
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH990 March 19, 2002
Arabs have been reported crossing

the Arizona border for an unknown pe-
riod. Border rancher George Morgan
encounters thousands of illegals cross-
ing his ranch on a well-used trail. He
relates a holiday event:

‘‘It was Thanksgiving, 1998, and I
stepped outside my house and there
were over 100 crossers in my yard.
Damnedest bunch of illegals I ever saw.
All of them were wearing black pants,
white shirts and string ties. Maybe
they were hoping to blend in,’’ he
chuckled. ‘‘They took off. I called the
Border Patrol, and a while later Agent
Dan Green let me know that they had
been caught. He said all were Ira-
nians.’’

According to Border Patrol spokes-
man Rob Daniels, 10 Egyptians were ar-
rested recently near Douglas, Arizona.
Each had paid $7,000 to be brought from
Guatemala into Mexico and then across
the border.

According to the San Diego Union
Tribune, hours after the 9–11 attacks
on the World Trade Center and the
Pentagon, an anonymous caller led
Mexican immigration officials to 41 un-
documented Iraqis waiting to cross
into the United States.

The Associated Press reported that
Mexican immigration police detained
13 citizens of Yemen on September 24,
2001, who reportedly were waiting to
cross the border into Arizona. The
Yemenis were arrested Sunday in Agua
Prieta, across the border from Douglas.
Luis Teran Balaguer, in the northern
state of Sonora, said the evidence indi-
cates that they have nothing to do
with terrorist activities.

The Agua Prieta newspaper clearly
did not agree with his assessment. The
editor, Jose Noriega Durazo, claimed in
a front page El Ciarin headline, ‘‘Arab
terrorists were here.’’ He quoted Agua
Prieta police officials as identifying
the 13 Yemenis as terrorists.

Reportedly the Mexican immigration
police returned the Yemenis to a fed-
eral detention center near Mexico City,
but the new information would indi-
cate they were released and returned to
Agua Prieta.

Carlos Carrillo, assistant chief, U.S.
Border Patrol, Tucson Sector, told
WorldNetDaily in a telephone inter-
view Monday that nine Yemenis were
reportedly holed up in a hotel in the
border town of Agua Prieta, Sonora.
‘‘We have passed the tip on to the
FBI,’’ he said. When pressed for infor-
mation, he said he could not confirm
the number, because they were under
OP/SEC, which is a counter-intel-
ligence acronym for ‘‘operations secu-
rity.’’

The Border Patrol field patrol agent,
who spoke anonymously, confirmed the
presence of nine Yemenis. The agent
said they could not get a coyote to
transport them, and they are offering
$30,000 per person, with no takers.

The article goes on. Some people are
being offered $50,000, specifically of
Arab descent. This is happening at the
same time that we are debating wheth-

er or not we actually can control our
own borders or whether we should.

Today I had an interesting discussion
with a member of the press, specifi-
cally a lady I think from USA Today,
and it became apparent after a short
time she was annoyed with the fact
that I was pressing for border control.
She put the pad away for a second and
talked to me, you know, sort of ‘‘off
the record’’; and she said you cannot
really expect to do this. We are going
to turn into a police state. Are you
really going to try to keep these people
out?

So I said to her, Tell me the alter-
native to trying to defend the border.
Just tell me what you think the alter-
native is? It is to abandon it. There is
no other way.

You have two options. You either de-
fend the border as well as you possibly
can, and it does not mean we will abso-
lutely be sure that no one will ever be
able to get into the country without
our permission. Of course not.
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But we do everything that we can do,

just like the President has said that we
are going to do outside the country. He
said we are going to do everything we
have to do.

I ask the President to do everything
that he can do, and I certainly will do
everything I can do, and I will ask my
colleagues in this body to do every-
thing that we as a body can do to stop
people from coming into the United
States illegally, because it is dan-
gerous.

It is not just the person coming
across to get a job in a factory or a
field somewhere. We cannot discrimi-
nate. We do not know. It is not easy to
determine which one is coming across
illegally for some purpose that is be-
nign and which one is coming across il-
legally for some purpose that is quite
deadly. It is impossible for us to know
that.

We have only one ability, only one
charge, only one responsibility. That is
to defend the border against all people
coming across illegally. It is our re-
sponsibility as a Congress, and al-
though there are many people who shy
away from it, who are frightened by
that because they know that politi-
cally we will be attacked by the immi-
gration support groups and various
other organizations, and by people who
in fact have as their purpose, even here
in this body, there are many reasons
that many people vote against tight-
ening immigration laws. Some are di-
rectly political.

