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the financial hardship created by
USDA.

It is my hope, Mr. Speaker, that
through this legislation and other ef-
forts we will continue with steady
movement toward an emancipation
proclamation for socially disadvan-
taged farmers and minority farmers.

f

REVISED 602 ALLOCATIONS AND
REVISED ALLOCATIONS IN NEW
BUDGET AUTHORITY FOR THE
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON APPRO-
PRIATIONS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to the
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportuni-
ties Reconciliation Act of 1996, Public Law
104–193, I hereby submit revised 602 alloca-
tions and other appropriate budgetary levels.
Subsection 211(d)(5) of Public Law 104–193
amends section 103(b) of the Contract with
America Advancement Act of 1996, Public
Law 104–121, which provided for an adjust-
ment in the various budgetary levels estab-
lished by budget resolutions to accommodate
additional appropriations for conducting con-
tinuing disability reviews [CDR’s] under the
supplemental security income program.

Public Law 104–121 directed the chairman
of the Committee on the Budget to revise the

discretionary spending limits, 602(a) alloca-
tions, and the appropriate budgetary aggre-
gates when the Appropriations Committee re-
ports an appropriations measure that provides
additional new budget authority and additional
outlays to pay for the costs of continuing dis-
ability reviews.

The Committee on Appropriations has re-
ported H.R. 105–2264, a bill making appro-
priations for the Departments of Health &
Human Services, Labor, and Education, and
related agencies for fiscal year 1998. This leg-
islation provides $245,000,000 in budget au-
thority for continuing disability reviews. The re-
sulting outlays are $232,000,000.

The revised allocations and other budgetary
levels are as follows:

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS
[In millions of dollars]

Discretionary
Current allocation Change Revised allocation

BA O BA O BA O

General Purpose ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 520,657 549,376 +245 +232 520,902 549,608
Violent Crime Reduction Trust Fund ........................................................................................................................................................................................ 5,500 3,592 .................... .................... 5,500 3,592

Total ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 526,157 552,968 +245 +232 526,402 553,200

The aggregate levels for budget authority and outlays for fiscal year 1998 are increased as follows:
[In millions of dollars]

Current aggregates Change Revised aggregates

BA O BA O BA O

1,386,700 1,372,000 +245 +232 1,386,945 1,372,232

Pursuant to House Concurrent Resolution
84, The concurrent resolution on the budget
for fiscal year 1998, I hereby submit for print-
ing in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a revised
allocation for the House Committee on Appro-
priations to reflect $100,000,000 in additional
new budget authority and $98,000,000 in addi-
tional outlays for payment of international ar-
rearages.

Section 206 of House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 84 states that:
* * * after the reporting of an appropriation
measure * * * that includes an appropriation
for arrearages for international organiza-
tions * * * the Chairman of the Committee
on the Budget shall increase the appropria-
tion allocations, * * * by an amount pro-
vided for that purpose in that appropriation
measure.

The House Committee on Appropriations
has reported H.R. 105–2267, a bill making ap-
propriations for the Departments of Commerce
Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and related
agencies for fiscal year 1998 which includes
$100,000,000 in budget authority and
$98,000,000 in outlays for international arrear-
ages.

The adjustments are as follows:

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS
[in millions of dollars]

Discretionary
Current allocation Change Revised allocation

BA O BA O BA O

General Purpose ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 520,902 549,608 +100 +98 521,002 549,706
Violent Crime Reduction Trust Fund ........................................................................................................................................................................................ 5,500 3,592 .................... .................... 5,500 3,592

Total ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 526,402 553,200 +100 +98 526,502 553,298

The aggregate levels for budget authority and outlays for fiscal year 1998 are increased as follows:
[in millions of dollars]

Current aggregates Change Revised aggregates

BA O BA O BA O

1,386,945 1,372,232 +100 +98 1,387,045 1,372,330

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 of Texas ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.]

f

THE BALANCED BUDGET
AGREEMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. PALLONE] is recognized for

60 minutes as the designee of the mi-
nority leader.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
tonight, and we are in really the final
hours of the budget negotiations with
the balanced budget and tax cut plan
close at hand, and as the final details
are worked out concerning a number of
issues, I want to, on the one hand, talk
about some of the major achievements
that I believe Democrats have suc-
ceeded in accomplishing if this budget
agreement is finally concluded also
talk about some of the things that I
think that Democrats and the Presi-
dent need to continue to stand firm on
to make sure that this balanced budget

agreement, when it is concluded, is
something that helps the average
American, the average working Amer-
ican family.

One of the things that I am most
proud about is the fact that the Presi-
dent indicated very strongly today
that the final agreement will contain
$24 billion to expand health insurance
for kids. Those of us who have been in-
volved with this issue for a number of
months, actually more than a year
now, know that a few months ago when
the initial budget agreement was
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struck, the proposal was for a $16 bil-
lion plan that would guarantee cov-
erage for about half or 5 million of the
10 million uninsured children that we
have in this country. Because of the
addition of the tobacco tax, which ap-
pears to be included in the final budget
agreement, and the additional 8 cents
that would be devoted to kids’ health
care in that, we now have a larger part
of money, $24 billion, and this could ac-
tually accomplish, if it is used prop-
erly, providing insurance for even more
than the 5 million kids that were ini-
tially promised.

But I have to say that in order to
make sure that that money goes to pay
for kids’ health care we have to make
sure that the money is used by the
States for insurance, that there is a
good benefit package and that there
are not ways for States to basically
take the money and use it for other
purposes.

b 2115

In that regard, as the final details
are worked out concerning children’s
health care, I just wanted to urge my
colleagues to stand behind the stronger
Senate proposal that covers more chil-
dren, not only because it has the extra
money available, but because it offers
a real benefits package and insures
that all the money set aside for chil-
dren’s health will in fact be used to
provide children with health care cov-
erage.

Unlike the House Republican plan,
which falls short on kids, the Senate
plan uses the additional monies from
the tobacco tax increase to cover prob-
ably twice as many kids. While Demo-
crats see this legislation only as a first
step in covering the 10 million unin-
sured children, a majority of the House
Democrats joined me in signing a let-
ter to the conferees and to the Presi-
dent outlining the same principles that
the Senate language embodies.

Republicans often cite the need to
balance the budget for our children,
and I urge them not to turn their backs
on the Nation’s uninsured kids. Let us
support the Senate language. Let us
make sure we have a good benefits
package. Let us make sure we do not
have a direct service option or a high
direct service option that lets the
money be used for purposes other than
kids. Let us make sure that the States
have to provide insurance for the kids
and have to spend at least as much
money as they have in the past, if not
more, to make sure that there is ade-
quate coverage for kids.

