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The House met at 10 a.m.

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P.
Coughlin, offered the following prayer:

Lord God without beginning or end,
before whom we are all to appear to be
judged, be merciful to Your servants
today.

As our Nation approaches Memorial
Day, fill the hearts of Americans with
gratitude for all of those who gave
their lives in defense of freedom and to
protect this Nation. May our memory
of the distant past and more recent
events encourage the men and women
in military service now.

To memorialize is to bring to con-
sciousness again the names and faces of
those who have gone, but are not for-
gotten, because of their noble lives and
ultimate sacrifice. This year we in-
clude in our prayer all of those who
died in the attacks of September 11 and
especially those who, since then, have
shed life’s blood in the fight against
terrorism.

Strengthen with Your loving compas-
sion all of the families still trauma-
tized by their loss. Renew this Nation
in an intelligent patriotism which
unfurls new dimensions of equal justice
and hope for the poor as we wave the
flag of freedom before the world, now
and forever. Amen.

——
THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

———
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from California (Mr. SCHIFF) come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Mr. SCHIFF led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Monahan, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate has passed without
amendment bills of the House of the
following titles:

H.R. 4592. An act to name the chapel lo-
cated in the national cemetery in Los Ange-
les, California, as the ‘“‘Bob Hope Veterans
Chapel”.

H.R. 4608. An act to name the Department
of Veterans Affairs Medical and Regional Of-
fice Center in Wichita, Kansas, as the ‘“‘Rob-
ert J. Dole Department of Veterans Affairs
Medical and Regional Office Center’’.

H.R. 4782. An act to extend the authority of
the Export-Import Bank until June 14, 2002.

The message also announced that the
Senate has passed with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H.R. 327. An act to amend chapter 35 of
title 44, United States Code, for the purpose
of facilitating compliance by small busi-
nesses with certain Federal paperwork re-
quirements and to establish a task force to
examine the feasibility of streamlining pa-
perwork requirements applicable to small
businesses.

The message also announced that the
Senate has passed a bill of the fol-
lowing title in which the concurrence
of the House is requested:

S. 1644. An act to further the protection
and recognition of veterans’ memorials, and
for other purposes.

The message also announced that
pursuant to Public Law 103-227, the
Chair, on behalf of the President pro
tempore, reappoints the following indi-
viduals to the National Skill Standards
Board:

Upon the recommendation of the Re-
publican Leader—

Earline N. Ashley, of Mississippi,
Representative of Human Resources;

Ronald K. Robinson, of Mississippi,
Representative of Labor.

—————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter-
tain 1 minutes at the end of business
today.

———

2002 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT FOR FURTHER RE-
COVERY FROM AND RESPONSE
TO TERRORIST ATTACKS ON THE
UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to House
Resolution 428 and rule XVIII, the
Chair declares the House in the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the further consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 4775.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
4775) making supplemental appropria-
tions for further recovery from and re-
sponse to terrorist attacks on the
United States for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2002, and for other pur-
poses, with Mr. THORNBERRY in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-
mittee of the Whole rose on Wednes-
day, May 22, 2002, the bill had been read
through page 5, line 5.

The Clerk will read.

MOTION TO RISE OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move the
Committee do now rise.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

[J This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., [] 1407 is 2:07 p.m.

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.
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RECORDED VOTE

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 99, noes 289,
not voting 46, as follows:

[Roll No. 197]

AYES—99
Ackerman Hoeffel Pelosi
Allen Holt Peterson (MN)
Andrews Honda Pomeroy
Baird Inslee Price (NC)
Baldwin Jackson-Lee Rangel
Barrett (TX) Rodriguez
Berkley Jefferson Roybal-Allard
Berman John Rush
Berry Jones (OH) S
N abo
Bishop Kaptur Sanchez
Blumenauer Kilpatrick
Bonior Kind (WD) Sanders
Boucher Kleczka, Schakowsky
Brady (PA) Larsen (WA) Schiff
Brown (OH) Larson (CT) Shows
Capps Lee Slaughter
Capuano Lowey Smith (WA)
Cardin Lynch Snyder
Clayton Maloney (NY) Solis
Clyburn Matsui Stenholm
Conyers McCarthy (NY) Stupak
DeFazio McDermott Tanner
Delahunt McGovern Taylor (MS)
Dingell McNulty Thurman
Doggett Meehan Towns
Evans Miller, George
Filner Mink ggan o
. all (NM)
Ford Napolitano
Velazquez
Frank Neal .
Gephardt Oberstar Visclosky
Harman Obey Waters
Hastings (FL) Olver Watson (CA)
Hill Pallone Waxman
Hilliard Pascrell Wu
NOES—289
Abercrombie Cunningham Gutknecht
Aderholt Davis (CA) Hall (OH)
AKkin Davis (FL) Hall (TX)
Armey Davis, Jo Ann Hansen
Baca Davis, Tom Hart
Bachus Deal Hastings (WA)
Baker DeGette Hayes
Ballenger DeLauro Hayworth
Barcia DeLay Hefley
Barr DeMint Hilleary
Bartlett Diaz-Balart Hobson
Bass Dicks Hoekstra
Bentsen Dooley Holden
Bereuter Doolittle Hooley
Biggert Doyle Horn
Bilirakis Dreier Hostettler
Blagojevich Duncan Houghton
Blunt Dunn Hoyer
Boehlert Edwards Hulshof
Boehner Emerson Hunter
Bonilla Eshoo Hyde
Bono Etheridge Israel
Boozman Everett Issa
Borski Farr Istook
Boswell Ferguson Jackson (IL)
Brady (TX) Flake Jenkins
Brown (SC) Fletcher Johnson (CT)
Bryant Foley Johnson (IL)
Burr Forbes Johnson, Sam
Buyer Fossella Jones (NC)
Callahan Frelinghuysen Kanjorski
Calvert Frost Keller
Camp Gallegly Kelly
Cannon Ganske Kennedy (MN)
Cantor Gekas Kennedy (RI)
Capito Gibbons Kerns
Carson (IN) Gilchrest Kildee
Carson (OK) Gillmor King (NY)
Castle Gilman Kingston
Chabot Gonzalez Kirk
Chambliss Goode Knollenberg
Clement Goodlatte Kolbe
Coble Gordon Kucinich
Collins Goss LaFalce
Costello Graham LaHood
Coyne Granger Lampson
Cramer Graves Langevin
Crenshaw Green (TX) Lantos
Crowley Green (WI) Latham
Cubin Greenwood LaTourette
Culberson Grucci Levin
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Lewis (CA) Payne Shuster
Lewis (GA) Pence Simmons
Lewis (KY) Peterson (PA) Simpson
LoBiondo Petri Skeen
Lofgren Phelps Skelton
Lucas (KY) Pickering Smith (MI)
Lucas (OK) Pitts Smith (NJ)
Luther Platts Smith (TX)
Maloney (CT) Pombo Spratt
Manzullo Portman Stearns
Mascara Pryce (OH) Strickland
Matheson Putnam Stump
McCarthy (MO) Quinn Sullivan
McCollum Radanovich Sununu
McCrery Rahall Sweeney
McHugh Ramstad Tancredo
McInnis Regula Tauscher
McIntyre Rehberg Tauzin
McKeon Reyes Taylor (NC)
Meeks (NY) Reynolds Terr
Menendez Riley Thorflas
Mica Rivers
Millender- Roemer Thompson (CA)

McDonald Rogers (KY) Thornberry
Miller, Dan Rogers (MI) Thune
Miller, Gary Rohrabacher Tiberi
Miller, Jeff Ros-Lehtinen Tierney
Mollohan Ross Toomey
Moore Roukema Turner
Moran (KS) Royce Upton
Moran (VA) Ryan (WI) Vitter
Morella Ryun (KS) Walden
Myrick Sawyer Walsh
Nethercutt Saxton Wamp
Ney Schaffer Watts (OK)
Northup Schrock Weiner
Norwood Scott Weldon (FL)
Nussle Sensenbrenner Weller
Ortiz Serrano Wexler
Osborne Sessions Whitfield
Ose Shadegg Wicker
Otter Shaw Wilson (NM)
Owens Shays Wilson (SC)
Oxley Sherman Wolf
Pastor Sherwood Woolsey
Paul Shimkus Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—46
Baldacci Ehrlich Murtha
Barton Engel Nadler
Becerra English Rothman
Boyd Fattah Sandlin
Brown (FL) Gutierrez Souder
Burton Herger Stark
Clay Hinchey Thompson (MS)
Combest Hinojosa Tiahrt
Condit Isakson Trafi
raficant
Cooksey Johnson, E. B. :
Cox Leach Watkins (OK)
Crane Linder Watt (NC)
Cummings Lipinski Weldon (PA)
Davis (IL) Markey Wynn
Deutsch McKinney Young (AK)
Ehlers Meek (FL)
0O 1027

Messrs. CROWLEY, DOOLITTLE, and
ROGERS of Kentucky, Mrs. ROU-
KEMA, and Messrs. SHAYS, GUT-
KNECHT, SIMMONS, and RAHALL
changed their vote from ‘“‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

Mr. INSLEE and Mr. BLUMENAUER
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye’.

So the motion to rise was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall No.
197 | was detained in reaching the House
floor, and the vote was closed before |
reached the floor. Had | been present, | would
have voted “no.”

Mr. BOYD. Mr. Chairman, | was unavoidably
delayed on rollcall vote 197. Had | been
present, | would have voted “no” on rollcall
vote 197.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is important
for everyone to understand why we are
here and what will be happening today.

We are going to be having a not very
pleasant day because a lot of us are
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concerned about the future economic
health of the country. As we all know,
after the huge deficits of the 1980s, we
followed budget policies and economic
policies in the 1990s that put us back
into, at long last, a surplus condition.
We paid off billions of dollars, and it
was giving us a chance to strengthen
Social Security so that it could with-
stand the pressures from the retire-
ment of the baby boomers that will
begin shortly.

That was all blown away last year by
passage of the majority party’s tax
package that put in place over the next
decade a series of additional tax ac-
tions largely aimed at the most
wealthy taxpayers in the country
which will drain the Treasury of untold
numbers of billions and billions and
billions of dollars.
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And that is draining the Treasury
dry. And it is a major reason why
today, instead of running the surpluses
that we were running for three years,
we are now expected to have a deficit
that might approach $300 billion this
year. And as a result of that, we again
are facing a situation where Social Se-
curity and Medicare are being put at
risk because of the short-sightedness of
this body.