Some people know that massive num-
bers of immigrants coming into the
United States, legally and illegally,
will end up supporting the Democratic
Party, and therefore they say, we do
not want to reduce immigration,
whether we are talking legal or illegal.

Many people on our side are split in
that Libertarian camp that say, ‘‘I
want open borders,’’ or say, ‘‘I want
cheap labor.’’ That is the problem we
deal with here.

But I ask all of my colleagues to
overcome those very parochial, par-
tisan interests in the hope of and in the
desire to try and defend America as
successfully as we are doing in Afghan-
istan. It is imperative that we do it
here, also. Our very Nation’s survival
is at risk.

We recognize that, and we respond to
the call that the President makes when
we appropriate money and in every
other way indicate our support for the
effort to fight terrorism overseas. But
why, why, Madam Speaker, is it so
hard for us to get the same job done
here in the United States?

It should be the first place we look, it
should be the first thing we do, because
the defense of this country begins at
the defense of its borders.

f

FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY AND THE
BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. JO
ANN DAVIS of Virginia). Under the
Speaker’s announced policy of January
3, 2001, the gentleman from Kansas (Mr.
MOORE) is recognized for 60 minutes as
the designee of the minority leader.

Mr. MOORE. Madam Speaker, last
year it was announced by the Congres-
sional Budget Office that, and I am
talking about February of last year,
that the projected surplus over the
next 10 years would be approximately
$5.6 trillion. At that time, the sur-
pluses ran as far as the eye could see,
and everybody was talking about the
surpluses and how we might use those
surpluses to benefit our country.

In fact, the debate at that time was
how we might use those surpluses to
pay down our national debt, which was
approximately $5.7 trillion at that
time. The debate was how much we
should pay down our surplus and
whether we should pay down our sur-
plus or if we should pay down our sur-
plus, if we might pay it down too fast.
In fact, Chairman Alan Greenspan of
the Federal Reserve Board said there
would be some danger in paying down
our national debt too quickly.

Well, that problem has been solved.
We no longer have surpluses. In fact,
and I am not pointing fingers or blam-
ing anybody here, but as the result of
an economic slowdown, as a result of
the horrible tragedy that confronted
our Nation on September 11 last year,
the economy slowed down, number one.
It was really put into a tailspin on Sep-
tember 11. The surpluses have virtually
disappeared.

In fact, the $5.6 trillion surplus last
year that was projected over the next
10 years this year, in February of this
year, was projected by the Congres-
sional Budget Office to be approxi-
mately $1.6 trillion. Somebody said to
me when I was back home, what did
you all do with the other $4 trillion? I
said, well, it was a projected surplus.
Projections are hopes for the future.

In fact, I speak virtually every week-
end when I go home to either college
classes or high school classes, govern-
ment classes. I remember several
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months ago speaking to one high
school government class. I was talking
to them about the virtues of fiscal re-
sponsibility and paying down our na-
tional debt, and what Chairman Green-
span has taught us about long-term in-
terest rates benefiting and being low-
ered as a result of fiscal responsibility
and fiscal restraint.

I talked to this class about surpluses
and deficits, and I said finally to the
class, these high school seniors in the
government class, ‘‘How would you de-
fine a projected surplus?’’ One girl
raised her hand, and she said, ‘‘Maybe
yes, maybe no.’’ I thought, what a
great definition. She could probably
give good instruction to some of our
colleagues here in Congress who think
that we can spend projected surpluses,
which we know not to be the case.

It is often said that our children are
our future. I think no issue goes more
directly to the heart of our Nation’s fu-
ture than the debt limit, because what
we do now and what we do in the future
is going to affect our children, our
grandchildren, and their children, be-
cause they are going to have to pay off
the debt, whatever debt we accumu-
late.

I think, again, Congress could learn
something from our children and do
something better for our children. Ap-
parently, Congress is one of the only
groups that has not heard that sur-
pluses can disappear, and now we are
paying the price and have to make
some tough choices.

The President wants to raise and
Secretary O’Neill wants to raise the
debt limit by roughly $750 billion. This
would raise the public debt from $5.95
trillion to $6.65 trillion. I am asking,
and again, I am not here to lay blame
or point fingers; certainly, the reces-
sion I do not believe was the Presi-
dent’s fault, and certainly September
11 was not the President’s fault. The
Congress and the administration
should take a hard look at our long-
term budget priorities before writing a
huge blank check, though, of $750 bil-
lion.

