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arguing that increased business links would
help modify Chinese behavior. This policy has
essentially forced us to sweep one outrage
after another under the rug, with the nuclear
proliferation issue being only the latest in a se-
ries of outrages.

Mr. Speaker, in another issue that could
have lasting effects on security in the strategi-
cally important South Asia region, I regret to
point out that the administration is also going
forward with the shipment of $368 million
worth of sophisticated conventional arms to
Pakistan. Plans call for shipping the weapons
to Pakistan after the completion of the elec-
tions in India—the logic being, apparently, to
avoid making the arms transfer an issue in the
elections, despite the fact that it has been
widely known for weeks that the shipment
would happen. This ill-advised proposal that
will only contribute to instability and weapons
proliferation in the region.

A provision in the fiscal year 1996 foreign
operations appropriations authorizes the trans-
fer of $368 million in sophisticated conven-
tional weaponry, including three Navy P–3C
antisubmarine aircraft, 28 Harpoon missiles,
360 AIM–9L missiles, and other Army and Air
Force equipment. This provision, known as the
Brown amendment, after its Senate sponsor,
passed the Senate last year. Although the pro-
vision was never debated in the House, it car-
ried in conference. I drafted a letter to the con-
ferees, which was signed by 40 other Mem-
bers from both sides of the aisle urging that
this provision not be included in the bill. But,
owing in large part to the support of the ad-
ministration and the influence of the pro-Paki-
stan lobby, the provision was included in the
bill and became law.

As far back as last summer, many of us in
Congress—Democrats and Republicans,
Members of both bodies—argued that provid-
ing these weapons to Pakistan was a bad
idea, given Pakistani behavior. About a year
ago, it was reported that Pakistan received
Chinese M–11 missiles, in direct violation of
the Missile Technology Control Regime. These
missiles, in direct violation of the Missile Tech-
nology Control Regime. These missiles are
capable of carrying nuclear warheads, and
can strike cities within a 275-mile radius. It
was also reported last year that Pakistan de-
veloped its nuclear weapons from a blueprint
provided by the PRC, and Pakistan then gave
this blueprint to Iran. Pakistan remains an un-
stable nation, where the military does not
seem to be under strong civilian control, a
country which supports the embargo of Israel
and does not recognize the State of Israel.

Yet here we are, Mr. Speaker, forgiving the
outrageous behavior of both Pakistan and
China.

It is important to recognize that Pakistan
has not agreed to do anything in exchange for
the release of the arms—the shipment of
which was seized pursuant to the Pressler
amendment. Named for its Senate sponsor,
the Pressler amendment, mandates an annual
Presidential certification that Pakistan does not
possess a nuclear explosive device. If such a
certification cannot be made, under the law, all
United States military assistance to Pakistan
must be ended—including weapons already
paid for but not delivered. In 1993, President
Clinton did offer to return all or some of the
weapons in the pipeline if Pakistan would
agree to cap its nuclear program. Pakistan re-
jected this offer. In fact, by receiving the ring

magnets from China, Pakistan was continuing
to act—in defiance of the United States—to
further its nuclear ambitions.

Finally, the administration came up with a
compromise: while 28 F–16 fighter jets would
not be delivered to Pakistan—they already
have 40 F–16’s—the $368 million worth of
military equipment would be delivered with no
strings attached.

Thus, Mr. Speaker, Pakistan gets its weap-
ons—our weapons—and we receive nothing in
return.

Mr. Speaker, the delivery of these weapons
to Pakistan will be seen by India as a slap in
the face. India, the world’s second most popu-
lous country, is in the process of completing
the largest exercise in democracy in world his-
tory. India’s elections, despite a few isolated
incidents of violence, were conducted very
smoothly. While the implications of the elec-
tion results are somewhat unclear, what is
clear is that this election represents the free
expression of hundreds of millions of citizens
in a vast, diverse, and free nation. Contrast
these democratic elections with the dictator-
ship in China. Contrast the ability of hundreds
of millions of people to express their views
without fear of reprisals with the ongoing at-
mosphere of political violence that continues
to tear Pakistan apart.

In addition to sharing our democratic values,
India has also been pursuing a historic free-
market economic reform. In fact, the United
States has in the past few years become In-
dia’s largest trading partner.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the administration to
end this tilt toward Pakistan and China. We
must work to promote not only free markets,
which are an extremely important consider-
ation, but also democracy. Based on these cri-
teria, we should be working for improved rela-
tions with India.
f

IMPORTANT ISSUES WHICH DE-
FINE THE DIFFERENCES BE-
TWEEN REPUBLICANS AND
DEMOCRATS IN THE 104TH CON-
GRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CHABOT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of May 12, 1995, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. RIGGS] is
recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate
this opportunity to address my col-
leagues in this obviously empty Cham-
ber, even at this late hour, because I
am going to be discussing some issues
that I think are of paramount impor-
tance and which define the differences
between the Republican and Demo-
cratic Parties in the 104th Congress.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, I happened to
hear the first half hour of the last
hour, which involved comments by my
good friend, the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. PALLONE], regarding our
budget proposal, which will be coming
to the House floor here in the next cou-
ple of days. This is the budget proposal
for the coming Federal fiscal year
which will begin on October 1 of this
year.

As is very typical, he made very dis-
paraging remarks about our plans to
save Medicare from bankruptcy and

our plans to reform Medicaid into a
block grant program for the States.
These tactics are not isolated to the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
PALLONE] alone. They run rampant
through the national Democratic Party
today, as the Democratic Party has
seized on this particular issue to
frighten and scare Americans in the
hopes that they can, by employing
these kinds of tactics, regain control of
the House and Senate in the November
elections.

Mr. Speaker, what we get, instead of
constructive debate on the House floor,
are what I would prefer to call drive-by
special orders. In fact, the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE] is still
present. He is standing toward the rear
of the Chamber, grinning. I would in-
vite him to return to this very podium
where he made his comments and en-
gage in actual debate, rather than
stand up and demagogue on these is-
sues.

The first thing, Mr. Speaker, the
American people need to know is that
the Republican and Democratic Party,
if you use President Clinton’s budget
proposal as their blueprint for reform-
ing Medicare, are roughly $30 billion
apart. In the context of a 6-year bal-
anced budget plan, that is a very small
difference between the Republican and
Democratic Parties.

But again, we would never know that
to listen to my Democratic colleagues,
who insist on demagoguing this issue,
and who, frankly, never mention that
President Clinton, the leader of their
party, has put forward a plan to reform
Medicare by reducing the growth in
Medicare expenditures.

Another way of putting that is that
both the Republicans and Democrats
want, at least, again, if you use Presi-
dent Clinton’s proposal and not the
comments of the far left wing of his
party in the House and Senate, if you
use his proposal, we both want to in-
crease Medicare spending but at a slow-
er rate, at a sustainable rate, in order
to save the program from bankruptcy.

Before he might have to depart, I
yield to my good friend, the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. KINGSTON].

