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391, was in fact a vote on the line-item
veto. Mr. Speaker, this is not the case.
The vote on the rule was an extremely
complicated vote on a procedural mat-
ter. It was most certainly not a place
in which Members believed that they
were registering either support or op-
position to the line-item veto. In fact,
there was not one single occasion yes-
terday when this House had an up-or-
down vote on the line-item veto.

Anybody interested in finding a clean
up-and-down vote on the line-item
veto, and | want you to pay strict at-
tention, anybody interested in finding
a clean up-or-down vote on the line-
item veto should read the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD from February 6, 1995,
or they should look at some of yester-
day’s other votes. For instance, the
vote on the motion to recommit was a
vote either for or against making the
line-item veto effective immediately as
opposed to waiting until January 1997,
after the Presidential elections.

Mr. Speaker, the rules of the House
are very complicated, and yesterday’s
rule was one of the most confusing that
I have seen in a long while. In fact,
even if the rule had failed, line-item
veto could still have proceeded on to
the President. But | believe we in the
House have a responsibility to explain
those rules to the people we serve,
rather than simplifying them to the
point that they no longer reflect the
realities of the House. So let me state
again, Mr. Speaker, so that | may
make myself perfectly clear: Yester-
day’s rule vote was not in any way,
shape, or form an up-or-down vote on
the line-item veto.

CONTRIBUTION LIMIT TO SECTION
457 RETIREMENT PLANS

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

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this
Member rises to invite his colleagues
to cosponsor legislation which he in-
troduced this morning. The measure,
similar to provisions in the Balanced
Budget Act passed in December, raises
the annual contribution limit that
State and local government and non-
profit corporation employees may con-
tribute to their section 457 retirement
plans to equal that which their private-
sector colleagues may contribute to
their 401(k) plans and requires that
these plans be held in trust.

Under the Tax Reform Act of 1986,
State and local governments and non-
profit corporations were prohibited
from offering 401(k) plans for their em-
ployees. Under the 1986 Act, section 457
plans were fixed or frozen at an annual
contribution limit of $7,500 while the
401(k) limit was only $7,000 but was in-
dexed for inflation. This indexing has
increased the 401(k) limit to $9,240.
This measure states that the limit for
section 457 plans will mirror that of the
401(k).

Also, by placing the assets in trust
the employees retirement funds will be
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protected against claims by general
creditors. The financial woes of Orange
County, CA, are a recent example of
why this is prudent. Again, Mr. Speak-
er, this Member invites his colleagues
to cosponsor this legislation.

GROWTH AND DEFICIT REDUCTION

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

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, today I
would like to speak on growth, deficit
reduction, balancing the budget and
getting incomes up to a livable level,
all a pretty big order in a 5-minute pe-
riod. Let me talk about deficit reduc-
tion for a moment. You want to bal-
ance the budget, you want to do deficit
reduction, there are a couple things we
have got to realize. First of all, let us
make sure we take into account what
has been done. Deficit reduction is on a
definite, positive trend. The deficit has
been cut by one-half in the last 3 years.
As to the deficit today is at its lowest
point since 1979. It is at one-half of
where it was in relation to our overall
economy just 3 years ago. It is the low-
est now in the industrialized world. It
is coming in this year at even lower
than was projected last year. That does
not mean you let up but it means
something positive is occurring. Be-
cause of that, I think we also have to
make sure that in balancing the Fed-
eral budget we do not unbalance a lot
of family budgets. | happen to believe
that future generations should not be
burdened with debt but they should not
be burdened with ignorance, either.
There is nothing more grievous or no
more debt that is heavier than that.
That the expenditures that are made
today in education, whether it is title
I, assistance in mast and reading for el-
ementary school students, whether it
is student aid, Pell grant and Stafford,
student loans, whether it is VA loans,
whether it is assisting research in our
universities, whether we invest in in-
frastructure, the roads, the bridges, the
airports, the sewer systems, the water
systems, those things that bring us
growth and bring back more over time
than what up pay out, those things are
positive investments and ought to be
on the positive side of the ledger. There
is something else that we can do for
growth in the Federal budget and that
is to move this budget to the same
kinds of budget that every business has
and every family has, and that is to
have a capital budget. That is to say
that those things that we are investing
in that pay out over time, we will show
on the books that way. Sandy and I,
my wife and | cannot afford to pay for
a house in one year. We have a mort-
gage, like most everybody else in this
country. We pay that out over 20 or 30
years. So let the Federal Government
show the roads, the highways, the
physical infrastructure the same way.
Many people do not know but your
Federal Government does not do it

March 29, 1996

that way. That needs to change. Other
things we need to do is to recognize the
importance of wage growth. Henry
Ford had it right. He said: “‘lI got to pay
adequate wages so that my people can
afford to buy my cars.”” Well, we are
going in the opposite direction unfortu-
nately in this country when 60 percent
of the American workers are seeing de-
clining wages over the last 15 years,
not increasing wages.
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And so both at the private sector
level and at the Government level we
need to be encouraging that upward
growth.