Now, the bill before us originally had
nothing to do with that issue. It was a
simple war supplemental. It was a re-
sponsible bill put together by both par-
ties on the Committee on Appropria-
tions, and most of us were willing to
enthusiastically vote for it. But it has
been changed by the rule adopted yes-
terday to now become the vehicle
under which $750 billion of new na-
tional debt will be sneaked in to public
law, as this bill goes to the Senate and
returns. That was the whole purpose of
the rule that was adopted yesterday.
That means in essence this bill will be-
come the vehicle by which we raise the
limits on the national credit card by
$700 billion.

In addition, they throw in some other
nonessential items. They did a few fa-
vors for a few Members on their hos-
pitals. They made a major change in
the trade law that has no business in
this bill.

Now, all of us want to go home. We
want to go give our Memorial Day
speeches, and we would like to leave
here at a reasonable time. But we are
prepared on this side of the aisle to do
whatever has to be done in order to
strike out from this bill all of the ex-
traneous provisions, return this bill to
the committee-passed vehicle that
passed the committee on a bipartisan
overwhelming basis.

We want to strip out the gimmicks
that will increase the national debt.
We want to strip out the other favors
and get back to the original bill. If we
can find a way to do that, we are happy
to procedurally cooperate and finish
this bill at a reasonable hour. If we
cannot get that kind of agreement, we
are willing to stay here all weekend. 1
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do not know about other Members, but
I brought a change of clothes and sev-
eral shirts; and I am willing to use
them. I might even be willing to lend
one around if someone needs one.

This is not funny business; there is
serious stuff. We want to pass what has
been described by people on both sides
as a simple war supplemental. The bill
that was produced by the Republican
majority on the Committee on Appro-
priations is good enough for us. It
ought to be good enough for the Repub-
lican leadership.

So I ask the majority leadership of
this House to do the responsible thing,
strip out the gimmicks, strip out the
sneaky way of trying to raise the na-
tional debt, bring us back to the origi-
nal core bill so we can go home and do
what we want to do on this most holy
of weekends.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, as usual the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) and
I have agreed on a lot. And one agree-
ment is we are going to stay here until
we finish this bill, whatever it takes.
And if it takes two or three changes of
clothes, we will be here. We are going
to finish this bill. You know why? Be-
cause this is an emergency defense sup-
plemental at time of war. American
soldiers are on the battlefield. Amer-
ican soldiers are dying, unfortunately.
A family in West Virginia just two
days ago lost a son, lost a husband, lost
a father.

America is at war. We are not only
fighting on the battlefields, we are
fighting terrorist cells, headquarters,
groups and organizations, whenever we
can find them.

A lot of money that we are providing
in this bill for the Army, the Navy, the
Air Force, the Marine Corpss and the
Coast Guard has already been spent.
The Army, for example, has reached
into their fourth quarter operational
money, and they are using it now to
fight the war. So what do they do in
the last quarter of the year if we do not
move this bill? We are going to move
this bill to completion. It may only
pass by one vote, but it is going to
pass.

If you want to argue about the fact
that some of the things that are in this
bill do not really relate to the appro-
priations bill that the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) said he would
support and that I support enthusiasti-
cally, I may agree with that. I may
agree that there are some things on
this bill that should not have been
added. But the fact is the majority of
this House worked its will, and that is
what we are dealing with now.

And so, I think it would be well for us
to move this bill quickly so we can
prove to the world, friends, and en-
emies, that we are serious about fight-
ing this war and eliminating the threat
of terrorism. We can do that by joining
with the President and providing this
appropriation to the President of the
United States as he prosecutes this
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war. So let us get to it. If it is going to
take all day today, if it is going to
take late into the night, if it is going
to take all day tomorrow, late tomor-
row, if it is going to take Saturday or
Sunday or Monday or Tuesday, be my
guest. Take whatever time you wish. I
am very patient, and I will be here
right to the bitter end. But we really
ought to let common sense prevail.

Let us move this important wartime
defense emergency supplemental bill.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I do not think we real-
ly are that far apart. As the dean of the
New York delegation, I cannot thank
this House enough for responding to
the strike that the terrorists made
against our great city and, therefore,
our great country. And God knows I do
not run from any defense of this great
Republic that has meant so much to so
many, not only here but the depend-
ency that we have in the free world. We
stand united in telling the President of
the United States that now, especially
during Memorial Day, please depend on
the support of the American people as
expressed by their representatives in
the House of Representatives.

So let that flag fly high today, and
let all of us salute it by saying, make
no mistake about it. The work of the
Committee on Appropriations, the
bringing together of the diversity, but
coming out ahead is one of the most
magnificent feelings of bipartisanship
and certainly support of the President
of the United States in our collective
war against terrorism.

What we are talking about today is
why would we jeopardize the fine work
of this committee by including provi-
sions that have nothing to do with our
patriotism, nothing to do with the war,
and nothing to do with our support of
the President that has guided us this
far. Are we prepared to say that in this
bill that is filled with doing the right
thing that we can determine which
hospitals and which Republican dis-
tricts should get help? Is a child that is
sick in one area more important than
another child because of the political
persuasion of their Representative?
Should we really be dealing in inter-
national treaties? Should we really be
saying that we are going to provide for
increasing the ability of the country to
borrow money in this bill?

What we are saying is, and what we
are leading with, do not take this as a
threat, we are asking you to please
consider giving us an opportunity, not
just to go home, to go home united
with a message saying that we support
the President and let terrorists know
that we are not Republicans and Demo-
crats in this House. We are Americans
and we stand together. And we want
that message to go out.

So we are not here to decide treaties.
We are not here to decide budgets. We
are not here to decide which hospitals
we are going to support. We are here as
Americans who support this war effort.
We are here to support the work that
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has been done by the Committee on Ap-
propriations, and we just do not think
other issues should cloud it.

So we are going to talk today not
about anything else except our agree-
ment. And for those people who want
to talk about taking this bill and dis-
torting the direction which it should
go, let them come to the floor and tell
us why their hospitals are more impor-
tant than this war effort. Let them
come to the floor and say why we
should not have hearings in the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means on the debt
ceiling. Let them come to the floor and
determine why we have to pay off a
Member for a vote on a bill because he
has an interest in a trade bill. Let
them come to the floor because they
are the ones that are stopping us from
supporting the President of the United
States now.

So when you say ‘‘as long as it
takes,” at the end of the day we are
going to end up together because we
are patriots together. And nobody that
debates the process should be charged
with being less American than anyone
else on this floor.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the
chairman of this committee. It has not
been just this bill, it has been most
bills that he has tried to do the right
thing by the Members of the House of
Representatives and tried to do the
right thing by Americans. But it is the
Committee on Rules, long after we are
gone that would be the only committee
we need in this House, if the leadership
can just, whether it is Republican or
Democrat, just go to the Committee on
Rules and start to legislate. That is a
bad road for us to travel, especially at
a time when we are at war.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, rarely do I come to
the well of the House to address the
House, but I wanted to say a few words
to my friend, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY), personally. I think
the gentleman knows full well that I
dislike that rule vote every bit as
much as he does. I am not certain, but
perhaps it is the worst vote I have ever
made around this place. But when the
chairman of my committee, a man of
great patience, is providing leadership
for my committee, the gentleman
knows very well where I will be.

The underlying bill before us today
involves a supplemental to fund the
war on terrorism. Now, when we are
not in the leadership, we find ourselves
in interesting circumstances. The lead-
ership has to do certain things to get
the work of governing done. If you look
at the history of my service in the
House, among other things, from time
to time I found myself among those
who voted for raising the debt limit
when the other side of the aisle put us
in the position of having to approve
debt limit increases or close down the
government. I voted from time to time
for debt limit increases. I did not like
doing that, but sometimes you have
got to govern around here.
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Now, having said all of that, and sep-
arate from our leadership, there is ab-
solutely no doubt that one of the more
thrilling moments that I have ever ex-
perienced was in this House after the
President spoke to us all—the Senate,
the House, the entire Cabinet and the
Supreme Court were present. He
brought us all together after Sep-
tember 11th, reflecting the spirit of
America that said we are at war for the
first time in a generation, several gen-
erations.
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Our country, our very way of life is
being threatened. We are at war. The
President struck a note that was the
American people’s note. They want us
together, not in partisan division.

My colleagues will remember that
moment—ToOM DASCHLE stepping into
the well of the House with the Presi-
dent—When they hugged each other,
not just in friendship and respect, but
because they were reflecting that
American spirit. Our people want us to-
gether. This Bill is the mechanism for
funding this war on terrorism. We will
either play a partisan game all day in
where the other side which was leading
us in my first 15 years in the House to
a multiple, multiple trillion-dollar
debt, wants to roll a partisan drum
that says, Oh, there’s more debt out
there as a result of that rule yesterday.

Debt? Give me a break, friends. Ev-
erybody around here seems to want to
spend money when it is available to
spend. But we are at war. This bill is a
wartime supplemental, something that
most of the Members of this House
have never experienced. Most of you
have never served at a time of war. I
have not. The reality is that this is a
time for us to come together, to reflect
the American will that says we will be
together, we will not be in partisan di-
vide.

We will hear this today. We will see
who drags back the work of the House.
This supplemental should have been off
the floor last week, the week before, if
it had not been for silly games. My col-
league, the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY), knows full well that is the
case. I appreciate his support.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield, since he has used my
name?

Mr. LEWIS of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Wisconsin. I am al-
ways proud to use his name.

Mr. OBEY. I thank the gentleman.
He is my good friend. He is a good
Member of the House.

Let me simply say that what the gen-
tleman says about the need to be to-
gether on the war is absolutely correct.
And we have been. And this committee
has been. We were together on the first
$40 Dbillion supplemental that passed
immediately after September 11. We
were together on the additional supple-
mental funding that we provided at the
end of the year which boosted the
antiterrorism spending even over the
objection of the White House. And we
were together on this bill.
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Where we are not going to be to-
gether is if the majority party leader-
ship insists on making us enablers for
economic policy that is going to weak-
en the economic future of this country,
and that is what we are doing by this
debt ceiling increase. That is what we
are divided on, not the need to support
our troops or the war effort.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Let me sug-
gest to my colleague that for the first
18 or so years of my time here I served
in the minority. I say this is my eighth
year in the House because I did not
know what it was like to be in the ma-
jority. I must say that you all have
learned a lot from the time when we
were in the minority. Sometimes that
is good. Sometimes that is bad. But the
fact is, I did not realize a difference
until suddenly a revolution took place
here. With that revolution came new
responsibility.