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, even
though there are only a few of us
present now, I am going to pose a pop
quiz to the House. The question is who
made the following statement:

Today, Medicaid and Medicare are going up
at three times the rate of inflation. We pro-
pose to let it go up at two times the rate of
inflation. That is not, I repeat, not a Medi-
care or Medicaid cut. And we have kept pri-
vate sector increases so they won’t go up as
much. So only in Washington do people be-
lieve that no one can get by on twice the
rate of inflation. So when you hear all this
business about cuts, let me caution you, that
is not what is going on.

Now, who made those comments:
President Clinton or NEWT GINGRICH,
the Speaker of the House? If you
guessed President Clinton, you were
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right. He made those comments on Oc-
tober 5, 1993. On May 16, 1995, more re-
cently, he said, ‘‘I believe we have to
slow the growth of Medicare.’’

Mr. Speaker, compare the comments
of President Clinton to what you hear
tonight on the House floor from people
like the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. PALLONE]. Then think for a mo-
ment on this particular quote. This is a
quote by the former Democrat Gov-
ernor of Colorado, Gov. Richard Lamb,
in Newsweek May 13, so just the other
day: ‘‘I am awed by his,’’ referring to
President Clinton, ‘‘I am awed by his
understanding of this insolvency of
Medicare, which just makes his
demagoguing worse. He knows what is
happening, yet he is poisoning the well.
Medicare is not as bad off as the Re-
publicans said, it’s must worse.’’

So that is what we hear nightly out
here during special orders, is Demo-
crats demagoguing this issue and poi-
soning the well, and ruining any
chance of a bipartisan proposal, a bi-
partisan solution to save Medicare
from bankruptcy.

Mr. Speaker, I will be happy to yield
to the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
PALLONE], as well. I do want to con-
tinue in the vein of a pop quiz, since it
is getting near the end of the school
year, and since there are a lot of kids
there, students who are picking up the
brunt of this huge, massive debt.

Let me give you a number. As of
today, by the way, our debt is
$5,092,815,215,000. To help senior citi-
zens, to help the middle class, to help
the young folks, we have to get our
head out of the sand and say, OK, it is
time to act like we do have a debt out
there after all, and let us be respon-
sible and work together in a bipartisan
fashion and quit all this election year
sniping, which apparently is so addict-
ive and tempting these days.

The pop quiz. I would say to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. RIGGS],
your final exam: Which number is larg-
er, $179 billion, or $304 billion. Which
one is larger?

Mr. RIGGS. I think I can answer that
one, even though I do not pretend to be
any kind of mathematics expert, but
obviously the $300 billion figure is
much larger.

Mr. KINGSTON. You are doing well
so far. Question No. 2: If the House
raised Medicare from $179 billion to
$304 billion, would they be increasing
Medicare, decreasing Medicare, or leav-
ing it level?

Mr. RIGGS. They obviously would be
increasing.

Mr. KINGSTON. Increasing. So why
do you suppose there are Members of
the House who say increasing Medicare
from $179 to $304 billion is a cut? Can
you explain that? That is the discus-
sion question.

Mr. RIGGS. It is. In fact, let me just
add, to personalize it a little bit more
for our colleagues and for any Ameri-
cans, our fellow Americans who might
be listening to us, our plan to save
Medicare from bankruptcy, while in-

creasing Medicare spending and in-
creasing Medicare health care choices,
increasing Medicare spending per sen-
ior citizen from $4,800 per citizen per
year in 1996 to $7,300 per senior citizen
in 6 years. Obviously when you go from
$4,800 today to $7,300 over the next 6
years, you are increasing Medicare
spending per senior citizen. No matter
which way you slice it, that happens to
be an increase.

Let me stop and see if the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE] would
like to join me at this point in time.

I yield to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. PALLONE.]

Mr. PALLONE. I certainly would like
to debate these issues, Mr. Speaker. I
appreciate the gentleman yielding to
me. I do not think the issue really is
whether we are talking about a cut in
the increase or an overall cut after in-
flation. To me the problem here is——

Mr. KINGSTON. A cut is not the
issue at all. As a matter of fact, we just
said, beyond a doubt, that if you, if I
could point out——

Mr. RIGGS. I yield the gentleman
from South Carolina.

Mr. KINGSTON. If we want to have a
discussion, let us get on the concrete
foundation that the figure $179 is
smaller than the number $304, and re-
move from the discussion that Medi-
care is cut. Could we agree that $304 is
bigger than $179?

b 2245
Mr. PALLONE. I would like the gen-

tleman to yield me some time if I could
talk about this. If not, there is no
point, if I am not going to be given a
couple of minutes or so to respond.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
give the gentleman a chance to re-
spond, but I appreciate the statement
of my colleague from Georgia and
again we hope that you can perhaps
tell us what your proposal is to save
Medicare from bankruptcy.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, that is
a very good question. If I could have a
couple of minutes to respond.

Mr. RIGGS. I yield to the gentleman.
Mr. PALLONE. I thank the gen-

tleman. First of all, I would point out
that the level of cuts that the Repub-
licans are talking about in this budget
are not necessary for Medicare sol-
vency. Basically what the Republicans
are proposing are cuts that are $44 bil-
lion more for Medicare than what
President Clinton has proposed in his
budget.

Let us keep in mind that the Presi-
dent proposed a budget earlier this
year, and now the Republican budget
that is coming up this Thursday for a
vote is basically a counterproposal to
that. The President acknowledges, as
every Democratic Congress has in the
past, that it is necessary to deal with
the Medicare program and make sure
that the trust continues to be solvent.
That is why he has proposed a certain
level of cuts in Medicare. But those are
strictly to keep the trust fund solvent.

Mr. Speaker, the level of cuts that
the Republicans are proposing, which is

significantly more than the President,
these are the things that I have a prob-
lem with, and I believe that those are
being used primarily to pay for tax
breaks. More important than that, and
I stressed earlier this evening, is that
the very nature of the Medicare pro-
gram changes with this Republican
proposal. Basically what you are doing
is cutting down and eliminating
choices. You are pushing a lot more
seniors, in fact I think eventually all
seniors, into managed care or HMO’s
where oftentimes they are not going to
have a choice of doctors or even hos-
pitals. You are allowing for a different
reimbursement system, basically pro-
viding a higher level of reimbursement
for HMO’s or managed care than the
traditional fee-for-service system
where you can choose your own doctor,
and then you allow balanced billing. In
other words, doctors can charge more
for people who stay in the traditional
Medicare so there will be a larger out-
of-pocket expense for those who con-
tinue to stay in the traditional fee-for-
service program where they have their
choice of doctors.

In addition to that, you have intro-
duced this notion of medical savings
accounts, which basically establishes a
catastrophic health insurance policy
which only the healthiest and the
wealthiest senior citizens are going to
be able to afford.

So three major points in the existing
Medicare Program have existed essen-
tially for the last 30 years. One is un-
limited choice of doctors and hospitals.
Second is a limit, I think it is 15 per-
cent, on the amount that can be
charged as a co-payment by the physi-
cian beyond Medicare, plus the guaran-
tee that if you are in Medicare, you are
going to have a certain level of health
services that are provided for. All three
of those things are negatively impacted
by the Republican proposal.

