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budget and, at the same time, pri-
marily helps working families.

That is the only fair way to do it, Mr.
Speaker.
f

VOLUNTEERS AND OUR TAX
DOLLARS AT WORK

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

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, I believe
that we are all aware that we need to
balance the Federal budget, and the
reason it is no longer being argued is
because the Republican Party heard
the cries of the American public who
said we must balance the Federal budg-
et. It really is common sense, but it
has been a generation since we have
balanced the budget.

For a long time the Democrats were
in control and they did not even con-
sider it, would not even consider a bal-
anced budget. The same with tax relief.
It was not considered until the Repub-
licans got control and took the cries of
the American people to the floor of the
House and made them heard, and now
we are talking about how big the tax
relief should be and who should get it.
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And it is very clear that when you

give $500 per child tax relief, that goes
to the most poor as well as those who
are making more.

Now when we talk about capital
gains, the IRS has told us that tax re-
lief in capital gains, 75 percent of the
recipients will make less than $75,000.
So there has been a lot of bad informa-
tion about who is getting tax relief and
who is not.

The Treasury Department is trying
to manipulate the numbers to push
more people into the wealthy category
than actually exist there so they can
focus on bogus numbers. But the truth
is, the Republican Party is going to
provide tax relief for middle-class peo-
ple, for working poor, for people who
need the tax relief. Because people do
two things with their money once they
get tax relief. They either spend it or
save it. Both are good for our economy.

In an era when we are balancing the
budget and we have limited spending, I
think it is important that we take
time to set national priorities. One of
those national priorities that I think
we need to set is the need for research
for the gulf war illness that has
plagued tens of thousands of our serv-
icemen and women.

We really do not know how many
Americans are affected by exposure to
chemical warfare agents. Some 700,000
men and women served America in the
gulf war. According to the Department
of Defense, at least as a minimum,
20,000 soldiers were exposed to a chemi-
cal agent at Khamisiyah, according to
the DOD. However, as many as 120,000
gulf war veterans may have been ex-
posed, according to the CIA.

The real truth is we have no idea how
many people are suffering from gulf

war illness. We do not know how many
were even exposed. And as time goes
by, more and more of those are show-
ing up with symptoms. According to
the Journal of the American Medical
Association, the symptoms are fatigue,
joint pain, gastrointestinal complaints,
memory loss, emotional changes, impo-
tence, and insomnia. This is just some
of what gulf war vets are living
through every day. And so far, we have
not given priority to finding the cure
for this, finding the cure for our serv-
icemen and women who served in the
gulf war.

Thanks to people like Representative
Dan Thimesch, from the 93rd District
of the Kansas House of Representa-
tives, he has brought this issue to my
attention and to the attention of the
entire State of Kansas, and made it a
priority there that we address the
needs of people who are suffering from
this illness.

When we establish these higher prior-
ities, we need to shift money. When we
are trying to get to balance the budget,
we have these priorities that we have
so many efficient programs, so we need
to take the money from inefficient pro-
grams and move it to higher priorities
like curing Gulf War illness.

Americorp is one of those programs
that is very inefficient. We all know
that it was designed as paid volunteers.
The problem that we are having in
Americorp is that we cannot keep peo-
ple on the job. They sign up, start
drawing their pay, and then quit show-
ing up to do their paid volunteer work.

According to the Corporation of Na-
tional Service, the annual direct com-
pensation package for an Americorp
volunteer is $15,900. Now, if this is an
accurate figure, this is more than 42
percent of what the young people with
real jobs between the ages of 15 and 24
make every year.

Incidentally, the directors of the
Americorp program do not even use the
word ‘‘volunteers.’’ They prefer to call
them ‘‘members,’’ because if you go to
the dictionary and look up the defini-
tion of ‘‘volunteer,’’ you will see that
there is nothing to do with pay. It is
only when we get to a big government
approach to volunteers that we decide
to pay them to do what 89 million vol-
unteers do every year.

In Kansas we had an interesting situ-
ation at the Cheney Reservoir. A dozen
Americorp paid volunteers showed up
to help clean up around the lake by re-
quest of the Cheney Lake Association.
By the end of the first week, more than
one half of the paid volunteers simply
quit showing up for work.

In Colorado, Americorp built hornos.
Hornos is a mud oven that was used by
the residents of Colorado some 4,000
years ago to cook their food. But now
this mud oven is available to travelers
to stop by, collect some wood, cook
their food in this primitive oven.

So Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, I
would say that we need to establish
higher priority, eliminate Americorp,
and shift the money to curing gulf war
illness.