The other thing on the tax side that
I would like to talk about before I yield
to one of my colleagues who has been
here, the gentlewoman from Texas [Ms.
SHEILA JACKSON-LEE], who has been
here almost every night with me and
on other occasions, talking about this
balanced budget to make sure it in-
cludes the Democratic provisions, and
to make sure it covers and provides tax
cuts and benefits for the average work-
ing family.

As I think many Members have
heard, as my colleagues have heard,
one of the Democrats’ main concerns
on the tax side of this balanced budget
bill is that families that have children
who are working but at the lower end,
if you will, of the economic spectrum,
but still paying taxes, still paying in-
come taxes, still paying payroll taxes,
that they get the advantage of the $500
per child tax credit.

Again, it appears that the nego-
tiators, in coming to a final agreement,
are about to make sure that there is a
guarantee that those middle-income
families, those working families that
pay income taxes or pay payroll taxes,
that they will still get the child tax
credit, even though they are also get-
ting the earned income tax credit.

This has really been one of the more
divisive issues in the budget negotia-
tions, and I just want to urge the White
House once again to stand firm in de-
fense of the Democrats’ position on
this. It really goes right to the core of
what each party believes is the right
thing to do.

Just very briefly, Democrats believe
that the right thing to do is to provide
tax breaks to those who need them.
With respect to the earned income tax
credit, that means extending the pro-
posed $500 per child tax credit to the 24
million working families that the Re-
publican bill excluded. Under the tax
plan that was pushed by the GOP, fam-
ilies with children that make less than
$30,000 a year would not qualify for a
$500 per child tax credit. The Repub-
licans fashioned this tax plan so that
would exclude these families from eli-
gibility for such a tax credit because
they do not make enough money. It is
like a reverse Robin Hood doctrine.
They would penalize the poor to benefit
the rich.

On the other hand, in the Republican
plan we had major reductions in cap-
ital gains taxes, in indexing. We had
major efforts to cut estate taxes for
wealthy Americans. We also had the
corporate alternative minimum tax
that basically allows corporations to
avoid tax liability.

I think what is happening now is that
the Democratic proposal that says that
those families making less than $30,000
a year should be able to get the child
tax credit, it looks like we are finally
convincing our Republican colleagues,
and the President is standing firm on
that, but we have to keep repeating the
point as we go down to the final days
and hours of these negotiations.

I yield to the gentlewoman from
Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE], who has been
here, as I said, almost every night talk-
ing about why it is important to make
sure that this budget deal is good for
the average working family.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE] for his lead-
ership. This has been a team effort in
being persistent and consistent dealing
with some very crucial issues that deal
with Democratic constituency all over

this Nation. In fact, I would like to say
that this deals with what America
stands for.

The gentleman’s commitment has
been much appreciated. I have been de-
lighted to join the gentleman on this,
as well as to join the gentleman, along
with my Democratic colleagues, on the
letter written to the President to ask
him to stand firm.

As we speak, rumors are abounding
that a deal has been cut. Many people
ask why we are engaging in this discus-
sion. It is this kind of discussion night
after night and time after time that I
believe brought this deal to where it is
tonight. Whoever may think that clo-
sure is here, let me remind everyone
that a vote has to be taken. We will
continue to fight until we find out in
final form that these issues are in
these documents, concise and safe on
behalf of all people in need in all of
America.

Let me also acknowledge ranking
members, the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. SPRATT] and the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. RANGEL],
who worked with the President and the
administration, because the gentleman
is right, the gentleman from New Jer-
sey. As we reminded the conferees and
reminded the Republicans, we are not
going to stand by and see kids’ health
care cut. We are not going to stand by
and watch 10 million children who are
uninsured continue to be unempowered
and in jeopardy because they have no
health care, and continue to jeopardize
young families who had no other re-
source to provide for their children.

How many times did we hear the sto-
ries of young families saying, I could
not have my children play in sports, or,
I was afraid for them to play on the
playground or do the normal things
children do, because I simply did not
have any child health insurance?

I am very proud that we can empha-
size as our victory the difference be-
tween 5.5 million children and 13 mil-
lion children. It was the Democratic ef-
fort, the Democratic fight, the Demo-
cratic plan, that pushed the Repub-
licans for a more expanded child tax
credit, moving them from a mere 3.9
million families benefiting who made
under $30,000, resulting only in 5.5 mil-
lion children being impacted by the
$500 per child tax credit, to a whopping
8.78 million families, but a whopping 13
million children that now would bene-
fit by getting this tax credit. I think
that is something that is directly at-
tributable to the Democratic efforts.

There is something very important
to my community. I want to emphasize
or at least raise this point because I
am still going to be looking for the re-
finement of this issue. One is that we
certainly had talked about capital
gains, and there are some benefits here
in bringing down the percentages from
28 to 20 percent. But there was a lot of
discussion, particularly with the Black
Caucus, about taking some of these
funds and reinvesting in inner cities
and rural communities. I hope we will
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still have an opportunity to talk about
reinvestment, for we are better when
the infrastructure is as good as one’s
neighbor. I think we should not leave
that point.

Another point that I think is key is
this whole question of welfare to work.
We are very, very gratified that $3 bil-
lion has been set aside but, more im-
portantly, that it will be controlled by
the Department of Labor. People need
to understand the distinction. That
means we will not have any dipping in
the pot.

We voted on welfare to work, we
voted on having Americans move from
welfare to work, but we had our hands
thrown up in the air because, of course,
in the Republican plan there was not a
sufficient amount of protection and
cover and help for those who needed to
move from welfare to work, some sort
of support system.

This system, I believe we can make it
work. The Department of Labor, which
is a job-generating department, with
its commitment to moving women
from welfare to work, and other recipi-
ents, and now that particular pot of
money, controlled by cities where the
welfare impact is most felt, that means
that through the formula, the 75 per-
cent formula process and 25 percent
competitive, we can actually see on the
ground efforts moving and helping
these young mothers and other welfare
recipients become independent, but
through a dignified process, and not a
process where their whole self-esteem
is undermined.

I have some concerns. I would like to
raise these, too. I hope we can continue
this discussion.

As I said, for those who do not hear
any joy in my voice, I have joy, but I
recognize there is a vote coming up. We
cannot advocate and abandon these is-
sues before we get the final vote. I am
gratified on the kids’ health, gratified
on the $30,000 a year families who will
benefit from this tax credit who would
not have benefited if we had not held to
the line and fought the fight.