This majority is going to pass the
bill that funds the war on terrorism, no
matter how long it takes.

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support
of the war effort. We all rise today in
support of the war effort. In fact, as
the debate I think has made clear over
the last several hours, this issue today
is not really about the war effort. The
very simple, very clear question that is
presented today is whether it is appro-
priate under the guise of a very nec-
essary, a very important war measure,
the supplemental appropriations bill,
we should append to that imperative
measure another part that would raise
the national debt by $750 billion,
whether we should append that issue to
this moving train, whether that is ap-
propriate for this House.

Today, the House takes a very sig-
nificant step in raising the Nation’s
debt by $750 billion. This is no minor
matter. This is no trivial resolution
without impact. This is our retirement
funds. This is our Social Security. This
is our future. One might expect that
given the gravity of that issue that we
would have a full debate and a vote up
or down on the decision to raise the
debt by three-quarters of a trillion dol-
lars. But that is not what we have here
today. What we have is, under the pop-
ular cover of a supplemental war effort,
a measure hidden in this bill to plunge
this country further into debt. This
begs one question: Where have all the
fiscal conservatives gone? Where have
the budget hawks gone that were dedi-
cated to a balanced budget?

I hear from my colleagues in the ma-
jority party, they say, Well, our party
was the one that balanced the budget
to begin with. The argument seems to
be, So we will be the party that
unbalances the budget. Can it be the
policy of the majority party that a bal-
anced budget and eliminating the na-
tional debt is really very, very impor-
tant under one President but not so
important under the next? Surely it
cannot be the policy of the majority
party that under one President, debt is
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all right and under one President debt
is not all right. We should not give this
administration, we should not give any
administration, a $750 billion blank
check to increase the national debt.

We hear from the majority party,
Well, it is necessary when you are in
the majority to lead. I ask, is this lead-
ership? To take a war supplemental
and hide within its contents raising the
debt by three-quarters of a trillion, is
that leadership? I would think leading
the House would mean placing issues
squarely before the House, having a
full and frank debate on that, and hav-
ing the courage of the conviction to
vote it up or down.

This does not happen because there is
a concern about whether a majority
would vote to raise the debt. I recog-
nize that concern. And, in fact, we can-
not let this country go into default.
But there is an alternative. We do not
have to raise the debt by three-quar-
ters of a trillion dollars. We could raise
the debt in a small amount and require
the administration to work with this
body to come up with a balanced budg-
et plan, not tomorrow but for the in-
termediate future, instead of where we
are today, which is that we have no
balanced budget next year or the year
after or the year after that. We have no
balanced budget for the next 10 years,
and that is simply unacceptable.

But no. Instead, we are going to get
cute. We are going to append this debt
increase to a very popular measure.
And why is this cute? Well, because it
puts the minority party in the position
of having to vote against the war ef-
fort. It is a two-fer. For the majority
party, they can say, We didn’t vote to
raise the debt. And they can say, The
minority party doesn’t support the war
effort.

This country deserves better than
cute. It deserves an up-or-down vote
and debate on whether this country
should be plunged further into debt.
Who is going to take the responsibility
for raising this debt? Is it this Con-
gress? Are you prepared to take that
responsibility? Where were you on the
night we mortgaged our children’s fu-
ture? So let us not shift civil service
funds into noninterest-bearing ac-
counts. Let us not hide this issue in a
wartime supplemental. I urge my col-
leagues across the aisle to work with
us. It does not have to be this way. If
we put a war supplemental on the floor
today, which we could do, it would pass
unanimously. This House would vote
unanimously.

And so let us do that. Let us pass this
supplemental unanimously. It would be
good for this country. Let us raise the
debt by a small increment. Let us de-
mand a balanced budget from our ad-
ministration, and let us work with
them to accomplish this. We recognize
that you control the House and we do
not. We recognize that you can railroad
this thing through the House and we
cannot stop it. But that is not why you
came here to serve. That is not befit-
ting of your fiscal policy, nor ours.
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I urge my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle to work together and balance
this budget.

Mr. MATHESON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, last night when we
started the general debate, the chair-
man of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, who has done an excellent job in
bringing this bill out of the committee,
described this bill as a ‘“‘must-pass”
bill. I think that really is something
that we all agree with. We want to
move forward in terms of supporting
our war on terrorism. But the fact it is
a must-pass bill is because this debt
limit increase has been sneaked in. Let
us face it, that is why we are here
today talking about this issue.

I am a member of the Blue Dog Coali-
tion. The Blue Dogs have been talking
about this issue of a request from the
administration to raise the debt limit
by $750 billion for a number of weeks
now. What we have said is, let us not
give Congress a blank check. Let us
not give that big of a blank check when
there is no plan for how we are ever
going to get out of this pattern of def-
icit spending.

I come out of the private sector. I am
a freshman Congressman. I used to
work in the energy business, and I used
to have to finance projects. I would
have to go to the bank, and I would
have to borrow money. When you bor-
row money, you have got to give the
bank a plan for how you are going to
pay it back. That is how it works for
all of us, whether you are getting a car
loan, a home mortgage, or borrowing
for your business. You have got to have
a plan. We have no plan. We have a $750
billion request from the administration
and no plan for how we are going to get
out of this.

I understand that we are running a
deficit right now, that we have a war
on terrorism and homeland security
concerns, that our economy is in reces-
sion. I understand that we need to take
action. The Blue Dogs as a group have
produced legislation calling for a clean
vote on a debt ceiling increase, not $750
billion mind you, but a clean vote to
provide that increase, to prevent our
government from facing any problems
where they default on their obliga-
tions. But part and parcel with that is
the request that we work together,
both sides of the aisle and the adminis-
tration, to come up with a plan, a plan
to balance our budget, because that is
what people expect us to do. They ex-
pect us to come together, work to-
gether; and they expect us to take the
tough votes. They do not expect us to
come and sneak in some legislation in
the context of a must-pass bill that we
all support the effort to pay for our
war on terrorism; they do not expect us
to sneak in a debt-limit increase at the
last second. That is not why my con-
stituents elected me. I do not think
that is why most constituents vote for
their Members of Congress.

I am new to this body. I have not
been around here for a long time. But
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I have to say, I am just surprised. I am
surprised that we would take some-
thing as important as increasing the
debt limit and sneak this in in some in-
nocuous language in an emergency
wartime supplemental bill. It just does
not seem to be appropriate. It does not
seem to be right. I call on all of our
colleagues to take a step back, to take
a commonsense approach here and rec-
ognize that we have our job to do
today, which is pass an emergency war-
time supplemental appropriations bill.
Let us stand by the good work that the
Committee on Appropriations has pro-
duced. That is what we ought to do. We
ought to stand by that. It was a bipar-
tisan agreement.

But as far as this debt limit increase,
let us have a healthy debate, let us
work through the committee process,
let us all talk about it. I think we can
reach consensus on that as well. Maybe
not $750 billion. In fact, I should not
say maybe. I would say it would not be
$750 billion. But I would suggest that
we could work together in that con-
text. This is not the time and this is
not the right vehicle to be doing this.
That is why we are here, and that is
why we are taking so much time here
today.

I am really proud of the Blue Dog Co-
alition and the way they have stood up
for this issue, because the notion of in-
creasing debt is something that is
going to create increasing tax burdens
in the future. I look at my little boy
who is 3 years old, and I do not want to
force a big tax burden on him. But if
we keep running up debt here, he is
going to be paying higher taxes be-
cause he is going to have to pay the in-
terest on that debt. That is the way we
ought to be thinking about things. Let
us get away from the short-term polit-
ical view of looking out at the next
election. Let us look at what that next
generation is going to be facing in this
country. The decisions we make here
affect them so much. I think anytime
we make public policy decisions, when
we look through the eyes of the next
generation, we make better decisions.

And so when we look at this debt
limit issue, $750 billion, that is a lot of
money. We throw numbers around here
all the time, but that is a 1ot of money.
I am really concerned about the fact
that that is not going to be the end.
This issue is not going to go away. This
issue is not going to go away as long as
we do not come together and show
some discipline and come up with a
plan and get out of this pattern of def-
icit spending.

And so I call on my colleagues to
work together in that context. I call on
my colleagues to give us a clean sup-
plemental appropriations bill to fund
this wartime effort as the previous
speaker, the gentleman from California
(Mr. ScHIFF), had suggested. I think
you would get unanimous support if we
had that opportunity. That is where we
ought to be today. We could finish this
today and we could go home.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.
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It has been said over and over: we all
support the war effort. We all support
the emergency supplemental appro-
priation for all the right reasons. We
need to get New York City back on its
feet to keep the commitment the
President made, and we are going to do
that. We need to support the war effort
both at home and abroad. We need to
give our military and our security
agencies the support that they need.

There are some aspects of this bill
that are disagreeable. Raising the debt
ceiling seems to be the most conten-
tious. But is there any doubt that the
reason we are raising the debt ceiling
was the terrorist attack on our coun-
try? Look at what happened to our rev-
enues. Look at what happened to our
economy after that event, after that
attack. That attack put my State and
much of the country into full reces-
sion. Revenues sunk. Revenue projec-
tions were thrown into disarray. We
have to make a short-term adjustment.
We have to do the responsible thing.

When I was a member of the minority
party for 6 years, I voted to raise the
debt ceiling. It was the responsible
thing to do.
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I did not like it, it was distasteful,
but I did it.

Now, it is very easy to be irrespon-
sible in the minority. In the minority
you do not have to make the hard deci-
sions. The majority does. We are trying
to govern. So we have some difficult
things here. They are not easy things
to do. But the government has to gov-
ern, we have to do our job, and if we do
not have enough revenues to run the
government, we have to raise the debt
ceiling.

Now, our party, in the brief time we
have been in the majority, has dra-
matically reduced our deficits. We have
not had to do this before. We have not
had to raise the debt ceiling before be-
cause we are paying down on the debt.
What intervened? In the midst of good
governance there was an attack on our
country, and the resultant recession
and reduction in revenues has hurt us.
We need to do this. It is not fun, but it
has to be done.

