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ARTWORK COMMEMORATING
WOMEN IN THE CAPITOL COMPLEX

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CRENSHAW). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Ms. KAPTUR) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, during
this women’s history month, it is with
great pleasure that I rise to announce
that I have today introduced a resolu-
tion expressing the sense of this House
of Representatives that artwork dis-
played in our Capitol, the upcoming
Capitol Visitors’ Center and the office
buildings of the House of Representa-
tives should better represent the con-
tributions of women to American soci-
ety. I am pleased to be joined by 16 of
our colleagues as original cosponsors
and encourage all of our other col-
leagues to join in this effort.

Mr. Speaker, the majority of our Na-
tion’s residents are female. The moth-
ers and grandmothers of America have
carried life forward in our Republic
now for over 2 centuries. Females, in
fact, outnumber males, according to
the 2000 census estimates, by 6 million:
140 million women, 134 million men.

The statue of a woman called Free-
dom crowns the dome of our Capitol
building. Sixty-four Members of the
House and 13 Members of the Senate
are now women. We pledge allegiance
to a flag that was designed by a
woman. Sojourner Truth was com-
mitted to freedom and the abolition of
slavery in the mid-1800s. Rosie the Riv-
eter symbolized the contributions of
women to our victory and the victory
of freedom in World War II. Rosa Parks
has been a major inspiration of every
American concerned about civil rights.
Our own colleague, now retired Geral-
dine Ferraro, became the first woman
to be the candidate of a major political
party for the office of vice president.

One would think that given the con-
tributions that women have made to
the world and to our Nation, as moth-
ers, scientists, educators, astronauts,
political leaders, mentors of our youth,
having artwork in our Capitol that
commemorates their contributions
would be automatic. But sadly, in this
year of 2001, this simply is not the case.
In fact, less than 5 percent of the art-
work displayed in all of these buildings
displays or honors the contributions
that women have made to America. It
really is a shocking figure.

In 1995, I sponsored a resolution to es-
tablish a Commission on Women’s Art
in the Capitol. Then in 1997, I sought to
include a directive in the report on the
fiscal 1998 legislative branch appropria-
tion bill to direct the Architect of the
Capitol to prepare a plan for the pro-
curement and display of art that is
more fully representative of the con-
tributions of American women to our
society. I was told by then chairman of
the Committee on House Oversight, the
gentleman from California (Mr. THOM-
AS), that he believed this language was
not necessary and would usurp the au-
thority of the Joint Committee on the
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Library and the Fine Arts Board, and
nothing happened.

In 1998, I was successful in getting a
similar statement of support included
in the fiscal 1999 legislative branch ap-
propriations bill; and then in 1999, I
similarly introduced House Resolution
202, a resolution virtually identical to
the one that I am now introducing in
this new 107th Congress.

Mr. Speaker, our parents have taught
us that those things worth having are
worth fighting for. Today we renew
that fight. We renew this fight with the
recognition that we are planning on
constructing a new Capitol Visitors’
Center that has the opportunity to ap-
propriately represent the contributions
of women, as well as men, from the
very beginning of that annex’s con-
struction.

So often in the past we have been
told that it is difficult to find space in
the Capitol or in the House buildings
for additional artwork commemorating
women. So adding pieces to commemo-
rate the contributions of women has
been limited. That argument will not
be valid with respect to the new Cap-
itol Visitors’ Center, where we will
have an opportunity to get it right
from the beginning.

As our constituents, especially our
young constituents, come into this
Capitol they should be impressed with
a sense of inclusion. America is made
up of both men and women, mighty in
strength and mighty in spirit, of Na-
tive Americans, of pilgrim Americans,
of immigrant Americans and of recent
Americans. Each and every one of
these groups deserves to be recognized
and celebrated for the contributions
they have made to building this mag-
nificent Republic.

Mr. Speaker, it is my sincere hope
that at long last we can consider this
resolution this year so we can begin to
provide the level of recognition that
the contributions of women to Amer-
ican society deserve, and I would im-
plore my male colleagues, this is not a
heavy lift. This is actually a fairly
straightforward initiative that can be
accomplished in regular order. Please
give the women of America the rec-
ognition that they rightly deserve in
these important buildings.

———

COMPARISON OF THE REPUBLICAN
AND DEMOCRATIC BUDGETS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BENTSEN) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority
leader.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, the
House today adopted a budget which is
pretty much in line with the budget
that President Bush sent up to Con-
gress just a few short weeks ago.
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This budget, while it is a budget for
one year, it would set America on a fis-
cal policy course impacting us for 10
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years and really, quite frankly, impact-
ing us for many years beyond that as it
relates to very important and success-
ful Federal programs, the Medicare
program and the Social Security pro-
gram.