I believe it is irresponsible to raise
borrowing limits today without plan-
ning to protect our children and grand-
children from the consequences of our
debt in the future. Lower numbers
would be more acceptable at this time.
I believe our discussion of the debt
limit should be part of an overall dis-
cussion as to how to balance the budg-
et.

We cannot throw away and we should
not throw away all the progress we
made over the last several years in
terms of fiscal responsibility in this
country. There was a lot of pain in-
volved, and I think we learned some
tough lessons, but I think Chairman
Greenspan is exactly right: If we can
show fiscal responsibility and fiscal re-
straint, it is going to have a beneficial
impact on long-term interest rates, and
that affects everybody in this country
who borrows money for a mortgage, for
a car loan, or any other type of con-
sumer loan.

Too many people in Congress, both
sides, Republicans and Democrats,
worked too hard to balance the budget
to so easily slip back into our old hab-
its. I hope that does not happen.

The President said several times, and
I agree with the President whole-
heartedly, there are a couple of times
when it is appropriate and sometimes
necessary to engage in deficit spending,
short-term deficit spending. One is in
time of war, and the other is in time of
recession.

We were in recession, we are told now
we are coming out of recession, but we
may still be in a time of war. I do not
begrudge what the President has done
and what Congress has done in sup-
porting the President in terms of some
deficit spending. But what I do want
and what I think we desperately need
in this country is a plan to get us back
to fiscal responsibility when the threat
to our Nation is past.

When they borrow, when families and
businesses put together plans to pay off
their debt, I go home virtually every
weekend and I hear from families that
they live by three simple rules, and
they wish Congress would as well:
Number one, do not spend more money
than you make; number two, pay off
your debts; number three, invest in the
basics and for our future.

The basics for the country are na-
tional security, national defense, So-
cial Security, Medicare, some transpor-
tation, things of that nature. The ba-
sics for a family are food, shelter, edu-
cation, health care, and all the things
that I think we could agree on.

I really think that Congress and this
country need to be more like families
in managing their budgets. Our govern-
ment really should not be any dif-
ferent. We need a long-term plan to pay
off our debt. Raising the debt limit by
$750 billion just allows Congress to con-
tinue its free-spending ways. We should
not give a blank check to a Congress
that has proven it cannot control its
own spending.

Several of my colleagues and I have
offered a substitute budget that would
raise the debt limit by approximately
$100 billion to $150 billion up to the end
of this fiscal year, September 30 of 2002.
This would prevent a fiscal default, it
would stabilize markets, and it gives
Congress and the President time to de-
velop a long-term plan to return to bal-
anced budgets and fiscal responsibility.

We should not play partisan games
with the financial health of our coun-
try. An unprecedented Federal default
would wreak havoc on our economy.
But that is only slightly worse than
the bleak outlook we will leave our
children if we do not get back to fiscal
restraint and fiscal responsibility.

Higher debts now mean higher taxes
for our children, and that is grossly,
grossly unfair. We are willing to raise
the debt limit, but it must be part of a
plan to balance the budget and stop
spending the Social Security surpluses.
Nothing less than our future and the
future of our children and future gen-
erations in our country is at stake.

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. TURNER).

Mr. TURNER. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Kansas for
yielding to me. It is good to be here on
this floor tonight with our fellow Blue
Dog Democrats, who have consistently
stood up in this Congress for fiscal re-
sponsibility.

I think all of us tonight have a great
deal of concern about the suggestion
that we increase our statutory debt
ceiling, because we all know that the
statutory debt ceiling is the last re-
maining line of defense to protect us
from total fiscal irresponsibility in
Washington.

We all thought that there was an-
other line that protected us from fiscal
irresponsibility, and that is the pledge
of this Congress never to spend the So-
cial Security trust fund monies on any-
thing other than Social Security.

Back in 1997, all of us here tonight
were present when we voted for the
Balanced Budget Act of 1997. It re-
versed a trend that had been present in
the Federal Government for 30 years of
spending every year more money than
the government took in. And for 3
years after that Balanced Budget Act,
we actually had a surplus in the every-
one.

As the gentleman from Kansas point-
ed out, just a year ago it was projected
that we would have over $5.6 trillion in
surplus funds flowing into the Federal
Treasury over the next decade, but
then came a major tax cut, a recession,
and a war. That surplus has dis-
appeared.