What the debate today is really all
about is political advantage. The mi-
nority party is blaming us for the re-
cession, they are blaming us for the
loss of revenues. I think their blame is
misguided. But it is an opportunity for
political advantage, so they are trying
to take it.

Democratic members of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations have taken
the unusual step of putting out press
releases all around the country attack-
ing Republican members for votes on
this bill. Is that about substance? No,
Mr. Chairman, it is all about politics.
We are in the majority, they want to
be in the majority, so they are using
this as an opportunity.

The fact remains that we have to
govern, we have to make hard deci-
sions, and, when all the political
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speeches are over, whether it ends to-
night or tomorrow or over the weekend
or whenever it is, this bill will pass.
That is a fact. It will pass. We will
have the votes to pass this.

There are a lot of Members here who
want to be home for a very patriotic
Memorial Day weekend. They want to
be home with their families. They want
to be home with their kids. But this
job is about making sacrifices. We are
prepared to make that sacrifice, to
stay here through the weekend. But
the fact remains, whenever we get to
the final vote on this bill, it will pass.

I would submit if political advantage
is being attempted, the only story com-
ing out of Washington today or
through the weekend is the sad and un-
fortunate story of Chandra Levy. That
is what will dominate the press. It is a
sad, sad story, but that is what people
will be hearing about from Washington
today and into the near future.

Mr. Chairman, this is about sub-
stance. This debate is about substance.
It is about hard decisions. It is about
governance.

So make your speeches, try to take
your political advantage, but the fact
remains when we finish the debate,
whenever that is, we will pass this bill.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, one of the most pain-
ful experiences I had as a new Member
of Congress was to go home to my dis-
trict and bury the wartime dead. Early
in my career we were engaged in the
Bosnia conflict and I lost a bright
young man to that war and mourned
with the family that loved him. We
went to a church on a country road and
we sang all that we could sing and we
prayed all that we could pray, wishing
that we were not there, but realizing
that he was a patriot who had died for
his country.

Today as I stand here, tears come to
my eyes, because as we leave here this
weekend, whatever time it may be, we
20 home to one of the most significant,
the most challenging Memorial Day
ceremonies that any of us will ever ex-
perience, for the Nation in the last
year was under attack. How many of us
shed tears, not only for ourselves, our
families, worrying of their safety, but
for our brothers and sisters who lost
their lives in the great State of New
York, and now we mourn for those who
serve us around the world.

What I can say to you on this day is
that I stand here not politicizing this
issue. I stand here with great and
heavy heart. I do acknowledge and I
appreciate the appropriators. Mr.
Chairman, I thank you for the work
you have done. You did put out a war-
time supplemental, that no matter how
much we might have pained about the
resources, we knew it had to be done,
and I thank the gentleman for that.

But having been to Afghanistan just
a few weeks ago and spending my time
with fresh-faced boys and girls, barely
older or even younger than my 22-year-
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old, I know this is not foolishness that
we are dealing with today. That is why
I had hoped that we could face this
down the way it should be faced down,
and that we who believe as Americans
could come together and take the tom-
foolery away. Let us vote up and down
a war supplemental, a vote to give re-
sources to the men and women who, as
I speak today, are facing danger.

But, you see, Mr. Chairman, I am in
the minority, and I have lived as a mi-
nority, and I recognize that even
though we are being lectured as being
irresponsible, we are actually today
doing an act of integrity. For when I
got elected in 1994, I came to do the
people’s business of the 18th Congres-
sional District. But because this Demo-
cratic Caucus had the courage to take
a vote in 1993, they lost majority after
40 years. They did not lose it on poli-
tics. They sacrificed the majority by
voting to be able to save Social Secu-
rity. Out of that, we were washed out
of this House as the majority. We take
our lumps.

But what we are saying today is that
even as we face a wartime tragedy,
you, the Americans, have asked us to
face our responsibility. A picture is
worth 1,000 words. Just last year we
had a $5 trillion surplus, my friends, to
give us the ability to fight terrorism
hand-in-hand with the President. But
now, because of a Republican tax cut,
we are now in a condition where we
barely have any money in the bank.

So when we stand here and talk
about a $750 billion credit card debit on
your account, we are speaking about
saving this Nation, about saving Social
Security. Those who are on it, like my
parents, like my relatives who gath-
ered with me on the graduation of my
daughter, 70-plus and older, who have
worked all of their lives, who have but
Social Security, as we fight the war,
we must recognize that Social Security
cannot be violated.

What we are saying to this body, to
the Republican majority, is to be re-
sponsible. If you are going to increase
the debt ceiling, let us have an up-or-
down vote, a debate, so the American
people will know that $750 billion is ba-
sically going to wipe us out.

When we begin to talk about Social
Security, for those who this morning
got up and got on a train to go to work,
or maybe they got on a bus, or maybe
they walked, or maybe they carpooled,
with their trust in America, that there
was going to be something in their ac-
count, they did not expect today, while
we are here, that we would have the
ability, because of this tax cut, Mr.
Chairman, to raid Social Security $1.8
trillion.

This is not a game, Mr. Chairman, as
I close; it is an act of integrity. Clean
up the bill and we will vote for it.

The wartime supplemental is for all Ameri-
cans, don't insult us by suggesting we are un-
patriotic—rather we are accepting the lonely
responsibility of fighting against this legislation
that leaves no money to help our troops, fight
terrorism, or save Social Security—that Mr.
Speaker, constitutes the work of patriots.
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Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, if my colleagues on
the other side only spoke about defense
and not the political rhetoric, ‘‘tax
breaks for the rich,” have you ever
heard that before? ‘‘Debt ceiling,”
which we support. Social Security,
‘“‘stealing all the Social Security
money.”” The rhetoric is political, and
that is why we are here today. If they
would do away with that and talk
about the bill and the defense of this
country, we would come together.

Mr. Chairman, I look at ‘“‘tax breaks
for the rich.” My colleagues in the
Democrat leadership have never seen a
tax that they do not like. They fight
against tax relief when it comes, and
then they fight to try and justify why
they did not vote for tax relief for
working families.

In 1993 they controlled the House, the
Senate and the White House, and then
the majority leader said, ‘“‘Oh, we are
going to have a bill, we are going to
have a tax bill that has tax relief for
working families and the middle
class.” What did they end up doing?
They increased the tax on the middle
class. They increased the tax on Social
Security. They stole every dime out of
the Social Security trust fund to bal-
ance their budget. Was it a balanced
budget? No. That budget was $300 bil-
lion in deficit, and we were looking at
approaching a $56 trillion national debt.
We paid $1 billion a day on just the in-
terest on the debt.

So Democrats are not only to blame
for that, Republicans are, too. But the
rhetoric going on here today, saying,
well, Republicans are doing this, that
and that, it is just not true. It is intel-
lectually wrong.

Let me go through some things, rea-
sons why we came together in the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, that I think
is very, very important for us to real-
ize.

The previous administration, I stood
on this House floor and said to my col-
leagues that supported extending going
into Somalia that it is going to cost
money and it is going to cost lives. You
have seen Blackhawk Down. You know
why we lost those soldiers, because an
administration changed the policy of
going after General Adid and reduced
the number of troops in Somalia at the
same time, making our troops vulner-
able. And when our very military asked
for help, they were turned down. It cost
the Secretary of Defense his job. Was
he to blame? No. And what happened?
We lost a lot of people.

Haiti could still be there for many
more years. Go to Haiti sometime. It is
one of the worst places you could ever
go. Billions of dollars.

Then you look at the other 127 de-
ployments, peacekeeping deployments,
that put us over $250 billion in the hole
for defense. There are 14 ships, both Re-
publican and Democrat districts. But
there is even more for the national se-
curity of this country that cannot go
anywhere because we had to take
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money out of the O&M accounts, oper-
ation and maintenance accounts, and
we have not been able to fix those ships
and bring them up to mission capable.
We are going below a 300-ship Navy,
which is detrimental to the national
security of this country.

The R&D accounts, the SU-27, a Rus-
sian-deployed fighter going to many,
many different countries. Mr. Chair-
man, I have flown against Mig AIC, and
our pilots died 95 percent of the time in
our best airplanes, our F-14s, F-16s, F-
18s, because the Russians have devel-
oped an AA-10, AA-11 and AA-12 mis-
sile. They have a helmet-mounted
sight. Our kids died. We have never had
that in America.

We are fighting a war overseas, bil-
lions of dollars. Billions of dollars
going to New York, which I think is
justified, to help them recuperate. We
are fighting with billions of dollars
here in the United States, trying to de-
fend this country. My good friend, the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY),
fought brilliantly to actually increase
homeland defense.

Do we want to raise the debt ceiling
to help our military? Yes. Do we want
to go through the political rhetoric of
this bill? No.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I have only the high-
est respect for the leadership that we
have heard from on the other side of
the aisle from the Committee on Ap-
propriations, the gentleman from Flor-
ida, the gentleman from New York, the
gentleman from California, and I lis-
tened carefully to what they were say-
ing.

For example, I agree with much of
what the gentleman from New York
had to say, but I sincerely believe he is
wrong if he thinks that I or some of my
colleagues here are seeking to avoid
hard choices, for example, on the debt
limit. It is not something that I seek
to avoid. I am happy to have a debate
on this floor on the budget on our fis-
cal situation dealing with these dif-
ficult, difficult choices that I know our
friends on the Committee on Appro-
priations are dealing with on an ongo-
ing basis.
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Sadly, what we have here today, how-
ever, has little to do with fighting the
war on terrorism or dealing with hard
fiscal choices. If that were the case, we
could have an honest debate and reach
resolution quickly. If it were just
about funding our war against ter-
rorism, we could have that debate in
minutes and have unanimity and be
done with it. Sadly, the defense supple-
mental is only an excuse; it is a label.
We are seeing, for instance, that the
purpose of the bill and the rule under
which it is presented to us is precisely
a way to avoid having that debate, to
avoid dealing directly and honestly
with the debate limitation. But it goes
far beyond fiscal policy. It goes far be-
yond the war on terrorism.
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I have one other sad example that
concerns me, as we see inserted in the
supplemental appropriations bill a pro-
vision to grant the Department of De-
fense an exemption from environ-
mental regulations to deal with respon-
sibility for water consumption that oc-
curs ‘‘outside a military installation
and beyond the direct authority and
control of the Department of Defense
Secretary.”

