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the House. We have 100 percent deduct-
ibility for the self-employed in this bill
in the House.

Those are things that Republicans
have wanted for a long, long time, and
the Democrats, who have negotiated in
good faith, but may not be exactly
where they are in a couple of those
things or at least on the medical sav-
ings accounts issue, but in their spirit
of cooperation and compromise, they
said, all right, if we think it is impor-
tant, they will accept it in the bill and
they did.

Mr. Speaker, I am going to close to-
night coming back around to where I
was before, and that I sincerely hope
that Mr. Brian Lamb on C–SPAN is
watching tonight. This is the only op-
portunity a number of us who are not
members of leadership ever get to come
to the floor of the House of Representa-
tives and for anything other than a
sound bite speak on an issue and try to
express our ideas in some depth.

Mr. Speaker, I see that we are now
joined by a distinguished couple of col-
leagues from Texas. I am about done,
but first I will yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
GANSKE) for yielding to me and I would
like to say that I have enjoyed listen-
ing to the gentleman’s dissertation re-
garding the Patients’ Bill of Rights.
And as a Texan, I would say as an
Iowan the gentleman has gotten it ex-
actly right. And I do not understand ei-
ther how some groups can continue to
be as opposed as they say they are
when the facts of the matter regarding
lawsuits are exactly like the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. GANSKE) has
stated.

I, for one, appreciate the gentleman’s
leadership on this issue, and we as co-
sponsors of the legislation will look
forward to sooner, if not later, getting
this legislation on the floor and passed
and on the way to the Senate and on to
the President.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the gentle-
man’s leadership on this issue.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. STEN-
HOLM) for his comments.

Mr. Speaker, I notice two other col-
leagues, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. TURNER) and the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. SANDLIN) who have been
stalwart in the Patients’ Bill of Rights
fight. The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
TURNER) in fact, worked on it as a
State legislator.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. TURNER), if he would
care to make a comment.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
GANSKE). I want to commend the gen-
tleman, first of all, on his leadership on
this issue.

The gentleman has truly been a cou-
rageous Member of this Congress to try
to lead this House to adopting the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights that all of us here
have supported. It really represents, I

think, the best opportunity for our new
President to try to change the tone in
Washington and to be able to move the
Patients’ Bill of Rights forward as the
first piece of truly bipartisan effort.

Mr. Speaker, I think it certainly is
within our grasp, and I think that the
efforts that the gentleman has made
have blazed that trail. And as the gen-
tleman mentioned, I was fortunate to
be able to carry one of the first Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights in the country in
Texas in 1996. And, of course, it was not
until court rulings determined that our
State protections really did not apply
to all patients enrolled in managed
care, that we had to deal with that
here in Washington.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for his leadership on that issue.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, I notice
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
SANDLIN) and I want to thank him for
his great work that he has done on pa-
tient protection. The gentleman from
Arkansas (Mr. BERRY) has done a won-
derful job on this issue, too.

We have truly worked together in a
bipartisan fashion, and I look forward
to the day when we can all be together
in a signing in the Rose Garden.

f

SO-CALLED ECONOMIC GROWTH
AND TAX RELIEF ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FLAKE). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM)
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, to-
night we Blue Dogs are going to take a
few minutes to discuss tomorrow’s vote
regarding the so-called Economic
Growth and Tax Relief Act, and we are
going to do our best to explain to all
who are listening and to our colleagues
and to others why we believe that it is
a terrible mistake to bring a tax bill to
the floor of the House before we first
pass a budget.

Last week, President Bush submitted
a budget blueprint outlining how he
proposes to fit his tax and spending pri-
orities in an overall budget framework.
We welcomed this proposal as the first
step in the budget process.

Unfortunately, this House tomorrow
is being asked to short circuit the
budget process by bringing legislation
to the House floor implementing the
tax cuts before Congress has had an op-
portunity to consider the entire budg-
et. Now, a careful reading of the 1974
Budget Act will find that we cannot do
that. It is against the rules of the
House to bring a major spending bill or
a major tax cutting bill to the floor of
the House before we get a budget.

Tomorrow my colleagues will hear
that technically speaking this is not
breaking the budget rules, because
technically we are still operating in
the year 2000 budget and, therefore,
technically this is not against the
House rules.

We are going to enjoy hearing the ex-
planation as to why technically we can

break the House rules. Many of my col-
leagues felt like that with January the
20th coming that we had gotten passed
the playing on words of definitions of
what various words are, and that we
thought we were ready for some
straight talk, but we are going to hear
from the leaders of this House tomor-
row that technically we are going to be
legal with the rule and the consider-
ation of this bill.

Mr. Speaker, some of us believe that
that is not a positive action. In fact,
we believe very strongly that even if it
is technically correct, that we ought to
live up to the spirit of the budget law,
and that is when we will find the Blue
Dogs standing shoulder to shoulder
bipartisanly with the majority in this
House in dealing with the budget proc-
ess, which will include tax relief.

We have no argument whatsoever
that in the budget of this year and over
the next 5 years that significant tax re-
lief is in order, and will and are pre-
pared to vote for it, but that is not
what we are going to do tomorrow.

Being in the minority when we are
overrun, when decisions are made by
the leadership that we are going to
bring a tax bill onto the floor, we are
not going to have bipartisan consider-
ation, it is going to be the bill that the
gentleman from California (Mr. THOM-
AS), the chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means, and the leadership
have selected, and that is going to be
the bill that we are going to vote on,
there is nothing we can do about it, un-
less we have some of the same kind of
bipartisan support that we were talk-
ing about with the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. GANSKE) a moment ago.
When we find ourselves in substantial
agreement and when we have that kind
of action on the floor of the House, we
truly will be bipartisan, but that is not
what we are going to do tomorrow.

Mr. Speaker, the President’s plan is
an important voice in this process, but
it is not the only voice. There are a lot
of questions that remain about his
budget. We have an honest disagree-
ment about some of his priorities and
questions about how he will pay for all
of his priorities as identified in his
budget without borrowing from Social
Security and Medicare. And how many
times, Mr. Speaker, in the last several
weeks and months, how many times, to
those who were here last year, have we
voted on lockboxes after lockboxes
after lockboxes in which we have stood
400 strong saying we are not going to
touch Social Security and Medicare?

Let me issue a little bit of a warning
to my colleagues who are going to vote
for this tax cutting bill tomorrow, be
careful when playing with fire because
your fingers may be burned. Examine
the budget. Examine the proposals. Ex-
amine the projected surplus. Take a
good, hard look at where my colleagues
are headed with the strategy that my
colleagues are following.

We in the Blue Dogs are going to be
attempting tomorrow in the short pe-
riod of time to make our point as
strongly as we can possibly make it.
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We should not pass the tax cut bill

tomorrow. We should first pass a budg-
et. Ironically, ironically, the House
Committee on the Budget has sched-
uled a hearing tomorrow afternoon
during the time we are going to be de-
bating the tax cut. The purpose of the
hearing is to give Members an oppor-
tunity to testify about their interests
regarding the fiscal year 2002 budget.