This year, for the first time in the
last 4 years, the Congress is looking at
a budget that will once again return us
into deficit spending, will rob the So-
cial Security trust funds of those pay-
roll taxes that are paid in by the work-
ing people of this country for Social
Security, and that money will once
again be spent to run the general gov-
ernment. That is wrong. And since we
have crossed that line of spending So-
cial Security trust fund monies, some-
thing that we pledged on the floor of
this House not to do at least half a
dozen times in votes cast by the Mem-
bers here, there is no other protection
against fiscal irresponsibility except
the statutory debt ceiling. That is that
limit in law that says that the Federal
Government cannot go over a total of
$5.9 trillion into debt.

Most of us cannot understand how in
the world we ever got in a position that
we would authorize over $5 trillion in
debt, but when the administration
comes to this Congress and says that
we have to increase the debt ceiling by
$750 billion, any Member who is fiscally
conservative will say, wait a minute,
where is the line of defense to protect
us from fiscal irresponsibility now? It
will be gone.

Now, we all understand that in times
of national emergency, there may be
justification for a short period of def-
icit spending if we are in a war, as we
are now. The recession has brought
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Federal revenues down. It could be that
the emergency presented by war would
say in the short term deficit spending
may be necessary, but only short term.

What we have projected now by the
Congressional Budget Office is a decade
of ever-increasing national debt.

b 2115

Deficit spending is wrong. We would
not do it at our house or yours. We
would not do it in your business or
mine because we know it just would
not work. We all understand that we
need to pay our debts. Why cannot
Washington understand that same
principle? The reason is that govern-
ment can print money, and we are
going to continue to print money if we
increase the statutory debt ceiling, and
that debt is going to be owed by our
children and by our grandchildren.

Our debt today costs this country
and the taxpayers of this Nation al-
most a billion dollars a day just to
cover the interest payments on that
national debt. What a waste of re-
sources. Think what we could do if we
could save that almost billion dollars
every day we spend on interest. Talk
about waste in government. The big-
gest item of waste in government
today is the almost billion dollars that
we pay every day in interest on that
national debt.

So the Blue Dog Democrats believe
that holding the line on increasing the
debt ceiling is the only way to protect
this Congress from continuing down
that reckless path of going deeper and
deeper and deeper into debt. I think we
all understand that when we are in
war, as I said a moment ago, we may
have to do deficit spending in the short
term; and we would all understand if
there was a proposal before this House
to increase the debt ceiling enough to
cover the needs of national defense in
time of war, but that is not what the
proposal is. The proposal is many times
over that amount, and it is designed to
allow this Congress to continue down a
road of deficit spending for at least an-
other 2 years.

We have got to hold the line. We need
to stand up for limiting the amount of
increase in the debt ceiling. It is our
only line of defense in order to prevent
this Congress from fiscal irrespon-
sibility.

We all know that increasing debt is
morally reprehensible. Why should we
spend money today, whether it is for
defense or any other purpose, and ex-
pect our children some day to pay for
it?

We are in a war today. Many men and
women are in uniform in faraway
places tonight, defending freedom,
fighting for this country. They are
making a tremendous sacrifice, and yet
it seems that the American people are
not being called on to join in that sac-
rifice because the American people
have been given a pass, a pass that
says, you do not have to pay for this
war now. You can let your children pay
for it.

So when those young men and women
in uniform return to our country and
begin to enter the workforce and build
their careers and their life savings,
they would have to look forward to
paying for the war that they fought in
the first part of the 21st century.

Now that is wrong. And the only way
we can stop it is to hold the line on the
request to increase the debt ceiling in
our law.

We know that as we continue to in-
crease debt, the demand for credit from
our government increases, and it has
the effect, the economists tell us, of in-
creasing the interest rate on all kinds
of loans sought by American families.
So if we continue down the road of fis-
cal irresponsibility and allow this debt
to continue to mount and mount and
mount, not only do we have increasing
interest costs to the Federal Govern-
ment, but the cost of borrowing money
for every American family will be high-
er because the Federal Government’s
appetite for credit pushes all interest
rates up for everybody. So if you want
to buy a car or buy a new home and fi-
nance it through a home mortgage, or
send your kids to college and have to
borrow the money to do it, you will
pay higher interest rates in the years
ahead because of the fiscal irrespon-
sibility of your Federal Government.