What I am saying is that those are
not necessary in order to guarantee the
solvency of the program, if you simply
implement the level of cuts that the
President has proposed, and then you
will keep the Medicare Program sol-
vent.

Mr. Speaker, we are going to have a
choice Thursday. It is going to be the
Republican budget. There is going to be
the President’s budget, and there may
be a lot of other alternatives. What I
am saying is the President’s budget is
far superior and solves the problem of
solvency. So, the Republicans in rais-
ing this issue of solvency are using it
as an excuse to cover all the other
changes that they are suggesting to
make in the Medicare Program.

Mr. RIGGS. Let me reclaim my time
and give the gentleman a chance to
catch his breath.

Mr. Speaker, let me first of all point
out that our plan very clearly says
right on its face that no older Amer-
ican who is currently receiving Medi-
care health care benefits will be forced
out of the traditional fee-for-service
program. It does provide other options
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for health care, and the gentleman
from New Jersey mentioned a couple,
managed care, and medical savings ac-
counts. We think those are both pro-
gressive ideas, designed to build more
flexibility into the program, ulti-
mately give more choice to Medicare
recipients and frankly to empower
them to be more involved with deci-
sions having to do with their own per-
sonal health care.

Let me point out that, second, a fact
that the gentleman kind of skipped
over. Let me back up for just a mo-
ment.

Let me also stipulate that our plan
requires that any savings from reduc-
ing the rate of growth in Medicare ex-
penditures must stay in the Medicare
Program. As a consequence, the Con-
gressional Budget Office says that our
program will extend the life or the sol-
vency of the hospital insurance trust
fund to the year 2008, which is 3 years
more than the President’s proposal.

So, yes, we are bolder because we are
trying to think not just of the needs of
today’s seniors but the needs of the
next generation of Medicare recipients
as well. But I want to come back to one
point because I really want to under-
stand this in terms of the gentleman’s
position.

Do I understand correctly that your
position is that the roughly $120 billion
I believe that is in Medicare savings
that the President proposed is OK?
That is to say, you are comfortable
with that? You can support that level
of savings? You will vote on this floor
if you have the opportunity for that
level of savings? But you object to our
figure which is roughly now, and I
know we are talking ballpark figures
here, but our figure is roughly $30 bil-
lion more in savings, which you char-
acterize as cuts.

Mr. PALLONE. If the gentleman will
yield further, let me say this. I am not
in charge of the rules process but I be-
lieve that there will be an opportunity
on Thursday to vote on the President’s
budget as an alternative and, yes, I will
vote for that assuming that that is in
order and that we have that oppor-
tunity. I am also concerned about the
level of cuts in the President’s budget
but obviously I think it is far pref-
erable to what the Republican leader-
ship has proposed and I will support it.
The concern I have is that the level of
cuts, and obviously even more aggra-
vated in terms of what the Republican
leadership has proposed, is going to
have a very negative impact on hos-
pitals. In other words, if you look at
the level of cuts in the Republican
budget, most of the money that is pro-
posed to be cut comes out of Part A
which is of course primarily paying or
reimbursement for hospital care. We
know, because that same level is basi-
cally what was proposed in 1995, that
many hospitals will not be able to ab-
sorb that level of cut primarily because
they are 50, 60 in some cases better
than 60 percent dependent on Medicare.
So I do think that there is a danger and

that we are kidding ourselves here if
we think that we can continue to make
these level of cuts that you propose. I
know it is a little better than 1995
overall but it is not really better in
terms of Part A and what that means
for the Nation’s hospitals.

I would venture to say that the Presi-
dent’s proposal is significantly less in
terms of the level of cuts to hospitals
and that is far preferable because it
will mean that many of these hos-
pitals, and I think in particular of my
home State, will be able to survive
with that level of cuts, whereas they
may not be able to, or most likely will
not be able to under what the Repub-
lican leadership has proposed.

But even beyond that again it is the
changes in the Medicare Program that
you are proposing that bother me the
most. I think it is going to signifi-
cantly change the nature of the Medi-
care Program and not provide the guar-
antee that seniors have had for the last
30 years in terms of the unlimited
choice of doctors and being protected
against additional costs that would be
charged by physicians.

Mr. RIGGS. Let me reclaim my time
and state to the gentleman again so he
is absolutely clear on this point, we
have made, I think emphatically clear
to the American people from day one
that anyone presently in the Medicare
Program under the traditional fee-for-
service arrangement could stay in that
program. That is explicitly built into
the legislation.

I also want to make the point, then I
am going to yield to the gentleman
from Georgia, and I hope the gen-
tleman will stay because I will yield
him more time, but I also want to
point out that the Democrat plan does
not contain the same incentives for
rooting out waste, fraud, and abuse,
not the same aggressive incentives
that ours have, including a financial
incentive to those Medicare recipients
who do report waste, fraud, and abuse
in the system, and I think we all know
that there is rampant waste, fraud, and
abuse, almost endemic to the system.

Second, it does not provide the same
flexibility in choices that we have of-
fered Medicare recipients in our plan. I
am a Californian, I admit California is
on the cutting edge of the Nation in
terms of introducing the idea of man-
aged care on an outpatient basis for all
age groups, not just older Americans,
and I am absolutely convinced that
managed care is a viable health care
alternative for those Medicare recipi-
ents who are either already enrolled in
managed care programs that are quite
satisfactory in terms of their needs, in
their opinion, meeting their needs, and,
second, in terms of giving Americans
again more say, more of a role, in mak-
ing their own health care decisions.

We are not forcing anyone out of the
program. We are trying to bring a
1950’s style program into the 1990’s.
Again I say to the gentleman, he in-
sists on continuing to use the term
cuts to describe our program. But as

that gap between the Republican pro-
posal and the Clinton proposal narrow,
at what point do you cease to describe
our program as a cut? That was the
question posed to the President at the
press conference last week, and he sort
of hemmed and hawed. He ultimately,
as many times he does when he is
pinned down, he ultimately blamed the
media for introducing the use of the
term cuts into the debate, and nothing
could be further from the truth.

Mr. Speaker, the truth is that that
term has been used out on this floor of
the other body repeatedly. I believe it
has been identified by the Democratic
Party strategists as the key wedge
issue to be used as a political football,
if you will, to try to regain control of
the House and the Senate.

Mr. KINGSTON. If the gentleman
will yield, there is no question that
this is the liberal Washington keep the
status quo propaganda machine using
the word cut. And the gentleman from
New Jersey, who I respect, I think
maybe it is a reflection of the New Jer-
sey school system when he refers to
going from $304 billion from $179 billion
as a cut, where all the rest of the
States across the country would call
that an increase.

Moving on, though, with his concern
about hospitals, I am concerned about
hospitals but only after I am concerned
about patients and senior citizens. I
think that the patients, you have to
put the patients first. I am sorry about
the hospital system in New Jersey, but
again I am more concerned about the
patients.