The reason this provision is in has
nothing to do with fiscal responsi-
bility, has nothing to do with the war
against terrorism. It is simply to avoid
environmental protection for the San
Pedro River in Arizona, one of the rich-
est biological reserves in all of North
America that was designated by this
Congress after deliberation by a com-
mittee of jurisdiction in 1988 as a na-
tional riparian conservation area. But
this river, this resource is being
dewatered as a result of the activities
of the Department of Defense operation
at the nearby Fort Huachuca.

The amendment in the bill we are de-
bating today means that the fort’s ac-
tion in the future, adding activity, con-
tracting out that will increase water
consumption, can occur without any
consideration to the extent to which
they jeopardize the river, without any
consideration of the alternatives. This
has nothing to do with fiscal policy.
This has nothing to do with the war
against terrorism.

In addition to irreparably damaging
an ecosystem in Arizona, it is an addi-
tional terrible precedent for the way
that this House operates. Throughout
my tenure in Congress, I have been
dedicated to the proposition that the
Federal Government should be a better
partner with State and local govern-
ments, with the private sector, with in-
dividuals, to make communities more
livable, to lead by example, not lots of
rules and regulations and imposition of
things that are difficult. Just step up
and walk the talk.

But this is sad commentary, Mr.
Chairman. The House does not legislate
very often. It is hard for people to feel
comfortable debating on the hard deci-
sions. But this act does not solve
America’s problems. Stealth attacks
on the environment are not a part of
the war against terrorism. Stealth eva-
sion of fiscal policy, the debt limit, and
what we should be doing in the future,
are not part of the war against ter-
rorism and, most important, Mr. Chair-
man, having a bizarre provision under
this rule that creates false conflicts on
this floor are not, are not a part of the
war against terrorism. The American
people deserve better.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

(Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
asked and was given permission to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Chairman, we are here at the eve of
Memorial Day, and as we approach this
weekend and we approach Memorial
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Day, we think about all of the symbols
of the values of this country and all of
the battles that have been waged on be-
half of those values of democracy, of
freedom; all of the sacrifice that has
been given to this country on behalf of
those values, on behalf of those free-
doms. We all recognize our duty, as we
have young men and women in harm’s
way in Afghanistan, in the Philippines,
in Colombia, and so many troubled
areas of the world where those values
of democracy and freedom are not near
and dear as they are here. We all un-
derstand our obligation to provide the
resources to those individuals, to those
troops, to those support organizations
for those young men and women. That
is what this supplemental is supposed
to be about, to provide those resources
so that there will be an unbroken chain
of support on behalf of our troops.

We are all prepared to meet that
challenge, as we have so many times in
the Congress of the United States. We
have met that challenge, along with
our citizens, from small towns, from
urban centers, from rural areas, be-
cause Americans understood what we
were supposed to be about, that we
were about defending democracy, that
we were about defending freedom. They
understood it as we engaged in the war
on terror to repel the attack that was
made on our country. They understood
that their sons and daughters would be
placed in harm’s way. They understood
that their mneighbors, their friends
would be placed in harm’s way. But we
all also understood America’s role in
the world.

Yet, we now find, we now find, as we
will remember in speeches this week-
end, in parades and ceremonies, the
courage of these young men and
women, the great symbols of the past,
the Midways, the Pearl Harbors, the
Antietams, the great symbols of this
country, the pieces of history of this
country, the sacrifice of this country,
as we remember that and remember
that courage, we will have to think
back to today when the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Republicans in the
House decided they would not exhibit
that courage. They would not exhibit
the courage equal to that of the young
men and women who are in harm’s
way, to those who sacrificed in the
past.

The simple courage would be to stand
up and cast your vote, to cast your
vote, yes or no, to add $750 billion to
the debt limit, to cast your vote, yes or
no, whether or not we want to invade
the Social Security trust funds; to cast
your vote, yes or no, whether or not
you want to make it more difficult to
take care of the baby boomers who are
getting ready to retire; to cast your
vote, yes or no, whether or not Medi-
care will be available for them to the
extent that it is today. That is what we
all said we would do when we ran for
Congress.

But today, today courage is failing
the Congress, the House of Representa-
tives, the Republican majority. Today,
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courage seeps out of their body as they
try to disguise this vote, to camouflage
this vote so that they will not be held
accountable for the results. The results
are a dramatic addition to the national
debt of this country. The results are in-
creasing liability of the Social Secu-
rity trust fund, the vulnerability of the
Social Security trust fund.

It was said by Alexander Hamilton on
the explanation of representative gov-
ernment when he answered the ques-
tion, he said, ‘‘Here, sir, the people
govern.” The people govern. And we
govern through them and they govern
through us.

What the Democrats are asking for is
the opportunity to cast a vote, yes or
no, up or down, on the most important
issue confronting our economy and our
country, and that is the debt of this
Nation. My colleagues are not denying
GEORGE MILLER a vote. My colleagues
are not denying the gentleman from
Tennessee (Mr. TANNER) a vote. They
are denying the people of Tennessee
and the people of California a vote who
have strongly held views. That is why
we have had great debates in this Con-
gress in the past. That is why we had
votes where a one-vote margin raised
the taxes or lowered the taxes or got
rid of the debt.

Mr. Chairman, we need to have the
courage of our convictions. The Repub-
lican Party has to have the courage of
its convictions. If you believe the debt
limit should be raised, if you believe
Social Security should be invaded, then
have the courage of your convictions to
stand up and do it. Our men and women
in harm’s way have their courage.

Mr. TTAHRT. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, there is a lot of talk
about raising the national debt limit
here; and I just want to point out, first
of all, that I have in my hand the sup-
plemental bill right here. It has noth-
ing to do with raising the national
debt. In fact, if my colleagues want to
know what is in the bill, they can sim-
ply get the report portion and they can
read the highlights on pages 1 and 2;
and it outlines very nicely about how
we are going to address the needs of
our Department of Defense, of our De-
partment of Transportation, Federal
Emergency Management Agency, and
so on, things that are very necessary at
this point in time.

I think it is important that we point
that out. It is not in the supplemental
bill. Where all of this confusion is com-
ing from from the other side came from
the rule. Now, in the rule it says noth-
ing about owing $750 billion or bor-
rowing $750 billion, or robbing Social
Security, or any environmental issues
about a river in Oregon. What it does
say, very simply, on page 3 in the rule,
or the report on the rule, it says, sec-
tion 1403 provides statutory assurance
that the United States Government
will take all necessary steps to guar-
antee the full faith and credit of the
Government. That is all it says, full
faith and credit of the government.
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That is what this debate has boiled
down to when we talk about the na-
tional debt.

Now, if we look at full faith and cred-
it, what is the alternative? What would
the others propose to do if we avoid the
full faith and credit of the United
States? Now, some of them have people
in their districts, maybe even relatives,
that actually have U.S. savings bonds.
What if they wanted to go down and
cash that U.S. saving bond, but we had
no full faith and credit in the United
States? What kind of chaos would
occur from that? I think it is very im-
portant that we have full faith and
credit in the United States.

Now, let us just review what hap-
pened to come to this phrase. It says
full faith and credit of the United
States Government. September 11
threw us into a big shock in our econ-
omy. We all know that it happened; we
cannot deny it. If we listen to the de-
bate that we have had, I think we pret-
ty much agree that we have to do
something to ensure our national secu-
rity and our homeland security. I do
not think there is any doubt about
that. We may argue about how much
we should, but I think the point re-
mains that we want to do something to
ensure that our national security and
homeland security is safe. But because
of September 11, the economy will gen-
erate in fiscal year 2002, starting last
October and going until next Sep-
tember 30, about $200 billion less in
Federal tax revenues. Well, that puts
us in a problem. But to address the
problem, we have already placed $43
billion in additional funds to address
the crisis in fiscal year 2002; $43 billion.
We are looking at taking care of more
of those needs right now.

But we have heard how our economy
was devastated, our Federal revenue
was devastated by the tax cut that was
passed last year. Well, during fiscal
year 2002, there will be $38 billion less
in Federal tax revenue because of the
tax package that was passed; $38 billion
less. Now, where did the numbers of
$750 billion come from?

Mr. Chairman, we have been hearing
that there is $750 billion that we are
going to take out of Social Security;
yet there is only $38 billion less be-
cause of tax relief. Now, what did the
Americans do when they got that
money in their pocket? Well, they had
a little extra money in their pocket, so
they went out and they bought durable
goods.
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This month, durable goods orders are
up. That is a good thing. It is helping
our economy get generated. That will
increase the amount of Federal revenue
through increased tax dollars.

What else did they do? They bought
new automobiles. I had an automobile
dealer in Wichita, Kansas, which was
the community that was hit the worst
by the events of September 11. Wichita,
Kansas, and the surrounding area, if we
take the number of jobs lost because of
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September 11 versus the total number
of jobs in the community, percentage-
wise, we were hit worse than any com-
munity in the Nation. Yet, the Ford
dealer, the largest Ford dealer in that
area, had a record month at the end of
last year because there was a little
extra money in people’s pockets and
they were going out and spending that
money, helping generate revenue by in-
creased tax dollars.

So that $38 billion has gone towards
new washing machines, towards new
automobiles, towards new homes. It
has made a significant difference in
helping us recover from the events of
September 11.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT)
has expired.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT) be allowed to
proceed for 3 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin?

Mr. WALSH. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Chairman, I will not object,
but I would like to register a com-
plaint.

The dilatory tactics we are seeing
today are bad enough playing by the
rules. To waive the rules to allow more
dilatory tactics is not necessarily a
good idea for this body.

Mr. Chairman, I will not object at
this time, but if there are further re-
quests for extensions of time beyond
the normal rules and I am in this chair,
I will object.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman from Kansas be kind enough
to yield?

Mr. TIAHRT. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

The gentleman suggested that there
was really nothing in this bill which
related to the addition of $750 billion to
the Nation’s debt, and indicated that
our problem was with the rule instead
of the bill.

The problem is this, if the gentleman
would continue to yield: The rule added
section 1403 to this bill, and that sec-
tion has the language to which the gen-
tleman refers on the full faith and
credit of the government.

That was not included so that we
could send a message to ourselves; that
was included because, under the rules
of the House, that is what we have to
do in order to make possible the addi-
tion of that $750 billion by way of a
Senate amendment. That means that
when the bill comes back here, Mem-
bers will be voting on this entire sup-
plemental. They will be shielded from
having to take the responsibility for
that vote.