Now, there is a clear divergence on
which path to take between the Demo-
crats and the Republicans. While there
is commonality between the two par-
ties in terms of many of the spending
priorities on the discretionary side
and, I would argue, commonality be-
tween the two parties in saying that
there should be a tax cut, the diversion
occurs really in two areas. It occurs as
it relates to how much or what we will
do with respect to Medicare and Social
Security; and it occurs in what we will
do with respect to paying down our ob-

ligations, that is, the publicly held
debt.
The Republican-passed budget is

predicated in large part, if not in total,
on funding a very large tax cut on the
basis of 10-year economic assumptions,
which I will talk about shortly. But
the tax cut that the Republican budget
assumes starts out at about $1.6 tril-
lion, the figure that the President used
during the 2000 Presidential campaign.
We know now that that tax cut is more
around $2 trillion to $2.5 trillion before
we include the additional interest on
the debt associated with it. Because we
know the income rate tax portion
which the House has already adopted
exceeds what the President assumed by
about $150 billion over 10 years, and we
also know that the estate tax provi-
sion, the estate tax phaseout that the
President proposed, is now estimated
by the Joint Committee on Taxation,
the nonpartisan arbiter and scorer of
tax bills for the Congress, that bill is
now estimated to cost about $660 bil-
lion over 10 years as opposed to the $250
billion that the President proposed. So
already, we are seeing that the upper
limit of the tax cut is increasing.

But what is important between the
two parties is that the Republican
budget not only does nothing to extend
the solvency of Social Security and
Medicare; in fact, we would argue that
the budget proposal will hasten the in-
solvency of Social Security and Medi-
care. Let me start first with the Presi-
dent’s and the Republicans’ plan for
Social Security.

The projected surplus for Social Se-
curity is about $2.5 trillion over the
next 10 years. Now, the Republicans
and the Democrats agree that we ought
to dedicate that to pay down the na-
tional debt, but the difference occurs in
that the Republicans do not believe
that we can pay down as much debt as
the Democrats do. In fact, nobody real-
ly knows how much debt is payable. We
would argue we ought to keep paying it
down until we cannot buy any more
bonds in the open market at a fair
price. But nonetheless, the President’s
budget and the Republicans’ budget as-
sumes this would take about $600 bil-
lion of the projected Social Security
surplus and would use that for some
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form of privatization of the Social Se-
curity system.

Now, the problem is that any scheme
which we have to privatize or reform
Social Security is going to cost money
on top of what is already projected to
be spent on the program, because we
have to make up for any changes that
might affect current and what are
called ‘‘near future’ retirees, or near
future beneficiaries. Those would be
people who are about 50 to 55 years old
who might be affected by the privatiza-
tion plan. All of the proponents of pri-
vatization, as well as the opponents,
have come to the conclusion that the
cost of a privatization plan much like
what the President proposed during the
campaign of diverting 2 percent of the
FICA payroll tax to private accounts
would cost about $1 trillion on top of
what is already obligated to the sys-
tem.

Now, the President proposes in his
budget that he is going to take $600 bil-
lion of the projected proceeds under the
current FICA tax scheme and use it
against that $1 trillion cost. The prob-
lem is, we can only spend that money
once, we cannot spend it twice. So if we
take the $600 billion and we use it for
something else, we end up taking
money out of the Social Security rev-
enue stream, which would cause the
Social Security system as we know it
today to incur a shortfall as much as 10
years earlier than what was projected
just last week. That is, by taking the
$600 billion out of the Social Security
trust fund and using it for privatiza-
tion, we shorten the life span of Social
Security as we know it today.

The only way that we can make up
that $600 billion is through benefit cuts
in the Social Security system, which I
have not heard anybody saying they
want to do that; through raising pay-
roll taxes, which I have not heard any-
body say that they want to do that; or
incurring even additional debt on top
of the debt that is already outstanding.

So this is the first problem that we
have with the Republican budget.

The second problem that we have
with the Republican budget is that
they take about $400 billion of the pro-
jected Medicare hospital insurance
trust fund, the part A portion of Medi-
care, the end-patient portion of Medi-
care for when one goes into the hos-
pital, and they take $153 billion of that
and use it for their prescription drug
program. They take the remaining $240
billion of it and hold that for some
form of Medicare modernization.

Now, we do not know exactly what
that means, but we are told that that
is some form of a privatization insol-
vency. Again, the same problem that
would occur with the Social Security
trust funds occurs with the Medicare
trust funds. Because even if we take
Medicare trust fund dollars and spend
them on a new benefit within the Medi-
care system like the proposed prescrip-
tion drug plan of the President, which
is unworkable in any event, but if we
spend it on that, we are not spending it
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on the benefits for which it is already
obligated. As a result, we have to make
up that $150 billion; and we have again
hastened the insolvency of the Medi-
care trust fund, and we have a chart to
show that.

Again, like the Social Security,
where just last week the actuaries for
the Medicare trust fund said that Medi-
care hospital insurance, part A of
Medicare, would be solvent until about
2028, this proposal, the Republican pro-
posal of carving out at least $150 billion
would have the effect of shortening the
life span of the Medicare trust fund by
as much as about 6 to 8 years. So the
only way we can make that up again is
by cutting benefits, raising payroll
taxes, or incurring more debt.

Now, the problem with that is that if
we incur more debt, we are going in the
opposite direction than we want to be
going in at a time when we are achiev-
ing some surpluses in the economy. It
is a misuse of the trust funds on the
part of the President’s and the Repub-
licans’ budget resolution.