My mother, as I believe your parents
are, as well, is on Medicare. It is a 1964
Blue Cross/Blue Shield plan. I like the
idea of mom having choices because I
trust her and I trust other people’s par-
ents and their children’s ability to
choose what health care plan fits them
best. Right now it is Medicare or Medi-
care, period. Under the proposal they
would have a physicians service net-
work as an option. They would have a
managed care plan as an option. They
would have traditional Medicare as an
option. They would have medical sav-
ings accounts as an option.

Mr. Speaker, all these are actuarially
worked into the formula that increases
the benefit from around $5,000 to $7,200.
The numbers vary slightly, but the fact
is that it does give more choices while
cracking down on fraud and abuse.

My dad lives in a condominium com-
plex in Athens, GA, where there are a
number of other seniors. My dad has
macular degeneration, is legally blind,
he has diabetes. But all the seniors in
his complex work together and go over
each other’s bills, medical, food needs,
and so forth. He says just about with-
out exception when they go to the hos-
pital for a head cold, they get billed for
x rays or something just totally ridicu-
lous. I do not think it is all fraud, but
it is just a general sloppiness that Med-
icare is paying for it, so do not worry
about it. We have got to crack down on
that abuse because it is right out of
our seniors’ pockets.
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One other thing that the gentleman

from New Jersey mentioned was this
tax cut thing, and maybe we could just
at this point agree that we disagree on
Medicare. We want to save and protect
it one way, and the President wants to
keep patching it up another way until
the next election. I think that it is im-
portant—and one of our great chal-
lenges, where he saves the program
until 2008, we need to save it ad infini-
tum but at least get beyond the elec-
tion cycle.

I note with interest that one of the
things about the Clinton budget is that
74 percent of the reductions, the deficit
reductions in the overall budget come
the last 2 years, which is 2 years after
he is out of office if he was to be re-
elected. So here we have got the pain,
as usual, coming later, whereas the Re-
publican budget overall reduces spend-
ing and savings, consolidates the size
of Government over a 6-year period of
time. It is more fair and more equi-
table that way.

Mr. Speaker, the thing, though, our
profamily budget also calls for a tax
credit of $500 per child for families
under $110,000. I have always thought of
New Jersey as having higher incomes
than Georgia; $110,000, you can live
well. But the fact is that is a combined
income, and that still in many cases is
very middle class.

I would like to ask our friend from
New Jersey when we talk about tax
cuts for the wealthy, which I have
heard him and many of his colleagues
expound on over and over again, who
are the wealthy that we are talking
about in this budget that would benefit
and maybe even why it is so bad to do
anything for the wealthy. I would like
to just throw that question out to the
gentleman.

b 2300

Mr. RIGGS. Let me pose that ques-
tion to him, and then maybe the gen-
tleman from New Jersey will also tell
us where he stands on the repeal of the
Clinton Democratic gas tax increase,
which will be coming to this House
floor early next week. I will yield to
the gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. PALLONE. Well, you are prob-
ably asking the wrong person, because
I did not vote for the original gas tax
increase, and I would have no problem
and would certainly vote for the repeal.

I only mentioned the tax breaks be-
cause of my concern over the fact that
the Medicare cuts as well as the Medic-
aid cuts I believe will be used to fi-
nance them. I know that one of the
things that the gentleman said before,
which I am very concerned about, he
said we were going to have a guarantee
that you could stay in the traditional
fee-for-service plan and that whatever
cuts were implemented by the Repub-
lican leadership would stay in the Med-
icare Program.

I would say that those promises are
not real. First of all, because in 1995,
when we discussed the issue, we tried
to put an amendment in the budget

that would say that all the money that
was saved in Medicare and Medicaid
would only be used for those programs.
That amendment was actually defeated
on the floor of this House. I voted for
it. So I think it is a false promise.

Second, when you talk about the
guarantee that you will be able to stay
in the fee-for-service or traditional
Medicare Program, again, the guaran-
tee does not mean anything if you
build into your proposed changes in
Medicare a different reimbursement
rate for managed care and HMO’s ver-
sus the traditional fee-for-service pro-
gram where you can choose your own
doctor.

That is the problem here. You are
building in incentives that basically
make people or force people to go into
HMO’s, because the reimbursement
rate because of the caps will be higher
for HMO’s and managed care and lower
for the traditional fee-for-service sys-
tem. Under the traditional fee-for-serv-
ice system you are going to allow bal-
anced billing. You are saying the doc-
tors can charge more than the 15 per-
cent now allowed under current law.
Basically what is going to happen here,
even though there may be something
written in the legislation that says you
can stay in the traditional Medicare
system, the reimbursement rate, and
money drives everything, is going to
push people into managed care and into
HMO’s.

I am not saying managed care and
HMO’s are always bad. There are some
that are very good. The bottom line is
a lot of seniors are used to having their
own choice of doctors, and depending
on the area, they may not be able to
get into an HMO or managed care sys-
tem where their doctor is covered by
that system. So this notion of choice,
that somehow the Republican leader-
ship plan is going to guarantee choice
or provide lots of other choices, I think
is a false promise, and particularly
when you talk about the MSA’s.

I believe you brought up the issue of
the medical savings accounts. That is
nothing more than catastrophic health
care coverage. What I think is going to
happen is once again the healthy and
wealthy people will choose that be-
cause they can afford to put the money
aside and not worry about whether
they are going to have to pay out of
pocket for the health care and just
have this catastrophic coverage.

The people remaining in the Medi-
care system are going to be the sicker
and probably the poorer people. That is
going to drive up the cost for the Gov-
ernment for those that remain in the
system. I am fearful what you are
doing here is creating a sort of two-
tiered system, pushing certain seniors
into managed care, having a lot of
them opt out for this catastrophic cov-
erage that they may not necessarily
know what they are getting into.

When you say you are still going to
be able to have your traditional Medi-
care, the bottom line is you really are
not, because you are creating incen-

tives that will make it more difficult
for that to happen.

I also wanted to address the issue of
fraud. This was a big issue for the
Democrats in the last Congress. Again,
I was in the Committee on Commerce,
I am a member of the Committee on
Commerce, and we specifically tried to
change the language that was in the
Republican bill that made it easier for
those who were committing fraud or
were basically abusing the Medicare
system to get away with it.

The standard of proof that was put
into place in that budget last year, and
I suspect it is the same this year unless
you show me differently, was actually
watered down, so it would be more dif-
ficult to prosecute those who were vio-
lating Medicare and abusing the sys-
tem.

I am 100 percent for trying to crack
down on fraud and abuse. I think you
can save a significant amount of
money if you do that. Do not weaken
the standard of proof and make it more
difficult for the Justice Department
and others to go after those commit-
ting the fraud and abuse. Otherwise
you will have a worse system in terms
of prosecuting those people.

Lastly, I do not want to get into se-
mantics. I have said over and over, I
think the gentleman from Georgia was
here when I said it in 1995, we are talk-
ing about a cut in the growth of the
program. I keep using the term ‘‘cut.’’
Maybe you do not like the term ‘‘cut’’
in growth, but I will say one thing, I
use it for both the President and for
the Republican proposal. The bottom
line is that if you do not have enough
money in Medicare to continue to serv-
ice to the growing number of people
who are going to be in the system, be-
cause we know there are going to be
more seniors, the baby-boomer genera-
tion is getting older and there are
going to be more and more seniors in
the system, if you do not have enough
money to cover that growth, in reality
what you are doing is cutting the
amount of money to be available to
these people and the need is going to be
there and there is not going to be the
money to take care of the growing
number of seniors.

