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The shortage of grain on a worldwide basis

has heightened the already disastrous situa-
tion for ranchers affected by the drought. Be-
cause of a lack of grain, producers in my dis-
trict are being forced to sit back and watch
their cattle starve.

This legislation will allow the USDA to re-
lease 46 million bushels of feed grain that is
being held in reserves.

Although this resolution is not amendable I
would like to urge the USDA to make this
grain available directly to the ranchers in the
drought affected States who are in need.

New Mexico ranchers need this relief now.
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong

support of House Concurrent Resolution 181,
which directs the Department of Agriculture to
release the national grain reserve. This action
is necessary because of the severe drought
conditions being experienced in the Plains and
Southwest portions of this country.

Severe drought conditions have stunted the
growing season for Texas cotton, wheat, and
grain farmers. Soil erosion is becoming a criti-
cal issue as the dry season is beginning and
summer winds will literally scour fields clean of
nutrient rich topsoil.

Texas cattle producers are also being dev-
astated by the drought because it requires
them to buy more feed at a time when prices
are extraordinarily high. Livestock producers in
general are suffering tremendous losses be-
cause the natural forage withered due to lack
of measurable rainfall.

This resolution allows the release of the re-
serve only if the President declares a natural
disaster in the region, which President Clinton
has done, or if we pass this concurrent resolu-
tion declaring that such reserves should be re-
leased.

Without immediate assistance, ranchers will
continue to cull their herds, which will result in
higher beef prices for consumers once the
supply is exhausted. Mr. Speaker, this is not
simply a rural issue. If prices of feed grain and
beef are allowed to fluctuate wildly, all of us
will feel the impact at the supermarket. We
need stable food prices, and this resolution
can help achieve that goal. I urge the Depart-
ment of Agriculture to release this reserve di-
rectly to the cattle producers and not through
the Commodity Credit Corporation to speed
the aid directly to where it is needed.

Banks should also be allowed to extend
nonperforming loans without increasing re-
serves. Allowing banks the flexibility to assist
farmers will ensure my State’s farmers can
survive through this drought.

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, I have no further requests for
time, and I yield the balance of my
time.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr.
BARRETT] that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, House Concurrent Resolution
181, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the con-
current resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.

The title was amended so as to read:
‘‘Concurrent resolution expressing the

Sense of Congress that the Secretary of
Agriculture should dispose of all re-
maining commodities in the disaster
reserve maintained under the Agricul-
tural Act of 1970 to relieve the distress
of livestock producers whose ability to
maintain livestock is adversely af-
fected by disaster conditions existing
in certain areas of the United States,
such as prolonged drought or flood-
ing.’’.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f
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GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr.

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days within which to revise and extend
their remarks on House Concurrent
Resolution 181.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
UPTON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Nebraska?

There was no objection.
f

PERIODIC REPORT ON NATIONAL
EMERGENCY CAUSED BY LAPSE
OF EXPORT ADMINISTRATION
ACT—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 104–225)
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-

fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on International Relations and ordered
to be printed.

To the Congress of the United States:
As required by section 204 of the

International Emergency Economic
Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1703(c)) and sec-
tion 401(c) of the National Emergencies
Act (50 U.S.C. 1641(c)), I transmit here-
with a 6-month periodic report on the
national emergency declared by Execu-
tive Order No. 12924 of August 19, 1994,
to deal with the threat to the national
security, foreign policy, and economy
of the United States caused by the
lapse of the Export Administration Act
of 1979.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 4, 1996.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, and under a previous order of
the House, the following Members will
be recognized for 5 minutes each.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

[Mrs. MINK of Hawaii addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from North Carolina [Mr.
JONES] is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. JONES addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]
f

DISCUSSION OF 1997 BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Hawaii
[Mr. ABERCROMBIE] is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, I
wish I could say it was a pleasure to be
here today, but I intend to discuss the
1997 budget today.

Mr. Speaker, you may recall that I
analyzed the 1996 budget activity in the
context of an extended debate that
took place on this floor, and in the
other body, and you may recall, Mr.
Speaker, that I invoked Members from
the other body, like Mr. HOLLINGS and
Mr. DORGAN, covering the full range of
opinions certainly in the Democratic
Party. I indicated in that discussion
that I had in conjunction with the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD in 1996 that there
was no such thing as a balanced budget
being prepared, let alone put forward in
1996, and we have the same situation
today.

Mr. Speaker, I do not doubt that it is
very important for Mr. DOLE to resign
from the Senate to run as citizen and/
or candidate DOLE, because I do not
think that in his role as Senator, let
alone majority leader, that he would
have the opportunity to have much
credibility in the way of putting for-
ward a balanced budget amendment,
let alone putting forward a balanced
budget for 1997.

My fundamental point, Mr. Speaker,
is that the budget that will be pre-
sented to us shortly, possibly this
week, and be dispatched as quickly as
possible, as opposed to 1996, dispatched
as quickly as possible because it is not
a balanced budget.

Now, my good friend, my good and
dear friend I would say, the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH], will come
down, and he is an engaging individual.
When I state my affection and friend-
ship for him, Mr. Speaker, you know
that it is a feeling that is genuine on
my part. I value his friendship and I
have genuine affection for him as an
individual, but he has an impossible
task. I grant he is probably the best
one to try to put it forward.

As you know, Mr. Speaker, he is an
avuncular person, even as yourself, and
he will come down on the floor, and
with his engaging smile and his wit and
rhetoric, we will put the best possible
face on the fact that this is not a bal-
anced budget document. It is not bal-
anced for 1997, it most certainly is not
going to be balanced for the year 2002.

The reason I am taking the special
order time, Mr. Speaker, with the
budget, is that given the rules of the
House it is virtually impossible to have
any kind of lengthy discussion that
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would illuminate for the public and for
the Members exactly what the budget
is all about. Most of this takes place in
a hearing room, in the Committee on
the Budget hearings, and in staff work
that is being done, discussions between
the House and the other body with re-
spect to a conference on the budget.
Suffice to say, and I will for the
RECORD, and would be happy to engage,
as I did previously when we discussed
the 1996 budget, be happy to engage
anyone from the Republican side or
from the Democratic side, because the
budget being prepared from the Demo-
cratic side does not balance either. The
difference is that we can count, I can
count.

As you know, Mr. Speaker, I would
like to see the budget deficit disappear,
but I think we should take a much
longer period of time to do it so that
we do not endanger the economy. I
think that, interestingly enough, con-
sidering the labels that are put out
about liberal Democrats and conserv-
ative Republicans or conservative
Democrats and liberal Republicans,
whatever these labels are, that I think
the Federal Reserve, Mr. Greenspan’s
approach has been that the economy
should be prevented from slipping into
either recession or depression or slip-
ping into a phase of inflation or
hyperinflation. I think the stock mar-
ket reflects this.

The fact is that the growth in the
economy is such that with a judicious
approach to deficit cutting, we could
keep the economy robust and reduce
the deficit. This is, in fact, what Presi-
dent Clinton has accomplished. I know
this is a source of great distress to
those who predicted disaster with the
Clinton budget, as presented in 1992
and 1993, but the fact is that the deficit
has been cut considerably both in per-
centage terms and in real dollars for 3
years running now, something which
has not happened since the end of
World War II.

So the President, not having the ben-
efit of a Congress which is supportive
of him in the majority; that is to say,
a Republican Congress before him, has
accepted the admonition of the major-
ity to utilize the Congressional Budget
Office figures in order to present to the
public the idea of what would con-
stitute numbers sufficient to have a
balanced budget.

In that role; that is to say, of a Presi-
dent who is faced with a Congress that
wants to balance the budget utilizing
the Congressional Budget Office fig-
ures, he accepted that ultimately in
1996. His priorities were different. As a
result of the priorities within those
priorities were, the President vetoed
various elements of the budget and the
budget was ultimately settled in a se-
ries of confrontations, a series of re-
criminations and arguments back and
forth as to who was doing what and
why.

In the course of events, the Govern-
ment was closed on various occasions
and generally it was seen as a kind of

sorry affair all the way around. None-
theless, my point here is recounting
that today is that we will not see that
again, apparently, in 1997. We will go
through the same series of illusions,
using somewhat different numbers, but
we will come to a much more rapid
conclusion. The reason we will come to
the more rapid conclusion is that we
will not have the opportunity this year
to go through—if the gentleman from
Michigan would step to the micro-
phone, I will be happy to yield at an
appropriate point.

Mr. Speaker, if Mr. SMITH will grant
me just a moment or two more to
make the fundamental of my case, then
I will be happy to yield to him. Always
a pleasure to see him. In fact, he was
one of the few people, as I mentioned
previously, Mr. Speaker, who was will-
ing to engage in a dialog and a col-
loquy on the question of the budget,
and I value his input and exchange.

As I indicated, Mr. Speaker, in 1996,
if you will recall, we went through
weeks actually, not just hours or days
of discussion but weeks of discussion,
and in the course of that discussion I
was on the floor reviewing the budget,
and I will do so again for 1997. My fun-
damental premise is this, that just as
there was only the illusion of a bal-
anced budget proposal, whether single
year or multiyear, in 1996, there will be
only the illusion presented this year. It
will be strictly for political consump-
tion and will not amount to anything
worth the paper that it is written on in
such elaborate fashion.

I have here, Mr. Speaker, in my hand,
and I will not have extensive charts
down on the floor, I think the report
speaks for itself, it is the concurrent
resolution on the budget, fiscal year
1997, a report of the Committee on the
Budget of the House of Representatives
to accompany the Congressional Reso-
lution 178 setting forth the congres-
sional budget of the United States Gov-
ernment for the fiscal years 1997
through 2002, and it has additional mi-
nority and dissenting views.

Now, this document runs some 450-
plus pagers, 455 pages or so, and it is a
very interesting document. It takes 44
pages, which is the first 44, takes 44
pages to get to the actual budget, when
we actually get to the fiscal year budg-
et for 1997. It is preceded on the page 43
with the end of politics as usual. This,
I take it, is not exactly an attempt at
humor on the part of the Committee on
the Budget, the Committee on the
Budget not being known for its sense of
humor, other than in the person of, as
I said, the aforementioned chair of the
Committee on the Budget, but in the
end of politics as usual, functions by
function description, it says, ‘‘The dis-
cussions that follow describe the budg-
et resolution’s recommended priorities
for the fiscal years 1997 through 2002.’’

Now, it took us 44 pages to get there.
We went through everything, including
attacking corporate subsidies, eco-
nomic assumptions of the budget reso-
lution, the Clinton crunch, Americans’

anxiety about their economic future,
quite a rhetorical set-to in the first 44
pages. But what do we have then on
page 44?

Well, it says at the end of each func-
tion, ‘‘Additional provisions with budg-
etary effects are mentioned.’’ Men-
tioned, Mr. Speaker. I am going to get
into a little more detail. The discus-
sions that follow reflect the assump-
tions underlying the House Committee
on the Budget’s recommendations con-
cerning the funding priorities for pro-
grams in each function.

The actual changes for the programs
fall under the authority of the author-
izing and appropriating committees
with jurisdiction over the programs.
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Let me explain very briefly, for those

Members who may not be fully familiar
with the budget process and those
members of the public which may fol-
low the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on this
who may not be totally familiar with
it, once the Committee on the Budget
makes its recommendations, it pro-
vides through that recommendation a
kind of game plan for us in the House
and the other body, a game plan for the
Congress.

Then the various committees in the
Congress, whether they are authorizing
committees or whether they are appro-
priating committees, authorizing
meaning the program committees, the
subject matter committees, and the
Committee on Appropriations and its
subcommittees, those who provide the
money for the functions that are ap-
proved and authorized, they put the ac-
tual numbers and programs behind the
Committee on the Budget rec-
ommendations.

So with that in mind, what do we get
to? We hear from Mr. DOLE, Mr. Clin-
ton, Mr. KASICH, Mr. SABO, heartfelt
and I will say totally sincere admoni-
tions to us to arrive at a balanced
budget. Well, as I indicated, I think
that can be done. I think it will take a
lot longer period than 1997 to 2002, and
I need only look at the actual budget
document itself to come up with proof
of that.