But I am concerned that Texas is
going to be unevenly impacted. My col-
league, the gentleman from Texas, Mr.
GENE GREEN, has worked very hard. I
have joined him on this issue. That
deals with privatization of welfare by
giving it to large corporations, a very
sensitive process with trained profes-
sionals.

The law even states that this deci-
sion-making on who receives welfare or
who does not is a governmental proc-
ess, not a corporate process. Through
the badgering of leadership in Texas,
we now have been unfortunately driven
in this legislation, the budget rec-
onciliation and tax plan, to accept pri-
vatization in Texas.

I am not willing to capitulate at this
point. I am willing to continue to fight.
We need to look at this language. We
need to make sure that the large cities
that are going to be so severely im-
pacted by decisionmaking outside of
the Government arena, in the hands of

private entities, are not going to im-
pact poor children and elderly citizens,
the disabled, unfairly. I want the word
to go out that we will continue to fight
and ask the White House for language
so we can look and see how we can
solve this problem.

Then finally, let me say that some-
thing the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. PALLONE] and I worked on to-
gether, that is the disproportionate
share that not only Texas but many
other States, and New Jersey as well, a
lot of folk do not understand DSH as
having any great impact on them, but
it really does. It means that the fast-
est-growing States sometimes are pe-
nalized for their share of Medicaid dol-
lars in terms of the structuring that
has gone on.

We have tried to work with both the
administration and the conferees. I
think we have moved in the direction
where we are seeing sort of a 3.5 per-
cent response to this. Of course, every-
one may not be made happy, but I
think it is important that we do not
unfairly burden those States that are
growing and trying to receive their
share of Medicaid dollars to help their
public hospital systems.

I have in my district a large share of
the public hospital system in Houston.
I know the service it renders. I know
the budget constraints it is under. I re-
alize that this process is extremely im-
portant. That is why I say this is an
issue that we must keep under advise-
ment and study over the next 48 hours,
that we can ensure that we have a fair-
ness in the DSH, or the disproportion-
ate share of Medicaid distribution.

All in all, as I see my colleague, the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. BART
STUPAK,] as well has joined us, and I
know how hard he has worked, but I
think that clearly sometimes these
voices of ours may sound as if they are
ringing in a hollow tunnel. I am glad
we kept ringing, and the reason is be-
cause there is no doubt that this legis-
lation that is now at the precipice of a
deal would not have been where it is
today if we had not continued to pound
and pound and emphasize that we were
not going to sell out to special inter-
ests, but we were going to get those
folk who could not be inside the circle,
could not get a bus ticket or an air-
plane ticket to get up here to Washing-
ton and talk about hard working citi-
zens, teachers, and police officers who
make $30,000 a year or less, I am glad
we stood on their side, along with
those families trying to get their
young people to college, with the
HOPE scholarship.

It is a better deal because of the
Democratic alternative. I want it to be
the best deal, and I think we need to
keep working and fighting the fight
until this gets final closure on the floor
of the U.S. House of Representatives.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for the fight we have waged together,
along with our Democratic colleagues,
on this very important piece of legisla-
tion.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I just
wanted to thank the gentlewoman.

I was just looking at some of the
worst features of the House and Senate
Republican bills that we have been
fighting against for the last 2 or 3
months. Based on the reports that we
have heard today about what the
agreement finally will be, we do not
know for sure, but we really have, as
the gentlewoman said, made some
major achievements in fighting against
some of these worst provisions.

Just briefly to give an example, the
$500 per child tax credit, which we men-
tioned, really was not going to go to
most families below $30,000 in income.
Now it will go to them. If they are pay-
ing income taxes or they are paying
payroll taxes, they will still be able to
take advantage of that $500 per child
tax credit.

Capital gains and indexing, if the
gentlewoman will remember all the
discussions we had about how the in-
dexing provision caused the revenue
loss to explode, and all this money
going to wealthy corporations and fam-
ilies that would really explode the defi-
cit, the indexing has been dropped.

Education tax assistance, the GOP
plans were far short of the $35 billion in
tax assistance that the President and
Democrats had talked about now. They
have agreed to that.

Another example is with regard to
the minimum wage. I think the gentle-
woman mentioned that with the inde-
pendent contractors, where people
would be taken off their pensions and
their benefits and not be eligible for
minimum wage anymore because they
were classified as independent contrac-
tors.

b 2130
That is gone. Really important, with

regard to Medicare, we had the Senate
provisions that raised the age eligi-
bility to 67, that had the means testing
in part B, that had the home health co-
payment, these things are all gone.
Most important, what we already men-
tioned with the kids health care, that
we shall now have a program that has
a real possibility of insuring the major-
ity of those 10 million uninsured kids.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I think something very im-
portant that we do not tend to be asso-
ciated with as Democrats, I hope all
the small business owners and family
farmers really pay attention to this
legislation, because there is no doubt
that on the budget and on the tax plan,
the tax bill, that the Democrats came
out on the side of small family farms
and small businesses.

I had my small business owners
speak to me in the district and say,
would we be willing to stand with
them. We did, because the relief that
we are getting for them comes much
earlier than the relief proposed ini-
tially for them out of the Republican
plan. I believe we have got it moved up
to 1.1 million.

I think that was something that the
Democrats worked on, and I think it is
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important to note that we are standing
up for those who really make this
country run. They are the engine of
this country, small businesses, family
farms. That is an important aspect of
what we have worked on and what we
can certainly take credit for, for help-
ing those who did not have a real voice.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman.

I yield to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. STUPAK]. He has been here
most nights arguing in favor of the av-
erage working family, both on the tax
cuts as well as the entitlement provi-
sions.

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me.

It is great to join the gentlewoman
from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE] tonight
as we talk, hopefully within the few
nights we have left we can move on to
another subject, not that the subject is
not important, but I think we are put-
ting together a package, we are finally
putting together a package, and I
think probably within the next 24 or 48
hours we will have some agreement.

I could not help but notice as I
walked over the storm clouds are brew-
ing over there over the Washington
Monument. It is starting to rain a lit-
tle bit. I hope, and I truly hope, that as
we move forward with this spending
bill and also a tax cut bill, we are not
going to let the rain come falling down
in the next 5 years, we have a 5-year
plan and the outyears, it is a 10-year
plan, where we have huge deficits like
we have seen.

This has to be a fiscally responsible
and a disciplined budget, or we are
going to be back to where we were
when I came here in 1993. We had a cau-
cus tonight. We had a little bit of an
outline of the tax cuts and also some of
the spending reductions. Our friend
from Texas is very correct on the DSH
payments, disproportionate share,
those are hospitals who serve people
who do not have insurance or the elder-
ly who are on Medicaid or Medicare.