I do not see this as a political issue.
I know that has been raised many
times on the floor. I am someone who
has cared about seniors for a long time.
I have worked for protective services
for the elderly in various capacities.
There is a lot of politics in this House
of Representatives. The bottom line is
we have to look at the substance of
what is going on here. We are talking
about the substantive changes of what
would happen, what changes would
exist in the Medicare Program, if this
Republican proposal goes through.

That is why I think we need to con-
tinue to fight against it. Even if it
passes on Thursday, which I suspect it
will, I will be continuing to speak out
against it as I have tonight.

I appreciate the time that you gen-
tlemen have given me this evening.
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Mr. KINGSTON. The gentleman does

not want to talk about taxes?
Mr. PALLONE. I will be glad to talk

about taxes.
Mr. RIGGS. I am going to reclaim my

time. We will talk about taxes in a mo-
ment. The point I want to make is that
House Republicans and Senate Repub-
licans have acted responsibly in this
session of Congress. We sent the Presi-
dent a viable piece of legislation
known as the Medicare Preservation
Act and he vetoed that legislation.
What is coming to the House floor, I
believe the gentleman said Wednesday
or Thursday, later this week, is a budg-
et resolution for the Federal fiscal year
1997. It assumes a certain amount of
savings in the Medicare Program, but
it is not a comprehensive plan to pre-
serve and protect Medicare from bank-
ruptcy, such as the legislation the
President vetoed.

I also want to make a point, and that
is the gentleman repeatedly refers to
HMO’s. But I am perplexed, because
there are literally thousands of older
Americans today who are already in
Medicare health maintenance organiza-
tions. I hear from many of them, I am
sure the gentleman must have heard
from some of them, that there is a high
level of satisfaction for the most part
with the services that they are receiv-
ing through those HMO’s. After all, no
one has forced them into those HMO’s.
They still have the option of relying on
the traditional fee-for-service arrange-
ment, yet they have voluntarily opted
to enroll in Medicare health mainte-
nance organizations.

So I believe that that is evidence
that HMO’s or managed care can be in-
troduced alongside the traditional fee-
for-service arrangement, with again
the ironclad guarantee that we built
into the legislation, which is that no
older American currently receiving
Medicare benefits would be forced out
of the traditional fee-for-service pro-
gram.

I also want to point out to the gen-
tleman that I hope he is committed,
and he makes some constructive sug-
gestions, it sounds like he would like
to, if we could agree on the ultimate
level of savings to be achieved, to help
us fine tune this legislation. But I want
to point out that if we do not act, we
will be remiss in our leadership respon-
sibilities as elected officials, at least in
my view, especially since we now
know, every Member of this body,
every Member of the other body, knows
that Medicare will be bankrupt no
later than the year 2001, just 5 years
from now, and that is a year sooner
than the Medicare trustees warned
Congress a year ago last month, April
1995. As both gentlemen know, several
of those Medicare trustees are mem-
bers of the President’s Cabinet.

Now, those estimates of Medicare
going bankrupt sooner than we had
projected come from the nonpartisan
Congressional Budget Office. So let us
assume that because of the partisan
wrangling, because of those who are

more interested in preserving Medicare
as an issue for the fall election cam-
paign than in actually preserving Medi-
care for the next generation, let us as-
sume nothing happens and we continue
down that road with Medicare going
bankrupt. And I should point out at
this juncture that this is not FRANK
RIGGS, Republican, speaking now. Of
course, these warnings are coming
from not just the Congressional Budget
Office, as I just mentioned, but from
the mainstream media.

For Pete’s sake, the Washington
Post, not exactly a conservative publi-
cation, editorialized on April 29, just a
short time ago, ‘‘By the end of the fis-
cal year 2001, the trust fund will have a
deficit of $2.9 billion because of rising
costs. In other words, the fund will be
bankrupt a year earlier than projected
last year by Medicare program actuar-
ies.’’

They go on to say, ‘‘According to the
Congressional Budget Office figures,
the trust fund will be in the red by
$331.6 billion by the end of fiscal year
2005.’’

You heard me right, a $331 billion
deficit, $100 billion worse than the cu-
mulative deficit forecast a year ago by
the CBO, the $150 billion worse than
the cumulative deficit projected by the
Medicare actuaries last year.

The last comment I wanted to quote,
‘‘The new numbers appear to lend sup-
port to Republican charges that the
Medicare hospital tust fund is deterio-
rating faster than had been realized
and that steps must be taken quickly
to arrest the decline.’’

So, if the gentleman happens to share
those sentiments, I think he has an ob-
ligation to contribute constructively
to the debate, rather than to come
down here and do, as I suggested ear-
lier, sort of join with the President in,
to use the terms of former Colorado
Democrat Governor Richard Lamb, poi-
soning the well. Because make no mis-
take about it, colleagues and the
American people, the alternative, if we
allow this program to go bankrupt, is a
substantial increase in payroll taxes on
the backs of every working American.
The Medicare trustees and actuaries
estimated roughly a 40-percent payroll
tax would be necessary to replenish the
hospital insurance trust fund if we did
nothing, or we would be looking at the
possibility of rationing health care
benefits. In fact, by law, of Medicare
goes bankrupt, no benefits can be paid,
and therefore no services rendered or
received.

So I really want to urge the gen-
tleman and his Democratic colleagues
to start contributing constructively. If
you have suggestions for how to save
Medicare from bankruptcy, on how to
modify or fine tune the Medicare Pres-
ervation Act which President Clinton
vetoed, then, by all means, please put
them on the table and stop poisoning
the well.

Mr. PALLONE. If the gentleman will
yield further, I have said over and over
again that the President’s budget

which came out earlier this year guar-
antees the life of the Medicare trust
fund in my opinion for as long as the
Republican proposal. What I am saying
is the additional Republican cuts, this
additional $44 billion more in Medicare
cuts, is not necessary for Medicare sol-
vency.

There is over $120 billion remaining
in the trust fund. Although it did not
perform as well as projected in 1995, the
difference between the actual and pro-
jected performance was within the typ-
ical margin of error.

The fund comes out with a report
every year. In 1993 the President made
certain corrections and signed into law
a bill extending the life of the trust
fund for 3 years. Now, he had an addi-
tional proposal to extend the life of the
fund. We are not talking about his
agreement about the fact that Medi-
care has a problem that needs to be
tinkered with. I am saying these Re-
publican proposals go much further
than that and are not necessary and
are proposals to change radically the
nature of the Medicare Program. If we
adopted the President’s position and
budget, we would solve the solvency
problem, just like the Republican
budget does as well.

I wanted to say one more thing in
closing. I know the gentleman men-
tioned there are some seniors in
HMO’s. But they are still a relatively
small percentage. My point only is we
should not be pushing seniors into
HMO’s establishing a different reim-
bursement rate and providing a finan-
cial incentive to go into HMO’s.