Let us examine what it actually says
on page 44 of the budget resolution.
Fiscal year 1997 through 2002, the defi-
cit starting in 1997 will be—and these
are estimates, they could go up or
down. We realize that, but this is the
best guess. And it is an informed guess
by the Committee on the Budget and
utilizing the congressional budget fig-
ures, and I take them at their word on
this. And for conversation’s sake, I will
agree that these are the numbers that
are under discussion and upon which
we will vote—$163 billion deficit in 1995;
1996, it was $150 billion. The 1995 figure
was down from the figures previous to
that. You may recall during the last
years of Mr. Bush’s administration, the
figures were 250 and above, between 250
and 300 billion. The number 163 then
was progress. It may be too high for
some people but unless you want to lit-
erally amputate the economy in order
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to achieve a balanced budget, this is
certainly within the range of accept-
ability. It certainly has been reflected,
that acceptability has been reflected in
the conservative bodies, if you will, of
financial opinion in this country as
manifested in the policies of the Fed-
eral Reserve and the response of the
stock exchange. So we had 163 billion,
down considerably from the 250 to 290
billion plus of previous years; 1996, 150;
1997, the estimate is 147.

This is a deficit I am citing. It is not
something I am making up. I am tak-
ing this directly from page 44 under the
column line deficit/surplus. Either it is
a deficit or a surplus. This is the defi-
cit. We get deficits in 1998, 1999, the
year 2000, 2001, going from 147 to 142 to
114 to 87 to 39, certainly progress, then
suddenly, as if by magic, Mr. Speaker,
in the year 2002, we get a plus 3 billion,
$3.185 billion.

To me it is like watching a television
show I saw recently, I think it was
called the Wonderful World of Magic.
This is the wonderful world of congres-
sional budgeting. When someone is
sawed in half, I saw this again, that is
one of the oldest tricks, sawing a, gen-
erally a young woman in half, we do
not really saw her in half. You have
the illusion of her being sawed in half.
She waves from one end, and the box is
split in half and the feet are wiggling
at the other end. Then the box is
brought back together again and magi-
cally she reappears. That knife that
went through that body apparently was
an illusion.

Well, the deficit cutting knife that is
going through the deficit here between
the years 1997 and 2002 is an illusion.
Because suddenly, she is whole, the
budget is whole, the budget has been
balanced in 2002. Yet what happens
then between 1997 and the year 2002, we
have had an accumulated deficit of 528
billion. But magically, after that 528
billion in increasing deficit has oc-
curred, suddenly, 528 billion later we
achieve a $3 billion surplus for that 1
year. After that the deficit explodes
again.

Mr. Speaker, surely you can see and
surely Members can see and surely the
public, upon reading this document,
will see that this is a game that is
being played, a ballet with the books, a
budget that is in name, a budget bal-
ancing act which is in name only, an
act, yes, but certainly not balanced.

I see the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. SMITH] has taken the rostrum
down on the floor and I presume would
like to have some discussion. I yield to
the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I hope we could also carry on a col-
loquy and make clear to the American
people what is happening on this budg-
et. When you speak of the young lady
being sawed in half, I always figured
that was contortions with one whole
person in each half of the box. I think
that contortions on the budget is some-
thing that Congress has become accus-
tomed to.

I appreciate the gentleman from Ha-
waii suggesting that the budget is not
a true balanced budget in terms of the
fact that it does not consider whether
it is borrowing from the 153 odd trust
funds, the large contributor to that
lending, of course, is the Social Secu-
rity trust fund, but still——

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, I
had not gotten to that, but as Mr.
SMITH knows from our previous discus-
sion, that is where in fact the money
comes from. We borrow the money to
mask the deficit, do we not?

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Well, I think
there are two things. Technically, if
you take all revenues coming into the
Federal Government and then you sub-
tract what you spend and if that num-
ber is a plus or minus, maybe tech-
nically it is balanced, but honestly, the
fact is you are exactly right, which we
are still continuing to borrow, in the
year 2002, $100 billion from the Social
Security and other trust funds.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. That year?
Mr. SMITH of Michigan. That par-

ticular year. So we have now amassed
approximately $500 billion that we have
borrowed from Social Security and no
way to pay it back. But let us not take
our eye off of the ball that we are talk-
ing about. It seems to me that that
ball, in terms of the Federal budget, is
cutting spending. We have the ability
in Congress to cut discretionary spend-
ing. But when you realize that discre-
tionary spending only involves about
one-third of the budget and we have
got about 20 percent that goes to the
interest on the money that we are bor-
rowing and then almost half of the
budget is entitlement spending, so I
think your example of an illusion that
somehow magically the budget is going
to be balanced in these out years is ex-
actly that, because will we stick to our
guns and balance the budget?

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, I
do not think it is necessary for us to
yield back and forth inasmuch as we
have eye contact. I think we can do
this, with the Chair’s permission, carry
on a conversation, because this is a col-
loquy and a conversation.

Would the gentleman agree then that
there is no plan stated that I could find
in this budget document, I have gone
through all 450 plus pages, including
the dissenting opinions, that provides a
plan for repayment of the money that
is borrowed to achieve this balancing
of the budget in the year 2002, at least
on paper?

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. That is cor-
rect. The gentleman is correct on that.
Since 1986, when we started bringing in
the greater surpluses from Social Secu-
rity and some of the other trust funds,
such as the Federal retirement trust
fund, a law was passed back in the
1980’s that says any surplus money
automatically goes to the Treasury for
borrowing. I think that is wrong. It is
an incorrect way to be fiscally respon-
sible for the future of Social Security
and the other trust funds.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Would you
agree that it is very convenient for the

Committee on the Budget then to be
able to cite the so-called surplus in the
Social Security fund as a source of pro-
viding the funds for balancing the
budget?

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. But I think
we should make it clear, this is not Re-
publican or Democrat. It is what every-
body has been doing, and so I appre-
ciate the opportunity to make people
aware of the serious nature of Social
Security. If I just might, 2 weeks ago,
one of the former commissioners of So-
cial Security said that she perceived
that it would be possible sometime in
the year 2005, that part of that year
there would be less money coming into
Social Security than was required for a
payout; in other words, not having
enough money. And so when do we
start and how do we start paying back
the money we own Social Security?

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. I am not an ad-
vocate of term limits. It all depends on
whether you and I are here or not. But
for some people who are advocating a
balanced budget and have been casti-
gating one side or the other over the
lack of a balanced budget and who say
they are for term limits, they want to
pass this budget, they will be gone out
of the Congress. And suddenly, 2005 will
be here and they will say, it is not my
fault, I had nothing to do with it.

Is it not our responsibility, if we are
telling people that this is a balanced
budget and there will be a balanced
budget in 2002, that that be meaning-
ful, that that not reflect an illusion,
reflect borrowing for which there is no
payback plan? You and I cannot bor-
row. If we say we should run the Gov-
ernment more like a business or the
general illusions, we should at least be
honest about our borrowing. You and I
could not borrow money and not have a
payback plan, could we?

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I do not
think we want to pick on the Presi-
dent, but we want to certainly include
him in this discussion. Seventy percent
of his discretionary cuts come in the
last 2 years, that even if he is reelected
he is not going to be here either. To
pretend that we are going to do these
gorgeous things in the last 2 years is
not honest and it is not fair. We should
have lower spending every year.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Would the gen-
tleman agree that what is called back
loading in the last 2 years is not lim-
ited to the President’s budget, that it
is also reflected in this budget put for-
ward by the majority in the House?

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Would the
gentleman permit me to define what I
see as the difference in those two budg-
ets? The President’s budget says that if
it is not going to balance without the
changes in the welfare and entitlement
spendings, we want automatic spending
reductions to come out of discretionary
spending in those last 2 years. The Re-
publicans have suggested, in your
budget resolution book that you carry,
that we are going to start changing
those welfare entitlement spending
programs. And that is a gradual transi-
tion so we start with some minor
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spending cuts, and those spending cuts,
by changes in the legislative language,
become greater amounts in the out
years. But, yes, both budgets depend on
those last 2 or 3 years for a significant
part of what is going to end up being
called a balanced budget.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Both budgets
depend on balloon payments?

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Both budg-
ets depend on those out years to ac-
complish the final goal. I think that
should call to our minds and attention
that we should have a gradual sloping
line. We should get on that glide path
and reduce spending every year for the
next 6 years to make sure that we have
a balanced budget, not leave it up to
future Congresses in case you and I are
not here.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. You and I may
not be here after today. Although I
must say that this does show, I think,
that this is not so much a question of
majority versus minority. It is a ques-
tion of whether you want to be honest
about it.

My defense, if you will, of the Presi-
dent’s approach under this is that the
President has accepted, and I will say
in good faith, the congressional budget
numbers as offered by the majority.
His difference comes in this, in how he
prioritizes the spending changes. We
can argue that and I think we should
argue it a lot more.

My fear is, and what I said earlier
today was, because it is so difficult to
understand terms like out years and
whether a surplus is really a surplus
and those kinds of things, because it is
so difficult, the majority, I am given to
understand, intends to put forward the
budget and the amount of discussion
that is going to take place about the
budget, such as you and I are having
right now, will be minimized. In fact, it
will be virtually nonexistent. From
what I can gather, both sides are ap-
parently quite content to do that. Al-
though I would welcome the oppor-
tunity, if Mr. SOLOMON and the Com-
mittee on Rules would agree, to open
up the budget for 3 or 4 or 5 days’ re-
view.

b 1630

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Do you
agree, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, if I might pre-
sume to ask you a question, that we
should cut spending enough, both dis-
cretionary spending and the welfare en-
titlement spending, enough so that at
the end, when we call it a balanced
budget, we are no longer borrowing
from Social Security.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. I not only
agree, but I think we should have an
extensive discussion as to what exactly
constitutes welfare, what exactly con-
stitutes discretionary spending, what
programs should we have and not have.

For example, my understanding is
that the Speaker, for some reason un-
known to me, is proposing a defense
act or bill which revolves around na-
tional missile defense. Now, I would
say, and I would hope you would agree,

that the majority has not only very
able, but extremely well-informed, ex-
perienced legislators on the Committee
on National Security, of whom I can
name two or three right now: Mr.
WELDON, Mr. HUNTER, and Mr.
CUNNINGHAM. I can th1nk of just three
offhand. And the minority has people
like Mr. SPRATT.

Mr. DELLUMS, others I could name,
Mr. PETERSON of Florida, who are
equally capable, and equally capable,
by the way, of defending and rebutting
on the question of national missile de-
fense.

But the Speaker has said he wants to
bring forward a missile bill. Now, I do
not think the Speaker knows any more
about missiles than he knows about
Hawaiian malasadas, and I do not
think he knows much about malasadas,
and I will spell that after this is over,
but take it from me, it is a Portuguese
donut, and I do not think he knows
much about it. I think Leonard’s
knows all about it out in Honolulu.

But that budget, if we are going to
talk about spending and welfare, has to
be looked at very hard. The Congres-
sional Budget Office, as I understand
it, came up with figures just to acquire
this defense system, missile system,
national missile defense, of between $30
and $60 billion. Now, that is a serious
question; and we cannot hide behind
the idea that somehow, if you are for
it, you are for defense, if you are
against it, you are against defense,
when you have to put it in terms of
what constitutes proper spending under
the admonitions that you just enun-
ciated.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Just as a
footnote, my understanding is they are
talking about a program that would be
closer to $5 billion now, but just for ev-
erybody I think we should put it in per-
spective of what the military budget is
in relation to other spending.