So we, the Federal Government, give
them extra money to pay for the cost
that is not captured by Medicare and
Medicaid or the no insurance. And
States like Texas which have a high
DSH payment structure, really get
hurt hard, at least in the first spending
bill we have seen. So I am glad you are
watching that closely. You are correct,
Mr. Green has been working with us in
the Committee on Commerce to make
sure that happens.

As we look at this in the next 48
hours or 24–48 hours, I really hope we
will not rush through this legislation. I
really do not want us to go back to the
days of spending money we do not
have, giving tax breaks to corporations
and other people that we really cannot
afford.

I just cannot say enough, that if we
could get it structured, targeted so we
do have children’s health credit and it
is children’s health coverage, there are
10 million children in this country that
do not have health care. And the origi-

nal proposal was to make sure at least
we got half of them covered with this
proposal.

The bill that went through the House
only did 500,000, the Republican bill,
1/20 of what we were trying to do or 5
percent. And with the agreement or the
discussions about maybe putting the
tobacco tax back on, which would cap-
ture some more money so we can pay
for the practice program, that is the
way we have to do it. We have to pay
for programs. We have to do it with
new sources of revenue and not tap old
sources so we do not start running a
deficit.

On education, you have the HOPE
scholarships, the President has stood
firm with the Democrats. We are going
to try to put some money in there. But
the $500 per child tax credit is really
going to be sort of the hallmark.

We have been here for a number of
nights trying to argue that the people
on the earned income tax credit de-
serve that tax credit. The Republican
Party has said that those people who
are on the earned income tax credit
should not get a $500 per child, because
all they are looking for is another wel-
fare payment.

Let me tell you, I have a person in
my district who called me the other
night. She has two children under the
age of 18. Unfortunately, she is di-
vorced. Her ex-husband is not real
prompt on his child support payments.
But she is a very hard working woman,
works a full-time job. When she first
got divorced, the best she could do was
a $4.95 an hour job, 40 hours a week.
That is not even $200 gross per week.
Then she got a better job where she
made $7 an hour. Even at $7 an hour,
that is only $14,560 per year. Every
time, whether it was the $4.95 job or
the $7 job, every time she got a pay-
check, what did we take from that pay-
check?

We took State taxes. We took Fed-
eral taxes. We took Social Security
out, FICA to pay for the Medicare. So
she was taxed as she went along. At the
end of the year, if she was fortunate
enough when she filed her income tax,
she got the earned income tax credit
which basically says, if you are below a
certain level, we will give you back
some money. It is usually about a
$1,000 to $1,500, depends on where you
fall on your wages.

What did it do? She said, I resent the
Republican Party saying I am looking
for a welfare handout. I was never on
public assistance, even though I had
two children. I was supporting them.
My ex-husband was not real prompt on
his child support payments, but I never
went on public assistance. I worked.
And I got a little helping hand from
the Government. Not a handout, but a
helping hand. And what it allowed me
to do, she said, I remember 1 year very
distinctly. She now has a good job and
does not qualify for the earned income
tax credit. She said, I remember 1 year,
I usually used that EITC to catch up on
my bills, but 1 year I used it, caught up

on a couple bills, but I bought four
tires for my car so I could travel back
and forth to work so I could continue
working so I could stay off public as-
sistance.

So I advised this young lady that we,
the Democrats, would stand with her.
And night after night we are going to
be down here advocating that every-
body who has a child should be entitled
to that $500 per child tax credit, if you
are making less than $75,000. That is
the Democratic plan. We hope we will
stand with her.

But as I came over, I mentioned the
storm clouds on the horizon. That is
the way I see this budget. If you go
back, I know the gentlewoman from
Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE] came after
me and the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. PALLONE] was here before me, I
came in in 1992. That was the year, if
you remember 1992, the first year
President Bill Clinton was elected.
What happened in 1992. Remember
that?

In 1992, we inherited an economy that
had barely grown. There were very few
jobs being created. The deficit had hit
a record level. Mr. Boskin, who was Mr.
Bush’s economic advisor, I still have
the report, the week before President
Clinton took office Mr. Boskin pre-
dicted the deficit would be $322 billion.

Real business investment in equip-
ment and everything else was way
down. It was growing at only about 2
percent a year. Savings and investment
was down. Consumer confidence in the
economy was down. Interest rates were
rising. A 30-year Treasury note was
over 7.5, almost 8 percent in 1992. Un-
employment was higher than it had
been in the 1990–1991 recession. Incomes
were stagnant. Real average hourly
earnings fell about 7 percent in this
country. Remember, it is the economy,
stupid, that is what they told us in
1992.

So what did we do? We got Mr.
Boskin’s report. Those of us who came
in in 1993 with the new President, Jan-
uary of 1993, when President Bill Clin-
ton took office, the deficit was $322 bil-
lion. We said, we have got to get at
this. We would like to give the middle
class a tax break, but right now we
have to get our fiscal house in order. In
1993, he worked with Congress to enact
an economic program which would
lower our deficits and put more invest-
ment in hard-working Americans in
this country. The plan was passed in
Congress with only Democratic sup-
port.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, if the gentleman will con-
tinue to yield, that is an excellent
point. That was a very hard time.
There had to be believers in order to
come to grips with a very difficult de-
cision. That is, a tax increase.

We can now look back and say the
words ‘‘tax increase,’’ nobody wants to
say that, and not a tax cut. Now some
4 years later, we are standing on, you
made a very valid point, we have to be
very cautious, we cannot throw cau-
tion to the wind, but we are standing
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on an economy smart. We said the
economy stupid, but we are standing
on an economy smart. I think that is
an important point, one that is grow-
ing and that we have to watch.

Mr. STUPAK. In the 1993 budget vote,
probably those of us who lived through
it probably know it better than any of
them, there were 60 some Democrats
who came in with me, and after that
vote my class now has maybe 40 Demo-
crats left. We lost about half our
Democrats. It was a tough vote. We did
raise taxes on those whose gross in-
come was more than $180,000. I can tell
my colleagues, in my district in north-
ern Michigan, that is 1,170 families,
with the money we taxed, those we
asked to pay more, the higher income
folks. Over 32,000 families in my dis-
trict got the earned income tax credit
that I spoke of a little earlier. So we
taxed those, we asked those who could
give us a little more to give it. We
helped invest in our people.

Since then the deficit has fallen dra-
matically. In fact, at the start of this
year it was about $70 billion. When we
close our books here on September 30,
1997, it will be approximately, some
people predict, as low as $35 billion, ba-
sically no deficit whatsoever. So we
have cut the deficit with the help of
the President and just Democratic
votes by over 90 percent in less than 5
years.