If the gentleman does not agree with
that, he is the only one in the House
who does not.
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Mr. TIAHRT. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, the point is that we had
a vote on whether this language should
have been included when we voted the
rule and approved the rule on the floor
of the House.

When we approved the rule, we con-
ducted, as our Founding Fathers had
hoped, the democratic process in our
republic form of government where we
approved by a simple majority that
this would be part of what we are ad-
dressing right now. It was part of the
rule. That is where the vote was, so the
gentleman had a vote, an up-or-down
vote. We had an up-or-down vote on
whether this was going to be part of
that.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, if the gen-
tleman will yield further, we did not
have a vote on that.

Would the gentleman grant that
under the rule, it is impossible for us
to offer an amendment so that we can
vote only on that issue? That was
wrapped into other issues when the
rule was adopted.

Mr. TIAHRT. Reclaiming my time,
did the gentleman vote for the rule?

Mr. OBEY. No.

Mr. TTAHRT. There were other issues
here. This may have been the driving
force, but when most of us make up our
decision, we try to weigh the good with
the bad. The gentleman apparently
chose that this was at least one of the
straws on the camel’s back that it was
too much for him to vote for the rule.

I would suggest that the majority
thought this was an important enough
issue that we should directly address it
by putting it in the rule.

Mr. OBEY. But the gentleman would
grant that we did not ever have a vote
specifically on that? He would agree
with that?

Mr. TTAHRT. I would agree that we
did not have a specific vote.

Mr. OBEY. Does the gentleman not
think we should?

Mr. TTAHRT. When do we ever have a
specific vote on something like that?

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
suspend. The Chair would request that
all Members use proper procedures in
yielding time back and forth, and that
Members address their remarks to the
Chair.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, there are a lot of
problems with this bill today, but I
would like to focus, Mr. Chairman, on
one major provision snuck in there,
really, by the Republicans. Of course,
that provision that I am talking about
deals with the increase in the debt
limit.

Now, this seems like a pretty tech-
nical and obscure term, but it really
does deal with a fundamental issue
that affects us all. It is actually pretty
simple.

Now, the Republicans inherited a
budget surplus which, of course, they
squandered last year on their $2 tril-
lion tax cut benefiting primarily the
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wealthiest people in this country. That
is an unfortunate fact, but that is what
occurred.

Now, because they have totally over-
spent their own budget, they must in-
crease the government’s debt. This is
totally irresponsible and jeopardizes
programs important to millions of
Americans, programs like Social Secu-
rity and Medicare, which our seniors
and people with disabilities rely on.
Every penny we take to increase the
government debt must come from the
Social Security and Medicare trust
funds.

Instead of taking money away from
Medicare, we really should be adding to
it, including a comprehensive prescrip-
tion drug benefit. Instead of robbing
Social Security, we should be shoring
it up to ensure its solvency, so that our
children and grandchildren will have
these benefits.

Social Security is an essential social
insurance program which keeps so
many seniors, especially women and
low-income individuals, out of poverty.
It is unconscionable that the Repub-
licans want to rob Social Security to
really pay for this irresponsible tax cut
last year.

I also think it is pretty hypocritical
to ask for this debt increase. Last year,
a bankruptcy bill, a very punitive
bankruptcy bill, was rammed through
that will hurt many hardworking peo-
ple who could not pay their debts,
often because of unexpected hardships,
such as an illness or the loss of a job.

So now I do not believe that congres-
sional Republicans have faced an unex-
pected hardship. They intentionally
passed that $2 trillion tax cut knowing
that it would decimate our Federal
budget. So now, instead of tightening
their belts or repealing that irrespon-
sible tax cut, they are just giving
themselves more money. That is basi-
cally what this is.

How is it that they can put the
screws on ordinary working people who
cannot pay their debt, but just simply
raid Social Security and Medicare
when they cannot pay their own debt?

During debate on the bankruptcy bill
last year, I remember very vividly the
Republicans stated that those who can-
not manage their debts were acting ir-
responsibly and should live within
their means. So I think what we are
doing today really is an example of the
height of hypocrisy that we have seen
in this body: There is one standard for
ordinary people and another for con-
gressional Republicans.

I think we all should practice what
we preach. Instead of sneaking an in-
crease in the debt into this emergency
spending bill today, we should be re-
pealing the reckless tax cut passed last
year. We really cannot pass this on, or
we should not pass this debt on to our
children and our grandchildren. We
should not raid the Social Security and
Medicare trust funds. We must not also
cut essential programs that people rely
on, such as housing and education and
health care. This bill does much more,
and much of that.
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So it is time, I think, for us to do the
right thing. I urge my colleagues to
vote no on this very dangerous debt in-
crease today.

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I just felt the need to
respond to the level of really dema-
goguery and intellectual bankruptcy
that I have been hearing from my good
friends and colleagues on the other side
of the aisle this morning and last
night. I just feel the need to review
some facts that every one of the Mem-
bers knows have been conveniently left
out of this discussion.

I will start with one, which is a sim-
ple fact that everyone knows, that if
we had not passed any tax cut at all
last year, we would still be running a
deficit. They know that. They know for
a fact that the cost of the war, the cost
of rebuilding New York, the cost of in-
creasing homeland security, as well as
the cost of spending in other areas, is
vastly greater than the revenue that
was lost to the Treasury as a result of
last year’s tax cuts. Members know
that.

They also know that, perhaps with
the exception of defense spending,
where many would still like to cut, not
all but many would, that these folks
want the Federal Government to spend
much more money on non-defense, non-
homeland security areas than we do.
We just heard the previous speaker
talk about inadequate spending in all
kinds of other programs.

Members know also that each and
every year, at least since I have been
here, and that is only 4 years so far,
but in each and every year when there
has been an appropriation bill on this
floor in which we are not in agreement,
I cannot remember a single time in
which these folks came down here and
said, you know, you guys are spending
too much. No, it was always the oppo-
site. They have always come down here
and said, they are not spending enough.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield so I can correct his
statement?

Mr. TOOMEY. Furthermore, Mem-
bers know that if they had had their
way last year, for instance, if they
were in control of this Chamber and
the rest of the Federal Government, I
am sure there would have been no tax
cut. I am sure that is true.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman is filling in with
misstatements.

The CHAIRMAN. All Members will
suspend. The time is controlled by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
TOOMEY).

Mr. TOOMEY. I thank the Chairman.

I think it is a very safe bet that in
the absence of that tax cut, the rev-
enue that theoretically would have
been collected, although that is theory,
but that revenue would in all likeli-
hood have been spent on any variety of
government programs that those folks
would like to spend more money on.

But thinking about this, I thought,
well, maybe I am wrong.
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Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, would the
gentleman yield so I can correct that
mistake with a fact?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, regular
order.

Mr. OBEY. Parliamentary inquiry,
Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. TOOMEY) has
the floor. The gentleman is recognized.

Mr. TOOMEY. Now, I want to reflect
on the possibility that maybe I am
wrong. Maybe I am wrong about this.

Mr. OBEY. . . .

Mr. TOOMEY. Maybe there is a new
consensus in the Democratic Party.
Maybe there is a new conscience about
deficits that was never exhibited dur-
ing the decades in which the Demo-
cratic Party controlled the Federal
Government and ran up massive defi-
cits and accumulated a huge debt.
There was no evidence of that con-
science then, but maybe there is one
now. Maybe there is a new sense of fis-
cal responsibility.

Since those folks are so upset about
this deficit and the debt that is occur-
ring, then what we ought to do, and
frankly, what we all ought to do, my-
self and all the Republicans, what we
ought to do is seriously consider the al-
ternative budget that they have pro-
posed, the alternative budget that
those folks ran in the Committee on
the Budget, the alternative budget that
would have no deficits, that would ac-
complish all the goals that they have
talked about.

But why is it that we do not consider
that alternative budget? Well, they
know the reason for that, too. It is be-
cause they do not have one. All the
rhetoric, the demagoguery, the attacks
occur, but there are no alternatives.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, would the
gentleman yield so that I might——

Mr. TOOMEY. I sit on the Committee
on the Budget.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
suspend. The gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. TOOMEY) has the floor. He
has indicated he does not wish to yield.
Members should not interrupt other
Members who have the floor. The gen-
tleman may proceed.

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Chairman, as a
Member of the Committee on the Budg-
et who sat through budget hearings and
the budget markup and the debate on
the budget, I think I know why there is
no budget from the other side. That is,
if they had to propose a budget, they
probably would have proposed a budget
with larger deficits than we have.

Oh, sure, there would have been no
tax cut. In fact, some would like to
have raised taxes by repealing what is
coming in the way of further tax relief.
Some do not want to do that. But the
fact is, there would not be the future
tax cuts. That money would have been
spent, as was proposed by the Demo-
crats on the Committee on the Budget
during the markup. We would have a
weaker economy as a result of a higher
tax burden, and probably less revenue.

Mr. Chairman, I would simply argue
that the lack of a serious alternative
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really undermines every single argu-
ment that we have heard from our col-
leagues on the other side. A party that
lacks the courage to propose any alter-
native really lacks the credibility to
justify the attacks against the party
that has taken the responsibility of
governing.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the

gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
TOOMEY) has expired.
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask

unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania might be given 2 ad-
ditional minutes.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WYNN. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I find it in-
teresting that apparently the tactic on
the other side is going to be to have
speakers get up and make erroneous
statements that have nothing whatso-
ever to do with the truth or the facts,
and then refuse to debate that issue by
yielding time, and then further refuse
to extend the time so that they might
be challenged on their statements.
That truly means there is no real de-
bate left in this House.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. The gentleman would not
facilitate it for me. Why should I facili-
tate for him what he would not facili-
tate for me?

Mr. Chairman, I would point out that
I think the gentleman who just spoke
was the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. TooMEY). The gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. TOOMEY) is one of
the sponsors of a constitutional amend-
ment which requires a three-fifths vote
of this House before the national debt
could be raised by one dime. Yet, he
has just stood here on this floor defend-
ing actions by the majority which, in
essence, have enabled this House to slip
through, eventually, a $750 billion in-
crease in the national debt without a
single Member of the House ever hav-
ing to stand up and actually vote di-
rectly on that issue.