Now, on top of that, we believe that
the Republican budget resolution cuts
it a little too close in trying to build
around this huge tax cut, in addition to
including the President’s own new
spending request. The President in his
budget resolution requests $260 billion
of new Federal spending on top of that
that is already there, not including
other programs that he says will come
later. Defense buildup, national missile
defense, which is estimated to cost
from as much as $100 billion, additional
educational funding that the President
wants. So the President’s own budget
increases Federal spending and, at the
same time, puts at risk the trust funds.
It is all predicated on these very rosy
scenario projections of what the sur-
plus is going to be.

If we look at what CBO tells us about
the surplus, we know right now the
projected 10-year surplus is to be about
$56.6 trillion over 10 years, with two-
thirds of it occurring in the latter 5
years. But what CBO, the Congres-
sional Budget Office, the nonpartisan
budget arbiter of the Congress, tells us
is that the margin of error increases
dramatically the further out we go in
that 10-year period. In fact, we could
increase to the good, but we could also
increase very much to the bad. They
tell us that the margin of error on the
first year is about 1 percent of GDP.
The margin of error over 5 years is
about 2 percent of GDP; and with re-
spect to the margin of error over 10
years, the CBO tells us quite frankly,
they do not have any confidence in giv-
ing us an estimate of what the margin
of error would be.

What that means is that we have a
budget which may not pay down very
much debt and may, in fact, drive us
back into deficits, and most certainly
could end up and would end up spend-
ing Social Security and Medicare trust
fund dollars today that are obligated
for tomorrow.

Again, there are really only a few
ways to make it up: cut benefits, raise
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payroll taxes, or incur more debt. What
is the problem with incurring more
debt? Because we know in the out-
years, long beyond this 10-year window
that we are looking at, when the baby
boomers retire in earnest, and keep in
mind that the baby boomers start re-
tiring in just 8 short years, but in
about 20 years when they are retiring
in earnest, we know that the debt-to-
GDP ratio will go much higher than we
have seen since the Second World War.
So if we do not prepare ourselves
today, we will find ourselves in a much
more difficult situation.

The Democrats believe that we can
do better. We believe that we ought to
dedicate more to debt reduction; and at
the same time, we also believe, rather
than cutting the solvency of Medicare
and Social Security, we believe we
ought to extend the solvency of Social
Security and Medicare. That is what
we propose in our budget resolution.

On top of that, Democrats believe
that rather than taking money that is
already obligated for Medicare bene-
ficiaries and the hospital insurance
trust fund that people have paid with
their FICA tax every month or every
week on their paycheck and taking
that money and spending it on some-
thing else that if the American people
really want a prescription drug pro-
gram under the Medicare program, and
we believe they do; in fact, both major
Presidential candidates in the last
election believed it, so much that they
offered it, that we ought to be willing
to put one up that is not only a real
plan that benefits all senior citizens
who want to participate in it, but also
is a plan that does not shorten the life
span of the Medicare trust fund.

At this point, Mr. Speaker, I would
like to yield to the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. MCDERMOTT), my col-
league on the Committee on the Budg-
et and a member also of the Committee
on Ways and Means, who has worked on
this issue for many years to talk about
our prescription drug plan.

O 1900

Mr. McCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I
think this issue of Medicare is one that
I think people have a lot of interest in,
and earlier today we have talked about
some of the kind of shell game aspects
of this whole business.

I brought this out here. The gen-
tleman knows this, of course, is the
blueprint for New Beginnings. That is
what President Bush stood up here and
outlined for us a few weeks ago.

On page 14, he says that we have a
$645 billion shortfall over the next 10
years in Medicare. That means we are
$645 billion short of paying for what we
actually promised people.

I put this chart up here because he
says right on page 14 of his budget that
we are $645 billion short. But if we read
further, and we always have to read the
whole thing, if we go back to page 51,
and by that time most people are
asleep, but if we read it, he says, I am
going to put in $156 billion.
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Mr. Speaker, we do not have to be a
rocket scientist or a CPA or a great in-
vestment banker or anything to see
that that is not enough money to fill
that hole. I do not know how they
could put something together like this
and have it be so obvious.

Now, that is for the program of Medi-
care that already exists. Now, they
play another game here which is a sort
of interesting one. They talk about the
fact that they are going to have this
surplus in the Medicare plan of $526
million. It is interesting, that is what
the House says they have, but the
President says they only have $392 mil-
lion. So we have CBO and OMB giving
different figures about all this busi-
ness.

But the President says, we have this
$526 billion. He is going to put it in a
contingency fund. He is going to save
it, use it in the future only for Medi-
care. Then he comes out here and pro-
poses a $153 billion Medicare prescrip-
tion drug benefit out of that $500 mil-
lion.

Now, we saw that we have a $600 bil-
lion problem, which the $500 million
would seem to fill, almost. But no, no,
they are going to use some of that
money for the drug benefit.

Last year the gentleman and I sat
through on the Committee on Ways
and Means when we passed a bill, or I
am on the Committee on Ways and
Means, and the gentleman is on the
Committee on the Budget with me, but
we sat in our committees and watched
them propose out here a prescription
drug benefit for $153 billion, for $153
billion. He says he is going to put $156
billion into it now, but the CBO has al-
ready said that that is really $200 bil-
lion that it would take to do that.
They reestimated the figures. So what
they are promising people is not even
going to be there.