The military budget, 1 of the 13 ap-
propriation bills, is approximately 15
percent of the total Federal budget.
The welfare entitlement programs are
approximately 50 percent of the budget.
I think we need a discussion in our ef-
fort to balance the budget, what should
be the obligations of the Federal Gov-
ernment——

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. I agree.
Mr. SMITH of Michigan. What is its

priorities and what should we do, and I
think the gentleman would agree,
whether we are spending $350 or $340
billion, that defense is an absolute re-
sponsibility of the Federal Govern-
ment.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. I am sure the
gentleman would agree also that an in-
vestment in our children, an invest-
ment in the educational infrastructure
and foundation, both literal and figu-
rative, of our children is equally a na-
tional priority and a defense of the Na-
tion. So what we need is a discussion as
to what constitutes an actual strategic
policy of the United States with re-
spect to procurement of military tech-
nology and what constitutes an invest-

ment in our people as well. That de-
serves a discussion.

I am not saying necessarily a lengthy
discussion, but it certainly deserves a
discussion in depth, and perhaps the
gentleman could indicate whether my
understanding is correct, that the in-
tention of the majority, the intention
of the majority leader and the Commit-
tee on Rules is to dispatch this budget
within a day or so of our discussion
today.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Well, I
think, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, what I will do
is make one more comment. I feel
somewhat guilty using your hour of
time——

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. No; not at all.
Mr. SMITH of Michigan. And doing

part of the talking, but it seems to me
when you mention, when you mention
having an investment in our children
and our grandchildren and in future
generations, it seems to me that there
is something immoral about the fact
that we think our problems today are
so great that we are borrowing the
money that they have not even earned
yet, that somehow we are saying, look,
we are going to borrow the money, and
our kids and our grandkids are going to
have to pay it back, our debt today,
like they are not going to have serious
problems of their own in the next 20 or
30 years.

So, No. 1, I say it is immoral for us to
overspend and borrow the money and
make our grandkids pay for it; No. 2, I
say it is dumb economically because
what we are doing now is we have a
Federal Government that borrows 41
percent of all the money lent out in the
United States. Alan Greenspan, the
chairman of the Fed, said, ‘‘Look, if
you guys balance the budget, you’re
going to end up with interest rates that
are 2 percent lower. You’ll see this
economy and jobs go like they have
never gone before.’’ Yet we, as politi-
cians, find it difficult not to say ‘‘yes’’
to everybody.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Well, are you
making an argument to vote against
this budget then, because it does not
balance, as you indicated, and it does
borrow immorally against a future, the
immediate future.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I would say
the first thing I did when I came to
Congress 3 years ago was introduce my
own balanced budget.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. I credit you for
that.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I balance it
in 5 years. I think we should be even
more frugal than this Republican budg-
et. I think we should cut more spend-
ing. I think we should be more aggres-
sive in our determination to end up
with what you suggest, a true balanced
budget, but it’s the best we have got.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Let us talk
about that.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. This Repub-
lican budget is the best one of the
whole bunch that we have got, cer-
tainly much better.
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Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Let us talk

about it just a minute. Would you in-
dulge me and stay a moment longer be-
cause you know I want to catch you up
on the importance of what you are say-
ing, what I think I understand you to
be saying.

You think it is immoral to borrow
money that you have no plan to pay
back for because our kids have to pay
for it; right?

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Yes.
Mr. ABERCROMBIE. And this budget

does that over the next 5 years, or
whatever the timeframe is, approxi-
mately 5 years, and I asked you then, I
said, well, do you think then this is an
argument against this particular budg-
et? And you said, well, no, because you
thought maybe you could even be more
harsh. Certainly you did not mean that
there should be greater cuts now and
more borrowing.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. No; I think
there should be more cuts.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Well, either you
do the cuts—can you come up with $528
billion?

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Can I come
up—you mean—are you talking about
$500 billion that we owe——

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. I do not ask you
that in a pejorative fashion. I am just
trying to take the figure that is here in
the budget because—that is presented
by your party, by the majority party—
because, as I understand this budget,
they anticipate over the next 5 years a
deficit of $528 billion. So it seemed to
me that you would have to come up, if
we are to balance the budget according
to the—and I accept your premises; I
mean I do not think they can be ac-
complished, but I accept that you mean
these premises and you are putting
them forward in good faith.

What that would mean in any esti-
mation is that you would have to come
up with a plan, not you personally nec-
essarily, but the majority would have
to come up with a plan for saving or
cutting $528 billion and most certainly
probably could not have a tax cut——

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. But, see, by
definition, if you were to cut out that
500, that means a balanced budget this
year. That means no overspending. And
I think the pickle that we have got
ourselves into by continuing to prom-
ise more and more people more and
more things that we cannot afford,
whether it is Social Security or wheth-
er it is Medicare or Medicaid or AFDC
or anything else, we are going to have
to gradually phase this down. As a con-
servative that thought we should bal-
ance the budget as a high priority, I
thought we should do it in 5 years. The
decision was: Let us get the economy
going with tax breaks and do it in 7
years.

So I say OK, but let us take the best,
the most frugal budget that gets us
closer to the balanced budget, and so
far it is the Republican budget.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Thank you very
much. I appreciate it.

As usual, Mr. SMITH has been very
forthright in his presentation, and I am

appreciative of that. However, I would
hope, Mr. Speaker, that you would con-
sider what has been said during this
colloquy, which I hope was at least in-
formative, if not illuminating, and in
the process then think about what Mr.
SMITH said.

We know what he would prefer. He
would prefer the deficit to disappear
more quickly, and the reason that I
find the notion amusing is I would pre-
fer to be able to dunk a basketball, but
I probably would have to pay a lot
more in taxes. But I do not think that
is going to happen. I mean it is an in-
teresting thing to think about. In fact,
I thought about it a lot in my life. I
look at that basket up there, and I
think, you know, it would be interest-
ing to be able to dunk the ball. But it
is a fantasy, and the difference be-
tween, I think, a sane person and some-
one who is steeped in illusion is to
know the difference between fantasy
and reality.

It is a fantasy, and by Mr. SMITH’s
own calculations it is a fantasy, to be-
lieve that we are really going to bal-
ance the budget in 5 years’ time, or 7
years’ time, because we have not taken
into account where we borrowed the
money to be able to put the numbers
on the page to pretend that we were
balancing the budget. Or we have imag-
ined savings that somehow are going to
take place like a balloon payment.

You notice I mentioned the phrase
balloon payment because I think that
is as close as the average person would
come to be able to relate their own
budget, say their own mortgage, to
what is taking place here in the Con-
gress.

I take no pleasure in going through
this. On the contrary. I am glad Mr.
SMITH was down here so that it does
not look at if it is just something I am
conjuring up in order to take up time
or to try and make some remarks that
can be seen as very smart and sophisti-
cated and dismissive of the genuine
problem that exists with respect to the
deficit. On the contrary. I would take
what Mr. SMITH said very much to
heart.

If you recall, if I recall correctly, he
stated something: We should do it more
gradually. Well, say 7 years was gradu-
ally to him. Well, maybe it would take
17. After all, we take 30 years to pay a
mortgage on a home. In many in-
stances we take 5 or 6 years to pay a
car, we take some months or even
years to pay off an appliance. It seems
to me that if we are talking about the
economic stability of the United States
of America, to put a 30-year timetable
or a 15-year timetable on paying down
our deficit so that our economy stays
stable, in fact stays robust and grow-
ing, that inflation stays in check, and
interest rates remain low, and con-
fidence high, that that would be an ex-
cellent use of our time vis-a-vis the
growth capacity and possibilities of the
U.S. economy.

So there is no need to go through this
kind of a charade with the budget un-

less we are trying to score political
points and not deal realistically with
the question of the budget and bal-
ancing it.

Let me further state then at this
point a subject that we got into very
briefly; that is to say Mr. SMITH and I
got into it very briefly: How do you
balance the budget when you are bor-
rowing against Social Security, the so-
called surplus in Social Security? And
parenthetically, Mr. Speaker, let me
say that that is not really a surplus.
What we are doing now is what the av-
erage person thinks about when they
put their savings together. They save
now in order to be able to draw upon it
in the future when it is needed.

Now, the rough parallel to that is the
Social Security System. We are paying
into Social Security more than we take
out presently because we know that in
the future those funds will be called
upon to be paid out. More people will
be drawing upon Social Security with
less people paying into it, we will have
to make adjustments at some point in
order to take that into account. Now,
presumably the economy will grow, the
percentage that may be taken in your
Social Security tax, your payroll tax,
et cetera, may increase in absolute
numbers because the economy grows.

All of those things can be guessed at,
taken into account, but nonetheless
the general proposition is, is that the
Social Security trust fund must take
in more money than it pays out as it
goes along in order to be able to meet
the requirements that Social Security
will have to meet sometime in the next
century in the early part of the cen-
tury.

If that is the case, and we are borrow-
ing from Social Security trust fund and
other trust funds, principally Social
Security, if we are borrowing from
them and have no plan to pay it back,
because I think Mr. SMITH agreed that
nowhere in the 1997 budget projections
through the next 5 years is there a plan
to pay back Social Security, now, Mr.
Speaker, if you and I borrowed money
from ourselves and had no plan to pay
it back, I do not think either of us
would feel that that money somehow
would magically appear in the year
2002.

All that being said, Mr. Speaker, the
borrowing, the deficit rising, no plan to
pay it back to the Social Security Sys-
tem, how then is it possible to claim
that the budget will be balanced in
2002? How is that possible and at the
same time have a tax cut that will
take revenues out of the system?

Does it not make sense to you, Mr.
Speaker, that if you are borrowing
money in order in order to mask a defi-
cit, that if you have a tax cut, which in
fact increases the amount of money
that will not be going to the Treasury,
in addition to what you are borrowing,
you are actually increasing the deficit?
you are actually increasing the deficit
even more.

This is why I oppose this idea of cut-
ting taxes while you say you are bal-
ancing the budget. I have no objection
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to a tax cut if the tax cut is not
couched in terms of balancing the
budget. Surely we have been through
this before.
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Mr. Speaker, I have no objection to
tax cuts as such. Quite the opposite. I
would like to see tax incentives. I
would like to see, for example, and I
think it is well known, I believe that
we should have a business meal enter-
tainment deduction increase. I would
like to see it at 100 percent. I have no
objection to supply-side economics, as
such, when we can justify it, deliberate
it, and discuss it on an issue-by-issue
basis. I think that I could make a case
that the business meal entertainment
deduction is a job provider, is a job
generator; that we could find labor and
management on the same side of the
table on that. I think the spousal de-
duction for travel ought to be put for-
ward as an incentive to boosting the
economy.

I think we will find, Mr. Speaker, in
our home States that tourism, enter-
tainment, and travel constitute one of
the top three business endeavors in our
States. Tourism, travel, and entertain-
ment is the top money producer and
job generator in some 13 States, and it
is one of the top three in 30-plus
States.

I am willing, Mr. Speaker, not only
willing but eager, to have a discussion
about where we can have tax incentives
and tax breaks, and discuss what con-
stitutes, as I said with the gentleman
from Michigan previously, what con-
stitutes welfare. Welfare is not just
something that comes with a single
mother and children. Welfare can come
to corporations, too.

I notice that Mr. Trump was not
hurting for people to come to his aid
and rescue when he needed all the ben-
efits of corporate welfare, when he was
running through his various real estate
machinations in New York and Atlan-
tic City and elsewhere. Business has
these incentives and breaks all the
time.

I think individuals ought to be able
to finance their education. We cannot
exist in the 21st century without a
good education, and I think that would
be a good investment, if we can find a
way to provide tax incentives and
breaks to accomplish that. I think we
would benefit from that.

The argument against that is the im-
mediate consequences of some incen-
tives and cuts and breaks, whatever we
want to call them, may be a drop in the
Treasury. I would argue that. We would
have to determine whether or not, for
example, with business meal entertain-
ment deductions and the spousal travel
deduction, if we were able to increase
that, I think more business would be
done, and I could make an argument
that revenues would increase. This is
essentially the supply-side argument
that took place in the 1980’s.

However, if we take it in such a
broad brush that it is to cover every-

thing, then I think we run into the
trouble that this budget runs into, that
we cannot make the numbers add up.
That is where I think the difficulty oc-
curs here. I would like to think, and I
certainly hope that I am a reasonable
person who takes his oath as seriously
as anyone does in all of the Congress,
and I believe every one of my col-
leagues and yourself, Mr. Speaker,
takes himself or herself quite seriously
when it comes to carrying out their
duty under their oath of office.