That is why I challenge the gentle-
man’s statements, because I have never
seen a bigger example of different posi-
tions within a short period of time.

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. The gentleman will not
yield to me. I will return the same
courtesy to the gentleman that he has
returned to me.
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Mr. WYNN. Mr. Chairman, how much
time do I have remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Maryland has 3%2 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to this bill and I want to
talk today about fiscal responsibility
versus fiscal irresponsibility.
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Now, my colleagues on the Repub-
lican side of the aisle would have you
believe that this bill is just about the
war effort and supporting homeland se-
curity. Let me tell you if that were
true, we would have passed this bill
last night. Democrats support the
President’s war against terrorism.
Democrats support the war. Democrats
support the weapons system that we
need, and we certainly support home-
land security since, believe it or not,
we share the same homeland with my
Republican colleagues.

No, this debate is about the fact that
the Republicans have slipped into this
bill a measure to raise the debt ceiling.
Let me repeat: the Republicans want to
raise the debt ceiling. They want an ex-
tension of credit on the Nation’s credit
card.

Now, what does that mean? This
means that they want to raid the So-
cial Security trust fund. They want to
weaken Social Security for the baby
boom generation. This also means that
we will have an increase in long-term
interest rates, which means that inter-
est on home mortgages will increase.

Now, the question we really ought to
ask is why do we want to raise the debt
ceiling? Why do they want more credit?
Now, they will tell you it is the war ef-
fort, and we all ought to be behind the
war effort. Let me give you the facts.
Only 10 percent of the deficit is due to
the war effort; 43 percent of deficit is
due to the big tax cuts that the Repub-
licans passed. Again, they are saying
we have got to have an extension of
credit. It is like a man whose house has
a leaky roof. He comes to the credit
card company and says I need an exten-
sion of credit because my roof is leak-
ing. He ignores the fact that he bought
jewels, bought furs, bought new cars
and took big vacations. That is why he
maxed-out his credit card.

Now, they would also like you to be-
lieve that we are talking about the tax
credit that most Americans got, $300
for a single person, $600 for a couple.
That is not true. We are talking about
the tax breaks that the Republicans
gave the wealthiest 1 percent of Ameri-
cans. How much do they make? The
wealthiest 1 percent make over a mil-
lion dollars a year; and yet this year
they have got $9,000 back in a tax
break. Over the entire term of the tax
break they will get $54,000 in tax
breaks, but yet they tell you the prob-
lem is the war.

The problem is not the war. The
problem is the fact that we have given
money to the very wealthy in this
country. We should not let the Repub-
licans hide behind the war effort to
shield their irresponsibility. Demo-
crats support our men at war. Demo-
crats support our President and Demo-
crats support our homeland. But we do
not support fiscal irresponsibility.

If they wanted to raise the debt ceil-
ing, why hide it in a bill to support the
war? Why not have an open and clean
debate? They do not want to do that.
They would rather slip it in.
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I say we should reject this bill, insist
on a true war effort bill, and then in-
sist on a clean debate on the debt ceil-
ing because if they want to expand the
credit line for the Nation’s credit card,
they at least ought to be up front and
tell the American people why.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I have been listening
carefully to the debate, and I feel
slightly confused. I have heard my
friend, the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY), and other Democrats talk
about increasing the national debt. It
seemed to me we are talking about in-
creasing the national debt ceiling
which is a measurement of the national
debt but not the national debt. The na-
tional debt is increased by voting for
appropriations which is done by the
gentleman’s party with great glee and
delight, and so increasing the national
debt is a function of appropriations and
borrowing, and we are talking about
the debt ceiling, which is a measure-
ment only.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my good friend for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, let me simply say
that debt is not only rung up when you
appropriate money, whether it is for
war or for education. Debt is also added
to if you pass tax cuts that are paid for
with borrowed money; and that is what
the majority party did to a fare-thee-
well last year. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I know the
gentleman’s animosity towards tax
cuts. It is profound and palpable.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
TOOMEY).

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I would observe that
part of the reason I did not yield time
before is because I was concerned that
what did happen would happen, which
is that rather than refute the basic
premise of my argument, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
brings up extraneous issues. For in-
stance, he did not refute that the
Democratic Party has utterly abdi-
cated its responsibility by not pro-
posing a budget. Instead, he brings up
the issue of a balanced budget amend-
ment to the Constitution, which I do
support, but which, unless the gen-
tleman can correct me, unless I am
mistaken, it includes an exception for
time of war.

I would observe to the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) that it
strikes me that we are engaged in a
war, I believe. It also allows for an ex-
ception in a time of a national emer-
gency. If we are not in a national emer-
gency, then I do not know what this is.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from Wisconsin.
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Mr. OBEY. Could the gentleman tell
me, has the Congress declared war so it
would in fact fit under the terms of
that resolution?

Mr. TOOMEY. Under that logic the
gentleman would suggest that Viet
Nam was not a war, Korea was not a
war, in the Persian Gulf we did not
have a war, and today we are not at
war. I would reject that categorically.
It seems to me pretty clear that we are
at war. We were at war in those other
circumstances despite the fact that
Congress did not declare it.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

(Mr. UDALL of New Mexico asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Chairman, this is a very important bill
that we have before us. It supports the
troops and our brave men and women
overseas. It supports homeland secu-
rity. And I think all of us here in this
Chamber support those efforts. And
yvet, we hear Members from the other
side get up and say that we are making
this issue political. Nothing could be
further from the truth.

When this bill came before the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, it passed
with a large overwhelming bipartisan
majority; Democrats and Republicans
working together to put out an appro-
priations bill to further our war effort
and our homeland security effort. And
it was only when the Committee on
Rules intervened and devised this devi-
ous rule to join up this raising of the
national debt and our war effort to-
gether that we had this serious prob-
lem before us. And it is our friends on
the other side of the aisle that control
that Committee on Rules that have
made this a political process.

There are a large number of con-
troversial riders in this bill which we
should be able to vote on individually.
There is an increase in our involve-
ment in the civil war in Colombia. This
bill requires Medicare provider reim-
bursement increases in parts of the
country while ignoring others without
a vote. This bill requires textiles to be
dyed and finished in the United States
without a vote. There are other impor-
tant foreign policy issues. There are
important health care issues. But we
are demeaning this institution, this
fine democratic institution, if we do
not allow votes on these important na-
tional issues.

I am beginning to feel like Bill Mur-
ray in ‘“Groundhog’s Day.” Every day I
wake up expecting that the Republican
leadership will want a lively debate on
the extremely important public policy
issues that we are asked to consider in
this body. Unfortunately, when I get to
work, it is always business as usual. No
open debate; no democratic process.

The Republican leadership and this
administration are attempting to con-
ceal their efforts to raise the national
debt by attaching it to a bipartisan ap-
propriations bill. Instead of working to
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undo the fiscal mess their budget cre-
ated, they are pursuing a policy that
would simply raid the Social Security
trust fund to paper over their fiscal
mismanagement.

According to the President’s own
numbers, the national debt will be
roughly $2.7 trillion greater than it was
projected last year. $1.9 trillion of that
loss cannot be explained by the ter-
rorist attacks or the economic down-
turn. It is the direct result of an irre-
sponsible fiscal policy of this adminis-
tration. Large deficits mean higher in-
terest rates, and higher interest rates
means millions of hard-working Ameri-
cans will face what is essentially a tax
increase. This increase falls hardest on
the middle class and the working poor,
those people who have the most debt.
Sixteen cents out of every dollar, or
roughly $1 billion per day, goes to pay
interest on the national debt. Since
much of that interest is paid to foreign
investors, American taxpayers send
nearly $100 billion out of the country
each year.

Now, I remember when the Repub-
licans accused Democrats of irrespon-
sibility because Treasury Secretary
Ruben wanted to raise the debt ceiling.
Now, with President Clinton and the
Democrats working hard, we have bal-
anced the budget and our friends on the
other side of the aisle are calling for a
run of deficits into the future. Current
projections put us 10 years out on defi-
cits. And, again, the Democrats are
being proactive in searching for ways
to fix the problems created by this ad-
ministration’s fiscal policy.

The Democratic leadership has called
for a bipartisan summit to discuss the
Nation’s financial problems and to
work toward bipartisan solutions. I
hope my Republican colleagues will
join with us to seek out long-term so-
lutions, not deceptive policies that will
lead to more debt and less economic se-
curity. We should not allow fiscal mis-
management and the raiding of Social
Security to slide through without a
vote.

Let us all remember one year ago,
this President and the Republicans on
this floor told us that we could do it
all. We could pay down the debt. We
could protect Social Security and
Medicare. We could have other urgent
dollars to pay for needs. Now today we
are no longer paying down the debt.
Mr. Chairman, to my friends on the
other side of the aisle, we are bor-
rowing, borrowing from our grand-
children. Shame on you in this proce-
dure.

Mr. DAN MILLER of Florida. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, I find this an inter-
esting political debate we are having
now. And for my colleagues on the
other side who are in the minority and
the policies of tax and spend when they
had 40 years of control, and so now
they start going off on this filibuster-
type debate on issues that are not real-
ly the critical issues of vote today.
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Today we are talking about a war
supplemental. I got elected in 1992. And
I served my first 2 years in the minor-
ity in this institution. I was never in
politics before I came to Congress, and
I found it disappointing, actually, how
partisan this institution was. And in
1993 the budget was basically a par-
tisan issue. They had the largest tax
increase in history in 1993 and every
Republican voted against it. But as a
minority, when John Kasich was chair-
man of the Committee on the Budget,
we presented a budget in 1993 and 1994.
We had an alternative budget. But now
all the minority wants to do is com-
plain. There is no alternative budget.
All they would do is offer some amend-
ments to our budget.

The other body, to get a conference
report on the budget, which is really
the crux of the whole problem we are
facing right now, the other body has
not produced a budget. The Senate has
not produced a budget yet. And so we
are in this position where we have to
move forward with our appropriations
bills; but without a budget we just
have to go through this process that we
are doing now with the deeming of the
resolution and doing this on the sup-
plemental.

Now that we are in the majority, I re-
member when I came into the majority
in 1995, I had to vote for things that I
did not want to vote for. I remember as
a minority member I did not have to
vote for a lot of the appropriations
bills. I voted against the District of Co-
lumbia appropriations back in 1993 and
1994. Marion Barry was mayor. You all
had to vote in favor of that. It was a
tough vote as a member of the major-
ity. It was a tough vote for me in 1995.
And I think I did vote for the D.C. ap-
propriation bill back then because we
had the responsibility to govern. And
so now that we are in the majority
party to have to face some of these
tough issues and increasing the debt
limit is one.