At the very time that Members of
this House are being given our first op-
portunity to offer our input into the
priorities for our national budget on
behalf of the people we represent, we
are being asked to vote on a major por-
tion of the President’s budget.

Now, we object to that very strongly,
and I will conclude my remarks by say-
ing I was here in 1981. I was one of the
Democrats that helped pass the Reagan
revolution. Knowing what I knew then,
knowing what I know now, I would
have voted the same way then based on
what I knew then, but that is why I
will be opposing this action tomorrow
with every ounce of strength at my dis-
posal, because I believe it to be wrong.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that we are in
danger of going down the same path we
went down in the 1980s in which we in-
creased our national debt by $4 trillion
because we cut taxes first, but never
got around to restraining our spending.

We believe very strongly that we
should put in place a budget that re-
strains spending; that caps discre-
tionary spending; that makes all of the
priority interests that a majority on
both sides of the aisle can agree to,
then we should proceed with a tax cut,
and it is a part and a component there-
of.

No matter how my colleagues color
it, we will hear tomorrow, we will hear,
we heard today, people saying it was
the Congress that spent the money.

I got a fax today from a fine gen-
tleman out in Nevada that says, it is
great. We heard you. You ought to have
a budget first. It makes sense to the
American people, but the reason tax
cuts must be passed hastily is because
waiting for a budget to pass would give
you and your cohorts the opportunity
to spend enough money to reduce or re-
move the tax cut.

Let me remind this gentleman, this
body is now in the control of the Re-
publican Party. The Senate is in the
control of the Republican Party, and
the White House is in control of the
Republican Party. Therefore, anyone
that fears that spending is going to get
out of control means that the majority
is going to get out of control, and I do
not believe that for a moment, but
seemingly you do. That is the message
you are sending to the American peo-
ple.

I repeat, we are for significant tax
cuts, but as my colleagues will hear to-
night, this much ballyhooed $5.6 tril-
lion surplus is not real. It is not real.
My colleagues will hear some facts
from the gentleman from Mississippi
(Mr. TAYLOR), and I hope my colleagues
listen carefully.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. TURNER).

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. STEN-
HOLM) for yielding to me. It is a pleas-
ure to join all of our Blue Dog Demo-
crats on the floor here tonight to talk
about what we think is the critical
issue of the moment here in the House
of Representatives, and that is the fact
that we are faced tomorrow with a vote
on a major tax cut when this House has
yet to follow established procedure
under the Budget Act, and try to come
to grips with a budget prior to acting
on tax cuts.

Frankly, no American household and
no business in this country would dare
suggest that that is the right way to
proceed, because at your house and
mine and in your business and mine,
the first thing we always know we are
supposed to do is to establish a budget
first. And until you have established a
budget, you do not know how much you
can spend on that remodeling of that
new sun porch on the back of your
house. You do not how much you can
spend on that summer vacation. You
do not how much you need to set aside
for your children’s education. That is
what a budget is all about.

This House of Representatives, con-
trary to the spirit of the Budget Act,
which requires this Congress to pass a
concurrent budget resolution with the
Senate before we act on tax cuts is
going to bring a major tax cut to this
floor tomorrow, apparently, solely to
generate momentum for the Presi-
dent’s $1.6 trillion tax cut.

Why are they doing it? I am not sure.
The truth of the matter is, the Senate
has already let it be known, as the Ma-
jority Leader of the Senate, that the
Senate will adopt a budget prior to act-
ing on tax cuts.
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So frankly, we believe as Blue Dog

Democrats committed to fiscally re-
sponsible policies that this House, too,
should have a budget prior to a tax cut.

The Blue Dog Democrats as a group,
the 33 members, voted unanimously to
call for this House to act on a budget
first prior to taking votes on any tax
cut. We have advocated from the begin-
ning that we can afford a tax cut and
we want the biggest tax cut possible,
but we do not know how big it should
be until we first have the debate and
have the votes on a budget.

Now we all know that the President
says that his tax cut will fit within his
budget. He says we are going to cut
spending so that it grows no more than
4 percent a year. Senator DOMENICI said
the other day that he thought that was
a little bit tight, he would suggest per-
haps 6 percent irrespective of what the
President said is his goal. We all know
that at the end of the day, it is what
the Congress votes collectively to sup-
port and the President signs that be-
comes the fiscal policy and the budget
of this country.

So we believe that the right thing to
do is to have that debate, talk about

the competing priorities and then
make a decision on a tax cut that fits
within that budget that the Congress
has agreed upon.

Frankly, right now the President’s
tax cut seems a whole lot like trying to
fit a size 11 foot into a size 6 shoe be-
cause there are a lot of competing in-
terests that this Congress from various
quarters will have an interest in. For
example, this Congress has unani-
mously agreed that we should no
longer spend the Social Security and
Medicare surpluses for anything other
than Social Security and Medicare.
That takes some of this estimated fu-
ture surplus off the table.

Mr. Speaker, most of the Members of
Congress believe that we need to
strengthen national defense. There are
some that support a national missile
defense system. There are some in this
House who share our views that edu-
cation should be strengthened and to
do that may require us to put some ad-
ditional money into public education.
There is a vast array of competing pri-
orities.

Most of us do not want to pass on the
national debt that was accumulated
over 30 years of deficit spending to our
children so we would like to see the na-
tional debt paid down. All of these
competing goals will be considered
when this Congress gets down to debat-
ing and determining what the budget of
this Congress will be. Then we will
know how big a tax cut we can afford.
So we are going to work very hard all
day tomorrow to continue to send the
message to this House that it is a budg-
et first that we need to adopt, then let
us vote on the biggest tax cut that that
budget will allow.

We also understand that it is very
dangerous to be basing these big tax
cuts on these 10-year projections of
what the surplus may be. The Presi-
dent suggested in his State of the
Union speech the other night that the
American people have been over-
charged and they are due a refund.
Well, that sounds pretty good. The
truth of the matter is none of us have
been overcharged yet because the sur-
plus we are talking about trying to
give back to the American people has
not arrived yet. It is projected to ar-
rive under certain assumptions over
the next 10 years.

Those assumptions can be ques-
tioned. The economic projections may
not turn out to be true. It presumes
about a 3 percent annual growth rate in
the gross domestic product. We heard
Alan Greenspan the other day testify
before Congress that at the present
time the national growth rate is zero. I
suppose if the national growth rate
stays at zero for a few more months,
the Congressional Budget Office will
need to go back to the calculator and
recalculate the estimated surplus be-
cause they based it on some assump-
tions that may not turn out to be true.

The bottom line is this: We want a
tax cut as big as we can afford, but we
also want to save Social Security and
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Medicare for the retired baby boomers
when we know significant strains will
occur on both of those systems. We
want to pay down the national debt
rather than pass that debt on to our
children. We want to be sure that we
get the benefits of a lower national
debt which will result in lower interest
rates which in many ways is equally as
good as a tax cut because it puts
money in the back pockets of every
American who is trying to get a home
mortgage, trying to buy a car, trying
to borrow money to send their kids to
college, trying to borrow money to ex-
pand their business.