Let me tell you quite frankly, Mr.
Speaker, the Republican party has it
wrong and the White House, the Demo-
crats in the White House, have it
wrong. If you think that 2.5-percent
growth is going to get us out of this,
we can balance this budget in 7 years,
we can have a 2.5-percent growth and
we are going to have a deficit that is
bigger than it is today.

We have got to focus on getting that
2.5-percent growth up to 3 or 3.5-per-
cent growth, not an unrealistic level.
But you cannot with a Federal Reserve
that chokes back growth and insists to
fight only the inflation war. You can-
not do it with Government policies
that do not stimulate the economy,
that cause it to restrict. You cannot do
it with a private sector afraid to make
investments. And so we have to focus
on growth.

Are you worried about Social Secu-
rity? Social security improves as pro-
ductivity and incomes improve. Do you
want to focus on the family moving
ahead? The family moves ahead as the
family’s income and opportunities im-
prove.

The problem is that both parties, if
you are focusing on 2.3- to 2.5-percent
growth, are only going to put us down
the road, not up the road. So that is
the challenge that | believe is ahead of
us in these many months to come. De-
clining incomes have to come up. The
rising tide does lift all boats, but the
tide has to start from the bottom, not
from the top down.

I will return to visit this subject an-
other day.

THE REST OF THE STORY; PAYING
MORE AND GETTING LESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GUTKNECHT). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. MicaA] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker and my col-
leagues, | saw the President was in
New York earlier this week. He was
talking about improving education.
Unfortunately, he really did not tell
the rest of the story, as Paul Harvey
would say. The President really did not
take time to tell the American people
about the U.S. Department of Edu-
cation and the fact that it has 5,000
Federal bureaucrats who justify their
existence primarily by pumping out
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and churning out mindless regulations
for our teachers and our States.

President Clinton really did not tell
the rest of the story when he did not
tell the people that of those nearly
5,000 people in the U.S. Department of
Education that three-quarters of them,
about 3,500, are right down the street in
Washington, DC, making over twice
what our average classroom teacher is
making in my district.

President Clinton did not talk about
ending welfare as we know it, welfare,
really which has destroyed our family
structure, any sense of values, self-dis-
cipline, and respect and really any
hope for education. President Clinton
really did not tell the rest of the story
about his failed drug policy that has
raised youth drug use to all-time levels
and made juvenile crime epidemic in
this country.

You know, the debate going on, the
debate today about funding the coun-
try, and we have just been in the proc-
ess of passing a resolution to continue
for 4 more weeks, a lot of people say,
““Why can you not decide this?”’

There are some fundamental dif-
ferences about how we spend money on
education, the environment, and these
other issues. Most people would not
know this. But, in fact, the Repub-
licans have proposed from the begin-
ning in their budget a vast increase in
spending in education, $25 billion more
over the next 7 years.

But the real debate is over how those
dollars are spent, again, whether we fi-
nance bureaucrats in Washington,
whether we pay to continue to support
programs where students cannot read
their own diplomas, where students
continue to score lower in their tests
and we spend more money. My commu-
nity college has entrants of which over
50 percent need remedial education. So
the real question is how we spend our
money.

I wanted to also cite for the House
and the Speaker here a story from the
Orlando Sentinel that cites a report on
State education and job training pro-
grams. It says State and Federal Gov-
ernments spend about a billion dollars
in Florida on vocational education pro-
grams. What is the result? And this is
from the report: The programs fail to
produce graduates or workers who can
earn a decent salary. In fact, only
about 20 percent of those who enter
these programs completed them, and
then a small percentage, 19 percent,
found a job after that, and then most of
them got a low-paying job and were out
of the job in a short period of time.

Lawmakers in Florida were aston-
ished, this report says, when they
heard the findings.

The report also indicated that money
was wasted on duplicate programs. So
this debate about education and envi-
ronment is paying more and getting
less, and that is what this is all about.