We hope that the Members of this
Congress will join with the Blue Dogs
in standing up for fiscal responsibility,
for paying down that $5 trillion debt
instead of allowing it to continue it to
go up. That is an issue that is impor-
tant to the American people and the
American family, and our failure to
deal with it responsibly will result in
fiscal catastrophe for this country be-
cause we cannot continue to allow debt
to mount higher and higher and higher.

So I am very hopeful that our col-
leagues in the House will join with the
Blue Dog Democrats and stand up for
the proposition that we should not in-
crease the debt ceiling by the amount
of money that has been requested, and
preserve that one last line of defense
for fiscal responsibility.

Mr. MOORE. Madam Speaker, at this
time I would like to recognize another
gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM),
and I yield to him.

Mr. STENHOLM. Madam Speaker, I
thank my friend for taking the time
tonight to permit us again to discuss in
what we hope are very rational, simple-
to-understand terms what we are pro-
posing.

About a year ago we stood on this
floor in opposition to the budget that
ultimately passed. We are in the mi-
nority. When you are in the minority
you usually lose. But we also stood on
the floor and offered some comments
and some suggestions that we thought
made a little bit of common sense.

That projected surplus that every-
body was talking about was projected.
It was a guesstimate. It was an esti-
mate. It was not necessarily real. It
was not necessarily unreal. But we
thought the conservative thing to do

with our economic game plan for
America was simply to take half of it
and pay down the national debt. We
were ridiculed by some saying that we
were going to pay down the debt too
fast.

Others suggested that it was the peo-
ple’s money and, therefore, we are
going to give it back to them. Very
popular suggestion. Some of us were
also reminding people that it was the
people’s debt. Again, we were told do
not worry about it. The national debt,
the debt ceiling, is not going to have to
be increased for 7 years. And we said,
we hope you are right. We hope that
these estimates are right. But just in
case there may be an emergency, and
we were not prophetic, no one could
have foreseen September 11, 2001, but it
happened.

We did not believe necessarily the
stock market was going to go up for-
ever. We have always recognized that
there are going to be ups and downs;
and we had just come through 8 years,
the longest single economic expansion
in the history of our country doing
whatever we were doing until the 1990s,
which happened to be beginning to bal-
ance the Federal budget.

And I give credit to my friends on the
other side for being a part of that. And
that is what we are here tonight say-
ing, look at some of the things we did
and said in the last 6 or 8 years and try
to be a little bit consistent.

What we are suggesting is that some
of the same things that occurred in
1996 in which the majority party, the
same folks that are in control tonight,
demanded that ‘‘The President of the
United States and the Congress shall
enact legislation in the first session of
the 104th Congress to achieve a bal-
anced budget not later than the fiscal
year 2002 as estimated by the Congres-
sional Budget Office.’’

What an irony. Here we are, March
19, 2002, recognizing that the balanced
budgets that we have achieved over the
last 2 or 3 years are now out the win-
dow as far as the eye can see. The
President’s budget that he submitted
to the Congress does not balance with-
out using Social Security for the next
10 years.

We Blue Dogs are suggesting that is
irresponsible budgeting; that we, in
fact, are not unreasonable to ask the
leadership of this body in the budget
tomorrow and in the actions coming up
to submit a plan that will balance the
Federal budget by 2007 without using
Social Security trust funds. That is all
that we ask.

Some of us have been here and voted
consistently for these type of budgets.
That is what I hope to do again tomor-
row. But tonight we are calling atten-
tion to the fact that we believe it is ir-
responsible to ask the Congress to bor-
row $750 billion without a plan of how
we are going to get our budget back in
balance, other than the plan that we
are now under which, by their own ad-
ministration, does not balance until,
well, it does not. We do not go out past
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10 years. In fact, this budget we will
consider tomorrow is going out only 5;
that is what is bothering us.

We are perfectly willing to vote for a
clean debt ceiling increase with certain
provisos. I do not want to see us go
through what we did back in 1995 and
1996 in which we had members of the
other party standing on this floor
threatening to impeach Secretary
Rubin for doing the things that we are
now being told by the majority leader-
ship that we are going to do, borrow on
our employees, our civil service, mili-
tary retirement, borrow on those re-
tirement funds and temporarily sus-
pend paying interest in order to get by.
Why do that?