Lower interest rates will come, ac-
cording to all economists who have
spoken on this issue, if we pay down
the national debt. I would say to you if
you owe $100,000 on your home mort-
gage, if we could reduce interest rates
2 percent which is what some econo-
mists estimate would happen if we paid
down the national debt over the next 10
years, that would mean $2,000 in inter-
est savings to you. That is a bigger tax
break than any of these tax cuts which
are being talked about would give an
average American family.

We have a lot to discuss and a lot of
priorities to put on the table, and it is
going to be the collective judgment of
this Congress when they vote on a
budget that determines the balancing
of those priorities and until we have
that budget, we really cannot say with
any certainty how big a tax cut we can
afford.

That is our message and we believe
the American people understand the
importance of fiscal responsibility.
They understand the importance of
strengthening national defense, pre-
serving Medicare and Social Security,
being sure that we pay down the debt
and do not pass it on to our children.
We want to be sure if today we pass a
tax cut, it does not mean that our chil-
dren are going to end up paying for it
tomorrow.

That is fiscal responsibility, that is
what the Blue Dog Democrats, the 33
members of our coalition have worked
for since the inception of the Blue Dog
coalition. I am proud to be here to-
night with my colleagues who work for
fiscal responsibility.

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SANDLIN).

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to commend the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM) for the fine work that
he has done on this issue and for lead-
ing the Blue Dogs and for his com-
ments tonight, along with the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. TURNER). They
have done such an excellent job, there
is very little left to speak about.

The Blue Dogs believe that the Amer-
ican people are entitled to a tax cut.
We believe that we can afford a tax cut,
and we support tax cuts for the Amer-
ican people.

The question is the $1.6 trillion tax
cut proposed by the administration too
much. On the other hand, is it too lit-
tle? Could it be just right? We just do

not know, and we do not know because
we do not have a budget, we do not
have a spending plan. We have abso-
lutely no way to judge this tax cut.

We do have the opportunity to look
at the numbers proposed by CBO and
by the administration. And let us look
at that for just a moment and see
where we are. The CBO 10-year baseline
surplus is $5.644 trillion.

When you take off the Social Secu-
rity surplus and the Medicare surplus,
that is $2.5 trillion and $0.4 trillion.
That is an available on-budget surplus
of $2.7 trillion, and I think it is impor-
tant that we make a distinction be-
tween the available on-line budget sur-
plus, $2.7 trillion, versus the 10-year
baseline surplus of $5.644 trillion.

Now, let us look at the true cost of
the Bush tax cut. The estimate of rev-
enue lost from the basic tax package
by the administration is $1.6 trillion.
The cost of making the provisions ret-
roactive to 2001 is $100 billion. The cost
of interference from the AMT tax, $300
billion; cost of extending expiring tax
credits, $100 billion; promised tax cuts
not in the plan, $100 billion; additional
interest payments on the public debt,
$400 billion. The total cost of keeping
the President’s tax promises, all of the
promises made thus far, the total cost
is $2.6 trillion.

This means that nearly the entire 10-
year projected surplus will be used up
by the administration’s tax cut. Now,
it is important that we notice that
that is a projected surplus over 10
years. This is not money that we have
in hand. We do not have a surplus of
cash in hand. This is money that is pro-
jected to increase over a 10-year period.

Where, oh where is the budget. We
were promised that we would have a
budget prior to voting on tax relief.
Also the rules require it. For some rea-
son the United States House of Rep-
resentatives is not going to follow the
rules. I thought we got over the tech-
nicalities and our friends on the other
side of the aisle last year, talking
about legal technicalities, now seem to
be in support of that. It is totally irre-
sponsible to enact these tax cuts at the
present time without a budget because
how can we address Medicare and the
problem of Medicare as the baby
boomers retire and go on Social Secu-
rity and qualify for Medicare pay-
ments? What are we going to do in
America for prescription drugs. How
can we look our seniors in the eye and
tell them we passed massive tax cuts
and now that you need relief, we have
spent the money? How can we tell the
farmers facing drought, facing ice
storms, we cannot help you, we spent
the money?

How can we tell our children in edu-
cation, how can we tell our children,
we cannot close the digital divide, we
cannot have smaller classrooms, we
cannot modernize our schools, we can-
not help with education, you know
why, we spent all of the money because
the administration tax plan uses up the
entire 10-year projected surpluses?

There is a way to do it. The way to
do it is to spend Social Security sur-
pluses. Social Security is a solemn
promise we made to senior citizens. In
my district in Texas, I have many sen-
ior citizens. In fact, I have the highest
median age of any district in Texas.

Social Security is the one program
that the government has enacted that
has had the most effect of our senior
citizens and has pulled more senior
citizens out of poverty than any other
action in the history of the United
States of America. How can we tell
them that we are going to spend that
money that was accumulated from a
lifetime of work, how can we tell them
that we are going to spend that money
with tax cuts now.

Tomorrow we are going to talk about
across-the-board tax cuts. Let us talk
about what that means. Across the
board. That seems to indicate that ev-
erybody shares. It is across the board.
Everybody gets the benefit. Is that
what it is? Absolutely not.

Most people would be surprised to
hear that across the board does not in-
clude them. If people at home today
looked to their left, their right, in
front of them and behind them, called
their friends on the phone, they are not
going to find anybody that benefits
from across-the-board tax cuts because
the truth is that 44.3 percent of the
cuts go to the richest 1 percent of the
people. Everyone does not share in this
tax cut. Very, very few do.

Now, what is the best tax cut we can
afford. What is the best thing we can
do for the American people? We can
pay down the debt in this country. We
have a balanced budget, but that
means that our income matches our
out-go for this year. The best tax cut
for America is to reduce interest rates.
The way to reduce interest rates is to
pay down the debt.

The Blue Dogs have a very good plan,
a simple plan. We say take Social Se-
curity completely off budget. Do not
consider that in our financial sheets,
do not spend that money. Take it off
budget. Take the remaining operating
surplus, take 50 percent of that and im-
mediately put it on the debt of the
country. Pay down our debt just like
our farmers and families and busi-
nesses do. Pay our debt. Take the in-
terest that we save by paying our debt,
and put that into Medicare and Social
Security and make sure that we keep
our commitments. Take the other half
of the surplus, use 25 percent for tax
cuts, we can do that. We can look at es-
tate tax and the marriage penalty and
capital gains; we can look at the rates.
We want to take 25 percent and give
the American people a tax cut. They
deserve it; we can afford it. Then take
25 percent and apply in priorities such
as agriculture, education, prescription
drugs, things that we know we must in-
vest in in this country. That is the fis-
cally responsible thing to do.

The Blue Dogs are committed to a 50–
25–25 plan, and we have seen some
movement in the U.S. Congress toward
that plan. Let us be responsible.
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Please, Mr. President; please, admin-

istration; please, our friends on the
other side of the aisle, send us a budg-
et. Let us know what we are working
with. Do not ask us to cut a revenue
stream when we do not know what we
are going to spend our money on. Let
us operate like every family farm in
America, like every business.

b 2200
Everyone has to know what their

budget is before they determine what
their expenses will be and what their
revenue stream is.