As a result of that, I would like to
think that while we may have disagree-
ments as to the precise way in which
we can accomplish our goals, that
nonetheless, the discussion as to how
to arrive at that is not only very valu-
able, but crucial to determining wheth-
er or not we are actually going to ac-
complish the goal. The goal here is ul-
timately to balance the budget while
keeping the economy robust, and to see
to it that the average American
throughout the spectrum of oppor-
tunity and individual capacities and
abilities does the very best that they
can nationwide. That is what we do.

Mr. Speaker, it used to be a point of
pride in this country that people
earned a good living, that they could
end up better than where they started.
Now we seem to see an ethos develop-
ing of cost-cutting, which means peo-
ple-cutting. People are being rewarded
at the top of the corporate hierarchy
for being able to cut jobs out, and to
see to it that people are maligned sim-
ply for trying to get an increase in the
minimum wage.

I do not think this is the atmosphere
in which we want to discuss something
like balancing the budget, because if
the only way to balance the budget is
to take it on the backs of children or
on people trying to better themselves
in life, that is no solution. To me, that
runs counter to my understanding of
what the American dream is all about.

So in that context, then, it seems to
me that what is very important here is
that we discuss what is actually hap-
pening. What actually is happening is
that the budget is gradually being bal-
anced, as it should be, without endan-
gering the economy. The deficit de-
clines for the fourth consecutive year
in 1996. This is the first time it has
happened since the Truman adminis-
tration. I am going over some of the
elements that I have cited before in a
little more detail.

The traditional Congressional Budget
Office baseline projections include dis-
cretionary spending at caps established
in 1993 and show the deficit rising after
1996 and reaching $210 billion in 2002.
This is $18 billion lower than the De-
cember projection of this year, and $80
billion lower than April of 1995. In
other words, these numbers can change
with the wind, but the wind has to be
blowing in the right direction.

The direction of the budgetary wind
is this: That we have a prudent under-
standing of what it takes to have the
budget balance. To simply do it arbi-

trarily, as is done in this 1997 budget,
and to think about the idea of cutting
taxes at the same time that you are
trying to achieve a balance in the
budget and a reduction of the deficit,
more than a reduction, the balancing
of deficit spending, I think is beyond
credibility.

I would indicate, Mr. Speaker, be-
cause I have had some considerable
time to discuss it, and perhaps not all
of our colleagues have heard the whole
discussion, the hypothesis that I am
putting forward, the thesis that I am
putting forward, is that if you have as
the budget, and the document I am re-
ferring to is the budget of the major-
ity, the Committee on the Budget of
the House of Representatives, if we
have, as the Committee on the Budget
indicates, deficits for every year from
1997 through 2001, and then suddenly
find a surplus in the year 2002, it is just
not credible. Try and sell that in
Ravenswood, WV.

I talked with friends there today. I
said I was going to make a presen-
tation today. They were interested in
what I was going to say, what my
premises were going to be. I just asked
whether or not this sounded credible,
that you could have deficits, declining
as they might be right up to 2001, and
suddenly come up with a surplus in
2002, and then from 2003 on just watch
the deficit expand again.

I hope that we are not going to be
subject, Mr. Speaker, to Member after
Member coming to the well of the
House and regaling us with stories
about their children and their grand-
children and all this mawkish, over-
blown rhetoric about how they are so
concerned with their children and
grandchildren, presumably none of the
rest of us are, which I find a little bit
farfetched, but rather, if we are so con-
cerned about children and grand-
children, maybe we should be a little
more honest with them right now.

My fundamental point is this budget
does not balance. The budget in 1998
does not balance. The budget in 1999
does not balance. The budget in 2000,
2001, it does not balance. How is it
going to balance in 2002? Even if it does
on paper, how long is it going to last?
Merely the time it takes to say it: ‘‘Oh,
the budget is balanced’’? Well, it was
balanced, because it was balanced when
I said it, but now we are 3 seconds be-
yond that time and it is not balanced
anymore. But we balanced it for that
moment, on paper, just to go through
that allusion. I do not think it is wor-
thy of this Congress to do it.

So, Mr. Speaker, I think if we look at
1996 and what we went through, we did
not have a balanced budget but we did
manage to cut the deficit. We did man-
age to cut the rate of the deficit. We
did hold inflation down. We held steady
on interest rates. I think on the whole,
then, the President’s priorities were
met. The majority ultimately voted for
a budget that was more in line with the
President’s priorities, so the President
is entitled to credit for sticking to a
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position with respect to the rate of the
deficit reduction under the premises
established by the majority in the Con-
gress, the Republican majority, and it
worked.

Now the President is coming forward
again, saying that he would like to see
these priorities carried forward on edu-
cation, on Medicare, on Medicaid and
the environment, and that he has cer-
tain standards that he desires to main-
tain under pain of exercising his veto.
That is his constitutional right. In
fact, it is his obligation as President,
even as President Bush and President
Reagan before him exercised the veto
dozens and dozens of times, most of
which we were unable to overcome
when we were the majority here in the
House of Representatives or the major-
ity in the Senate. They prevailed. That
is our constitutional system.

It is supposed to be hard to pass leg-
islation in the United States of Amer-
ica. What many people call gridlock is
the wheels of government turning pre-
cisely the way the Framers of the Con-
stitution intended for them to turn.
The Congress of the United States
makes policy, yes, but only if it
achieve the approbation of the execu-
tive. The executive can prevail against
the legislative body only if the execu-
tive can be sustained in the legislative
body. We have the judicial side to see
to it that we both keep a proper bal-
ance. That is our system.

Mr. Speaker, I do not find it regret-
table in the least that it is difficult to
pass items like the budget. What I find
regrettable is that we seem to be pass-
ing it so easily this week, Mr. Speaker.
That is what bothers me. This is the
single most important document with
respect to the legislative business and
what follows from it that we will have
before us this year. It certainly is the
most important piece of legislation be-
fore the election which is to take place
in November. As a result, it seems to
me we should be devoting considerable
time to it.

I appreciate the fact that the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. SMITH]
came down and was willing to spend
some time discussing it. I think the
import of the arguments that he made
essentially supports my position. Of
course, I can make that statement now
because he has left the floor and can-
not taken an opposing position to that,
but I think I can extract from what he
said at least a reasonable basis for say-
ing, as I have, and indicate again to
you at this moment, that we need to be
much more gradual about it. To that
degree, the President seems to be tak-
ing the right approach. He has accepted
the will of the majority with respect to
the premises upon which it bases its
balanced budget projections, the Con-
gressional Budget Office.

It is not necessary for me to explain
to you, Mr. Speaker, what the Congres-
sional Budget Office is. Suffice it to
say that every legislative body relies
upon individuals, experts in their field,
to make recommendations and to draw

upon statistics and information made
available to them from their various
professional fields and backgrounds in
order to complete a picture. In this in-
stance, it is a picture of what the econ-
omy is like and what we can expect.

This does not mean they are going to
be absolutely correct in every instance,
but all individual families, all compa-
nies, all businesses, all organizations,
in fact, all nations, have to utilize the
best brains that they have available,
accumulate the most knowledge that
they can, and try to draw reasonable
conclusions as to what the future
might bring so they can make deci-
sions. That is all the Congressional
Budget Office does with respect to the
budget. It makes the best estimate
that it can based upon the premises
that are agreed upon.

In this instance, Mr. Speaker, we
have agreed upon premises which, by
definition of the budget, do no add up
to a balance. I have no objection to
passing this budget, Mr. Speaker, with
the admonition that we should take up
the President’s disagreement with re-
spect to the priorities. I voted for the
budget previously, and despite my own
misgivings, so it is not a question of
whether we should vote on a budget, it
is question of what the priorities
should be.

I have no objection to saying that
this could be a step in the direction of
balancing the budget, if we have the
President’s priorities involved in it. I
do object to us indicating to the Amer-
ican people that somehow this is going
to lead to a balanced budget, just as I
object to the idea of going through this
illusion and farce, which apparently is
going to take place in the other body,
about passing a balanced budget
amendment. The balanced budget
amendment will no more achieve a bal-
anced budget than this document does.
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This does not achieve a balanced
budget, and neither does passing the
balanced budget amendment accom-
plish anything of the kind, any more
than vows in a marriage guarantee
that there will be happiness and pros-
perity in it. You can have the inten-
tion, but unless you put behind it the
activity which will ensure that happy
consequence, then you cannot claim
that it will happen.

What I am saying here is if we put
forward a budget that says, yes, we will
cut spending and we will cut spending
in a way that will continue to reduce
the deficit over time and we hope at
some point then to be able to reach
balance, then that is all right. Not only
is it all right, but that is the right way
to do it.

I mentioned a mortgage before. Let
me draw the analogy for my colleagues
here and for those who may be inter-
ested in the record.

Just as you are not expected to have
cash on hand to buy your house but,
rather, you are expected to be able to
make your payments, be able to meet

your obligations over a period of time,
then you can go forward with the pur-
chase of that home and say that you
own it. Do you actually own it? No. Be-
cause the bank owns it. We are going
to have a mortgage-burning ceremony
perhaps in 30 years.

But that bank is making a bet. That
bank is betting that you have the capa-
bility and the capacity to make those
payments for that period of time.
Think about it. Twelve times a month
for 13 years. That is pretty good guess-
ing. Perhaps it bespeaks a knowledge
of finance and general economic trends
that is fairly reliable.

Now, that being the case, I think we
need to do the same thing with this
budget. Let us not con the American
people into thinking for a moment that
this document is moving toward bal-
ancing the budget in the year 2002. It is
not true. It is not going to happen.
That is irrefutable.

Mr. SMITH certainly did not refute it.
On the contrary, he agreed with my
premise. It is not going to be balanced
because we do not take into account
how we are going to pay for all of the
money that we borrowed to presumably
create the illusion of balancing this
budget.

What we can do is create over time
an ability to pay, a robust economy
that will enable us to gradually draw
down the amount of the deficit with
prudent spending, with a clear under-
standing of what programs we want to
support and why we want to support
them and how they benefit the Amer-
ican people, and over that lengthy pe-
riod of time accomplish this goal.
There is nothing not only wrong with
that, that is the sensible, practical,
reasonable way to do it, because it
maximizes the opportunity for the
great mass of American people to join
in the prosperity, to be able to better
themselves in what they want to ac-
complish for themselves and their fam-
ily.

So I stand here today, Mr. Speaker, I
do not think a lonely voice or a single
voice. I think I stand here enunciating
fairly clearly for the American people,
and I hope for my colleagues, most cer-
tainly, the idea that we should not uti-
lize the budget process for political
purposes merely because there is an
election, but we should utilize our op-
portunity with this budget process to
begin to make progress towards reduc-
ing the deficit, coming into balance,
having the economy grow and seeing a
robust, prosperous economy for all.

Mr. Speaker, inasmuch as there is
only a minute left, I want to thank you
for your courtesy today in allowing me
to speak and for sharing this time with
me. I hope that I have made some con-
tribution today. I intend to, in the fu-
ture, towards reviewing the 1997 budget
and reviewing the whole question of
the budget deficit, the budget balance
proposition, and seeing to it that all
Americans now and in the future are
able to enjoy a prosperous future.
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MAKING BUDGET PRIORITIES

CLEAR

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). Under the
Speaker’s announced policy of May 12,
1995, the gentleman from Connecticut
[Mr. SHAYS] is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate having this opportunity to speak
at this special order. I thank you for
presiding.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate also the op-
portunity to listen to the sincere com-
ments of my colleague from Hawaii.
Many of his points I agree with. There
is area to find common ground, but
there also, obviously, are major dis-
agreements.

I think sometimes people look at the
debate we have on the floor of the
House and it looks like a food fight in
a high school cafeteria, but there are
significant differences that I think my
colleague would agree separate us, and
then there are also things that bind us
together. Obviously, we care deeply
about the future of this country.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield a moment?