There are those of us in the Blue Dog
coalition that are looking for a way to
be bipartisan on something other than
the war. I do not understand why the
leadership of this House demands when
it comes to fiscal policy that the only
votes that will ever come on this floor
are those that get 218 Republican
votes, when there are some of us, we
heard the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
TURNER), we heard the gentleman from
Kansas (Mr. MOORE). We do not just say
that we want to return to fiscal respon-
sibility; we are prepared to act. But the
budget that is submitted tomorrow by
the chairman of the Committee on the
Budget’s own admission is not in bal-
ance.

And, again, I repeat what the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. MOORE) said,
2003 is a different story. We are at war,
an unusual war by the fact that it has
not been declared by Congress and yet
we are at war, and we understand that
and we are perfectly willing to fund
whatever it takes, both domestically
and internationally, to cover that cost.

But why, we ask, would we want to
just arbitrarily give a blank check to
borrow $750 billion without a plan of
how we are going to use it? What are
we going to spend it for? Why should
we just arbitrarily send the bill to our
children and grandchildren for $750 bil-
lion additional, following an economic
game plan that has already put us into
a position where we cannot balance the
budget for 10 years without going into
the Social Security trust fund after we
voted last year five times on the
lockbox, cross my heart, we are not
going to touch Social Security again.
And yet, here we are, the first action of
this year, we are going to do it again.

Not with my vote. But if we can have
a little bit of cooperation, some of us
submitted an alternative today that we
will talk about tomorrow. But tonight
we are just talking about a simple re-
quest.

b 2130

What is it that is so wrong about sub-
mitting a plan that will get us to bal-
ance? What is it that is so right by
sending a plan up that we have got to
change the manner in which we score
it? We agreed back in 1995 on a massive
vote, and there were 148 of my friends
on this side and 48 Democrats that

voted and said we want the President
to submit a balanced budget. In fact,
we demand that the President submit a
balanced budget; and we want that
budget to protect future generations,
ensure Medicare solvency, reform wel-
fare, provide adequate funding for Med-
icaid, education, agriculture, national
defense, veterans, and the environ-
ment. Furthermore, the balanced budg-
et shall adopt tax policies to help
working families and to stimulate fu-
ture economic growth. That is what we
said in 1996; and we got 277 votes for it,
including 48 Democrats, 229 Repub-
licans.

What happened? If that is what we
required President Clinton to do, why
are we not equally asking President
Bush, and I do not think it will take a
whole lot of encouraging. I think this
President will be amenable. In fact, I
am almost sure he will be amenable,
but why is that some on the other side
refuse to bring that kind of a resolu-
tion to the floor and instead think of
ways to circumvent, to circumvent the
law of the land, to circumvent how we
in fact avoid increasing the debt ceil-
ing on a clean up and down vote, when
the same folks and I will read quote
after quote after quote of the same
folks that said so many bad things
when it was Secretary Rubin doing it?

We Blue Dogs pride ourselves in con-
sistency. We are not perfect. I am sure
that somebody will find something
that I have done or said that is not to-
tally consistent, but I bet I will be 90
percent consistent in saying let us sub-
mit a plan for how we balance our
budget without touching Social Secu-
rity and Medicare. As we Blue Dogs
stood on this floor last year and argued
for our budget in which we said take
half of the projected surplus, pay down
the debt, take the other half, divide it
equally between the necessary in-
creases in spending for defense, for edu-
cation, for health care, for veterans
and for agriculture, and the other 25
percent, a tax cut targeted at helping
the economy and working families.

Well, we lost on our plan. If we had
passed our plan, we would have been in
a heck of a lot better shape tonight on
all accounts, but today is a new year.
Tonight we stand up again in asking,
submit a balanced budget plan. Show
us why we need to arbitrarily borrow
$750 billion. Show us what the money is
going to be used for. The best way to
do that is to go slow, to go slow. Do not
just give us a blank check anymore
than if you were a father and your son
had just exceeded his credit card, and
you are not going to go out and say,
well, great, son, that was wonderful
that you exceeded your limit, I am
going to give you another $2,000 on
your credit card; just keep on doing
whatever you have been doing. Fami-
lies, we do not operate that way. We
should not operate the country that
way.

So tonight we are just, in fact, say-
ing we are ready to support a plan. We
will roll up our sleeves and work with

my colleagues on a plan. Try us. Just
try us and see what might happen, in-
stead of the partisanship that we see
time and time again on economic
issues. And here I will say if my col-
leagues sincerely believe in their budg-
et, if they sincerely believe that it is in
our Nation’s best interest to borrow on
our children’s and grandchildren’s
grand future and the next 10 years and
the Social Security trust fund, then
just stay with my colleagues’ budget
and I will respect them for that.