Herbert Hoover, he of fiscal fame,
once said, ‘‘Blessed are the young, for
they shall inherit the national debt.’’
We do not need another Herbert Hoo-
ver. We refuse to be Herbert Hoovers on
this side of the aisle. We need to pay
down the national debt and keep a fis-
cally responsible financial policy in
this country.

So our message is clear from the Blue
Dogs: we support tax cuts. We can sup-
port many of the tax cuts proposed by
the administration, but we can only
support those tax cuts after we receive
a blueprint for spending, a budget for
the United States of America. Let us
follow the rules set in the United
States House of Representatives. Let
us get a budget. And when we get a
budget, we will work with the adminis-
tration, work with our friends on the
other side of the aisle, we will get tax
relief for America and have a fiscally
responsible policy.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the topic of this special
order.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I now

yield to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. TAYLOR). A lot of talk to-
night has already been made about sur-
pluses, debt and deficits. I hope every-
one will pay particular attention to the
facts about to be presented by the gen-
tleman from Mississippi.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, I want to thank the gen-
tleman for this opportunity, and I want
to invite my Republican friends to join
this debate. I think it is important
that some of the statements that have
been made this week, this year, about
this large surplus be addressed tonight.

In fact, tonight I have the greatest of
medical respect for one of my col-
leagues, who is a doctor, the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. GANSKE). I have actu-
ally changed my vote on the House
floor a couple of times on medical mat-
ters based on conversations with him.
But the gentleman from Iowa said
something tonight that is totally out
of line. He spoke about a $5 trillion sur-
plus. I heard it with my own ears. So if
I heard him wrong, I would invite him
to please come correct me.

There is no $5 trillion surplus. What
we have in this Nation is a
$5,735,859,380,573.98 debt. That is as of
the end of last month. We hear from so
many of our colleagues that the debt is
being paid down; the debt is being paid
down. I think the President even said
it. But the truth of the matter is that
the total debt outstanding, as of Sep-
tember 30 of the year 2000, just 5
months ago, the last day of the last fis-
cal year, was $5,674,178,209,886.86. That
means that the debt, just since Sep-
tember 30 of last year, has increased by
$61,681,170,680.12 cents.

That is the reality that the President
did not mention in his State of the
Union address. That is the reality that
my friends who talk about projected
surpluses choose to ignore. Because the
reality is this Nation is horribly in
debt, and almost all of this debt has oc-
curred in our lifetime. Our Nation was
less than $1 trillion in debt when the
vaunted Reagan tax cuts took place.
They talked about how it grew the
economy and the Nation was so much
better for it. Well, if the Nation was so
much better for it, why were we twice
as deep in debt at the end of the
Reagan administration as when we
started?

Who do we owe this money to? A lot
is owed to banks. A third is owed to
foreign lending institutions. But let me
tell my colleagues the real kicker, be-
cause this involves every single person
listening tonight if they have ever
worked in their life, or if their spouse
has worked. Our Nation owes the citi-
zens of the United States who have in-
vested their hard-earned money into
the Social Security Trust Fund $1.7
trillion.

The lockbox that so many of my
friends talk about, that they are so
proud that they voted for, if we were to
open that lockbox that allegedly pro-
tects our Social Security, all we would
find in it is a slip of paper that says,
‘‘We owe you $1.7 trillion.’’ There is not
a dime in it. It has all been spent on
other things to disguise the true na-
ture of the debt.

We hear a lot about the Medicare
Trust Fund. And again Congress has
voted repeatedly for a lockbox. We
have a lockbox so we are protected. If
we were to open that box up we would
find a piece of paper that says, ‘‘I owe
you $229.2 billion. That is right now.
That is today. That is money that was
taken out of paychecks with a promise
that it would be set aside to pay for
benefits when the time came to pay for
them.

Incidentally, this was done during
the Reagan Presidency. In the first
year of the Reagan Presidency they cut
income taxes, much like we are talking
about doing tomorrow, at three dif-
ferent times during the Reagan Presi-
dency, with a Republican Senate and a
Democratic House. We keep hearing it
was the Democrats that did this. They
had the White House and they had the
Senate. And of course everyone knows
the Senate is more powerful than the

House. That is why House Members run
for the Senate. Senators never run for
the House. It is just understood. So
they controlled the White House, which
is two-thirds, because a veto is worth
two-thirds vote in both Houses. They
controlled the Senate, which is where
the real power is, and that is why ev-
eryone runs for the Senate, not for the
House. Yet somehow the Democratic
House gets blamed for these things.

During that time they raised taxes
on Social Security and they raised
taxes on Medicare for the average
working Joe by 15 percent. Fifteen per-
cent. Big guys got a tax break, because
income taxes, which is what came out
of their paycheck, went down. The lit-
tle guys, like the folks I represent in
Mississippi, their taxes went up. It is
even worse. Because if one of those lit-
tle guys happened to be self-employed,
if he was a pulpwood hauler, if he was
a shrimper, if he was an oysterman, if
he was his own boss and his own em-
ployee, his taxes on Social Security
and Medicare went up by 33 percent.
That was due to the Reagan tax in-
creases, with a Democratic House and a
Republican Senate. It is only fair we
point this out.

It gets worse. One of the guys who is
talking about this big surplus and,
therefore, we can have a tax break, is
none other than Alan Greenspan. Alan
Greenspan was the chairman of the
commission that came up with this
plan in 1983, to take money out of peo-
ple’s paychecks with the promise it
would be set aside, and he knows it was
not. Now he is telling us we have all
kinds of money for tax breaks. Mr.
Greenspan’s statement in 1983 does not
match his statement today. I wish he
would come to the House floor and tell
me which one is the truth.

It gets even worse than that. Back
then they recognized that we have a
changing demographic system in our
country. We are getting old. I am one
of them. We used to have, when my dad
was a teenager, about 19 working peo-
ple for every one retiree. By the 1950s,
it had dropped to about 10 working
Americans for every one retiree. To-
night it is about three working Ameri-
cans for every one retiree. In just a few
years it will be two working Americans
for every retiree. So in the 1980s they
told the American people that they
were going to start taking money out
of things like Social Security, like
Medicare and, yes, the military budget
to fund future benefits.

They told the guys in the military
back then, we are going to start taking
a percentage of the budget every year
and we will set it aside and we will
lock it up, and they said it would be
there to pay for their retirement. So if
there was a lockbox, which I have
never heard the President talk about
for the military trust fund, and if those
retirees could open it up, they would
find another piece of paper. What we
are going to tell those guys who de-
fended this Nation in World War II,
who defended this Nation in Korea,
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who defended this Nation in Vietnam,
in Desert Storm, and all the wars since
then and all the wars that will be?
There is an IOU in there for $163.5 bil-
lion. It is an IOU.

There is not one penny in that fund.
Although all these years, since the
early 1980s, funds have been taken out
of the Department of Defense budget
that could have gone for new ships,
could have gone for new planes, could
have gone for better housing, and could
have gone for better pay. The promise
was made that we would take this
money and set it aside. It is not there.
All there is right now is an IOU.