AMERICA NEEDS REAL WELFARE-
TO-WORK PROGRAMS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Speaker, I
think that what is expected of those of
us who are honored by service in the
U.S. Congress is simply telling the
truth.

Let me start by telling the truth
about the team who have guided the
Sojourner. Let me congratulate them
for not only their initiative but their
talent, their creativity, and for raising
up science as not only an art and a
study but the work of the 21st century.

Might I add my congratulations, as a
Member of the House Committee on
Science, for the outstanding work that
has been done out in California on be-
half of this country and of the world.
We should never shy away from knowl-
edge.

Now I think it is equally important
to address this whole question of tax-
ation, the deficit, and, yes, welfare re-
form. Interestingly enough, as my Re-
publican colleagues keep focusing on
the deficit, the deficit, the deficit, let
me remind them that the revenue flow
in June, according to the Wall Street
Journal, reflecting a continued healthy
economy, could signal a deficit of $50
billion or less for fiscal year 1997. Hear
me clearly, $50 billion, less than a third
of the original Government forecast,
and a fifth of the peak $290.4 billion
deficit in 1992.

After the budget passed in 1993, on
the clock of the Clinton Administra-
tion, that is why we now have only a
$50 billion deficit. That needs to be
made clear. Policies of a Democratic
administration brought this deficit
down.

What we have now, however, are all
of the individuals who keep hollering
about a so-called deficit now trying to
cut those who are in need, particularly
those who are moving from welfare to
work.

Interestingly enough, as I went to an
inner city district, my own, and asked
those individuals on welfare and those
who are the working poor, all of us
agreed collectively that welfare is not
the way to go, that there needed to be
reform. We opened our hearts and our
minds to the issue of welfare reform.
But let me cite for my colleagues the
inequities of the Republican workfare
or welfare reform.

Geneva Moore, a 45-year-old in New
York. She indicates that she is happy
to work the 20 hours a week as she
cleans up a dusty and dirty back lot of
the housing project, but she has a little
dignity. And the question becomes, as
she cleans her shabby back lot of the
Murphy consolidated public housing, is
how she gets treated and what kind of
training she gets.

Well, my colleagues, she is learning
to sweep a lot. Are there a lot of jobs
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for those who sweep a lot? I beg to ask
the question, and say no. First of all,
there is a question of minimum wage. I
am glad the Democrats have convinced
Republicans that those who work on
welfare deserve the minimum wage.
But you know what she does not get,
Mrs. Moore, who has three children?
She does not get the opportunity to
ask for a brace for her back when she
is lifting heavy trash cans, or boots
and heavy gloves to protect her feet
and hands from broken glass, crack
vials, and junkies’ needles.

Can she talk to a union organizer? Of
course not. Can she get the dignity of
a paycheck? Can she translate the
sweeping of the shabby lot into a real
job, which most Americans think
workfare will bring about?

Moore and many others say that as
long as she is doing work other people
are hired and paid to do, she should not
need to wait to be treated like a work-
er with the kind of benefits and kind of
health care that she needs. She says
clearly that these city maintenance
workers, in particular in New York,
they make $9 an hour. And while she
does not, she says some of those work-
ers drink coffee and remind her that
she pays for their welfare check, creat-
ing a two-tiered, second-class citizen-
ship when these so-called workfare in-
dividuals work alongside of the regular
workers.

What about Hattie Hargrove, who
used to work? She used to work and get
benefits, but yet she was laid off by the
parks department of New York. She
had to go on welfare because she could
find no job. And what is she doing in
workfare now? Working in the city
parks department with no benefits,
alongside of those individuals who
themselves will be downsized and soon
to be unemployed?

We need to fix the welfare-to-work
system. First of all, we need to recog-
nize that we need the kind of jobs that
will create opportunity for people to
move from welfare to work, jobs that
they can be hired for. We also have to
recognize that we should not disadvan-
tage low-income workers by
attritioning them out and then putting
in the work force people with no bene-
fits, no ability to organize, no ability
to understand and to be able to be pro-
tected against sexual harassment and
discrimination. We are not giving dig-
nity to these individuals who want to
work, who want to be trained.

The other question is, if we truly
want welfare-to-work, we need more
child care, we need more moneys for
transportation. And lastly, Mr. Speak-
er, let me say that the way to reform
welfare is not to give big corporations
the ability to run welfare like some
States want to do, giving large cor-
porations like Lockheed and others the
ability to work welfare. And, lastly, we
need to make sure that we give them
the right kind of training, Mr. Speaker,
in order to ensure that they get the
right kind of jobs. Let us have real
training and real welfare-to-work.