Mr. SHAYS. I yield to the gentleman
from Hawaii.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, I
just want to state that the gentleman
in the well, Mr. SHAYS is well known
for his sober consideration of these is-
sues and his comity with other Mem-
bers with respect to their discussion,
and I will be pleased to listen to his
presentation.

Mr. SHAYS. I thank the gentleman.
Mr. Speaker, we have three primary

objectives in our effort to get our fi-
nancial house in order and balance the
Federal budget and save our economy.
We have three major objectives as we
sit and work on this floor of the House.

Our first is, in fact, to get our finan-
cial house in order and balance our
Federal budget. The next is to save our
trust funds, particularly Medicare,
from bankruptcy. The third is to trans-
form what I would call our caretaking,
social, corporate and farming welfare
state into a caring opportunity society.

It is probably that last one that ends
up being the most controversial; but,
clearly, the first is controversial as
well, because you cannot separate the
budget from politics and from prior-
ities.

The bottom line is that we have to
set priorities. If we spend money here,
we may not be able to spend money
there. It is a concept of opportunity
cost. We give up an opportunity when
we decide to put our priorities here and
our resources here. We give up the op-
portunity to spend them here.

Our plan is designed to help Ameri-
cans earn more so that they can keep
more and so that they can do more.

The debate we had last year was
quite controversial, but there were
some basic facts that simply cannot be
denied. We tried to increase the earned
income tax credit; we tried to increase

school lunch programs; we tried to in-
crease the student loan program; and
we tried to increase Medicaid and Med-
icare.

Under our plan last year that was ve-
toed by the President, we had the
earned income tax credit, which is
presently $19 billion. We sought in the
seventh year to increase it to $25 bil-
lion.

The earned income tax credit is a
credit given to those who make money
but make so little money that they do
not pay taxes. In fact, they get back an
earned income tax credit from the tax-
payer. Others who make enough who
pay taxes pay some, the working poor,
more money than they earned. That is
called the earned income tax credit.

It was said last year when the Presi-
dent vetoed our plan that we were cut-
ting the earned income tax credit, and
yet the earned income tax credit went
from $19 billion to $25 billion. Only in
this Chamber and perhaps in Washing-
ton when you spend so much more do
people call it a cut.

The school lunch program grew from
$5.2 billion to $6.8 billion. I can remem-
ber seeing the President and some of
my Democrat colleagues on the floor of
the House talking about this issue but
going to schools as well. At schools
they were telling the students that
they would not under the plan of the
new Congress, the Republican Con-
gress, have school lunches in the fu-
ture. Yet our plan grew from $5.2 bil-
lion to $6.8 billion. Instead of it grow-
ing 5.2 percent a year, it was going to
grow at 4.5 percent a year, of new
money, each and every year.

So we slowed the growth of the in-
crease, still allowing it to grow from
$5.2 billion to $6.8 billion in the seventh
year. Again, only in this place when
you spend so much more do people call
it a cut. But that disease is spreading
around the country.

The student loan program, the one
that we were criticized the most for
under our plan last year grew from $24
billion to $36 billion, an increase of 50
percent. Now, if the program is grow-
ing from $24 billion to $36 billion, how
could people call it a cut? Because the
plan was to grow ultimately to about
$40 billion? Is that the reason you can
say that when you spend $24 billion to
$36 billion it is a cut?

What we have to do in this country is
slow the growth in spending. Now, we
were able to do that by a simple effort.
Students receive a grace period from
when they graduate to when they get
their first job 6 months later, and that
grace period, the taxpayers pay the in-
terest on their debt.

We suggested that the students, once
they had their job 6 months later,
would pay the interest during that 6-
month period. For the average loan, it
amounted to $9 more a month amor-
tized over their loan. So we were say-
ing to the students that we would allow
them to get the same grants they got
in the past, up to $49,000. We were say-
ing, they could still get those loans,

they would still quality, but they
would pay the interest on that part
that accrues from when they graduate
to that 6-month grace period. It is $9
more a month, which is the cost of a
pizza or the cost of a movie theater and
a Coke.

I have no problem telling our young
people that they can pay that cost
when, in fact, it only amounts to $9 a
month.

Now, why would we want to do this?
Why would we want Medicaid to grow
from $89 billion to $127 million, Medi-
care from $178 billion to $209 billions?
Hardly a cut. Medicaid growing from
$89 billion to $127 billion, Medicare
from $178 billion to $289 billion, the
student loan program from $24 billion
to $36 billion, the school lunch program
from $5.2 billion to $6.8 billion, the
earned income tax credit from $19 bil-
lion to $25 billion. Not a cut, but a
slowing of the growth of those pro-
grams.

Why would we want to do it? Because
in the last 22 years our national debt
has grown 10 times. It has grown 10
times in 22 years. It has grown from
about $480 billion to $5.1 trillion, $5,100
billion, a 10-fold increase. Not a dou-
bling, not a tripling, but a 10-fold in-
crease in the national debt.

On a per-person share in current dol-
lars, it grew from $1,800 to $18,000. But
even if we do it in constant dollars, it
was grown. In 1945, $1,700 per individual
to $18,000 today per individual.

The Federal debt in today’s dollars
was only $2,462 billion, now it is $5,100
billion. So it is 50 percent larger, even
in today’s dollars.

Now, as we look at this issue, we
have to say, how can it be twice as
much now as then? And people said,
well, it did not really matter, because
it was like that after World War II and
it did not really affect us.

Let us take what we have right now
in today’s budget. In today’s spending,
from 1991 to 1996, we spent $8.7 trillion.
From 1991 to 1996, we spent $8.7 trillion.
In the next 6 years, we are looking to
spend $10.4 trillion. Hardly a cut. An
increase in total spending of 20 percent
over the last 6 years to the next 6
years.

The student loan program under our
plan this year will grow 42 percent. It
will grow from $26 billion to $37 billion,
a 42-percent increase in the student
loan program.

The earned income tax credit will
grow 43 percent. In the last 6 years we
spent $109 billion, and in the next 6
years we will spend $155 billion over
the next 6 years. Only in Washington
when you spend so much more do peo-
ple call it a cut.

Welfare spending. Over the last 6
years, it was $441 billion. In the next 6
years, we will spend $575 billion. Under
our plan, we will spend 30 percent more
in the next 6 years than we did over the
last 6 years.

Medicaid spending over the last 6
years was $463 billion. In the next 6
years, it will grow to $731 billion. We
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will spend in the next 6 years $731 bil-
lion. In the last 6 years, we spend $463
billion, hardly a cut in spending, a sig-
nificant increase of 58 percent.

b 1715
Medicaid growth went from $463 bil-

lion to $731 billion. The President is
proposing that we spend $749 billion, an
increase or difference of $18 billion over
a 6-year period. So the President is
criticizing the increased spending that
this Congress will do, when in actual
fact his numbers are almost identical,
an $18 billion differences over a period
of 6 years, which gets us to what we are
going to find out next year.

Medicare is divided into two parts,
Medicare part A and Medicare part B.
Medicare part A is the money we pay
in taxes to the trust fund that pays for
all our hospital services. That is money
that individuals who are working today
put into a fund, the Medicare part A
trust fund, and that fund should be
growing. But we learned that it is
starting to actually have a decrease in
the amount of money going into the
fund. Medicare is going bankrupt, and
the trust fund we were told 2 years ago
will become bankrupt in the year 2002,
we are learning now that it will go
bankrupt not in the year 2002 but pos-
sibly in the year 2000.

What are we doing in spending on
Medicare? In the last 6 years we spent
$920 billion. In the next 6 years we in-
tend to spend $1,479 billion. We intend
to spend 61 percent more on Medicare
in the next 6 years as opposed to what
we spent in the last 6 years.

On a per person basis, Medicare will
grow from $5,200, which is what it is in
1996 per beneficiary, to $7,000 in the
sixth year, the 2002. That is a 35-per-
cent increase per beneficiary.

We are going to spend 61 percent
more in terms of Medicare dollars in
the next 6 years as opposed to the last
6 years. But in terms of a per person
expenditure, we are going to spend 35
percent more, hardly a cut when you
go from $5,200 to $7,000.

Now we know that Medicare part A is
going bankrupt in the year 2000. We
know that we have to do something to
save that fund from bankruptcy, and so
we came forward with a plan last year
which was vetoed by the President.

In fact, our plan last year would have
saved the trust fund until the year 2010,
whereas now it is going to go bankrupt
in the year 2000. That means that all
the money that goes in by the year 2000
will go out, and will simply go out to
beneficiaries with no money in the
fund and not enough for all the bills
that we have to pay.

This to me summarizes the challenge
that we have and the fact that our plan
made so much sense that it is hard for
me to understand why the President
vetoed it. Our Medicare plan saved
Medicare from bankruptcy. It in-
creased spending from $5,200 to $7,000,
and it did it without an increase in the
premium, without an increase in co-
payments, without an increase in the
deductibles.

In addition, we gave Americans
choice. For the first time we allowed
Americans to have the same oppor-
tunity that I have as a Federal em-
ployee, not as a Member of Congress
but as a Federal employee. I have the
opportunity to choose a lot of different
health care plans.

We devised a plan that allowed bene-
ficiaries, only if they wanted to, to go
and choose their own health care. They
could stay in the traditional fee-for-
service health care plan, or they could
choose to leave that traditional fee-for-
service that was devised in the 1960’s
and move from that plan into an HMO
or other private health care plan.

The only way those other health care
plans could offer their service is if they
offered better than the fee-for-service.
They had to provide some kind of eye
care, dental care, a rebate in copay-
ment or a rebate in the deductible.
Maybe some private carriers, like they
are doing in some States, would pay
part or all of the MediGap, which is the
20 percent that seniors pay above and
beyond what Medicare pays. Medicare
pays the 80 percent and seniors pay the
20 percent unless they buy a MediGap
program.

Private health care plans want to get
into the Medicare system because there
is so much money, so much waste in
which to realize savings that they
could actually save money and provide
a better program for seniors.

So a senior under our plan does not
have to pay an increase in copayment,
does not have to pay an increase in the
deductible, does not have to pay an in-
crease in the premium, that will re-
main at 25 percent of program cost, and
yet now they can get choice. They can
get choice and a private health care
plan that will offer them more than the
traditional Medicare plan will offer. It
will offer eye care, dental care, it will
offer rebate in copayment or deduct-
ible, or maybe an elimination of pre-
mium or maybe part of MediGap.

So why was it vetoed? Well, the rea-
son it was vetoed is the President said
we were cutting Medicare because we
saved over $220 billion by our plan last
year, and this plan this year saves
about $158 billion. It still grows signifi-
cantly. From now until the sixth year,
it still grows significantly, yet we are
able to have savings. We are able to
have savings because we allow the pri-
vate sector to come in and offer pro-
grams, and we are able to make savings
because they realize savings as well.

So this Congress which was elected in
1994, we came in recognizing that the
national debt had increased 10 times in
simply 22 years. We realized that Medi-
care was just simply growing and grow-
ing and growing, and Medicaid was
growing and growing and growing, and
the student loan programs were grow-
ing and growing and growing, and we
had to find a way to slow their growth
so that the taxpayers would not have
to keep paying more and more of their
income in taxes.

Mr. Rabin said, before he died, the
former prime minister of Israel, he said

the politicians are elected by adults to
represent the children, and that is
what we are trying to do. Because if we
fail to get a handle on the growth in
Government spending, we are going to
find that anywhere from 60 to 80 per-
cent of all the income we make as
Americans will go to Federal, State
and local taxes if that trend lines con-
tinues.

So we are trying to slow the growth
in spending, still allow it to grow but
not grow as quickly, for the good of our
children.

Our plan will help Americans earn
more so that they can keep more and
so that they can do more. Our plan also
tries to reduce the overall growth in
taxes so that ultimately we can return
more to the American people, and so
that we can downsize the size of Gov-
ernment and have it move from the
Federal Government to State and local
governments.