People have to understand, because
this is important, it is not just how
much money you throw at the pro-
gram, it is how you spend it and do we
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improve these programs, do we provide
a better education, do our students
come out with a diploma they can read
and then get a job where they can earn
a decent living and be a productive and
capable, independent citizen in this
great Nation?

So that is what the debate is about,
paying more and getting less.

Mr. Speaker and my colleagues,
again, as Paul Harvey would say, that
is the rest of the story.

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS OF
THE BRITISH-AMERICAN INTER-
PARLIAMENTARY GROUP

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GUTKNECHT). Without objection, and
pursuant to the provisions of section
168(b) of Public Law 102-138, the Chair
announces the Speaker’s appointment
of the following Members of the House
to the British-American Interpar-
liamentary Group: Mr. CLINGER, Penn-
sylvania, vice chair; Mr. BROWNBACK,
Kansas; Mr. EMERSON, Missouri; Mr.
LINDER, Georgia; Ms. MOLINARI, New
York; Mr. PETRI, Wisconsin; and Ms.
PRYCE, Ohio.

There was no objection.

THE MICHAEL NEW CASE

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, it is
an unusual thing for me to come over
and do a 5-minute special order. | very
seldom do that. Part of the reason that
deals with the issue of Michael New,
who was stripped of his position and
discharged from the U.S. Army because
as a military hero he was twice deco-
rated, he refused to wear the blue beret
and the shoulder patch of the United
Nations. As some people say, Michael
New should be thrown out. He was in-
subordinate, he did not listen. That is
what the Army said in their court mar-
tial and their proceedings.

But | have a resolution in with the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. BART-
LETT], a good friend of mine that says
that the Congress of the United States
should reinstate Michael New with his
rank and back to the Army because he
brings to the attention of the Amer-
ican people more than just this individ-
ual obstinacy. He said he took an oath
to the U.S. Constitution, not to the
charter of the United Nations. And,
quite frankly, | agree with him, and |
think we have taken this new world
order business a little bit too far.

I think the Michael New case is more
than about a soldier that has been
thrown out of the Army. | think it is a
microcosm of how we as a Nation have
gone so far that we have our troops
under foreign command wearing the
uniforms of other identities. And, quite
frankly, all the money we give the
United Nations, | think they blow an
awful lot of it. They should be doing
more peacekeeping so we would not

H3211

have to send in our troops in the first
place.

I just wanted to come over here for
the New family, because it was a spe-
cial order that was put together by the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. BART-
LETT], and | stand in support of Mi-
chael New and | oppose this new world
order madness that has our troops
under foreign command, wearing for-
eign uniforms, and | think Michael
New is not an individual that has just
gone off rebelliously. He is a twice-
decorated veteran. He is a patriot, and
I think he takes a stand that should
become the subject of great debate
here in the Congress of the United
States.

So | thank you for belaboring that
issue with me, and Mr. BARTLETT will
give more information on the resolu-
tion itself because | just came over
spontaneously and wanted to offer my
support.

THE HEALTH COVERAGE AVAIL-
ABILITY AND AFFORDABILITY
ACT

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, | rise today to speak to my col-
leagues about two items.

First, | wish to congratulate the
House on the passage last evening of
H.R. 3103, the Health Coverage Avail-
ability and Affordability Act. For the
first time in this Congress we have
passed legislation which will provide
for 25 million Americans at least acces-
sibility, affordability, and accountabil-
ity in health insurance.

This legislation in its most pertinent
parts provides portability. If you lose
your job, you take the insurance with
you. If you get a new job, you will take
that insurance with you.

It also makes sure that no matter
what preexisting medical condition
you may have, you still qualify for
health insurance.

It increases deductibility from 30 per-
cent to 50 percent for the self-employed
who provide health coverage for them-
selves and their employees. It will
allow small businesses group coverage
of insurance, will also provide medical
savings accounts.

I am very hopeful the Senate will
agree. This legislation is forward-
thinking and positive.

TRIBUTE TO CHARLES REED

Mr. Speaker, I want to make a trib-
ute to a fallen hero. U.S. FBI agent
Charles Reed of my district was gunned
down last Friday trying to do his job to
win the war against drugs, and for 16
years served the people of the tristate
area of Pennsylvania, Delaware, New
Jersey, in making sure we eliminate
the scourge of drugs in our country.

One of the most successful agents in
the history of the country, he found
leads where no one else could even tell
there was evidence lurking, and he



		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-10-23T09:08:14-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	U.S. Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