In my home State of New Jersey,
there happen to be very few seniors in
HMO’s. Some of them are good. I think
there are a lot of problems with HMO’s
in terms of disclosure, advertising, in
terms of seniors and people in general
not knowing what they are getting
into.

I would say one thing. You are right
when you talk about the budget we are
going to be voting on this Thursday ba-
sically being a skeleton. I know once
that is adopted, and I am not going to
support the Republican budget, that
over the next few months we are going
to be hammering out the details as to
how this is going to be implemented
until we get to reconciliation in the
fall.

The point I am making tonight is let
us not in trying to hammer out that
budget end the details, because the
devil is in the details. Do not do the
types of things that the Republicans
proposed last year in terms of changing
the Medicare Program, because I think
that, going beyond the financial as-
pects and the level of cuts, that would
be the most damaging thing that could
be done to Medicare as we know it.

But, again, I want to thank the gen-
tlemen for giving me some of their
time tonight to participate in this de-
bate.

Mr. KINGSTON. Let me ask the gen-
tleman this: Having been turned down
getting time from you guys last Thurs-
day when you controlled the time,
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would you, in the sense of fairness,
make it a practice and tell your Demo-
crat colleagues that Republicans do
yield time and it would be very, very
appreciative if Democrats would yield
us time? Could you maybe take the
lead on that, because I see there is
some reluctance on your side.

Mr. PALLONE. Let me say this: I
think there are times when having a
debate like this back and forth is valu-
able, and there are other times when it
is available to just have one side rep-
resented for 1 hour and the other side
for another hour. Why do we not see
how it goes.

Mr. KINGSTON. It is valuable if you
believe in what you are saying. If you
are saying stuff, as a couple of your
colleagues were the other night about
NEWT GINGRICH’s statement regarding
HCFA, and trying to imply that was a
Medicare statement, which the people
who were using that knew that to be a
total lie on the House floor inciden-
tally, I would say I would not want to
yield the floor either if I was lying. But
if I was truthing, I would yield the
floor.

I hope you will yield the floor and en-
courage your colleagues to yield the
floor, not because of Republicans and
Democrats, and one might look better
than the other, but because we have
problems in America. We all have par-
ents and children and folks back home
dependent on us.

b 2315

I read a statistic the other day that
something like only 10,000 people in the
history of the United States have
served in Congress, and indeed there
are only 435 of us right now. Folks
curse Congress and kick Congress and
laugh at politicians, rightly so, and yet
they still depend on us to do this job,
which is to work together and put the
needs of American people and Govern-
ment first, and not Republican or Dem-
ocrat problems. I think it is always im-
portant to back up a step and remem-
ber what our job mission is and who
our boss is.

Mr. RIGGS. I appreciate the gen-
tleman making that point. In fact, I
was going to make a similar point, just
reminding the gentleman from New
Jersey that I think the exchange, and I
think it has been a very civil and polite
conversation that we have had tonight,
is much more constructive for both our
colleagues and for the American peo-
ple.

I do not want to violate House rules.
We have to be respectful of those rules,
but I think we should acknowledge at
any given time we have a vast viewing
audience watching the proceedings on
this House floor. I think we have duty
to inform and instruct them, and in the
process I think we can still make clear
the distinct differences between the
two political parties in the House of
Representatives.

Again, I want to thank the gen-
tleman for his comments and partici-
pation tonight. I get the last word be-

cause I control the time, and I will just
conclude this section of our special
order, before we turn our attention to
the budget, by quoting from the non-
partisan American Academy of Actuar-
ies form December 21 of last year.

They said—now, bear in mind these
are nonpartisan actuaries, people who
do this kind of financial forecasting for
a living—they said that the President’s
budget does not protect Medicare from
bankruptcy, and went on to say:

It is similar to the quick fixes enacted in
the past that have allowed the Medicare pro-
gram to fall into its current financial state.
This proposal also includes accounting
tricks. In the long run these tricks under-
mine the economic discipline of the trust
fund.

So I hope our colleagues will realize
that we are interested in preserving
Medicare. We are interested in address-
ing, forthrightly and immediately, the
problem of the Medicare trust fund
going bankrupt, as projected by the
Medicare trustees and by the American
Academy of Actuaries.

For the 37 million Americans, older
Americans and disabled Americans who
rely on Medicare, exploiting Medicare
as a campaign issue is, in my mind,
well, it is a very cynical thing to do.
We ought to get about our business in
the 44-some-odd legislative days re-
maining in this session of Congress, the
104th meeting of Congress in our Na-
tion’s history, with a plan to protect
Medicare from bankruptcy.

Again, I thank the gentleman for
joining me tonight. I challenge him
and all my Democratic colleagues to
join us in doing the right thing.

Now, speaking of cynicism, I want to
take a moment more because I think it
is a logical segue of sorts. We have
been talking about some of the facts
behind the so-called mediscare cam-
paign that has been waged by the Na-
tional Democratic Party against our
plans to preserve Medicare from bank-
ruptcy, and that is part of what I be-
lieve will be viewed ultimately as a
legacy of cynicism left behind by Presi-
dent Clinton when he leaves office.

For the past 4 years the American
people have witnessed President Clin-
ton say one thing, then turn around
and do something completely different,
beginning of course with his promise to
cut middle class taxes, which he made
the centerpiece of his economic plan in
the 1992 campaign called ‘‘Putting Peo-
ple First.’’

At first these promises might have
been attributed to inexperience, a new
President getting started in office.
They were certainly fodder for a lot of
jokes around Washington. But over
time the President’s utter failure to be
true to his word on anything has worn
very thin.

Just last week the President held a
news conference and said, with a
straight face, ‘‘The main point is that
we are not yet in an election, at least
we shouldn’t be.’’ Yet as he spoke his
political party, the National Demo-
cratic Party, the Democratic National

Committee I guess is actually what it
is called, they were airing an advertise-
ment that reeks of electioneering at its
worse.

In fact the Democratic National
Committee attack ad against Senator
DOLE is a phony attack, not supported
by the facts whatsoever.

In fact, one media commentator,
Brooks Jackson of CNN, went so far as
to call these television advertising
spots false advertising. He described
the Democratic strategy as one, ‘‘not
to let the facts get in the way of pro-
Clinton political spin.’’ That was on
CNN’s Inside Politics show on April 4.

So the President is continuing with
mediscare, with these Democratic Na-
tional Committee ads, a very cynical
approach to this year’s election which
overlooks one fact: The American peo-
ple are a lot smarter than he or his
party give them credit for, and they
will not be fooled by deceptive adver-
tising that distorts his opponents’
records.

Now, let us do a quick reality check.
I know the Democrats supposedly have
their truth squad, or whatever it is
called, instant response, but here is
what the Democratic National Com-
mittee ad currently airing around the
country says. The announcer said:

The facts? The President proposes a bal-
anced budget protecting Medicare, edu-
cation, the environment. But Dole is voting
no. Well, here is the reality behind that
claim. President Clinton has never proposed
a detailed budget plan. He never proposed a
plan until he was forced to do so by the new
Republican majority in Congress.