It is the most complicated shell
game. I got going today in thinking
about how this works. When I was a
kid, we went down to central Illinois or
southern Illinois, and there was a coun-
ty fair. There was a guy there who had
this game. We had to guess where the
pea was, a little tiny pea.

He had these four walnut shells. He
put the pea down, put a walnut shell
over it, he had these three there, and
he started moving the shells around.
Our job, we would bet $1, was that we
would be able to figure out where it is.

Members have all seen me put it
here, so they know where it is. They
have not forgotten. If I move it around
over here, bring this around over here,
Members would still be able to find it,
right? That is what this game is. They
are double-counting. They are moving
the money around between a contin-
gency fund and fixing Medicare and
buying a prescription drug benefit.
They are going to use the same money
for three different things.

If T was sitting at home, and my
mother watches this stuff, she is 91, she
is sitting there wondering if she is
going to get a prescription benefit or
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not. The answer I would have to give
her is, I do not know which pea it is
going to be under, which shell it is
going to be under, because they are
using it to buy benefits, they are using
it for shoring up the whole issue, and
they are still saying, we are going to
give a wonderful drug benefit.

The Democrats in our budget today
offered $330 billion in drug benefits,
twice as much as the Republicans. It is
what CBO says we would have to put
into the program to actually make it
work.

What the President is proposing with
that $153 billion is to give little bits of
money to every State; he calls it Help-
ing Hands. What that means is he gives
the Governor of Texas or the Governor
of Oregon, as my colleagues are here,
or the Governor of the State of Wash-
ington, gives them some money and
says, ‘‘Put together a program to help
the poor old people in your State.”

So if one’s mother is poor and has
drug needs, pharmaceutical needs, she
has to go down to the State and say, ‘I
am poor, and I need some money to
help me pay for my prescriptions.”
What kind of dignity is there in that?

The Democrats are spending $330 bil-
lion because we want it to be for all
seniors. We do not want to make old
people say, ‘I am poor, and I need
help.” Most of these people, they have
raised us, they have put us through col-
lege, they have taken care of us, and
now when they get old, we say, we will
help you if you are poor enough. That
is what the Helping Hands program of
President Bush is. It is not a program
that goes for everybody in Medicare.

The gentleman’s point made earlier
was absolutely correct. If we do not
keep this half a trillion dollars for use
between now and 2011, we are going to
have a bigger hole.

It is easy to explain why that is true.
If there is a diet, let us say I am going
to lose 10 pounds between now and the
first of the year. I am going to lose 1
pound between now and the first of
September, and then by the first of No-
vember I am going to lose a second
pound, and then I am going to lose 8
pounds in the last 2 months of the year,
through the Christmas and Thanks-
giving season. If I said that, everybody
would laugh. They would say, ‘“That is
a stupid diet. You have to lose 1 pound
a month and get into a rhythm of
doing it.”

If we do not start saving money now,
when those baby boomers, those people
who are right now about 55 years old,
when they come to 2010 and they get on
the Medicare program, the numbers in
Medicare are going to go from 40 mil-
lion to 80 million, double. That is what
is happening to us. We know it. They
are all out there living, paying taxes
and so forth. They all believe that
Medicare is going to be there for them.

If we do not save this money now, we
are not going to have it when they get
there and come to need their hospital
benefits. I think that the hardest thing
for those of us who are in the Congress,
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and the gentleman has been here al-
most as long as I have, people do not
want to think about something 10
years out. It is kind of too far out be-
yond. I am only elected for 2 years. I
could be gone in a year. My term ends
next year. I have to get elected four
more times to get down to 2010.

People tend to think, let us give
them a big tax break. That is why the
President has given $1.6 million. He is
looking at the 2004 election. That is the
only thing on his mind, is how do I give
this money back to the people, and
they will think I am a wonderful guy,
and they will reelect me in 4 years.
That is what it is all about.

As an additional benefit, though, for
the Republicans who do not want to do
social services, there will not be any
money left. This particular thing,
which says that we start with a $5.6
trillion excess and take out the $2.5
trillion for Social Security the gen-
tleman was talking about earlier, and
then we take out the half a trillion for
Social Security, then we only have $2.5
trillion left. Then we take the $1.6 tril-
lion that the President is promising as
a tax break for everybody, take it and
run, have a good time.

What he does not tell us is that if we
do not use that money to pay off debt,
we wind up paying another $400 million
in interest, because the government
has to borrow that money. So if we do
not take the $1.6 and pay down the
debt, we wind up having to borrow
more money.

The second thing that happens with
this new proposal of the President that
he never tells anybody about is that
because of the tax law, there are going
to be about 28 million people who start
to have to figure their income tax
twice.

We have something called the AMT.
That is the adjusted minimum tax.
That is put into the law because we do
not want rich people to some way fig-
ure out how to not pay anything, so we
have said that everybody ought to pay
at least a minimum tax.

All this machination is going to wind
up with 25 million people, instead of 2
million today, 2 million have to figure
it twice. Suddenly it is going to 25 mil-
lion. If we fix that in the Congress,
which I think we will, it is going to be
$300 million.

Now, that leaves us $200 billion for
everything else that could happen to
the country in 2010, if we believe this
estimate, as the gentleman showed in
this chart. Who knows what is going to
be in 10 years? But if we believe that
there is going to be $5.6 trillion, we
have $200 billion to deal with all the
problem.