0 1200

Every year the Democrats were in
the majority, they had to provide for
increases in the debt limit. Either we
had a vote or my understanding is they
used the Gephardt rule and was part of
the budget conference report that auto-
matically had the increase in the debt
ceiling.

So it was passed continually for the
years when the Democrats were in con-
trol and we have had to do it every
year to provide for it that way, too, be-
cause if we do not increase the debt
ceiling, we are not going to send out
Social Security checks. We are not
going to the hospitals or the doctors
for Medicare. We are not going to take
care of our veterans. It is something
that has to be done because it is the
only way we can keep the government
running.

We are talking about why we are into
this fiscal crisis. I came in as a fiscal
conservative. I was upset with the fis-
cal irresponsibility in Washington, and
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so a key part of our Contract with
America back in 1994 was balance the
budget. The big fight we had in 1995
was balancing the budget over 7 years,
and we did it in less than that, and the
key is getting to a balanced budget.

I am disappointed we are not going to
have a balanced budget now, but there
are certain things that have come up,
as the President talked about, that are
causing this. One is a recession. Our
revenues are down an estimated $200
billion, and so we need to stimulate the
economy and grow ourselves back out
of it. That is how we got into a surplus,
a large reason was; we grew ourselves
out of it by the booming economy. So
first of all, we have a recession.

Then the September 11 events, we are
in a war. We had a $40 billion emer-
gency supplemental last year which I
voted for. We are going to have another
$29 billion here today or tomorrow. So
we have got another $70 billion of
emergency spending to take care of the
war issue.

So what are our choices? We need to
take care of our homeland security, we
need to address the war, and we need to
continue the priorities of biomedical
research, of education, of the veterans
and other issues we have to address
here.

My solution to the whole problem
today is we need a closed rule. This
idea of a totally open rule is just going
on and on and on. So I would encourage
our leaders on our side of the aisle to
go back to the Committee on Rules,
come back with a closed rule, and say
let us have all of the appropriate
amendments, set up a time, we do this
all the time on the Committee on
Rules, and say let us go ahead and have
a regular debate and regular order and
not continue talking and talking and
talking about basically the same thing
because the other said, oh, we are fis-
cally irresponsible when after their 40
years of control is what got us into all
the debt problem, and now we have a
war and a recession, combined with a
national emergency, and we are doing
the responsible thing.

They did not vote for the rule. I am
not sure what they are going to do with
the final bill. I think we should take it
to the Committee on Rules, come up
with a new rule and end this filibuster.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent the gentleman
from Florida might be allowed to con-
tinue for 1 additional minute.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Wis-
consin?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I object.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the last word.

I yield time to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, evidently
what we have going on here is that we
not only have faux legislation, we now
also have faux debate. We are not hav-
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ing debate here. We have got members
of the other side giving speeches with-
out being willing to engage in give-
and-take.

I would simply like to say to my
good friend from Florida, he is right.
This place has been too partisan, but I
would point out, we did not make this
bill partisan. This was a bipartisan bill
supported by both parties in the com-
mittee. It came out of the committee,
and your leadership made it partisan
by dragging in their partisan plan to
raise the national debt by $750 billion
so they could pay for their tax cut
plans to the detriment of Social Secu-
rity and Medicare.

Secondly, with respect to the gen-
tleman saying, ‘‘oh, this bill is going so
slow, we have to have a rule, a closed
rule’’, I would point out, this House has
not met a single Friday this year.
There is plenty of time for debate if
this House works Monday through Fri-
day. It has not been doing that, and it
is the majority party that sets that
schedule, not the minority party.

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
this debate today should be about the
highest priority of the Congress and
the Nation and, that is, national secu-
rity. Instead, what we have heard from
the other side is they will do whatever
it takes to pass this bill. One of the
questions that deserves to be answered
today is at what cost? What limits are
there to us doing whatever it takes to
pass this bill? Are there any limits in
decency, in fairness, in what this coun-
try and this Congress is supposed to
stand for?

Nobody has attempted to rebut the
fact that there is a special fix in this
bill for 2 hospitals in the United States
when hospitals all over the country are
suffering, the people they are supposed
to serve. No one has attempted to
rebut the fact that we are rewriting a
trade agreement with Caribbean na-
tions that was balanced and strongly
supported on a bipartisan basis.

There are few facts we agree on
today. These are some of the ones we
do agree on.

This should be about national secu-
rity. It should not be about economic
security and Social Security. Thank
goodness on September 11 this country
was strong economically to withstand
the horrendous attack that occurred
because we had balanced the budget
and begun to pay down the debt. No-
body is rebutting the fact that what is
happening today is we are going to
raise the debt ceiling; the Federal Gov-
ernment is going to start borrowing
money again. There is no dispute that
that has the serious risk of raising
long-term interest rates which threat-
en the prosperity of my State, Florida,
and communities across the country.

The men and women in uniform that
are protecting our country at home
and abroad are not just fighting to pro-
tect the flag. They are not just fighting
to protect a Nation. They are fighting
to reflect certain principles that we all
swore to uphold here, to have a strong
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country, a strong economy, a national
community, a strong system of Social
Security and, most fundamentally of
all, a democracy.

Well, we have a stand here, and that
is, have an open and honest debate on
the issues which we have been deprived
of, not just Democrats but Republicans
as well, under a rule that is forcing us
to pass laws that would never survive a
majority vote in this Congress.

Let me finally refer to the USAir sit-
uation. We are changing the rules in
the middle of a system that was passed
on a bipartisan basis that allows air-
lines to demonstrate they deserve a
loan from the Federal Government. No-
body has tried to rebut the fact that
what this bill is doing, just as the Sen-
ate is about to do, is to close the oppor-
tunity for a major carrier in my home,
Florida, and the Southeast and the
Northeast and other parts of the coun-
try, to borrow money to avoid a bank-
ruptcy.

Have any of my colleagues seen air-
line bankruptcy? I have. I watched the
Air Florida bankruptcy. It is an ugly
thing. I will tell my colleagues who
benefits. It is the bankruptcy lawyers.
Ultimately this is not about USAir. It
is about the passengers that depend on
that airline in my home and around
the country for competition, for rea-
sonably low fares, for choices, and who
will forgive us if we contribute to the
bankruptcy of a major carrier in the
Southeast?

The answer that is offered in re-
sponse to this argument is let some-
body else take care of it some other
time. Well, excuse me, but who is ulti-
mately accountable here? We are. The
Senate Appropriations Committee has
already passed a bill that does exactly
what this bill does. It closes the fund-
ing window. USAir has said they are on
the verge of preparing a loan applica-
tion. They are at risk of filing bank-
ruptcy. What are we doing about it?
Exactly nothing.

Some of us called over to the Senate
today to find out, is this going to get
fixed in the Senate. The answer came
back, no, it is not. Folks, this is our
job. We are ultimately accountable.
This is a real serious issue amid a lot
of politics and speechmaking here.

This bill needs to be fixed. We need to
restore the integrity of this loan appli-
cation program. We need to worry
about the people that depend upon this
carrier and for traveling to do their
business.

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

I may be missing something here, but
I do not know what we are talking
about. The fact is the country is run-
ning out of money because the econ-
omy is down and the military and ter-
rorist, antiterrorist expenditures are
up. We have to have more money. This
is not unusual. It has happened before.
It happened when my colleagues were
in the majority. It is happening now. It
happens in business. Someone sets out
a plan, they like to feel the plan makes
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sense, but all of a sudden they get into
different circumstances.

Who could have forecast the drop in
the economy? Who could have forecast
the terrorists of 9/11? We could not.
Things have got to change.

Should the rule have been better?
Probably. Could we have had a dif-
ferent tax reduction program? Prob-
ably. Should we have had an up-and-
down vote on this? That is a question.
Should this $750 billion be the figure?
It might be, but that is not the fact.

General George Catlett Marshall was
my hero, and what he said was, ‘‘There
are 2 things in life you don’t want to
do. One is to get into the minute so
you forget about the issue. Secondly,
do not fight the problem. Find the so-
lution.”

We are fighting the problem. We need
the money. The country needs the
money. It is the only thing to do. Let
us increase this debt ceiling.

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

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

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Chairman, we
are approaching Memorial Day, and I
think most of us would like to get
home. I certainly have plans for the
weekend, wanting to be home with my
family and friends and with those that
we are going to honor who have given
so much to this country. But today, as
many of my colleagues before me, I
rise to support and thank our men and
women in uniform who are serving our
country and protecting our freedoms
and our opportunity to come to this
floor, all around the globe.

Like my colleagues, I strongly sup-
port a robust military, as do all Ameri-
cans, I think, and certainly in this
House on both sides of the aisle, but I
am shocked that I have heard Members
come to this floor and allude to some-
one on either side of the aisle who is
not supportive of our military. We
could correct that very quickly.

We have a bill before us. All we have
to do is take the things out that should
not be in it, that are not tied to our
military, and the bill would have
passed last evening.

I represent an awful lot of folks who
either are stationed or have loved ones
at Fort Bragg and Pope Air Force Base
or some who have served there and, Mr.
Chairman, I support the President and
the war on terrorism. I have been here
for every vote, and I support a balanced
budget. I came in 1997 and I want my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to
understand, I was one who voted to
make that last step to balance the
budget. I came to this Congress to help
do that, and I understand these are dif-
ficult times.

So that people will understand, I also
served as chairman of the Committee
on Appropriations in my State legisla-
ture for 4 years, and so I understand
what it is to slip something in a bill,
but we do it in the light of day so peo-
ple can see it and know what we are
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doing. We do not go to a closed room
after we have had an open debate by all
the parties in the committees, and
then bring it to the floor. That is not
right. That is not fair to the American
people. It is not fair to the American
people.

I represent as many people on this
floor as any Member on either side of
the aisle, and yet because I do not
serve on the Committee on Appropria-
tions or the Committee on Rules I can-
not make an amendment to this bill
and present the issues that my people
send me to Washington to defend and
represent, and that is wrong. That is
wrong in the people’s House. It is abso-
lutely wrong.

The reality is that we want to pass
this piece of legislat