How about the folks who work for us?
I am proud of the opportunity to be a
Congressman. I am incredibly proud
that I have had the opportunity to
make things better. We put together
budgets, we make laws, but the day-to-
day function of the government is ac-
tually handled by all those Federal em-
ployees out there that make things
work. We collect money out of their
paychecks with the promise that it will
be there for their retirement pay. Same
story. Happened in the 1980s. Because
we recognized we have changing demo-
graphics, so we had better collect the
money now, while we have a fairly
large workforce and a fairly small
number of retirees, and set it aside for
the year 2035 when we are down to al-
most one to one workers-to-retirees.

So since the early 1980s, they have
pulled $501.7 billion out of Federal em-
ployees’ paychecks, all these nice peo-
ple here tonight, all those Capitol po-
licemen guarding us, all those folks
working for NASA and the agencies
that are out there trying to make our
lives better. They have pulled that out
of their paychecks with the promise
they were going to set it aside and it
would be there for their retirement.
But if we were to open that bank ac-
count tonight, we would find an IOU
for $501.7 billion. How can the Presi-
dent, how can the majority leader, the
Speaker of the House say there is a
surplus? How, with a straight face, do
they look the American people in the
eye and say there is a surplus when
this is our true debt?

A lot was made of the surplus last
year. Everyone said about a $239 billion
surplus. But if we take the time to
look where it was, it was in things like
money collected from Social Security,
money collected from Medicare, money
collected from the military retirees,
from our Federal employees, from the
highway system, and the airline sys-
tem. All the times when we told people
we were going to take this money out
of their airline ticket, out of their fuel
taxes and their paychecks and we were
going to set it aside, and they trusted
us to spend it on those things that we
told them we would, that is only sur-
plus.

When we take those monies aside
that are collected for a specific purpose
and promised for a specific purpose, it
was an $8 billion surplus left over.
Eight billion. Not $230 billion, $8 bil-

lion. But it gets even worse than that.
Because if we really take a good look
at that $8 billion, we can discover that
one of the tricks the Republican Con-
gress played was to delay the pay of
the troops from September 29, which
they would have gotten it under nor-
mal circumstances for many, many
years in the past, to October 1.

Everybody knows Congressmen make
big money. I am one of them. If my pay
gets delayed by a couple of days, I will
do okay. I will figure it is not that big
a deal. But if I was an E4 with two
kids, and my pay was delayed from a
Friday to a Monday, that means a
weekend of scrounging around in the
couch looking for pennies and nickles
to get enough money for baby formula
or for diapers, because they are living
hand to mouth. It is estimated that
anywhere from 6,000 to 13,000 of them
are eligible for food stamps. So what
does the Republican Congress do to tell
those folks we appreciate them? Well,
they became the only people in the
Federal Government whose pay was de-
layed. Not Federal employees, not Con-
gress, just the military.

Why did they do it? Because that pay
period moved from the last fiscal year
to this fiscal year. We did not save a
dime, but that $2.5 billion pay period
went from September to October, and
it made that $8 trillion surplus look a
little bigger. Because when we pull
that $2.5 billion out, it is only a $5.5
billion surplus.

Now, if I found that one trick, what
if I really had the time to study the
budget and find all the other tricks? I
think I could tell the American people
that there was not a surplus. But let us
say there was an $8 billion surplus.
What does that mean compared to this
cumulative debt? Eight billion dollars,
compared to this, is like a fellow who,
after 30 years, finally breaks even at
the end of one year. He has $1,000 left
over, and he says, My, God, let us go
have a good time, totally ignoring the
fact that he is $686,000 in cumulative
debt. That is what the ratio is.

So I have a real simple question for
the President, a real simple question
for Mr. Greenspan, who again was in-
volved in raising Social Security taxes
and Medicare taxes, and who now says
we have all this money left over de-
spite this huge deficit. If they believe
what they say, about we can do it after
the trust funds, why do they not en-
dorse the amendment I offered in the
Committee on Rules today, which says
we can only have these tax breaks in
years when we fulfill the financial obli-
gations to Social Security, to Medi-
care, to our military retirees, and to
our civilian employees?

b 2215

If you really think the money is out
there and you are sincere about those
things, I will give you the chance to
call a press conference tomorrow morn-
ing and say, ‘‘Yep, there’s enough
money to do it.’’ I do not think you
will. Because I think they are more

concerned with tax breaks than with
paying our bills. What the shame about
that is, think of the guys who died on
the beaches of Normandy. Think about
every generation of Americans, from
the horrible things that happened to
the men who signed the Declaration of
Independence, to the kids who died in
Vietnam, to the kids who died just this
weekend, the National Guardsmen
down in Georgia. Do you know what
the difference between us and all those
other generations is? If we continue
down this path, we will be the first
generation of Americans ever to leave
the Nation worse than we found it, be-
cause we have done the easy thing
every time rather than the right thing.

I as a father have taken the steps to
see to it that my kids do not inherit
my debts. Do you not think that it is
time that our Nation takes the step to
see to it that our kids do not inherit
this generation’s debts? I think the op-
portunity to start is tomorrow. That is
why I laud what the Blue Dogs are
doing. That is why I laud what those
conservative Republicans who really do
care about debt reduction are going to
do tomorrow.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, I want to
say that the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi has made a very excellent pres-
entation and probably revealed the
best kept secret in Washington, and
that is that there are no trust funds.
Most folks think that in business,
where if you have a pension fund, there
is some money sitting over there earn-
ing some interest and invested in some
good investments, earning interest and
earnings for the folks that are going to
be drawing on that pension fund some-
day. But in Washington there is no So-
cial Security Trust Fund, there no gov-
ernment retirees’ trust fund, there is
no military retirees’ trust fund, there
is no Medicare Trust Fund. It is a pay-
as-you-go system.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Despite
the promises made by Ronald Reagan
and Alan Greenspan in the 1980s when
they raised individual taxes by 15 per-
cent on working Americans to pay for
these things. The gentleman is exactly
right. If I may, and I know everyone
else wants to speak so I am going to be
real quick. It is even worse than that,
because in their attempts to disguise
the true nature of the public debt,
within 8 days of the Bush administra-
tion taking over the running of this
country, a report that had been coming
out monthly for decades called the
Monthly Statement of the Public Debt
of the U.S. right here that shows that
our Nation was over $5.7 trillion in
debt. Within 8 days of the President
taking over, they changed the name. It
is no longer the Statement of Public
Debt, it is the Statement of Treasury
Securities.

Most of us are from the South. Most
of us know what coffee houses and
truck stops are like. We all could imag-
ine going into one in Texas or one in
Mississippi or Alabama or Arkansas
and going up to one of those guys and
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saying, ‘‘How would you like some pub-
lic debt?’’ I think everybody would say,
‘‘No, thanks, I don’t want any.’’ But if
you asked most of the guys we know if
they would like some Treasury securi-
ties, there is a pretty doggone good
chance that they would say, ‘‘Yeah, I’d
like some. That sounds like a good
deal.’’ It is all part of the scam. I re-
sent it as an American. I hope every
American resents this. I hope they re-
sent the fact that the Social Security
Trust Fund has been plundered, that
the Medicare Trust Fund has been
plundered, that the military retire-
ment trust system has been plundered
and that the Federal employees’ retire-
ment system has been plundered. And I
do not think we ought to be doing any-
thing until we pay those systems back.