I notice my colleague is trying to
rescue me from my dialogue here.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I wanted
to take just a second to compliment
my colleague from Connecticut, Mr.
SHAYS. I want to compliment him for a
special order that is designed to let
people know precisely what the facts
are in regard to our program, but let
me, if I could, take a second to suggest
that, of course, we have the courage to
do this and this has been very difficult.

I remind the gentleman that in 1982
Ronald Reagan tried to deal with re-
forming entitlement programs and Re-
publicans got crushed at the polls in
1982 and in 1986 we lost the U.S. Senate,
Republicans did, because one other
time they tried to reform entitlements.
So we knew that trying to do some-
thing to put the good of the country
first and politics second would mean
that we would catch some heat. But we
are willing to do it. And we are willing
to do it for a couple of reasons. One is
obviously the children, and I am sure
that the gentleman has talked about
out commitment and the difficulty
that our children will face. We do not
want to give them a world where they
work longer and harder to pay for the
bills that we are ringing up and create
marginal tax rates that approach 84
percent. I mean, the country will not
survive at that rate. I think that we
owe our children, we owe the next gen-
eration, we owe the pioneers of the
next millennium an opportunity to
have an America that gives that a
chance and gives them hope, allows
them to live their dreams. I mean, it
would be wrong and selfish for us to
have been able to have a lot of our
hopes and dreams realized and then say
to the next generation, ‘‘Forget it.’’
That is wrong. And so we put the chil-
dren first and that is why we have been
willing to walk over some of these hot
coals and encounter some political
criticism.

But we are not just doing it for the
children. It is like I say to a minister
friend of mine, you cannot tell people
the only reason you ought to get in-
volved in religion is because in 20 years
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when you die, you will reach salvation.
There has not to be something for you
today to get involved in religion and in
terms of balancing the budget. And
frankly it is about giving people more
security in their jobs, real wage in-
creases. Because America again has to
become a country that is a saving
country, an investing and a risk-taking
country so that we in fact can put tools
in the hands of American workers so
they can compete and win in the world
marketplace, getting paid a good wage
for what they are producing and being
able to be assured that their job is
going to exist. More and more Ameri-
cans are working longer and harder not
to get ahead but to stay even. We are
trying to fix that by creating a pro-
gram that will reward savings and in-
vestment and risk-taking so our work-
ers can have the tools. But I think
what is most important when we look
at the charts on Medicare or welfare or
Medicaid or any of these programs,
frankly the Republican mantra is
amazing here at the end of the 20th
century. The Republican mantra is
power to the people. Essentially what
we are trying to do is systematically
transfer power and money and influ-
ence from this city back to the neigh-
borhoods and communities where our
constituents live so that they can
begin to design local solutions to local
problems.

Just to take one program, I have no
doubt that virtually any neighborhood
in America could design their own wel-
fare program that would not only show
proper compassion but would also use
local solutions to local problems at
less cost. Frankly, you could not de-
sign a welfare program that is worse
than the one that we currently have.
What we are arguing for is, let us take
the program out of this city, let us
have faith that real people living in
real neighborhoods with real compas-
sion looking at real problems can de-
sign real solutions. I believe they can.
I believe in the power of people to get
it right at the end of the day. And I do
not think it is necessary to substitute
or to interface a bureaucrat with peo-
ple in the neighborhoods of America.
We are going to solve crime problems
in Los Angeles not from Washington
but in the neighborhoods of Los Ange-
les. We are going to solve housing prob-
lems in Columbus, OH, not from bu-
reaucratic Washington but, rather, let
us let the housing authority officials
have the power to do it the way it
works in our community. We want to
design local welfare solutions. Frankly,
we do not need to ask Federal bureau-
crats to tell mothers and fathers
whether their children are learning or
not.

So our program is one of real com-
passion. It also allows us at the end of
the day to stand at the end of that very
dark tunnel with a very powerful
searchlight signaling the next genera-
tion into the next millennium that
they have got hopes, they have got
dreams and in fact they can be real-
ized.

But the way in which that is
achieved is to not keep everybody’s
power and money and influence in this
city but basically to pry it out of the
hands of Washington bureaucrats, put
it back in the hands of people in local
communities, demand excellence from
one another, accountability, and real-
ize that if we just believe in ourselves,
believe in the power of the individual
rather than the power of government,
the 21st century will be the best we
have ever seen on the face of this
earth.

I appreciate the gentleman taking
this special order and yielding.

Mr. SHAYS. I would love to just say
to the gentleman that I remember well
in 1989 he offered an amendment to try
to get a handle on government spend-
ing and I think there were only 38
Members who supported him. Each
year he kept offering amendments to
slow the growth of the Federal Govern-
ment, to not make these deficits so
large, and each year he got more and
more support. It was just a constant ef-
fort on his part.

I remember him asking Mr. Green-
span at the hearing he chaired, he said,
‘‘Mr. Greenspan, are you concerned
that we will cut spending too much?’’
He responded by saying, ‘‘Mr. Chair-
man, I don’t go to sleep at night fearful
that when I wake up the next day that
Congress will have cut too much.’’

But you are not just talking about
cutting, because what you are also
talking about is growing this economy
and to move it from the Federal Gov-
ernment to the State government
which is so important.

Mr. KASICH. Let me say to the gen-
tleman I am not really any more enam-
ored with State and local government
or not much more enamored than I am
with Federal Government. I think the
21st century is not going to be about
the power of government or the power
of bureaucracy or indebtedness or tax-
ation or regulation. I think the 21st
century is about the power of people
like you and me, removed from this
place, living in neighborhoods, the
ability of us to soar, in the age of the
computer, where Americans have more
tools and more freedom. You do not
have to wear a necktie in the morning
anymore. You do not have to go to an
office anymore. You can sit in your
own den and you can use a magical in-
strument called a computer to shake
things around the world.
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I do not want to look forward to a
21st century where I have got to call a
Washington bureaucrat to ask him
whether I should log on or not. No, it is
not just about balancing a budget, but
it is systematically giving people their
money, their power, their authority,
their influence back to develop cre-
ative solutions to what exists in their
neighborhoods. I think that really
what it is all about into the next cen-
tury and what this debate is going to
be all about is whether we are success-

ful in saying to Americans, not power-
ful Americans but Americans like my
mom and dad and the families in the
neighborhood that I grew up in, that
we trust you, we believe in you. The
21st century is going to be more about
the power of individuals than it is
going to be about the power of the
United States Congress.

We have had our way for about 40
years and for a lot of the time we have
done good job. But frankly, it is now
time for the pendulum to swing back to
the neighborhoods. We need to revital-
ize our neighborhoods and our families,
our communities. That is what the 21st
century has to be all about. In the
course of doing it, we will save the next
generation. We will provide greater se-
curity economically. Let us forget this
economic security and just say good
jobs that last for Americans.

So I just think the gentleman from
Connecticut is a patriot. I love the fact
that he takes the time to do this. On
that committee, the Committee on the
Budget, he has been the most persist-
ent advocate of trying to bring about
changes in this system. I will say to
the gentleman and for those Members
who may be watching, you see, our vic-
tory is inevitable. But it is going to be
a long road. The road to change is al-
ways long, and it is always rocky, and
it is always winding. But if you stay
committed to principle, at the end of
the day you will have traveled up that
road and you will have success.

Mr. Speaker, this city cannot go
back. We are going to be debating a
waiver program for the State of Wis-
consin where people in Wisconsin be-
lieve they can design a welfare pro-
gram better than people in Washington
can. I mean, it is just patently absurd
to say: Oh, no, no, we are not going to
let you. We are not going to let you de-
sign your program. You think you
know how to get people to work, you
think you know how to get people
trained? Do you think you have a solu-
tion in Wisconsin that we do not have
here in Washington? Oh, no, no, we are
not going to let you do it.

That is the kind of thing that goes on
inside this town. You know, the lib-
erals, the Washington liberals, God
bless ’em, they do not believe people
can get it right at the end of the day.
But the Washington liberals, they are
jealously guarding our power. It is not
theirs. They took it from us. Now we
want it back, and they do not want to
give it back. So we are going to have to
pry it out of their hands and get our
money back out of their pockets, get
our money back out of their pockets.
That is what makes the fight so tough.
But frankly, this is the future. We have
started the revolution.

Frankly, it started with the shot
fired across the bow on the Penny-Ka-
sich bill, which signaled to this town
we are never going to go back to the
way we were for 40 years and we are
going to win. There is a reason to be
uplifted by this. Let us just keep at it.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for participating.
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As the gentleman was talking, I

thought about when I was elected in
1974 to the statehouse. When I was in
the statehouse, we had a law that said
you could not spend more than you
took in in revenue. I see my colleague
from Michigan as well, and I know that
he represented, was in the statehouse
as well. I think he probably had that
same kind of requirement; did he not?

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I thank the
gentleman. In fact, most States have
the requirement of a balanced budget.
So it is a shame that the United States
that is overspending so much and that
taxes so much does not have the same
kind of legal obligation. I guess the
gentleman from Connecticut, Mr.
SHAYS, and I are still hoping that the
Senate might be successful in passing
that balanced budget bill. Somehow
something has got to give us the intes-
tinal fortitude to do what is very dif-
ficult to do, and that is to cut down on
some of the spending in Federal Gov-
ernment.

Mr. SHAYS. Well, when I was in the
statehouse, I was always amazed that
our Federal leaders could continually
spend more money than they raised in
revenues and their incredible reluc-
tance to do it. I kept asking myself
how could it happen, and I think that
we have to acknowledge that the blame
was bipartisan and also shared with
Congress and the White House as well.

I think it is fair to say that some on
our side of the aisle, the Republican
side of the aisle, did not see a defense
program they did not like and were
quite willing to keep spending. And on
the other side of the aisle, there was no
concern to control the gigantic growth
of entitlements. I notice that my col-
league may have a pie chart that illus-
trates that 50 percent or more now of
all that we spend are entitlements.

Before referring to the chart, I would
just like to talk about what that
means. It means that half of our budg-
et we do not even vote on each and
every year. It is one reason why Con-
gress was simply not getting a handle
on that budget and the White House.
Almost 50 percent of the budget was on
automatic pilot. You fit the title in
welfare, you get it. You fit the title in
Medicare, you get it. You fit the title
in Medicaid, you get it. You fit the
title on certain agricultural subsidies,
you get it.

Mr. Speaker, I did not have to vote in
each and every year to set priorities
with other priorities. So they just kept
growing and growing. I would love to
yield to my colleague to talk more
about this issue.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I think real-
ly this borrowing has masked, it has
hidden the true cost of government. If
we had to pay this out in taxes, I think
the American people would say: ‘‘Hey,
wait a minute; I earned that money; do
not take so much of it away from me’’.

As we borrow and somehow we make
future generations obligated to pay our
overindulgence, our overspending
today, somehow it is easy to say: Well,
somehow it will be taken care of.

Yes, this chart, this chart represents
the fact that Congress has lost its
power, its constitutional power, to con-
trol spending. I just want to start out
with a little white in the pie chart, be-
cause the white in the pie chart rep-
resents that part of the budget that is
now paid and expended just to cover
the interest on the Federal debt. This
15 percent, this 15 percent does not
cover the interest on what we owe So-
cial Security and the other trust funds
when we borrow the surplus money
coming into those trust funds.

If we added the interest that is paid
by the Federal Government on Social
Security, for example, it would amount
to an additional $90 billion that we are
paying in interest. That means that in-
terest is the largest part of this budget.
But what Mr. SHAYS is suggesting is
just take a look at the blue portion of
this pie chart. This is what over the
last 40 years, inch by inch and step by
step, the Congress of the United States
has said we are going to put on auto-
matic pilot and give the authority to
the President, whether or not we con-
tinue these spendings.

So this is the entitlement spending,
the welfare spending, the AFDC, aid to
families with dependent children, it is
the food stamp spending, it is the Medi-
care spending that Mr. SHAYS has be-
come such a leader in in trying to get
a grip and a handle on. It is the Social
Security spending.