Anybody that stands up on this floor
and does what they say they believe in
and stands behind it with their vote
and argues for it, I will respect them;
and I hope they respect those of us that
have a little bit different version of
this, and we will be arguing for that to-
morrow, assuming we will be allowed
to have our amendment on the floor to-
morrow and have that amendment,
which I certainly expect and hope that
we will.

With these comments I would now
yield back to the gentleman and to
other of my colleagues who have come
here to discuss this issue tonight, and I
thank him for yielding.

Mr. MOORE. Madam Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
PHELPS).

Mr. PHELPS. Madam Speaker,
proudly I stand here tonight, with my
Blue Dog colleagues, a group that not
only just offers rhetoric but is ready to
back up what we say. That is why I am
proud to be a member of this organiza-
tion. We are consistent. We say what
we mean with integrity and we intend
to accomplish, if we have the coopera-
tion from the other side of the aisle,
what needs to be accomplished on be-
half of this great Nation and the Amer-
icans that deserve the best attention.

So I want to thank my colleagues for
their comments, for giving me this op-
portunity to speak on such important
issues.

I want to make it clear that I under-
stand the need for the President’s in-
creased investment in defense and
homeland security. However, I do not
want this to come at the cost of eco-
nomic security for our folks at home.

First and foremost, we need a budget
that is made up of honest numbers. One
of the most frustrating things I have
experienced since I have been a Mem-
ber of Congress, now my second term,
is to think we would go to the ultimate
degree to press for investigating pri-
vate corporations such as we are right
in the midst of now, the Enrons, and
saying you mean your accounting
firms do not even know what is what,
what the numbers are, no one can come
forward and swear in front of our com-
mittees on a Bible that these are accu-
rate numbers?

Yet we as elected officials from all
across America cannot even agree what
is in the bank or what is real or what
is funny money or fuzzy or what is pro-
jected versus what we can really count
on. We really know, if the honest truth
was brought out, we really know, but
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not very many in this political game
will step forward and admit it because
with that comes a price; and no matter
what the price is, for me I have to tell
my colleagues the honest truth about
the honest numbers.

We need a budget that is honest in
numbers. We need to base it on the
CBO, Congressional Budget Office, and
not the OMB, the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, estimates. We bring
fiscal discipline to this body. The Blue
Dogs and others that might share our
philosophical positions bring fiscal dis-
cipline.

As a former teacher I always like to
break down the real root words and
meanings of words that we throw
around that is supposed to mean a lot.
Do my colleagues know where dis-
cipline comes from? The word disciple.
We can reflect on disciples of Christ.
Disciple means the ultimate example,
someone to pattern your life after, to
live by, to hold up in esteem, on a ped-
estal. That is what we are as elected of-
ficials. We are disciples, offering dis-
cipline when it comes to spending, with
honest numbers. Let us follow the ex-
amples of the ultimate people of integ-
rity in our history.

For the past couple of years, the Re-
publican leadership has made promises
to protect Social Security, but this
budget is far from protecting Social
Security. Many of my constituents de-
pend on Social Security as a means of
comfort after they have worked hard
all their lives. I am talking about the
most frail, elderly citizens, the lowest
echelon of income in America.

The budget calls for tapping the So-
cial Security trust fund to support
other government programs every year
for the next 10 years at the tune of $1.5
trillion. Our Nation cannot afford to
put our Social Security system at risk
when it is depended on by so many of
our most vulnerable citizens.

The budget must address the declin-
ing Social Security trust fund. We
must pay down the public-held debt;
and I know and I understand there is a
serious question, whether we should in-
crease the debt limit coming soon; but
I believe we need to hold off on increas-
ing the debt limit unless there are cer-
tain provisions that we can come to
agreement on that would help preserve
what we know is true with honest num-
bers until we can bring the budget into
balance without putting the Social Se-
curity surplus into jeopardy. That is
the balancing act. We can do it if we
have the will.

As Americans, it is our job to work
together to take care of our folks at
home. As politicians, it is up to us to
come up with the best possible way to
do that. We need to work together. It is
easy to say that every day we need to
work together, to come up with a plan
that will fight the war on terror but at
the same time does not sacrifice the
needs of our citizens at home.