The President has promised this pre-
scription drug benefit. He has promised
defense. There is not anybody in this
building who believes that defense is
not going to get a boost up.

How about if we are going to do
something about education? Everybody
says we cannot leave any child behind,
and we have to do educational things,
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so that is going to come out of that
$200 billion. Conservation; shall we
save land, save parks and so forth? Or
dealing with crime, that all has to
come out of that $200 billion over the
next 10 years. That is $20 billion a year.

If we want to give tax cuts to people
for long-term care, that is, buying
nursing home insurance, and if some-
one buys their own health insurance,
that is another $40 billion. And then we
have the faith-based initiatives. We are
going to give money to churches to do
various things. That all comes out of
the $200 billion.

That does not talk about crop fail-
ures. My good friend, the gentlewoman
from North Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON), is
going to be here to talk about agri-
culture. It does not say anything about
crop failures or earthquakes, like we
just went through in Seattle. It does
not say anything about any natural
disasters or wars, or any kind of mili-
tary action we get into, like Bosnia or
anything else. Every bit of that has to
come out of this $207 billion.

That is just reckless. This is a reck-
less plan because of that $1.6 trillion. It
is particularly reckless for a program
like Medicare.

I appreciate that the gentleman
would take the time to come out here
and run this special order here tonight,
because I think people need to sit and
think about the three shells: How
much can they move this money
around? Can they confuse the people?
It really is based on making the people
believe something is over here when, in
fact, we are also using it in two other
places.

People get confused. Even listening
to me, I am sure people do not really
understand all the technicalities. I am
telling the Members that I have been
doing this for 30 years. This is the big-
gest shell game I have ever witnessed.
The people are the ones who are going
to suffer.

Mr. BENTSEN. I appreciate the gen-
tleman taking the time. I might quick-
ly ask a question. I think there are a
couple of points here.

One is, I think, as the gentleman
points out, in the Democratic prescrip-
tion drug plan not only do we fund a
universal prescription drug plan for
every senior who wants to participate
in it, but in addition to that, we do not
fund it out of the Medicare Trust Fund.

The other point that I think is im-
portant is we heard a lot during the de-
bate on the budget last night and today
that Democrats were just trying to
scare senior citizens about this. I think
I would ask the gentleman, before I
yield to my colleague, the gentle-
woman from Oregon, are we not trying
to explain what our proposal is versus
the consequences of their proposal?

Sometimes people do not like to hear
consequences, but, in fact, again, the
truth is the truth. If we take money
out of the trust funds and spend it on
something else, we are going to have to
make it up. That may seem scary to
some, but is that not the truth?
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Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for asking. I sat
on the Medicare Commission for a year
listening to this whole debate. People
want to talk about it, and they use the
word ‘‘modernization,” and use all
these fancy words, but what they are
talking about is trying to move senior
citizens from a program where they
have guaranteed benefits, hospitaliza-
tion, seeing the doctor, laboratory
work, X-rays, and adding the pharma-
ceutical benefit, that is a guaranteed
benefit package; what the Republicans
are trying to do when they say ‘‘mod-
ernization,” what they mean is we are
moving to a guaranteed contribution.
That is, they give a voucher. They give
a voucher to my mother and to the
gentleman’s mother. Everybody gets
the same amount in the whole country.
Every senior citizen would get about
$5,500.
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Mr. Speaker, with that $5,500, they
would have to go out and buy their own
plan.

My mother is 91. I do not know how
old other people’s mothers are, but
there are not very many insurance
companies who want to insure some-
body who is 91. Here, instead of guaran-
teeing my mother gets these benefits,
they say to her, here, Mrs. McDermott,
here is your $5,500, you can go out and
shop and find the deal you can. That is
what is in their presentation.

We are not scaring anybody. That is
what they said in the Medicare com-
mission.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, I might also say that one
of the sponsors of that in the other
body, the senior senator from Lou-
isiana, has even said that that program
alone will not achieve the savings that
are proposed to modernize or privatize,
but certainly to extend the solvency of
Medicare, that there must be other
things that have to be done.

Mr. McDERMOTT. We will have an-
other night to talk about this issue.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his remarks.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Oregon (Ms. HOOLEY), my
colleague who is also a member of the
Committee on the Budget.

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BENTSEN), my colleague, and I am
going to talk about something very
specific tonight. When you do a budget,
whether you do it at home or you do it
for any agency, one of the things you
do is you have priorities, you put
money into those priorities.

For example, you just watched the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
MCDERMOTT), my colleague, go through
the budget. The Republican budget tax
cuts are a priority, they have $1.6 tril-
lion over a 10-year period on estimated
surpluses, that is coming in over 10
years.

They also talk about a priority being
education. Part of the problem with
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that priority is they have not put any
money in that priority.

We had started a program, for exam-
ple, to reduce class sizes. Well, why do
you want to reduce class sizes? You
want to reduce class sizes because if
you do that, particularly in Kkinder-
garten through third grade, kids learn
better. They do better in school and
they do better in school, not only in
kindergarten through third grade, but
they do better in school throughout
their educational career.