By the way, even on Social Security,
the unfunded liability, or what is
called the actuary debt on Social Secu-
rity, now approaches $4.5 trillion. Our
overspending annually is $5 trillion. We
are in a great deal of trouble, and we
have got to start looking at some of
these issues. We have the other side
continue to demagogue and say: Look,
look at those cruel, mean-spirited Re-
publicans that are trying to cut spend-
ing.

Mr. SHAYS. But the bottom line to
this is that each and every year we
vote on about a third of the budget. We
do not vote on the interest on the na-
tional debt, and we do not vote on half
of the budget, which are what we call
entitlements, that long list that we
have there. So we have been trying
over a number of years to try to con-
trol spending by just looking at defense
and nondefense, what is spend out of
the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. That is
right.

Mr. SHAYS. To our credit, that is the
one area where Congress has greater
control than the President. When we
spend and appropriate an item and the
President vetoes, we get zero.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SHAYS. Happily.
Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-

er, it is hard not to be aggressive when
talking about this issue. Even today I
heard a Member of the more liberal
party suggest that look at how deficits
have come down. Look how they came
down in 1995. Look how they came

down in 1996. Of course what happened
is, when Republicans came into Con-
gress January 1, 1995, the first thing we
did was cut $13 billion our of the 1995
budget. Then we set the 1996 budget.

Mr. SHAYS. If the gentleman will
yield, that is the budget we were al-
ready in.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. That was
the budget we were already in. We only
had 6 months left or 9 months.

Mr. SHAYS. We rescinded certain ex-
penditures. In fact what we did do, if I
could be a little more precise, we actu-
ally cut $20 billion from that budget,
but then added $11 billion back that
the President requested and would
have been in the budget if we had not
even made the $20 billion. We had a net
savings of $9 billion. But then we had
the debate in 1996 and the shutdown of
Government.

We had the shutdown of Government
in part because when we gave the
President certain budgets, he vetoed it.
We ended up with zero and a disagree-
ment on how much we should spend.
Ultimately we have now a full agree-
ment with the President on the 1996
budget, the budget we are in now, and
which will end the end of this Septem-
ber. The thing that we need to point
out is the President wanted to spend $7
billion more than we spend in 1995, and
we ended spending $23 billion less. We
ended up making a savings ultimately
to his plan of $30 billion, $23 billion of
actual reductions in this year less than
we are spending, less than we spent
last year.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I do not
mean to brag, and I do not mean to
make a greater separation between Re-
publicans and Democrats. But still, the
reason that the overspending is so low
is because Republicans were very ag-
gressive in what is called the rescission
bill of reducing the 1994–95 budget,
again in the 1995–96 budget with a great
deal of frugality of making tough deci-
sions. Everybody should know it is not
easy to cut spending. People that have
gone to the Federal Government, to
the trough, if you will, and become ac-
customed to having those Federal serv-
ices do not like those services cut out.
So it has been easy for the liberals to
demagogue the issue, to say look at
these mean-spirited cuts.

Mr. Speaker, the bottom line is we
now borrow 20 cents out of each dollar
the Federal Government spends, and
that is too much borrowing. It is not
responsible. I think it is immoral for
our kids and our grandkids.

Mr. SHAYS. We have had really three
main objectives. One is to get our fi-
nancial house in order and balance the
budget. We came forward with a 7-year
plan. We actually have real and abso-
lute cuts, absolute cuts in what we call
discretionary spending. We were going
to spend less in some programs next
year than we spent this year, and we
spent less this year than we did in the
year before. Those are true cuts. But in
50 percent of the budgets, some pro-
grams that are very important in Medi-
care and Medicaid, we are allowing for
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significant increases in both of those
programs.

We are just trying to slow the
growth. So our first effort is to get our
financial house in order and balance
the budget. Our second one is to save
Medicare from bankruptcy. We are
going to learn tomorrow that the Medi-
care plan fund, the Medicare part A,
which was to remain solvent, not bank-
rupt, remain solvent to the year 2002
and will actually probably become
bankrupt maybe in the year 2000, which
is 2 years sooner than we thought.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I mentioned earlier that Social Se-
curity has got very serious problems
and that actuary debt or unfunded li-
ability amounts to about $4.5 trillion.
But in Medicare, it is even more seri-
ous than that. So the promises that
past Congresses have made of what
they are going to do for health care for
senior citizens is now in a great deal of
financial problems. If it is not cor-
rected, we could lose Medicare.

So I would ask the gentleman from
Connecticut just to very briefly repeat
some of the fact that there is not much
difference between what the President
suggested, what the Republicans have
suggested. So to use this issue politi-
cally by scolding Republicans is not a
fair accusation.

Mr. SHAYS. Well, first off, it is just
important that we recognize that the
program is growing significantly. The
program is growing significantly, it is
not being cut. On a per person basis, we
are going to allow it to grow as it did
last year from $4,800 to $7,000 per bene-
ficiary. We did it without an increase
in the copayment, without an increase
in the deductibles, and without an in-
crease in the premium.

The premium will stay, except we did
do something for the wealthiest. Those
who make over $100,000 and are single
will pay more in their premium. If they
make over $150,000 and they are mar-
ried, they will pay more in their pre-
mium. So we did say the very wealthy
should pay more. It is not something
that Democrats like to say that Repub-
licans do, ask the wealthiest to pay
more.

Sometimes I have to say sometimes
Republicans do not like to acknowl-
edge that we are asking the wealthiest
to pay more. But people who are re-
ceiving Medicare, it is the best buy in
town. Those who can afford it should
pay more, and we are asking the very
wealthy to pay more.

Now, what we are also doing is we are
allowing for choice. We are allowing
for people to get the same opportunity
that the gentleman from Michigan, Mr.
SMITH, and I have. I mean, we have
the opportunity to choose a whole host
of different health care plans. We are
not looking into one. If we get a more
expensive plan, we have to pay for
more dollars. We have to still pay a
greater amount if we get a more expen-
sive plan. But we are given choice. Mr.
Speaker, under the traditional Medi-
care system, there is no choice. It is a
traditional fee-for-service.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. You know,
somebody asked me last Thursday,
look, we do not smoke. Why should we
pay more of our taxes, more of our pre-
miums for Medicare to cover the people
that do not take care of their own
health, that smoke, that do otherwise?
My reaction was, look, that is what we
are trying to do with one of these op-
tions, medical savings accounts, so the
people that do take care of themselves
can end up sharing some of that sav-
ings.

I think it would be good if the gen-
tleman mentioned some of the options.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, one of the
options will be that we will allow pri-
vate care plans to offer to seniors a
whole host of different services.
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They may offer eye care or dental
care, they may give a rebate on the co-
payment or the deductible, they may
give a rebate on the premium. They
may even pay, because in some areas
the cost of health care is so much less
than we actually pay in Medicare, they
may actually be able to pay almost all
of the Medigap, pay all or part of the
Medigap, which a lot of seniors pay
today, and they will still make money
off the plan.

They will be able to give them an-
nual checkups, which some seniors do
not get now. Now, if a senior does not
like it, they get into the private care
and they do not like it, they have 24
months, each and every month, 2 years
in each and every month, to get back
to their fee-for-service plan.

So we do not increase copayments,
we do not increase the deductible, we
do not increase the premium, we give
seniors choice.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. And if a per-
son wants to stay in exactly the same
program they are in, they can do that.

Mr. SHAYS. They can. And it is not
like the telephone system, where if you
were on AT&T and you automatically
find you are with Sprint or MCI, no,
you stay in the plan. You stay in the
traditional fee-for-service. You have to
ask to be out and then you can request
immediately to be put back, and within
a month you are back in the old plan.

So it is hard for me to understand
why the President vetoed. The reason
he vetoed is he said we were cutting,
even though the plan grew so much. It
is true we were able to save. We were
able to save the fund from bankruptcy.
We had it remain solvent to the year
2010, and we were able to save the tax-
payers over $200 billion. So it was just
difficult for me to understand why the
President would not have accepted that
plan.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, a little while ago I was reading at
my desk, and in a letter, one of my
constituents in Michigan sent me this
application. She was asking me is this
a legitimate organization; what are
they doing?

And what that was, it had a big sheet
that they were sending all these senior

citizens. They probably went to the
driver’s license bureau or someplace
and got this list of names of everybody
over 65, and it says there are some peo-
ple in Washington that are trying to
balance the budget on the backs of the
health care of senior citizens. Send us
your $20 or $40 and we will work to pro-
tect your rights.

You know, I think that that kind of
attitude, that kind of solicitation to
take advantage of senior citizens to try
to make more money for whoever, is
washed up, because I think most senior
citizens, as they decide what they want
to leave this world with, I think most
of them want to leave their kids and
their grandkids and their great
grandkids the same kind of opportuni-
ties they had. They do not want to
keep sucking up on financial, to ask
the young working people of this coun-
try to pay more of their benefits. They
are willing to tighten their belts just
like everybody else is to make sure
that Medicare is solvent, that Social
Security is solvent, that this country
gets their house in order so we can
have a continuing great America with
continuing opportunities.

That sounds a little like a speech.
Mr. SHAYS. Well, it is a speech, but

it is a very accurate speech. We are
saying that last year we spent $4,800
per senior. It will grow to 72 and now
$7,000 in the 6th year from where we are
today. That is a significant increase.
And yet while seniors will still get that
significant increase, we save, under our
new plan, $158 billion.

At one time it would have been over
$200 billion, but the President vetoed
that plan. We have a plan that will
save $158 billion to the taxpayers. It
still gives seniors more, and yet they
will contribute to helping save this
country candidly from financial ruin.

We talk about getting our financial
house in order and saving our trust
fund. This fund is a little more nebu-
lous, but it is something that is very
near and dear to me because I believe
that is where we probably have the big-
gest controversy and that is we are try-
ing to transform other caretaking, so-
cial, corporate and farming welfare
state into a caring opportunity society.

We want people to be independent
and not dependent on the Federal Gov-
ernment, and we want them to learn
and to grow. We are not saying to
someone in an urban area, your mother
was on crack, you did not graduate
from the 5th grade, I am sorry, you are
on your own. No, we have to have a
caring, aggressive plan to help individ-
uals, but it cannot be the traditional
handout.

I say this as a moderate Republican,
some might call a moderate Repub-
lican a liberal Republican, but I think
I am pretty much down the center of
the political spectrum. I look at a lot
of what Government has done, and I
think if we have an honest debate, we
do see 12-year-olds having babies, we do
see 14-year-olds selling drugs and 15-
year-olds killing each other, we do see
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18-year-olds who cannot read their di-
plomas, we see 24-year-olds who have
never had a job, and frankly not be-
cause a job does not exist but because
they have got in their own mindset
that it is a so-called deadend job. We
see 30-year-old grandparents. That, to
me, is the legacy of the welfare state.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. And it is
sad. We talk about a $5 trillion na-
tional debt, but we have spent $5 tril-
lion on the welfare program since they
started in 1965, and we have been suc-
cessful in transferring wealth, but in
the process somehow we have taken
away the spirit. With a lot of people we
have taken away their self-respect by
sending them signals that they are
often going to be better off not to go to
work, not to bust their gut trying to
help their community and help other
people and pay their fair share of taxes.
so they stay on welfare, and we are now
in the fourth generation.

And we are a humane society. We are
a caring society. We want to help peo-
ple that are down on their luck. But
people take advantage of it, and not
only stay on it for all of their essential
working lives but then we end up with
their kids being on and their grandkids
being on.

Mr. SHAYS. And if my colleague
would just yield, I would point out that
we are also not just talking about so-
cial welfare, we are talking about cor-
porate welfare.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Good point.
Mr. SHAYS. We are talking about

writeoffs that businesses have been
able to get over the last 40 years
through, candidly, this former Con-
gress. They have been able to get a sig-
nificant writeoff, approved by, can-
didly, Republican presidents, so both
hands have been involved, where they
have gotten certain writeoffs that are
unique to them in their business oppor-
tunity. They then become dependent
on what are true writeoffs and, in my
judgment, are nothing more than cor-
porate welfare. So we are looking to
have our Federal Government not have
so many corporate writeoffs.

