The Republican majority in the re-
scission process more than a year ago
zeroed out the program. It was zeroed
out for 1995, the past summer, and ze-
roed out for 1996 and forevermore.

Why does this Summer Youth Em-
ployment Program merit being tar-
geted for the hostility of the Repub-
lican majority in this Congress? I do
not know. I cannot understand. There
are protestations from both sides of the
aisle about being concerned about
young people, about being concerned
about youth. We have heard some elo-
quent speeches tonight about being
concerned about pregnant teenagers.

Well, I think one of the speakers said
if you are concerned about pregnant
teenagers, that means you have to be
concerned about programs that impact
on both males and females. So we are
talking about male and female youth
and being concerned about them.

Here is a program that is targeted to
young people in a very direct way. Here
is a program that does not have a lot of
red tape. Here is a program that does
not have a great deal of bureaucracy.
The money goes to young people to pay
them to do jobs in the summer. The
money goes to young people to pay
them for about 2 months, I think it is
an 8-week program. They work at mini-
mum wage. They work for a limited
number, 6 hours a day for 4 or 5 days a
week. It is a very short program, about
30 hours, I think, a week.

For a small amount of money, it
reaps a great dividend. There are many
young people who have never been em-
ployed before who are employed for the
first time. They learn good work hab-
its. They get a sense of worth, self-
worth.

I was surprised the other night as we
were talking about the dilemma of the
Summer Youth Employment Program
that one of my assistants who is a col-
lege graduate already, she does a lot of
my case work and who voluntarily
works with young people, was talking
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