Mr. STENHOLM. I thank the gen-
tleman from Mississippi for those re-
marks. I will guarantee that that will
not be the last time that this House
will hear it this week, next week and
the week after that. And I hope that
the leadership of this Congress will pay
attention to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi, because he has in fact taken
the real heart of the argument that we
Blue Dogs are making tonight and that
we will take to the floor tomorrow.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Arkansas.

Mr. BERRY. I thank the gentleman
from Texas for yielding. I want to
thank him and the gentleman from
Mississippi and all the other Blue Dogs
for their leadership in this matter.

I think it is quite obvious, Mr.
Speaker, that the Blue Dogs are in
favor of cutting taxes but we are not in
favor of buying lottery tickets with
our children’s future. We think we
should have a budget first. If you took
the financial condition of this country,
as the gentleman from Mississippi just
so adequately pointed out, and a finan-
cial plan that we have today, that this
country has to a banker, any banker in
the United States or anyplace else
where there is a responsible banker,
they would just throw you out of their
office. They would either declare you
crazy or tell you to get out because
they have got better things to do.

Throughout the campaign, in the
State of the Union, for the last year,
this House has been putting the Social
Security and Medicare Trust Funds in
a lockbox. Ever since I have been here,
we have been talking about that. We
have been talking about paying off the
debt. We have promised the American
people that we are going to protect our
children, we are going to protect Social
Security, we are going to protect Medi-
care, we are going to provide a pre-
scription drug benefit for our seniors,
we are going to provide a good edu-
cation for our children, we are going to
provide for a good national defense, we
are going to have a solid agriculture
that has a good safety net. And we are
going to have these lockboxes. Over
and over we talk about the lockboxes
and over and over we vote to put this
money in the lockboxes. And now we

find out that it does not even exist. Yet
we are going to vote tomorrow without
even having a plan as to how we are
going to accomplish these things.

As the gentleman from Mississippi
just so adequately pointed out, the sur-
plus is projected just like we project
the weather. The debt is real. It really
exists. We can count it to the penny. I
am proud to be a Blue Dog. There are
only 33 of us. But we stand strong and
we stand tough against making bad fis-
cal decisions and irresponsible fiscal
decisions. I think we all want to have
as large a tax cut as we possibly can af-
ford. But none of us want to buy lot-
tery tickets with our children’s future.

In the last paragraph of the Declara-
tion of Independence, the last thing
that is there before the men signed it,
and they all knew they were putting
their lives on the line when they signed
it, they said that they pledged their
lives, their fortunes, and their sacred
honor to the future of this country and
to that declaration. I would challenge
the Members of this Congress today to
stand strong as those men did and do
the right thing for the children of this
country and the future of this country.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Kansas (Mr.
MOORE), the cochair of the Blue Dog
Budget Task Force.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, about 3
weeks ago I was invited along with 19
other Members of the House and five
United States Senators to the White
House to meet with President Bush and
Vice President CHENEY. This was a
chance for President Bush to talk to us
about his proposed $1.6 trillion tax cut
and try to hear from us about our
views on this tax cut and to find out
where the Congress might stand. When
it was my turn to speak to President
Bush, I said to him, ‘‘Mr. President, I
know that you know Governor Bill
Graves of Kansas. I’m from Kansas.’’

He said, ‘‘Yes, he’s a friend of mine.’’
I said that I read an interview with

Governor Graves in the Associated
Press about a week before I came to
the White House and that Governor
Graves I thought was very candid in
talking to the reporter and he was
talking about tax cuts and revenue
shortfalls and education funding in the
State of Kansas. The governor said dur-
ing this interview, when he was talking
about tax cuts that had happened in
Kansas about the last 3 or 4 years, ‘‘If
I had known then what I know now, I
would have done some things dif-
ferently.’’ He is not here right now but
if he were here, I think he would say
that I am accurately representing what
he said. Basically what he was saying
was, ‘‘We cut taxes too much and now
we’re having great difficulty in Kansas
in trying to come up with the money to
fund education.’’

In fact that very morning on the
front page of the New York Times, and
I showed a copy to President Bush,
there was an article that mentioned
Kansas by name and 15 other States
and the governors were meeting talk-

ing about the same situation in each of
those 16 States, where there were pro-
jected revenues, there were shortfalls
and they were having problems funding
vital services in each of those States.

What we are talking about here is a
Congressional Budget Office projected
surplus of $5.6 trillion over 10 years.
And President Bush is now saying we
have enough to fund a $1.6 trillion tax
cut. Yesterday afternoon I got a call
from the Director of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget, Mitch Daniels.
Mr. Daniels said to me, ‘‘Congressman,
can you be with us on this tax cut?’’ I
suspect prior to the time he called me
he knew that I had voted last year for
estate tax relief and for marriage pen-
alty tax relief.

I said, ‘‘I want to be direct with
you.’’

He said, ‘‘Please do.’’
I said, ‘‘I have a couple of concerns

about this tax cut and projected sur-
pluses.’’ I said, ‘‘Number one, there is
not a budget. And I think we should
have a budget before we implement or
enact a new tax cut.’’ This is last Sun-
day. I said, ‘‘Number two, I’m going to
Washington on Monday so I can vote
on this tax cut bill.’’ And I said that I
was watching the weather last night
and they were projecting in Wash-
ington, D.C., a 12-inch snow. I was very
concerned with that projection that I
might not make it back to Washington
for the tax vote. As it turned out, the
projection, only 24 hours in advance,
was very wrong and there was no snow
to speak of. And now we are talking
about projections on economic condi-
tions 5 and 10 years out. And if a pro-
jection for a weather forecast can be
that wrong, 12 inches wrong in only 24
hours, think what can happen to eco-
nomic and financial projections 5 and
10 years out.

The people in Kansas and the people
around this country I think live by
three very simple rules, they are not
written down, they are just common
sense and people know innately and un-
derstand these rules. Number one,
don’t spend more money than you
make. Number two, pay off your debt;
and, number three, invest in basic
needs in the future. The basic needs for
a family are food and shelter and
health care and education and trans-
portation. The basic needs for a Nation
are national defense and Social Secu-
rity and Medicare, and a highway sys-
tem, things of that nature that we all
would agree on. And people out in the
country wonder why Congress cannot
learn to live by the same budgeting and
financial rules that American families
do. We have the opportunity for the
first time in a whole generation, after
30 years of deficit spending, to do the
right financial and fiscal thing, the
right thing fiscally for our country,
and, that is to live within our means
and to start to pay down our national
debt.

They have already told you, some of
the other speakers here this evening,
about the benefits. But one that they
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did not mention is this. In 1999, the
third largest category of expenditure
by our United States Government after
defense and Social Security was inter-
est on the national debt, $230 billion. If
we start to do the right thing, we can
pay down that figure and we can reduce
that figure and live within our means.
I think we should do that, Mr. Speaker,
for our children. We have placed a $5.7
trillion mortgage on their future. We
owe it to them.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Tennessee.