And while I am probably on more
sensitive ground, being that the gen-
tleman comes from a farming area, I
think you would acknowledge there are
certain Federal programs that farmers
have become so dependent on, it has
changed their behavior. It is not like
they do not work. They bust their guts.
But they are working following a Fed-
eral program that sometimes has an in-
centive not to plant or to plant the
wrong things that simply are costly.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. That used to
be true. Now, we have passed what is
called the Fair Agricultural Act that
does away with all of those subsidies.
Over the next 7, or 6 years now, it
phases out all of those Federal farm
program subsidies, so the Federal Gov-
ernment is no longer managing that
farm, and individual farmers will have
the freedom to decide how much of
what crop to plant.

I think that is good. I think the Fed-
eral subsidy programs have tended to

be a disservice to agriculture. We have
seen smaller family farms forced out of
business because the larger farms had a
greater advantage with those Federal
programs.

So the ag programs are phasing out,
but corporate welfare, the lobbyists
and the PAC’s flow to that Committee
on Ways and Means because just a few
changes in the words, can make mil-
lions of dollars of difference.

Mr. SHAYS. One comma, one little
bracket, taking out a word, adding or
not can make a difference. This Con-
gress is looking to get after all three
types of welfare, the social, the cor-
porate, and where it was in the farm-
ing. There are a few programs still re-
maining that did not get out, but a gi-
gantic leap forward, phased out over 7
years.

I would say to the gentleman that I
had to ask myself where have I been a
constructive force. And I have been
able to go back over my time in the
State house and in Congress and say,
well, I voted for this program, and I
have been able to feel good. But when
I analyze some, not all, but some of
those votes, I have had to say I have
made people more dependent rather
than less.

I have made a practice in the last 4
years of asking people who have had to
pull themselves up by the boot straps
and have succeeded, why. And in al-
most every instance, it was a father, a
mother, a brother, a sister, a school-
teacher, but somebody pushing them,
someone recognizing that and making
sure that individual knew that nobody
was going to do it for them.

I was thinking, and, to me, one of the
most memorable was when I had a
young woman come in, 35 years old, a
doctor, an M.D., and she said she was 12
years old when her father passed away.
She had six younger brothers and sis-
ters. She became almost the second
mother in the family, raising, as a 12
year old, her younger brothers and sis-
ters. But her mother had one dream,
that they would all get degrees; not
just college degrees but advanced de-
grees.

There were two doctors in that
group, there was a psychiatrist, there
was, fortunately, only one lawyer,
there was a schoolteacher, and she was
just there to tell me that I had a
dream, we moved forward, and no one
gave me. We worked for it. Her mother
was a schoolteacher, with not a lot of
income, and obviously she turned to a
lot of different sources for help. But
she made sure that each of her children
knew they had to do it on their own.

Which gets me to a kind of wonderful
quote that Ann Landers said, and it
was in my calendar. You have seen
these calendars that have the quote of
the day. My dad, when he used to work
in New York, would come home, when
I was a young kid, and give me dif-
ferent quotes from the newspaper, and
sometimes Ann Landers would show
up. And she said, ‘‘In the final analysis,
it is not what you do for your children,

but what you have taught them to do
for themselves that will make them
successful human beings.’’

I see this and I think about that, and
I think about the march on Washing-
ton. One, we cannot burden our chil-
dren with tremendous debt; but, sec-
ond, we have to have those kind of gov-
ernment programs that teach them
what to do for themselves.

Government does have an active role.
I would like to think more State and
local government and less Federal Gov-
ernment, with a one-size-fits-all men-
tality. The government does have a
role, but it has to be a role, not to give
a hand-out, but to really teach people.

I think, as my colleague wants to, if
we want to have English be a primary
language in this country, we have to,
as colleagues, recognize and make sure
that there is no American who is miss-
ing the opportunity, and no alien who
is a resident here who is missing the
opportunity to learn how to speak Eng-
lish. We may have our feelings about
bilingual programs, but there has to be
that alternative, I would just say to
my colleague, and I am happy to yield.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. It seems to
me we need to remind ourselves what
made the United States of America so
great, and that was the concept that
the people that worked hard, that real-
ly tried, that invested, that took
chances, that got up every morning
when they did not feel like it and went
to work and produced, were better off
than the people that do not.

Now we are moving into sort of a
gray area where often the individuals
on some of the welfare programs are
better off than working poor. That can-
not be the formula for a successful
America. We have to get back to the
concept that those who are trying
every day, that are working hard, that
are striving to make their family and
their kids more independent and more
successful, by encouraging them when
they come home every night, are the
people that are going to make the fu-
ture of America and make it greater.

We cannot continue to rely, as an
aging industry, on increasing taxes on
business and individuals as a way for
government to have more funds to
make it right for everybody else. We
have to have the kind of policy that en-
courages those individuals to be more
responsible for their own destiny.

Mr. SHAYS. I do not know how we do
that, though, unless we get our finan-
cial base on a firm foundation.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Absolutely.
That has to be the first step.

Mr. SHAYS. So we have to get our fi-
nancial house in order and balance that
budget as the foundation. Not as the
solution, but as the foundation for then
saving our trust funds, which are obvi-
ously related to the first issue, but
then, ultimately, transforming this
caretaking, social, and corporate wel-
fare state into a caring, into a very
caring opportunity society.

Instead of taking this pie and decid-
ing how we divide up limited resources,
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what can we do to grow this economy.
And that clearly is a very important
element to the last part of our plan,
and that is beside just getting our fi-
nancial house in order to have certain
tax incentives to encourage growth in
this economy.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. And I think
the people that talk about or advocate
a flat tax or a consumption tax or a
value added tax or a national sales tax
are not saying that, look, this is the
golden way to have a successful tax,
they are saying, look, the tax system
we have now is failing us. We are penal-
izing investment, we are penalizing
savings, we are discouraging businesses
from expanding and creating more and
better jobs by putting more and better
tools and facilities in the hands of the
greatest work force in the world, which
is the American work force.

Somehow, in our look-see to chang-
ing our tax system, it has to be an ad-
mission, an acknowledgment that what
we have now, that has been written
many times over by the special inter-
est lobbyists and their huge PAC con-
tributions to candidates for office, has
ended up being not what is good for the
future of America.
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So I think it is important that we do
exactly what you are suggesting, Mr.
SHAYS, that we have the kind of tax
policy changes that encourages sav-
ings, that encourages investment.

Mr. SHAYS. And encourage people to
pay their taxes. It is estimated we
could lose almost $100 billion in reve-
nue, one, because it is not simple
enough and, second, that people simply
have found a whole host of ways to
avoid paying taxes in the course of try-
ing to do what they think are legiti-
mate or maybe not legitimate write-
offs.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. There are so
many loopholes and so many corporate
tax breaks that probably should not be
there that it justifies a whole new look
at our tax system.

Mr. SHAYS. I would like to spend the
last 5 minutes and just summarize
what we are trying to do.

We are trying to do what Prime Min-
ister Itzhak Rabin said. We are elected
by adults to represent the children, and
we are trying to get our financial
house in order and balance the Federal
budget. We are trying to save our trust
funds from bankruptcy, particularly
Medicare. And we are trying to trans-
form our caretaking, social, corporate
and farming welfare state into an op-
portunity society. We do that by allow-
ing our spending to grow.

We allow it to grow 20 percent more
each year, 20 percent or more in the
next 6 years as opposed to the last 6
years, 20 percent more, from 8.7 billion
to 10.4 billion. We do it by allowing the
student loan program not to cut but to
grow from 26 billion to 37 billion, a 42-
percent increase.

We take the earned income tax cred-
it, which is an expenditure made by

taxpayers to the working poor where
they actually receive money rather
than pay taxes, and that program over
the last 6 years we spent 109 billion. We
are going to spend 155 billion under our
6-year plan. Under welfare spending
over the last 6 years we have spent 441
billion. In the next 6 years we will
spend 30 percent more; we will spend
575 billion.

In Medicaid we will grow from 463 bil-
lion over the last 6 years to 731 billion.
We are going to spend 58 percent more
in the next 6 years under Medicaid,
which is health care for the poor and
nursing care for the elderly.

Then we are going to deal with Med-
icaid, Medicaid spending, which grows
from 463 to 731, just to point out that
our numbers are not that different
than what the President’s numbers are,
except we want to allow for more flexi-
bility on the State and local level
under this plan and not have a one-
size-fits-all Medicaid plan done by the
Federal Government.

Medicare is going bankrupt. It is
going to be highlighted tomorrow when
the trustees report that Medicare part
B, the money we pay in our payroll tax,
we will run out of money potentially
by the year 2000, rather than what we
originally thought, the year 2002. We
had a plan to save Medicare until the
year 2010 and the President vetoed it
last year. Our new plan will not stretch
it out entirely to the year 2010 but
close to it. We spent in the last 6 years
920 billion; in the next 6 years we are
going to spend 1.4 trillion, a 61-percent
additional expenditure in dollars.

In Medicare premiums we are going
to grow from 5200 this year to 7000.
Last year they were 4800. So we are al-
lowing this plan to grow per bene-
ficiary and we do it without increasing
the copayment, without increasing the
deductible, without increasing the pre-
mium. We give seniors choice. We do
ask the seniors who are the wealthiest,
making over 100,000 plus, to pay more
of their Medicare part B premium. But
for all other seniors the program re-
mains the same, no increase in copay-
ment, deduction or premium, and we
give them extensive choice.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I would like
to say that I am absolutely convinced
that this Congress is on the right
track, trying to get our financial house
in order, trying to balance the Federal
budget, trying to save our trust funds
and trying to transform this social and
corporate welfare state into a truly
caring opportunity society.
f

SAFETY NET FOR CHILDREN
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. OWENS] is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to begin by congratulating the
Children’s Defense Fund and Marian
Wright Edelman and all of the other
sponsors of Stand for Children which
took place here in Washington last
Saturday, June 1.

They came from all over, all parts of
the Nation. They came from every eth-
nic group, every religion, every race,
they were all together, children and
families, making it clear that in Amer-
ica the great caring majority stands
for children and American policies.
Government policies at this point in
our Nation’s history reflect this fact.
They reflect the fact that this Nation
stands for children. The policies of the
Government stand for children.

Mr. Speaker, the problem that they
did not talk very much about on Satur-
day is the problem of the present at-
tempt to change those government
policies, to turn our policies around
and make this a Nation whose policies
are hostile toward families and chil-
dren.

In contrast to the Stand for Children
that was taking place in Washington
here, more than 200,000 people by the
official estimates, in contrast to that
Stand for Children, let us consider for
a moment the problem of Brazil and
Colombia, where large numbers of chil-
dren are being found dead in the streets
every day. They are being found dead
as a result of being shot the night be-
fore. They are killing children in
Brazil. They are killing children in Co-
lombia. They are killing children in
certain other South American coun-
tries.

Mr. Speaker, I do not mean child
abuse in the usual sense. There is a
high degree of child abuse in these na-
tions, but there is a phenomenon which
we have not yet experienced in Amer-
ica. That is they are shooting children
at night, and you find the dead bodies
the next day. The elite classes of Brazil
and Colombia and certain other South
American countries are the classes of
people that are envied by our Repub-
lican majority here in this country.

We have an elitist philosophy driving
an attempt by the Republican majority
to change the policies that have an im-
pact on children. The previous speakers
talked about they were not cutting
school lunch programs because after all
the figures, the numbers will show that
there is an increase in the numbers
over the years. They do not tell you
that the number of children will in-
crease faster than the dollars that they
have put in the budget will increase. If
you did a simple mathematical calcula-
tion of dividing the number of children
into the number of dollars available,
you will see that the amount of dollars
available, you will see that the amount
of dollars per child will go down as a
result of the cuts that they are propos-
ing.

They are also taking out large blocks
of children and saying that immigrant
children shall not be served and we are
going to just leave them on their own.
We are going to leave them to fend for
themselves. So the contrast is very im-
portant, to take into consideration the
fact that in this Nation at this point in
history, the majority of Americans
still stand for children. They stand for
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