We started a program saying let us
put 100,000 new teachers in the schools
to help reduce class sizes. That pro-
gram is going away.

When you talk to school districts,
they say what is really important. We
have across this country about $100 bil-
lion worth of school repair and mod-
ernization that needs to occur. Again,
this budget diverts $1.2 billion out of
that program, and then it eliminates it
for the next year.

There are still things in the budget.
For example, President Bush has sug-
gested testing, vouchers and so forth,
that all has to come out of their budg-
et, but their budget is only a 5.7 per-
cent increase, which has to take care of
inflation, new programs and population
increase.

Mr. Speaker, one of those programs
that I am terribly concerned about is a
promise that we made 26 years ago to
our school districts and to our students
and to the people in our districts that
said those students that have disabil-
ities are special needs students, they
need an appropriate free education like
every student does. And the Federal
Government said, school districts, if
you do this, we are going to pay 40 per-
cent of those excess costs. Well, we
have not done that.

I grew up in a family that said if you
make a promise, you have to keep a
promise. If you make a commitment,
you have to keep a commitment. We
have said we want to fund that at 40
percent and, yet, right now, we are
only at 14.9 percent. So we have a long
ways to go.

The Democratic budget is $129 billion
over 10 years more than the Republican
budget. We have put our money where
our mouth is and we say education is
important. Here is what we want to do
for our school districts. We wanted to
reduce the classroom size. We want to
help with modernization for schools,
because that is a perfect program for
the Federal Government.

We have said we want to help with
special education, with students with
disability. So we put money into those
programs. And you heard from the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
MCDERMOTT), my colleague, talking
about that money that is left over,
which is $200 billion over the next 10
years.

If you funded the disability excess
costs to our schools and you did it over
the next 5 years, getting up to that 40
percent level, which is what the Fed-
eral Government promised, just that
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program alone is $3 billion a year each
year for the next 5 years.

If you divide that 10 years into the
$200 billion, $20 billion a year, and you
are trying to in one little program take
$3 billion out of it, you can see that
money does not go very far.

Again, if you believe that education
is a priority, then you show that it is
a priority, not by just talking about it,
but by putting your money there. I
know that is what the Democrats have
done. They have put that additional
money into education. We have set it
as a priority. We need to have the best
education system in the world.

We are the richest Nation. We are the
most powerful Nation, and that is one
thing that we should do for all of our
students is to give them opportunities
by funding education. I would like to
see us increase that education budget.

I would like to see us keep our com-
mitment to individuals with disabil-
ities. And, again, I think if you make it
a priority, you have to put your money
there.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from Oregon (Ms.
HooOLEY) for her remarks. I think the
gentlewoman made an interesting
point, I think what the Democrats are
saying is that we are trying to keep
the promises that we made. The prom-
ises we made on special education, but
also the promises we made on Social
Security and Medicare.

Really, the difference we have with
our Republican colleagues is we believe
that they are overcommitting. They
are overcommitting on the basis of
overly optimistic projections. They are
overcommitting on the basis of using
the Medicare and Social Security trust
funds while not extending the solvency
of those programs.

We laid out in our budget alternative
our idea for extending solvency of So-
cial Security and Medicare and meet-
ing the public’s desire for prescription
drug coverage.

We do not believe that the Repub-
licans or the President have adequately
laid that out. In fact, while they have
problems mathematically, we also have
concerns because they give us a lot of
adjectives as to modernization and pri-
vatization, but they do not fill in the
details and tell us what it is. All we are
saying is mathematically, you have a
problem.

If you reduce the solvency of Social
Security or Medicare, the solvency
time period, you have to make it up,
and there are only three ways to make
it up; more debt, higher payroll taxes,
or reduced benefits.

All we are saying is, if that is the
proposal, then lay that proposal on the
table, but do not overcommit us to the
point where we either drive the coun-
try back into more debt or that we
have to make those choices as a last
resort, without having to debate those
with the American people.

We do not favor those choices. We
favor paying down more debt. We favor
extending the solvency of Social Secu-
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rity and Medicare. And we think we
can do that and have a tax cut, but we
do not believe you can overcommit and
achieve those goals.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Mrs.
CLAYTON), my colleague.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BENTSEN) for yielding to me.

I also thank the gentleman for hold-
ing this important hearing and Special
Order on our budget and, in particular,
I want to focus again on Medicare trust
funds, because we are so worried about
that, and as my other colleagues said,
I would be remiss if I did not talk
about agriculture.

Let me say I think that the Demo-
cratic budget approach was a very sim-
ple approach; that we were at a unique
opportunity where we could indeed give
a tax cut. We could indeed be fiscally
responsible, and apply one-third of
those funds for writing down the debt,
and one-third of those would be for pri-
orities like securing Medicare and So-
cial Security trust funds.

That is the principle, not that we
should not give a tax cut, but it should
be a reasonable tax cut that all work-
ing Americans could benefit from, not
just the rich. When you start from the
premise that only the rich get it, you,
indeed, have difficulties.

We surely have to do everything to
ensure the integrity of the Medicare
trust fund, because this is a major
health issue. There are thousands and
thousands of senior citizens in my dis-
trict who would get no health care
whatsoever, unless they are dependent
on Medicare. It is not sufficient, but in-
deed it is the only thing they have.