Senator DOLE of course voted ‘‘yes’’
for the first balanced budget plan in 26
years, the first balanced budget pro-
posal put forward by a Congress in 26
years, and as we all know, the Presi-
dent vetoed that legislation.

As I just mentioned a moment ago,
and as my good friend the gentleman
from Georgia mentioned, the Presi-
dent’s so-called balanced budget plan is
backloaded. Most of the spending cuts,
which occur in one-third of the Federal
budget, which is discretionary spend-
ing, occur in years 5 and 6, after the
President would be out of office, as-
suming that we wins reelection. And of
course, as the American Academy of
Actuaries has told us, the President’s
plan does not protect Medicare from
bankruptcy. Again, they describe it as
accounting tricks and quick fixes such
as those that have been enacted in the
past.

Mr. KINGSTON. If the gentleman
would yield.

Mr. RIGGS. I yield to the gentleman.
Mr. KINGSTON. I would also like to

join in this. The President’s budget
calls for 14 new Federal Government
programs. What a way to end the era of
big Government. He also has a tax in-
crease in his budget that is only there
until the year 2000. Again, conven-
iently, if the President were reelected,
right when he gets out the tax cut,
which he has $129 billion in tax cuts, I
guess for the wealthy also, our col-
league from the other side of the aisle
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did not define wealthy a minute ago,
but the President calls for tax cuts,
and then only temporarily. Once he
gets out of office, the taxes go back up.

And I would tell the gentleman that
15,800 new Federal employees are added
to the rolls under the President and 451
to the Department of Labor. For the
Secretary of Labor alone, 83 new posi-
tions. That is not ending the era of big
government.

There is a spending increase on 75 dif-
ferent programs, including a 248 per-
cent increase for the EPA, 277 percent
of the community development group,
66 percent for bilingual education,
which, to me, that is a State issue not
a Federal issue, but a 66 percent in-
crease on it.

This is a budget, as the gentleman
and I have both pointed out, where all
the savings are on the back end. It is a
phony election year budget, and it is
right on the wake where the President
actually, on May 8, called for a 90-day
freeze on politics. Right when he was
doing an $11 million fund raiser, inci-
dentally.

Mr. RIGGS. I appreciate the gentle-
man’s points. They are so well made
and taken. He mentioned the Presi-
dent’s proposed tax cut. In these na-
tionwide television ads run by the
Democratic National Committee, the
ad goes on to say the President cuts
taxes for 40 million Americans, DOLE
votes ‘‘no.’’

Well, any observer of Washington
these last 17 months knows that Presi-
dent Clinton never proposed cutting
taxes until Republicans won control of
Congress. To the contrary, in 1993,
President Clinton, who, as a candidate,
promised a middle class tax cut, raised
taxes $258 billion, the largest tax in-
crease in history, which impacted
every American household or some 260
million Americans.

As we know now, that tax increase,
the 1993 Clinton Democratic tax in-
crease, and I say Clinton Democratic
because not a single Republican in the
House or the other body voted in sup-
port of that Clinton tax and budget
plan, but that Clinton Democratic tax
increase included the 4.3-cent-per-gal-
lon gas tax that we will repeal on this
House floor next week, in time to give
American motorists a little tax relief
before Memorial Day.

It also included the increase on So-
cial Security benefits. And if we were
really interested in demagogueing, we
would probably be coming down to this
well every day and night reminding our
fellow Americans that the President
and congressional Democrats increased
taxes by $258 billion, including a gas
tax increase, including a Social Secu-
rity tax increase.

In fact, now the President admits
that he raised them, referring to the
taxes, too much. That is what he said
in Houston on October 17 of last year to
a gathering of prominent donors. And
as the gentleman from Georgia pointed
out just a moment ago, his new budget
increases taxes by more than $60 bil-

lion, according to the Senate Commit-
tee on the Budget.

We all know Senator DOLE voted yes
on tax cuts for working families and
for economic growth, and that, ulti-
mately, the President vetoed those tax
cuts.

Mr. KINGSTON. If the gentleman
will yield. Here we have a President
who in 1992 did run on a middle-class
tax cut. In fact, one of his ads said,
‘‘Hi, I am Bill Clinton, I believe you de-
serve a change, that is why I have a
plan to get the economy moving again,
starting with a middle-class tax cut.’’
And that ad ran from New Jersey to
Iowa.

Then, of course, when the middle-
class tax cut package that DOLE sup-
ported and worked to get out of the
Senate, when it got to the White House
Oval Office it was vetoed.

Medicare. The President says let us
save Medicare. Well, on a bipartisan
basis we worked very hard to try to
save, protect, and preserve Medicare.
BOB DOLE worked for it. When it got to
Bill Clinton’s desk, it was vetoed.

On welfare reform the President
promised to end welfare as we know it.
Now, he may have promised to extend
welfare as we know it. We were not
sure. As we look back, that is exactly
what has happened. But let us say he
did say end welfare as we know it. We
had a bipartisan welfare bill that just
passed the Senate 87 to 12.

I mean the Senate has been his big-
gest ally. Frankly, Republicans and
Democrats alike in many respects.
President Clinton has worked with the
liberals over there to twist the system
and throw a monkey wrench in the
process and so forth, but Senator DOLE
worked very hard to get this major re-
form out, and got it out and it was ve-
toed again, even in bipartisan fashion.

Product liability reform, something
that American businesses need to keep
their competitive edge internationally
up. So important these days with
NAFTA and GATT and so forth. Passed
the Senate in a bipartisan fashion. Sen-
ator DOLE worked for it, President
Clinton vetoed it.

And the balanced budget. Passed the
House, bipartisan fashion. Passed the
Senate. Senator DOLE worked very
hard to get it out of the Senate. Got to
the White House and it was vetoed.
Dead on arrival.

b 2330

So a major difference, between BOB
DOLE tax relief, BOB DOLE saving Medi-
care, BOB DOLE reforming welfare, BOB
DOLE balancing the budget, Bill Clin-
ton vetoing tax relief, Bill Clinton
vetoing Medicare reform, Bill Clinton
vetoing welfare reform, Bill Clinton
vetoing a balanced budget. You have a
very clear choice.

It is interesting that people say to
us, why are you not getting the word
out? I tell you one thing, a clue came
out the other day: 92 percent of the
press admitted to voting for Bill Clin-
ton in 1992.

Mr. RIGGS. That is the Washington-
based press corps.

Mr. KINGSTON. I could not report
objectively on, let us say, my son or
daughter if they were in elected office.
I went to a school play this weekend.
My daughter had a small role in it. I
loved it. I tell you what, that was the
most important role in the play. But
all the other parents probably thought
their child’s role was just as impor-
tant.

That is the relationship that you
have with the press and the liberal
Washington status quo community. It
is not an arms’s length objective rela-
tionship. The press has totally lost
credibility because they are so cozy
with the liberal Democrats, and they
are doing everything they can to keep
Bill Clinton in office because they do
not want to change the status quo.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time, of course that press bias,
which was so clearly pronounced in
that survey released the other day, has
been reinforced by these Democrat Na-
tional Committee ads and by the big
labor union bosses who have also been
spending millions and millions of dol-
lars in the mediscare campaign.