Mr. TANNER. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman from Texas and
the other Members who have been here
tonight to talk about this. We have
heard a lot of talk about the fact that
we think we need a budget first and we
say that because, as one of the speak-
ers said, that is the only way you have
a business plan for the country, it is
the only way you have a budget for a
family, is to put this in some sem-
blance of order. But the real question
is why do we say we need a budget, a
universe within which to work on these
competing interests, whether it be pay-
ing down debt, tax cuts, increased
spending for the military. The reason
that we do is because we want to do the
right thing for the children of this
country in terms of fiscal discipline.

As the gentleman from Mississippi
said, if we do not get a handle on this
now, we will be the first generations of
Americans to actually leave this coun-
try worse than when we found it.

So why do we say we need a budget
first? First of all, we want to protect
the trust funds that the gentleman
from Mississippi talked about. Those
are solemn promises and all we have to
give to back them up right now are
IOUs. The second thing we think we
ought to do and we must do is pay
down the national debt. Why is paying
down the national debt important?
There are 280 million people in this
country. We have a total debt, accord-
ing to the government, of $5.7 trillion,
thereabouts.
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Of that, $3.4 trillion is publicly held
debt. That means that each one of us
owe $12,140 apiece, per person. That
means for a family of four that is going
to get this $1,600 in 5 years that they
have talked so much about, that means
their share of the public debt is $48,600.

Now, Mr. Speaker, that just includes
the publicly held debt of $3.4 trillion. If
one adds the other debt, the Social Se-
curity debt and the things the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. TAYLOR)
talked about, we have a $20,300 per per-
son debt on our head when we are born
as American citizens. For a family of
four, that is $82,000.

The proposal that has been put to us
from the White House proposes $590 bil-
lion less in debt reduction from now
until 2005 during this President’s term
than present law provides. Do we know
what that means to a family of four? It
means their share of this debt that we

have will increase unnecessarily by
$8,000.

Where I come from, as the gentleman
from Kansas (Mr. MOORE) said awhile
ago, one of the things we think about
in Tennessee is do not spend more
money than you make but pay your
debts. If you have some extra money
coming in and you owe somebody, you
do not go buy a new car and leave that
somebody that you owe still waiting
for their money. You go and pay them
because that is the thing to do.

If we do not keep our eye on the ball
and continue to pay down this debt,
then I will be ashamed to say, but I
will have to admit, that I was one of
the first generations of Americans who
left this country worse than when we
found it.

We do not know what it is going to
do to national defense. There are some
defense needs in this country that all
of us know about, not the least of
which is our obligation to the military
retirees, our obligation to the men and
women who are giving us their produc-
tive years that are in the uniform serv-
ice of this country. They need more
pay allowances. We need to modernize
their equipment.

Agriculture, a nation that cannot
feed and clothe themselves internally
is at risk to whatever extent that food
supply is interrupted. Agriculture is
truly a national security concern. So
when people say well, all you guys are
doing down here is whining about the
fact that you are not in the process,
that this process has left you behind
and you are whining about it. Well, let
me just say this: The process that we
put in place with the Budget Act and
the process by which we govern our-
selves is the only thing that separates
this country from a dictatorship or
from communism or anything else. You
do not have to worry about process if
you live in a dictatorship. You do not
have to worry about process if you live
under communism. There is none.

Process is important, and that is why
we are here to try to get some process
in place so that we can intelligently
make some decisions, if that is pos-
sible, make some decisions that are
going to leave this country better, not
worse, than when we leave here.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, for
our cleanup hitter for tonight, one of
our newer Blue Dogs from California,
fastly becoming one of the leaders for a
fiscally conservative budget, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SCHIFF).

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, this year
we will have a large tax cut. We will
have a large tax cut that provides tax
relief to every taxpayer, that addresses
estate and marriage penalties as well.
That we know for a certainty. The
question, of course, of how large and
who will be the primary beneficiaries is
as yet undetermined, but we know that
we will have the largest tax cut that
we can afford.

Will we have a solvent Social Secu-
rity system? Will we have Medicare
with a prescription drug benefit? Will

we have an adequate educational sys-
tem? Will we pay down the national
debt? These questions we do not have
an answer for. Now, why is that? Why
is that that we can say with absolute
certainty right now we can have a mas-
sive tax cut but we cannot say whether
Social Security will continue? We can-
not say whether Medicare will be sol-
vent? What does this say about our pri-
orities as a nation? It says we do not
put Social Security first. We do not put
Medicare first. We do not put the needs
of our children first.

Now, why is this? Why are we going
forward with no budget? Why are we
going forward with a bill that could
have a major impact in this country
for 25 years with no budget? Why is it
so important that we act on this right
now? Well, the argument that is made
is that we need to spur the economy
right now. Well, let us set aside the
fact that even Alan Greenspan says
that the use of fiscal policy in the form
of tax cuts does little to affect the im-
mediate condition of the economy. Let
us say that we agreed with that philos-
ophy. Why does that mean that we
take action on a bill right now that
will affect us in 5 to 10 years? If we are
concerned about spurring the economy
now, let us do something to spur the
economy now. Let us not make a deci-
sion about expenditures 5 to 10 years
from now that will have no effect on
today’s economy.

No, we are taking action right now
on a bill that will have an effect on the
next generation. We are doing it with-
out a budget in place. We are doing it
on the basis of projections we know are
incredibly speculative. We are doing it
at a time where the interest on the
debt we pay every day is a billion dol-
lars; a billion dollars a day we pay in
interest on the national debt.

No, we are going to ignore the prom-
ises both parties made during the last
campaign of paying off the debt by 2012
or 2013. That is out the window. We are
going to ignore the promises made by
both parties during the campaign of
providing prescription drug benefits to
seniors. We are going to ignore our
promises to set aside Social Security
and Medicare. No, we are going to pass
this bill right now and then we are
going to worry later to see if we can af-
ford it.

Now I am just a freshman in this in-
stitution, but even a freshman can see
this is no way to budget for a nation or
a family. In families across America,
people have very basic principles: Pay
your bills; live within your means; pro-
vide for your family’s future; provide
for your country’s future. This process
does not meet that very basic standard.

Let us have a budget first. Let us
have a budget that we can be proud of,
not only today, tomorrow and this
year. Let us have a budget that we can
be proud of 10 or 20 years from now, be-
cause what we are doing this week,
make no mistake, will affect this coun-
try for the next quarter of a century. I
do not want to look back on my period
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in Congress and say that one of the
first acts that we did when I entered
the Congress was something that set
this country back on the path of deficit
spending, increased national debt, that
we did the fiscally irresponsible thing.
Let us have a budget first.

Mr. BOYD. Mr. Speaker, today we are going
to set the course for the nation for the next
decade. The President is betting the farm on
a two trillion tax cut based on ten year eco-
nomic projections. I would like to talk to my
colleagues a little bit about these projections.
As we all know, these projections are pre-
pared twice a year by the Congressional
Budget Office, once in January and once in
July. In six short months the Congressional
Budget Office changed its ten year estimate of
the surplus by one trillion dollars.