As I said, the President’s proposed
$1.6 trillion tax cut over the next 10
years has now been passed, and if that
is the case, it is going to cost approxi-
mately $2 trillion, not $1.6 trillion
when you account for the debt that is
involved.

The Congressional Budget Office has
reminded us that the Medicare bene-
ficiaries are expected to pay $1.5 tril-
lion for prescription drugs during the
next 10 years. So we do not cover that.
That is the costs that are coming out
of senior citizens pockets or their chil-
dren’s pockets or they are doing with-
out that care.

The Medicare trust fund indeed will
be further encumbered by the fact, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) is
right, that the $153 billion they pro-
posed, that amount comes out of the
Medicare trust fund. So the trust fund
which, indeed, must be there for the 77
billion new baby boomers that we know
actually will be drawing on that. They
will have to know now that there will
be less to draw on, because we need to
deal with the prescription drug.

I agree with the majority that we
need to work on prescription drugs. I
just think we need to fund it in a sepa-
rate way rather than taking from al-
ready committed funds for another
cause to do that. We agree on the need
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to have a prescription drug, because in
my district, I can tell you the popu-
lation is getting older. Because of the
climate and the weather we have in our
areas, a number of retirees are coming
to the community; and we are going to
find ourselves in a community where
there are less working people and
mostly senior citizens and yet they
will be drawing on the resources of
local government. And it would be un-
fortunate if they would not be able to
do that.

If we do not do that, by the year 2029,
when they say that we have moved the
insolvency, we are going to find it not
to be solvent because we, indeed, draw
these extra dollars from that.

If President Bush’s plan, as it has
now been passed, which is unfortunate,
if we act under the assumption, and
this is what he says, he says that he
makes the assertion that Medicare is
not running a surplus. That is in his
blueprint. It is not running a surplus.
He is not taking the surplus from Medi-
care.

If he is making that assertion then,
would you not think if indeed he is
adding a new program of $153 billion,
would he not be adding that to it, or if
not that amount, be adding as much of
a surplus from other resources to the
Medicare surplus if his assumption is
true that we do not have a surplus?

I think we do have a surplus in Medi-
care, because the Medicare surplus is
based on Social Security and those who
are paying for Social Security are pay-
ing for their Medicare. It is just a mat-
ter of how they want to describe that.
I predict in 10 years, indeed, we do not
have to predict, we know that the 77
million baby boomers will become and
will retire by year 2010.

Let me just say a word about this
ever-dependent contingency fund. We
have more claims on this contingency
fund than there really are dollars. Any-
thing you asked in the Committee on
the Budget, we have this reserve fund.
We have this contingency fund. They
say the contingency fund is larger than
that, the truth of the matter is the
contingency fund really has fuzzy num-
bers. At best, given this number to be
true, we need to not only secure a
Medicare trust fund, but we also need
to keep the commitment that we say
we are going to do about defense.

We do not know what that will cost.
We also are talking about agriculture
policy. We are writing a farm bill this
year which means that we should an-
ticipate putting new initiatives and
new opportunities to make our farmers
more competitive internationally. Yet,
at the baseline, we are not even consid-
ering our last 3-year experience.

Let us not say what we will do for
the next 5 years, we do not even con-
sider the experience that has been doc-
umented, $9 billion consecutively for 3
years.

7 1930
We simply ask them just put it in at
what our experience has been, $9 bil-
lion. Now, most of the agriculture sec-
tor that is coming to the Committee on
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Agriculture said that we need more
than the $9 billion, we need $12 billion.
The Blue Dogs put that in their budget.

So, indeed, if we find that this ever-
shrinking contingency fund is going to
meet all this need, this is really going
to be a false promise. There is no way
that the budget that we have passed
can be the budget that will indeed se-
cure the opportunity for having the
priorities and the opportunities as we
go forward.

We can give a tax cut, and we should
give a tax cut, but we also ought to pay
down the debt. We ought to be meeting
the ever-evolving priorities and those
emergencies as we know it. Education,
prescription drugs, our defense, our en-
vironment, and our agriculture, those
are issues we know that are evolving.
The energy issues, those are evolving.
They will be greater issues, not less of
an issue. We see them. We do not have
to wait for them.

I come from an area that was flooded
2 years ago. I can tell my colleagues I
hope that does not happen to anyone
else. But it is going to happen some-
where, maybe even my State. We have
not planned for those contingencies. So
not only Medicare and agriculture, but
all of the priorities and the contin-
gencies that are so necessary to re-
spond to the needs of the American
people.

I will say all the money belongs to
the American people, not just to a se-
lect people. All of the tax revenues be-
long to all of the American people, not
a select people. All working people pay
taxes. They may not pay their taxes as
income, but they pay Federal taxes in
proportion to their income. Many of
them pay higher proportion for payroll
than some people pay for their income.

So I think it is disingenuous to sug-
gest and to segregate and to make one
taxpayer seem less honorable than an-
other taxpayer. If we are going to have
a tax break and give a tax incentive,
and the President is now saying the tax
incentive is to respond to the reces-
sion, well, what better way of making
that tax break more affordable and ac-
cessible to those who would use the
dollars and be consumers than to put it
back in the economy.