We have the smallest deficits since
1980. And as a percentage of our gross
domestic product, it is the smallest it
has been since 1974. In fact, the deficit
is less than 1 percent of our gross do-
mestic product here in 1997.

So if you take a look at it, this defi-
cit reduction was based on the Demo-
cratic plan. Now the GOP gets up, the
Republican party gets up and says, we
passed these budgets and that is what
got everything down. Since they have
taken over majority party, they have
not passed one budget yet. We have
been living on continuing budget reso-
lutions, continuing on the same budg-
et, the same plan that the Democrats
passed in 1993.

They have not passed a budget yet. I
predict this year, even with this budget
agreement, we probably still will not
pass a budget because we will get hung
up on some things. As you take a look
at it, what has really happened? Not
only did we raise some revenues and in-
vest it in people here in this country,
but we also, the public sector is much
smaller.

We moved forward to cut over 350,000
Federal employees with early retire-
ments. We have the smallest Govern-
ment since the days of John F. Ken-
nedy in 1960. Since 1960, our people in
this country, 130 million people, we are
now over 260 million people so we dou-
bled the number of people in this coun-
try who rely on services from the Fed-
eral Government, but we have the
smallest Federal work force serving
twice as many people since the days of
John Kennedy. So we really did a yeo-
man job in doing this.

But I am concerned that having done
90 percent of the work, we need to fin-
ish the job. And I do not want to rush
into this agreement that is being put
together, because we have to take the
opportunity now to finally eliminate
not just the deficit but the structural
deficit so that we will be able to run
surpluses in good economic times in-
stead of deficits like we still are today
and stay at least in a balanced budget
during times of recessions.

If you look at it, we have got to
make sure any agreement makes very
important investments in policy
choices for our Nation’s economic fu-
ture. We need the savings and reforms
that are in the spending bills, whether
it is DSH payments or whatever it
might be, to address the Nation’s long-
term budgetary challenge, past the 1998
election, past the election of 2000. If it
is going to be a 10-year plan, let us
look at it for a full 10 years and make
sure we address our Nation’s long-term
budgetary challenges and needs.

We are within striking distance of a
zero deficit, a balanced budget the first
time since 1969. It is not time now to
abandon the responsible, effective
strategy we put together in 1993. It cost
us. It cost us Members and a lot of peo-
ple questioned what we were doing. But
it has worked, and it has worked well.

So as we go here in the next 24, 48
hours and reach this agreement, let us
reflect on where we have been for the
last 4 or 5 years. Let us reflect on those
days of the high deficits of, again,
when President Bush left office, 322 bil-
lion, and how did we get it down here
and make sure that the fiscal respon-
sibility that was put in place in 1993
continues not just for today but for to-
morrow and for our future.

I am very pleased to join my col-
leagues here tonight and hope those
folks who are Members in their offices
and around this country listening to us
tonight, ask that question, where is
this agreement going to be in 4 or 5
years? Let us make sure it does not ex-
plode out.
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As I walked over, I could see those
storm clouds. And I could also see
those storm clouds in this budget. And
we have to be cautious in how we do it.

We have a line item veto. The first
time ever the President has had a line
item veto. That has been challenged in
the courts. We have a number of issues
that could turn this economic plan on
its ear, and it is our responsibility,
those of us who have the vote, to make
sure it does the right thing.

So I am very pleased the President is
standing tough, that we are going to
provide some health care for children
in this country, education, and give
them some hope to get a college edu-
cation, and a $500-per-child tax credit,
including those people who earn the
earned income tax credit.

I am proud to stand with the gen-
tleman. And those are our parameters
on the budget cuts, and let us make

sure the future is just as bright as to-
morrow is with this budget agreement.

I thank the gentleman once again for
his leadership on this issue.

Mr. PALLONE. Well, I thank the
gentleman, and I wanted to follow up
on some of the points that the gen-
tleman from Michigan made, and that
is with regard to the President.

If my colleague would remember, I
think it was a week or two ago when
the Treasury Secretary, Robert Rubin,
who appeared before our caucus, also
sent a letter to those who were nego-
tiating the budget in the final weeks,
and he outlined four key tasks for any
tax bill.

Just to go over those briefly, one was
no exploding deficits. Of course, the in-
dexing for capital gains is a big factor,
and that is now gone from what we
hear. Then he talked about a fair bal-
ance of benefits for working Ameri-
cans. And, again, we have been pushing
for the child tax credit to be available
to the majority of those people who are
working, who are under $30,000 but they
are working and paying taxes.

And the third one, and I wanted to
just mention this because I know the
gentleman from Michigan and the gen-
tlewoman from Texas have talked in
the past quite a bit about the edu-
cation tax aspect of this, he said in the
letter that the tax cuts have to encour-
age economic growth. He stressed that
the most important point in that re-
gard was to make sure that our chil-
dren are well educated in an ever-in-
creasing global economy as we ap-
proach the 21st century, and that that
was a Democratic priority, and that
the Republican proposal neglects the
commitment to education and instead
offers broad-based tax breaks to
wealthy buddies who want to make a
killing in the stock and bond market.

Well, one of the things the President
insisted on and the Democrats insisted
on was that this $35 billion be available
as part of the tax package for edu-
cation tax credits. And that, from what
I understand in terms of what the ne-
gotiators have agreed to, is part of the
final agreement.

It was interesting, because today in
my local newspaper, this is a syn-
dicated column that I am sure appears
in various papers around the country.
Actually, it is not, it is written by Rob-
ert Reich and John Donahue. Robert
Reich, of course, was the Secretary of
Labor, and John Donahue was counsel
to Reich in the first Clinton adminis-
tration.

It says, ‘‘What should be first in line
for tax breaks: education, capital gains
or estates?’’ And it says ‘‘the Clinton
administration is sticking to the late-
spring deal it struck with Congress: $35
billion earmarked for incentives linked
to education.’’

And why? I just thought it was very
interesting, just briefly here, because
it says that ‘‘While there’s no consen-
sus on the effects of preferential tax
rates for capital gains, the best pre-
diction is little, maybe no, net increase
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in savings and investment, a lot of ma-
neuvering by accountants and lawyers
to relabel income as capital gains and
a sharp rise in the after-tax income of
a tiny, wealthy slice of the popu-
lation.’’ But the benefits of education
tax incentives are focused on working
families.