The gentleman from Georgia men-
tioned welfare reform. That is the
other claim made in the Democrat Na-
tional Committee television ads. The
ad concludes by saying, President Clin-
ton demands work for welfare, while
protecting kids; DOLE says no to the
Clinton plans.

Well, President Clinton, Mr. Speaker,
has never submitted a serious welfare
proposal to the Congress. The one he
submitted, in 1994, exempted half of
American adults on welfare from work,
the work requirements for able-bodied
welfare recipients, in exchange for
their welfare benefits. And the Presi-
dent himself later agreed with well
known national columnist Ben
Wattenberg that his welfare proposal
had been ‘‘soft and weak.’’ That was
the quote that Ben Wattenberg attrib-
uted to President Clinton.

President Clinton, as the gentleman
from Georgia points out, vetoed bipar-
tisan welfare reform not once but twice
and now he is threatening to veto a
plan endorsed by all 50 of the Nation’s
Governors. Unanimity, that is truly re-
markable for this town. You have all 50
of the Nation’s Governors, big State,
little State, Republican and Democrat
alike, all endorsing welfare reforms.
And now the President is saying that
he is going to veto that plan.

Senator DOLE said yes to genuine
welfare reform. As the gentleman from
Georgia points out, President Clinton,
who as candidate Clinton in 1992 prom-
ised to end welfare as we know it,
President Clinton said no. I thank the
gentleman from Georgia for his com-
ments.

Mr. KINGSTON. If you think about
it, how many people do you know in
your district in California have been
able to provide for their family based
on a 20-hour work week. I would be
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willing to bet zero. I asked this ques-
tion of an audience in Georgia re-
cently: How many of you pay for your
kids, your house with 20 hours work a
week? Nobody.

Yet the President vetoed welfare re-
form because we required in the bill 20
hours worth of work each week for
able-bodied recipients, 20 hours. That is
all. But it was too much for the Presi-
dent. No tough love here. Veto, give-
away, giveaway, giveaway. That is all
he seems to want to protect is the sta-
tus quo giveaway system. We think he
should have some tough love out there.
Give a helping hand to those who need
it. Give a little push, a living push to
those who need that. But it is not fair
to America’s middle class to be shoul-
dering the burden for those who could
be working and contributing.

Mr. RIGGS. I thank the gentleman
for his comments. I know that the time
for our special order is concluded.

I would end by noting that as Presi-
dent, BOB DOLE will sign a balanced
budget which will allow Americans to
earn more and keep more of what they
earn so that they can do more for
themselves, for their families, for their
communities and for their churches.
That is, again, one of the distinct dif-
ferences between the two political par-
ties.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Georgia for his participation in this
special order. I want to thank the
speaker and our wonderful House staff.
f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

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

Ms. MOLINARI (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY), for today and for the balance
of the week, on account of maternity
leave.

Mr. HOLDEN (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT), for today and tomorrow,
May 15, on account of a death in the
family.
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 Ms. PRYCE) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

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

utes, today.
Mrs. CLAYTON, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. HOBSON) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. GOODLING, for 5 minutes each
day, on May 15 and 16.

Mr. MCKEON, for 5 minutes each day,
on May 15 and 16.

Mr. BARR of Georgia, for 5 minutes,
today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. PRYCE) and to include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. FILNER.
Mr. PALLONE.
Mr. SCHUMER.
Mr. COYNE.
Mr. FROST.
Mr. GORDON in 10 instances.
Mr. LIPINSKI in two instances.
Mr. UNDERWOOD in two instances.
Mrs. SCHROEDER.
Mr. GUTIERREZ.
Mr. ANDREWS in two instances.
Mr. WARD.
Mr. KANJORSKI.
Mrs. MEEK of Florida.
Mr. STARK in three instances.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. HOBSON) and to include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. RADANOVICH.
Mr. COLLINS of Georgia in two in-

stances.
Mr. DORNAN.
Mr. SHUSTER.
Mr. SOLOMON.
Mr. ALLARD.
Mr. BURTON of Indiana.
Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. PORTMAN.
Mr. DICKEY.
Mr. BARTON of Texas.
Mr. LATHAM.
Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. KINGSTON) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. SMITH of Michigan.
Mr. DUNCAN.
Mr. GEKAS.
Mr. RICHARDSON.
Mr. MCINNIS.
Mr. COSTELLO.
Mrs. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of

Texas.
Mrs. MCCARTHY.
f

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 811. An act to authorize research into
the desalinization and reclamation of water
and authorize a program for States, cities, or
qualifying agencies desiring to own and oper-
ate a water desalinization or reclamation fa-
cility to develop such facilities, and for
other purposes; to the Committees on
Science and Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

f

BILL PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Oversight, reported that that
committee did on the following date
present to the President, for his ap-
proval, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

On May 13, 1996:
H.R. 2137. An act to amend the Violent

Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of

1994 to require the release of relevant infor-
mation to protect the public from sexually
violent offenders.

f

ADJOURNMENT
Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I move

that the House do now adjourn.
The motion was agreed to; accord-

ingly (at 11 o’clock and 36 minutes
p.m.) under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Wednesday, May
15, 1996, at 9 a.m.
f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

2961. A letter from the Administrator, Co-
operative State Research, Education, and
Extension Service, transmitting the Serv-
ice’s final rule—Small Business Innovation
Research Grants Program; Administrative
Provisions (RIN: 0524–AA08) received May 13,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Agriculture.

2962. A letter from the Administrator and
Executive Vice President, Farm Service
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final
rules—(1) Final Rule: 1995—Crop Sugarcane
and Sugar Beets Price Support Loan Rates
(RIN: 0560–AE44) and (2) Final Rule: Dairy In-
demnity Payment Program (RIN: 0560–AE57)
received May 10, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

2963. A communication from the President
of the United States; transmitting an
amendment to the fiscal year 1997 appropria-
tions request for the Department of Energy,
with respect to spent nuclear fuel activities
in North Korea, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1107(H.
Doc. No. 104–212); to the Committee on Ap-
propriations and ordered to be printed.

2964. A communications from the President
of the United States; transmitting his re-
quest to make available appropriations to-
taling $100 million in budget authority for
the Forest Service of the Department of Ag-
riculture, and to designate the amount made
available as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(D)(i) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended, pursuant to 31
U.S.C. 1107 (H. Doc. No. 104–213); to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be
printed.

2965. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Coast Guard
Board for Correction of Military Records:
Procedural Regulation (RIN: 2105–AC31) re-
ceived May 13, 1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on National
Security.

2966. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Low-Income Public Housing—Perform-
ance Funding System [Docket No. FR–3760–
F–01] (RIN: 2577–AB50) received May 13, 1996,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Services.

2967. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Environmental Review Procedures for
Recipients and Responsible Entities Assum-
ing HUD Responsibilities [Docket No. FR–
3514–F–04] (RIN: 2501–AB67) received May 13,
1996, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.
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