By the way, most of the taxes that
we just passed on the tax bill will not
be retroactive, not like we passed it. So
they would have to do something else
to that bill in order to make it effec-
tive to stimulate the economy.

So not only is it failing to stimulate
the economy, not only are we not being
fiscally responsible, not paying down
our debt, but, also, we are not having
the opportunity to meet our priorities,
and we are not making that tax cut as
equitable and fair as we have. So it is
a misopportunity.

I hope, indeed, that the Senate will
improve upon the product that we are
sending them. I thank the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) for giving
me this opportunity.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from North Carolina
(Mrs. CLAYTON) for giving us her views.
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Let me just close, if I might, Mr.
Speaker, in making a couple of brief
comments. Our Republican friends like
to say, “We want a tax cut. We think it
is your money, not the government’s
money. And the Democrats really do
not want a tax cut.” I think that is
wrong.

The Democrats have put forth a tax
cut time and again. But we also say, in
addition to wanting a tax cut for the
American people, we also want to meet
the obligations that we have made. We
want to be honest about meeting those
obligations, be it Social Security, be it
Medicare, be it paying down the na-
tional debt.

We have had this argument of how
much debt we can pay down. The Presi-
dent in his budget said there is $1.1
trillion, $1.2 trillion that we absolutely
cannot pay down. The Congressional
Budget Office said there is about $880
billion that we think we might not be
able to pay down without paying a pre-
mium. The Republican budget ended up
being closer to the CBO number than
the President’s number. But, in fact,
nobody really knows.

There has been an argument that we
would not want to pay any premium
whatsoever in paying down the debt
when, in fact, that has been our debt
management policy for the last several
years when we have been buying back
debt and paying down debt.

Just like every American who refi-
nances their mortgage when rates
come down, sometimes it is economi-
cally efficient to pay a slight premium.
We should try and pay down every dol-
lar of debt we can as quickly as we can.

But on top of that, we are concerned
that the Republicans are overcommit-
ting on the tax side. The $1.6 trillion
tax cut grows dramatically every day,
not including interest on the debt. Al-
ready, as I mentioned, the income tax
rate cut that the House passed a couple
of weeks ago is almost $150 billion
greater than what the President pro-
posed in his budget. The estate and gift
tax bill that the President proposed
has now been scored by the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation as $400 billion
greater than what the President pro-
posed. So, quickly, we are pushing
harder and harder against that contin-
gency fund.

What concerns us as Democrats is,
not only that we will not meet our ob-
ligations, but because of the hard work
done by the American taxpayers and
the American economy over the last 18
years to dig us out of the hole of debt
that quadrupled our national debt
when we had deficits as high as $300 bil-
lion a year to now when we are finally
seeing blue skies with surpluses and
not deficits, that we might miss this
window of opportunity so soon before
the baby boomers retire and push us
back into a much more difficult eco-
nomic situation in the future.

We have our differences with the Re-
publicans and with the President on
this. We believe there can be a tax cut,
but we believe we must meet our obli-
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gations equally with that tax cut. That
is a very distinct difference that we
have with the Republicans.

We will continue to work as we spend
the rest of this year putting through
this budget and trying to put through a
budget that, not only gives tax relief to
American families, but also ensures
that American families will not be sad-
dled with more debt today and in the
future.

———

ANGEL OF REBUTTAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CRENSHAW). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
MCINNIS) is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, as be-
coming customary around these facili-
ties, I find myself being the angel of re-
buttal. I sat here for the last 30 or 40
minutes and heard my colleagues from
the Democratic side of the aisle, I
would add from the liberal side of the
Democratic side of the aisle, because I
think some of the views being espoused
by the liberal side of the Democrats
does not track with some of those
views that are being shared or espoused
by the conservative Democrats. So I
think we should split that out.

I would like to rebut just a few of the
comments that have been made by pre-
ceding speakers whom were not rebut-
ted. There was no opportunity to rebut
them. Those are the rules. I understand
that. This is my chance, however, to
explain or at least discuss what I be-
lieve are some of the liberal attacks on
President Bush’s policy.

Let me begin by saying that I heard
repeatedly, especially from the gen-
tleman from Texas, that the Repub-
licans for some reason are mathemati-
cally challenged. We do not have time,
we do not need to spend our time this
evening making those little kind of, in
my opinion, cheap shots.

If one wants to take a look at mathe-
matics, it does not take a lot of under-
standing to understand and to have
some kind of comprehension as to what
is happening in our stock market, what
is happening in our economy.

From my liberal friends from the
Democratic Party, this just did not
happen in the last 8 weeks since Presi-
dent Bush has had office. This has hap-
pened. We began to see the trend sev-
eral months ago. This is exactly, frank-
ly, what their side of the aisle has
handed President Bush.

Now, President Bush has not spent
his time out there expressing anger
about the economy that the Demo-
cratic leadership through Bill Clinton
has given to him. Instead, he has gone
to their side of the aisle, he has gone to
the Democratic side of the aisle and
said, ‘‘All blame aside, let us keep the
ship afloat. Before we decide who put
the hole in the side of the ship, why do
we not try and patch the hole? Before
we put any more water in the bucket,
why do we not patch the holes in the
bucket. Let us see if we cannot resolve
this as a team.”
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