And basically what we are choosing
between is middle class tax relief that
rewards and encourages investments in
America’s earning power, as opposed to
these sterile tax breaks that will deep-
en the divide between the very wealthy
and the rest of us.

I think it was very important
throughout these negotiations that the
President and the Democrats insisted
on these education tax breaks because
of the investment aspect, because of
what it means to the future of the
country, and I know both my col-
leagues have talked about this in the
past.

Mr. STUPAK. If the gentleman would
yield on that point, even if we put it in
everyday terms, we have to remember
the HOPE Scholarship is not just going
to 4 year colleges but 2-year colleges or
to go in some worker training program.
An individual can get up to $1,500 un-
derneath the President’s HOPE Schol-
arship plan.

I have two sons, my oldest son, Ken,
will be graduating here in 1999, and he
is a smart young man and he is going
to do quite well in college and forward.
But if we take a look at it, when he
starts working in his adult life, it is es-
timated that he will have to change
jobs at least eight times in his working
career. Eight times.

He is a very smart young man. Noth-
ing wrong with his ability to learn. But
the technology is moving so fast that
those who begin employment in the
year 2000, their jobs will become out-
dated. Outmoded. Technology is mov-
ing so fast, the job that people have
today will be outdated and gone tomor-
row. So they will need the education
skills along with the social skills to
adapt in an ever-changing society.

So education is an investment. It is
an investment in our future. And our
children will need those educational
skills, whether they are going to 2-year
colleges or some other training pro-
grams or worker incentive program or
worker enhancement programs so they
can stay ahead of the curve. So as their
job is outdated because of technology,
they can adapt to tomorrow’s world
and continue to be a breadwinner and
help out their family and pay their
taxes and everything else.

I say that half jokingly, but why has
this economy done so well? Because
people pay their taxes and we have rev-
enues coming in, and, again, going
back to that budget plan. So investing
in the future is really a current invest-
ment in today’s education, and will
prepare us for tomorrow in that ever-
changing world and the technology
that will outdate our jobs, because the
jobs that we have today will be out-
dated tomorrow.

So it is a good point the gentleman
makes, and I wanted to bring it more
into the workplace setting, that edu-
cation that we will need. Anything we
can do at the Federal level, we should
and we must.

Mr. PALLONE. I am glad the gen-
tleman brings that up, and if I can
quickly just mention that job training
is just as important an aspect of that.
What it points out in this article,
again, this is in my home paper, the
Asbury Park Press, is that most stu-
dents still are paying a majority of
their tuition bills with their own
money. So when we talk about these
tax incentives or tax credits, they real-
ly make a difference.

My understanding is, based on what
we are hearing, and again we do not
have a final document, but what I un-
derstand is that of this $35 billion
which is now agreed to, that the Presi-
dent insisted on we have a credit of 100
percent of the first $1,000 tuition and
fees, and that is in the first 2 years,
and then 50 percent of the next $1,000 in
1998 through 2002.

And if a student is not eligible for
the HOPE Scholarship but is pursuing
a postsecondary degree or a certificate
or enrolled in a job skills program, a 20
percent credit for tuition and fees up to
$5,000 through the year 2000 and $10,000
thereafter is granted.

I think the agreement also adopts
the student loan interest deduction. So
there are a lot of incentives in there
for people paying for tuition out of
their own pocket, which most people
still do.

Mr. STUPAK. On the tuition part, is
the gentleman saying there is going to
be a look-back provision for those who
already have a guaranteed student loan
or who are paying off their college
loans? Even if they are not in college
now, let us say they graduated last
year, are they going to be allowed to
look back and at least take off that in-
terest?

Mr. PALLONE. No, I cannot say that,
but I think what the gentleman is see-
ing here is not only the HOPE Scholar-
ship but also this 20 percent credit for
tuition and fees, and then they will be
able to deduct the interest on a student
loan.

Mr. STUPAK. Interest on the future
loans?

Mr. PALLONE. I think so.
Mr. STUPAK. I know that is a part

that is not clear in the budget agree-
ment. Hopefully, it is something we
can look at. I am sure when the gen-
tleman gets back in his district, as in
my district, a working class district,
many people ask me, ‘‘My son just
graduated or my daughter just grad-
uated from college, and, geez, I have all
these loans and paying interest on it,
can I at least get that deduction?’’

So far I have not seen it, and I just
thought maybe I missed something at
the caucus today and thought maybe
the gentleman picked up on that.

Mr. PALLONE. Again, as the gen-
tleman knows, we do not know what is

in the final agreement, but my under-
standing is the President insisted on
those provisions and that they are in
there.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. If the
gentleman would yield, I would like to
challenge sometimes the interpreta-
tion made globally about the Demo-
crats and their fight for those who
make less than $50,000 a year.

I am proud of that fight, but I think
it is important when we discuss the
issue of capital gains and who gets cap-
ital gains to sort of put this whole
issue in perspective, particularly
around this very explosive and boom-
ing economy, because that is what it
is.

Just a couple of weeks ago the head-
lines read that the Dow had reached
8,000 points. So I do not think that we
should in any way feel intimidated
about allegations that the Democrats
are not respecting those who have in-
vested in this country and helped by
their wealth to make this country
great. The atmosphere and the eco-
nomic climate has helped to make
those who are in business strive and
thrive and be prosperous.

It is important, then, that we empha-
size the importance of the great equal-
izer, and that is an education. The dis-
tinction between how we started out
with the HOPE Scholarship versus the
Republican plan, which was to say to
those who were already wealthy, ‘‘It is
all right, you can do an IRA, a savings
account, and you can then take a tax
deduction when your children are
ready to go to college.’’

That does not fare well for the aver-
age teacher, the working bus driver,
police officer, who, by the best of what
they can do, they have to spend as they
go. So there is a time when their
youngsters come up to the time for col-
lege and they are looking for monies.
They do not have savings.

This HOPE Scholarship, what we
fought so hard for, says to them that
they get that right then and there.
They do not have to save the $1,000,
they do not have to have put away that
money in an IRA. It simply says that
they will get a HOPE Scholarship. And
in particular, having given the gradua-
tion speech to our Houston community
college system, where almost a thou-
sand graduates graduated in 1997, this
$1,000 dollars for the first year and $500
for the next year or $1,500 is a real
boost for working class families.