While this is very good news for those who
want the largest possible tax cuts or new
spending programs based on the surplus, it
troubles me greatly that we are prepared to
risk the balanced budgets we have enjoyed
over the last four years on estimates which
can change so drastically in a six month time
frame. My concern is that what the Congres-
sional Budget Office gives today, it can take
away tomorrow.

If you look closer at the projections, it be-
comes even more problematic. Almost 70% of
the 5.6 trillion dollar surplus does not mate-
rialize until after 2006. What will the economy
look like in 2006? What problems will face our
nation in 2006 that need to be addressed?
Will the 505 billion dollar surplus that is esti-
mated for 2006 really be there? Saying this is
a certainty is like predicting what the weather
will be like five years from now. Allocating the
vast majority of the non Social Security sur-
plus for a tax cut in this situation is like betting
the family farm on a roll of the dice.

Even the Congressional Budget Office
warns about using its estimates, the same re-
port that projects a 5.6 trillion dollar budget
surplus also states, ‘‘The longer-term outlook
is also unusually hard to discern at present.
Many commentators believe that major struc-
tural changes have created a ‘‘new economy,’’
and that belief influences the economic projec-
tions described in Chapter 2. However, CBO’s
projections, like those of other forecasters, are
based on very limited information about just a
few years’ increased growth of productivity
and strong investment in information tech-
nology. Projections of those recent changes
as far as five or 10 years into the future are
highly uncertain.’’

This is why I believe it is important that we
treat the projected surplus as a projection, not
reality. A possibility, not a guarantee. Because
of the uncertainty surrounding the projected
surplus, I have promoted a responsible plan
developed by the Blue Dog Coalition. Under
our budget proposal, 50% of the projected
non-Social Security surplus is set aside for
debt reduction, 25% is set aside for tax cuts,
and 25% is set aside for priority spending like
education reform, strengthening our national
defense, and a medicare prescription drug
plan.

This plan puts the emphasis where it should
be—on paying down our nation’s 5.7 trillion
dollar national debt. It also has the added ad-
vantage of a cushion if the surpluses do not
materialize. 50% of the projected surplus is
not allocated to new spending programs or tax
cuts, if the Congressional Budget Office is

wrong, then the worse thing that can happen
is that we would have not reduced the debt by
the amount expected. In contrast, under the
President’s and Republican Leadership’s plan,
if the Congressional Budget Office is wrong,
then we will very quickly have to use the So-
cial Security and Medicare surplus to pay for
the tax cuts we enact today.

My colleagues, we are gambling with our fu-
ture and our children’s future today. What the
Republican leadership is forcing upon us is
wrong. No family or small business owner that
I know would spend a huge chunk of his
money without knowing what their budget
would be first. I urge you to reject this risky
plan and work with the Blue Dogs to develop
a budget first, which honestly addresses all of
our common priorities and will provide the
largest tax cut we can afford. By developing a
budget that balances substantial tax cuts with
realistic spending levels and a serious commit-
ment to paying down the national debt, we will
be ensuring a strong economic future for our
country and our children.

f

THERE SHOULD BE NO DEAL FOR
THE ALLEGED SPY HANSSEN

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GRAVES). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
MCINNIS) is recognized for half the time
remaining before midnight.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I am
looking forward to addressing some of
the comments made here in the pre-
vious moments. There are 10 or so of
my colleagues so I have plenty of stuff
that I would like to visit with in re-
gards to that. First of all, though,
there are a couple of other issues I
want to address this evening. One of
the issues regards the suspected spy
Hanssen who was arrested not very
long ago. Of course, all of us in these
Chambers know exactly what that
story is all about.

I also wanted to talk next, move
from there, into the tax cut, the tax
program. I intend fully to address some
of the comments that have been made.
I certainly plan to take exception with
some of the doctrine of fear comments
made by the gentleman from California
and so on, but if we have time I then
want to move from that into the death
tax and address what some of the
multibillionaires in their ad in the New
York Times said. I should point out
that these people who signed that ad,
who support a death tax, who believe
that death is a taxable event in this so-
ciety, those multibillionaires who
signed that ad have already formed
their foundations. They have already
done their estate planning so that they
do not feel the pain that all the rest of
us are going to feel if we happen to fall
in that bracket and we are not that
wealthy to provide for that kind of es-
tate planning.

In my opinion, those people in that
ad, not many Members on the floor,
not my colleagues but those people in
that ad represent the height of hypoc-
risy, and I hope that some have an op-
portunity to read my comments that I
hope to get to this evening.

Let us talk, first of all, about the
spy. I was very, very discouraged to
read probably at the end of last week
that in the negotiations, if these nego-
tiations take place, for a plea bargain
with this spy, who sold out his country
and who sold out his country not with
one transaction but has been selling
out his country for many, many years,
with secrets of substantial damage to
this country, that one of the items that
is mentioned as kind of a dangle, some
kind of incentive in front of this spy, is
to go ahead and let this spy, the ac-
cused spy, to go ahead and let him keep
his pension.

He is not yet entitled to his pension.
He was 5 weeks off from receiving his
pension, this Hanssen guy. His pension
is going to be about $60,000 a year.

Now, to me, allowing this alleged
spy, and I keep using the word alleged
but I think the evidence is very clear
the situation we have, but we do have
a society that one is innocent until
proven guilty, but the fact is that we
have American soldiers, in fact the
gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. TAY-
LOR) spoke earlier about some of the
people who have given their lives in
service to this country, and those peo-
ple’s total life insurance policy does
not equal in many cases one year of
this alleged traitor’s pension of $60,000
a year. It is fundamentally unfair, it is
unsound, for either the FBI or the Jus-
tice Department to consider as one of
the terms of their plea negotiations to
offer this alleged spy his pension that
he was 5 weeks away from collecting.

Do not forget that while he was accu-
mulating this pension, it was at the
very time he was selling our country
out to our enemies. He was selling
them out to Russia. He sold us out. So
he is being paid on the one hand and he
is selling us out on the other hand, and
now as if we have not been bruised
enough we have some people out there
apparently discussing, well, let us go
ahead and let him have his pension.

Granted, some people have said we
have sympathy for his family. His fam-
ily was not involved in the spying. I
agree with that. The family of this al-
leged spy must be going through some
very horrible times. It is clear that the
evidence supports the fact that the
family had no knowledge of what was
going on with their father and this hus-
band. That fact, that sympathy aside,
one does not reward, and I am sorry
about the circumstances to the family
but that is the consequences of mis-
behavior, one does not reward one of
the worst spies in the history of this
Nation by going ahead and saying we
are going to go ahead and give you
$60,000 a year for the rest of your life
based on your service to the United
States Government.

So if any of my colleagues here have
an opportunity to have a discussion
with either the Department of Justice
personnel or FBI personnel, I hope you
bring this up about this pension.

Now let me move into some of the
comments that were made. First of all,
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