QUESTIONABLE DECISION BY THE
CORPS OF ENGINEERS

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

(Mr. STRICKLAND asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, I
come to the floor tonight to express a
sentiment. The longer I live and the
more I am involved in public life, the
more convinced I become that the ordi-
nary citizen is at a great disadvantage
when they come up against the heavy
hand of government or the all-powerful
reach of a large corporation.

Case in point: I represent many small
wonderful communities in southern
Ohio. One of those communities is lo-
cated on the banks of the beautiful
Ohio River. It is a little village called
Chesapeake. In Chesapeake, OH, many
citizens have chosen to build their
homes and to locate on the river be-
cause they appreciate the community
spirit and the quality of life there.

A few months ago, a large corpora-
tion decided they wanted to establish a
barge fleeting facility directly across
the river from Chesapeake, OH; and, so,
they approached the Army Corps of En-
gineers for a permit to do so.

Early on, the Congressman who pre-
ceded me in this office asked the Army
Corps of Engineers to demand and re-
quire an environmental impact study
leading to a statement which would de-
termine whether or not the citizens,
my constituents in Chesapeake, OH,
would be damaged as a result of this
fleeting facility.

When I was elected, I also asked the
Army Corps of Engineers to have an
environmental impact study completed
before granting this permit. Nearly
2,000 of my constituents signed a peti-
tion to the Army Corps of Engineers. I
met with the Army Corps in Hunting-
ton, WV. I met with the Assistant Sec-
retary of the Army in charge of civil
works in my office here in Washington.
I simply asked that my constituents be
protected. I said that if this permit was
granted, it ought not to be granted
until a study was done to make sure
that all of the factors that should be
considered were considered.

A few days ago, the headlines ap-
peared in a local newspaper which said,
‘‘Corps Approves Barge Facility.’’ And
although I had been told that all the
factors had been considered, I had been
told that the aesthetic factors, prop-
erty values, safety issues, recreational
interference, water and air pollution,
that all of these factors had been con-
sidered, it is my judgment that they
were not and that the Army Corps of
Engineers disregarded hundreds, even
thousands of my constituents in order
to support a large corporation.

This troubles me greatly. There is
something wrong when ordinary citi-
zens living in the small communities of
this country do not get a fair shake.
And I think the real attitude of the

Army Corps of Engineers was expressed
by a spokesperson who said recently, I
quote spokesman Steve Wright of the
Huntington office, said,

Officials heard comments about the facili-
ty’s effect on the environment, air quality
and noise factors and the aesthetics of where
this barge facility will be built.

And then he said, and I quote,
The people in Chesapeake who have con-

cerns about the aesthetics might want to
consider that they are on a super highway of
commerce.

This attitude sickens me, Mr. Speak-
er.
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It shows a callous disregard and in-
sensitivity to American citizens who
have a right to believe that their gov-
ernment and the agencies of their gov-
ernment care about them and are will-
ing to protect them. I believe the Army
Corps of Engineers needs a careful
look. Perhaps their decisionmaking
process needs to be reevaluated. Per-
haps their funding needs to be reevalu-
ated, because any time a part of this
government shows disregard for Amer-
ican citizens, they have gone too far.
They may have won this battle, but I
believe that the Army Corps of Engi-
neers has damaged itself. It certainly
has damaged itself in the eyes of this
Member of Congress. I will never feel
as positive toward the Army Corps of
Engineers or have the kind of respect
that I have had in the past for the
Army Corps of Engineers until they
change their mode of operation and put
the interests of ordinary American
citizens above the interests of large
corporations.
f

DEBT REDUCTION: WHERE WE
WERE, WHERE WE ARE, WHERE
WE ARE GOING

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOKSEY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 1997, the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. NEU-
MANN] is recognized for 60 minutes as
the designee of the majority leader.

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
this evening to bring my colleagues
and the country as a whole up to speed
on where we were, where we are now
and where I hope we are going to in
this country.

I left a very good job in the private
sector. I had no experience in public
life, I had no one I knew that was in
politics and I left the private sector, I
left a very good business, because of
this picture and this chart.

What this chart shows is the growing
debt facing the United States of Amer-
ica. This shows how much money our
Federal Government has borrowed on
behalf of the American people. It shows
a pretty flat line from 1960 to 1980. The
debt did not really grow very much
from 1960 to 1980. But in 1980 forward,
the debt has just grown right off the
chart. I would just point out to the
folks that are watching this evening
that we are currently about here on
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