I think that when we debate the bill
as it ultimately may come to the floor,
I think it is key that we understand
the principles by which the Democrats
have been guided, and that is kids’
health, not $16 billion but $24 billion
for those 10 million uninsured children
who are in every one of our districts all
over this Nation; and then to recognize
something very important, that this
welfare plan that came unsupported
with compensation to make it work,
now we have a real commitment to ex-
pend $3 billion in and around our com-
munities.
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I hope our churches, and I see that

there are members here from the Na-
tional Church Usher Convention from
Houston, TX, and I know how hard our
churches have worked with me, and
they have worked in order to help their
members who are falling on hard times
move from dependence to independ-
ence. We now have $3 billion that
makes the welfare-to-work program ac-
tually work. It actually gives training
a leg up. I hope that our communities
will be taking advantage of this money
that will come down to help train indi-
viduals to let them work.

One thing that was really, I think, a
tragic reflection on our respect for
working people was this whole concept
of independent contractors that took
away from individuals the benefits of
the various coverage that one gets
when they are working in their job. If
they were an independent contractor,
they had no health benefits, they had
no vacation time, they had no over-
time.

We were able to get that out. I think
that is extremely positive for working
Americans. They did not realize what
was getting ready to hit them. They
might move in jobs eight to ten times,
but I can tell my colleagues that if we
were an independent contractor and did
not really have a job that was secure,
we would not feel very good about
being able to protect our families.

So I think that we can take great
comfort in things that working Ameri-
cans can be gratified for, and that is, of
course, the health care, the welfare-to-
work and certainly the HOPE Scholar-
ship.

And in taking up my colleague’s ad-
monition that we must be cautious, I
do believe that we should watch the
storm clouds that are off to the side,
and that is why I said that we have 48
hours to ensure that when we ulti-
mately cast a vote, these items that we
have mentioned here this evening,
DSH, and I will mention it again, pro-
tecting our county hospital systems
and the individuals who go to these
systems, who are unable to pay the
extra cushion that is needed in order to
provide the money so that they can
have coverage by Medicare and Medic-
aid, if they do not have health insur-
ance, and that is still a lot of people.

And then just for Texas, this whole
question of privatizing health care and
not allowing those sensitive social
workers and government employees
who have been working on this to be
able to make the determination of our
citizens, whether they are deserving of
welfare in times when they have fallen
on hard times, and putting it into com-
puterization, that will be a fight that I
will continue because I do not see any
sunshine at the end of the tunnel.
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But I do think that this fight has
been one that we can claim at the junc-
ture a quiet victory until we get the
last and final word. We have been able
to stand up for those working families.

I feel proud that families who have
made a commitment to stay off welfare
may be making $30,000 collectively, two
wage earners, that we have taken the
terminology, the accusations that they
are on welfare and do not deserve these
tax cuts, we have taken that out of the
mouths of Republicans. We have re-
moved that sort of cancer that was
really impacting this debate, and ac-
knowledge that these citizens making
$30,000 or under $50,000 deserve our re-
spect and appreciation because they
help to build this country and they de-
serve a $500 a year tax credit for their
children. And I am very proud to stand
up and say it was because of our fight
that they got that tonight.

So I want to thank the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. PALLONE] again
for his leadership on this issue and,
likewise, will join him tomorrow in de-
bate and over the next 48 hours to en-
sure that the clock does not turn back
on the fights that we have made over
these last couple of months. There has
been some hard fights, but I think we
ought to applaud the conferees, the
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
SPRATT], the ranking member, and the
gentleman from New York [Mr. RAN-
GEL], members of the Committee on
Commerce, and all others who have
continued in this fight to ensure that
we never slip for a moment.

So I thank the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. PALLONE] clearly for his ef-
forts, and I look forward to working
with him as we watch these next 4
hours.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, I want to thank the gen-
tlewoman from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-
LEE], and I know that both she and the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. STUPAK]
stress the fact that we do have to
watch what is going on here in the next
48 hours.

One of the things that we both talked
about tonight and we are very happy
about is the kids’ health care initia-
tive, because now it is up to $24 billion
because of the addition of the tobacco
tax. But I have to say that in discus-
sions, in debate over the last several
months on the kids’ health care issue,
one of the major concerns of House
Democrats, including myself, and we
have a health care task force amongst
our Democratic Caucus that has ar-
ticulated this, one of the major con-
cerns is that this money not be drained
away and used for purposes unrelated
to insuring kids.

In one of the aspects of this that we
will be discussing and we will be insist-
ing on, and I believe that the White
House has been insisting on, is to make
sure that built into this program to in-
sure these children at the cost of $24
billion that there are safeguards so
that in fact the money is used to insure
kids.

The Senate version of this bill was a
lot better than the House version, and
particularly the House version that the
Republicans reported out of the com-
mittee, the Committee on Commerce,

and many Commerce Democrats were
very critical of the lack of safeguards
for how this pot of money would be
used for kids’ health care.

Just to give some examples, there
was in the House version what we call
a direct services option that would
have allowed the pot of money avail-
able for kids’ health care when it went
to the States to be used not to actually
insure kids but to be used for certain
services that they may or may not use.

For example, money could have gone
to children’s hospitals but there may
have been a lot of the uninsured kids
that never went to the hospital or
never were able to take advantage of
the services of that particular hospital,
and they would not be insured pursuant
to this direct services provision but
just get services for certain purposes of
the hospital.

Well, that was not acceptable to
many of us, and we kept insisting on
the Democratic side that the direct
services option be eliminated or cer-
tainly curtailed. My understanding is
that it has been curtailed. I do not
know exactly if there is talk that it
may be as low as 10 percent at this
point. I still think that is too much.
But nonetheless, by eliminating or cut-
ting back on the direct services option,
we are at least moving in the direction
of what the Democrats have said needs
to be done.

The Senate language actually says
that States have to provide insurance
either through the traditional Medic-
aid program or through an alternative
State insurance program and that they
have to do what we call maintenance of
effort, meaning that States have to at
least provide as much money to pay for
kids’ health care as they have in the
past.

Well, if those provisions are in the
final bill that we vote on here in the
next few nights, and we are told that
the Democrats and the White House
have been pushing for that and that is
likely to be the case, then we will at
least know there are safeguards built
in that most of this money will go to-
wards actually insuring children.

Another major issue was the benefits
package. We can say we are going to
have $24 billion available to insure
children, and we can say that they
have to be insured in some way; but if
we do not have an adequate benefits
package, then a lot of them may not
get certain services. Our understanding
is that the White House has insisted on
the benefits package similar to what
was in the Senate version, which is
similar essentially to what Federal em-
ployees get.

So a lot of the devil, so to speak, is
in the details. We do have to make sure
over the next 48 hours or so that these
safeguards are built into the kids’
health care program so that this
money is actually spent to insure kids.
These are the types of things that we
have been talking about all along on a
number of the tax cut provisions, as
well as the spending provisions, the
balanced budget agreement.
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I just must say that, although we are

still weary about what finally results,
Democrats can take a great deal of
pride in the provisions with regard to
kids’ health care with the coverage
now for the child tax credit, with the
education tax credits, and with so
many of the other things that we have
been talking about all along that
should be included in this tax cut pack-
age and in this spending bill to make
sure that the benefits go to the average
working American.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2266, DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1998

Mr. DIAZ-BALART, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 105–213) on the
resolution (H.Res. 198) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2266)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1998, and for other
purposes, which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered printed.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID-
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2264, DEPARTMENTS OF
LABOR, HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES, AND EDUCATION AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 1998

Mr. DIAZ-BALART, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a report
(Rept. No. 105–214) on the resolution (H.
Res. 199) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 2264) making appropria-
tions for the Departments of Labor,
Health and Human Services, and Edu-
cation, and related agencies, for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1998,
and for other purposes, which was re-
ferred to the House Calendar and or-
dered printed.

f

HUMAN RIGHTS VIOLATIONS IN
CUBA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. DIAZ-BALART] is recognized for
60 minutes as the designee of the ma-
jority leader.

DOW JONES AVERAGE UP SINCE REPUBLICANS
TOOK CONTROL OF CONGRESS

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
wish, before I begin speaking about the
subject that brings me to the well this
evening, to insert into the RECORD a
note made available to us here in Con-
gress today by our dear colleague, the
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. DUN-
CAN].

Mr. Duncan points out, among other
things, that the Dow Jones Industrial
Average, on Election Day 1994, when
the Republicans took the majority in
this House and in Congress, both

Houses, for the first time in 40 years,
was 3,830 points. And since Republicans
took control of Congress, the Dow
Jones Average has gone up by more
than 4,000 points, breaking all records.
And that that was due, to a great de-
gree, because of the fact that the ma-
jority here, the Republicans, brought
the leadership to the Congress to bring
Federal spending under control and
stop the growth of taxes and regula-
tions and that, finally, the belief took
hold in the economy and in the world
in this international economy of today
that the United States of America
would finally balance its budget.

And, so, I think that that is some-
thing that was important to bring out.
And I thank the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. DUNCAN] for having done
so. So I would like to insert the follow-
ing into the RECORD, if I could, Mr.
Speaker:

The Dow Jones Industrial Average closed
at 3830.74 on election day, 1994.

Since Republicans took control of Con-
gress, the Dow Jones average has gone up by
more than 4,000 points—mainly thanks to
Republican success in bringing Federal
spending under control and stopping the
growth of taxes and regulations.

Mr. Speaker, I come this evening to
the floor, to the well, to discuss a mat-
ter that for the last 4 months has wor-
ried me on a daily basis in increased
fashion. It has been typical of the ty-
rant in Cuba, who has ruled for 38 long
and destructive and painful and ex-
traordinarily gruesome years, it has
been typical for him to engage in Sta-
linist crackdowns. But for the last 4
months, he has been clearly engaged in
another such Stalinist crackdown the
effects of which have come to my at-
tention on a daily basis.

And, so, I have been thinking it ap-
propriate for some time now to come to
the well to give an update to my col-
leagues and to the American people
through C-SPAN, the millions of citi-
zens who watch through television, by
way of television, an update on the
dreadful human rights situation and
the details, as I know them, of that
Stalinist crackdown engaged in by the
tyrant of Havana, only 90 miles away
from the United States.

And, so, I would like to read a list,
and I acknowledge from the beginning
that it is a partial list, of human rights
violations in Cuba for the last 4
months. And with that acknowledg-
ment, I would like to begin to get into
it and then discuss some other aspects
of the reality of Cuba today.

March 29, a Danish tourist, there
have been a number of incidents re-
cently with tourists in Cuba where the
government has shown, the regime has
shown its paranoia and its apprehen-
sion about its security situation as it
has related to tourists, a Danish tour-
ist, Joachim Loevschall, somehow mis-
takenly wandered into a restricted
military zone and he was shot to death.
That was March 29.

Then began the month of April. And
Ramon Rodriguez, father of a well-

known activist, Nestor Rodriguez,
president of Young People for Democ-
racy, was arrested.

Also, on April 1, Rafael Ibarra Rogue,
president of the Democratic Party 30
November, Frank Pais, who is cur-
rently serving a sentence of 20 years in
the infamous prison known as Kilo 8,
according to relatives, was told that he
would be denied from having any con-
tact with his family or any religious
visits. That was April 1.

April 8, Nestor Rodriguez Lobaina,
president of Youth for Democracy, a
group that has become more well-
known recently and has developed al-
ready a number of very impressive
young leaders, Youth for Democracy,
president Nestor Rodriguez Lobaina
was arrested and charged with ‘‘crimes
against the state.’’ He had previously
been arrested in June 1996 and sen-
tenced to 12 months in prison and an
additional 6 months of internal exile
for the crimes of resistance to authori-
ties and disrespect of the revolution.
He was sentenced to 18 months in April
and is currently being held in the
Guantanamo Prison.

Today, July 28, Nestor Rodriguez
Lobaina has begun a hunger strike that
he has announced will last during the
days that something called the 14th
World Festival of Youth and Students
lasts. That festival has begun also
today in Havana. It is a splurge that
Castro gives to Communists who come
from throughout the world to party in
Cuba, young Communists, while the
Cuban people are subjected to the
apartheid system and the rationing
cards that have been imposed upon the
people since 1962.

So Nestor Rodriguez Lobaina says
that during the duration of this party,
called the 14th World Festival of Youth
and Students, he, as a youth leader, is
going to fast in protest.

Of course, he and Cuban students who
want to speak out in favor of democ-
racy are not allowed to participate in
that youth movement festival in that
party that Castro organizes with funds
that the Cuban people are denied for
international young Communists and
revelers and partyers.

b 2215

April 11. Miguel Angel Aldana, mem-
ber of the Executive Committee of the
Concilio Cubano and president of the
Martian Civic League, arrived in the
United States after being forcefully ex-
pelled from Cuba. He was initially
handcuffed, dragged out, and arrested
while attending a mass in memory of
the Brothers to the Rescue pilots who
were shot down by the Cuban Air Force
on February 24, 1996.

April 22. Israel Feliciano Garcia, rep-
resentative of the Democratic Solidar-
ity Party in the Province of Villa Clara
was arrested in his home. His wife
Arelis Reyes Garcia was also detained
for pointing out to the police that they
did not have a warrant.

April 30. Radames Garcia de la Vega,
vice president of Youth for Democracy,
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