The citizens in my district are down-
right puzzled, confused, as to where the
surpluses went; and I know we have

outlined all the real things that hap-
pened that took our surpluses away.
We can talk about September 11, a ter-
rible event, still paying the price, prob-
ably will for several years to come,
psychologically, emotionally, finan-
cially, economically, every way pos-
sible. The recession, played down, real-
ly underestimated, and yet was real
and still is, and give away in whatever
way you want to define spending up
here.

Some say spending is when you want
your project funded. Spending takes on
a lot of different definitions since I
have been here and found out. Spending
is about what my colleagues want to
accuse the other side of the aisle or the
other people of using it for; but when it
is for my colleagues’ purposes, and the
majority, it is not called spending. We
use something else to justify what are
not real numbers, honesty in budg-
eting.

Finally, the priorities. If we do not
think it is priority for the Americans
to entrust their elected officials to
manage their money, how much did we
hear about we want to return their
money? What do my colleagues think
Social Security is that is checked off of
everybody’s check every week for sev-
eral years as these elderly people are
now in the end of their life waiting for?
The word ‘‘security’’ means stable,
someone can depend on it. Not true. It
is not true.

I just hope that we can work to-
gether, come up with a plan that will
give some compromises to some,
stipulative outline of issues that will
bring us to a reasonable debt limit; and
then when we get down to the end of
the summer, early fall, we will know
exactly where we stand; but until then,
we better be cautious. We better be
truthful with the American people and
save Social Security, pay down the na-
tional debt, win the war on terrorism.

Can we do it? We are the greatest
country in the world. I bet my col-
leagues we can do it.

Mr. MOORE. Madam Speaker, next I
yield to the distinguished gentleman
from Tennessee (Mr. TANNER).

Mr. TANNER. Madam Speaker, I am
not going to add a lot to what my col-
leagues have said on the technical side
of it. I just want to say that I came
here from Tennessee in 1988; and when
I came here, people said, John, please,
if you get elected, go up there and do
something about this horrendous na-
tional debt. We are borrowing more
money every year as a people than we
can pay back in our lifetimes, and we
want you all to do something about it.
Please, if you go up there, concentrate
on retiring the debt and living within
our means.

Now, we have tried to do that and I
have been here, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) has been here
longer than I have, and this is hard.
This is not easy. The easiest thing that
anybody who seeks political office can
do is to promise a road or a bridge or
a dam and promise to cut taxes all at

the same time. That is what we hear on
the stump, and this is really tough
work that we are trying to do here as
Blue Dogs because we are doing some-
thing that is oftentimes not politically
expedient.

We do things that we hope are in the
best interest of the country and our
children that are not maybe politically
popular today.
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I mean, it is tough to stand here with
a new President, as we did last year,
and say we really need to slow down on
all these projections and all of these
ideas that money is flowing into Wash-
ington as far as the eye can see. That
is what we were told.

We said, to be conservative in our
own business, if it were our own busi-
ness, we would not run it that way. We
would not devote 100 percent of a pro-
jection for 10 years to a program that
we did last year. We tried to say, that
is not a conservative view, it is not the
way we would run our own businesses.
Why on earth do our colleagues want
us to run the country’s business that
way?

So last year, as my colleague, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM),
said, we were unsuccessful when we
tried to say we need to slow down on
this.

And the funniest thing I have heard
since I have been here is when people
around here actually, with a straight
face, said that we are in danger of pay-
ing off the debt too quickly. That re-
minded me of a guy my size, weighs 400
pounds, and the first night on my diet
somebody asks me how I feel and I say
I am worried about becoming emaci-
ated. To me, that was almost ludi-
crous, but that really is what we were
told by people with a straight face.

As the gentleman from Kansas (Mr.
MOORE), the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM), and the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. TURNER) have said, no-
body is prophetic. We do not know, I
certainly do not know what the price
of cotton is going to be next Friday,
yet we are supposed to base how we
conduct the business of our citizens of
this country on these projections.

And by the way, the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. PHELPS) was talking about
us, and we do have a very special place
here because we are privileged people
to represent free men and women. That
is an honor that none of us deserve, but
as President Jimmy Carter said, the
highest office in this land of ours is
that of citizen, because a citizen is the
owner of our country.

So we are very, very privileged peo-
ple to be where we are, and with that
privilege comes an awesome responsi-
bility. And sometimes that responsi-
bility is to do tough things; to say,
look, in response to, we need to give
the people their money back, it is
theirs. Well, kids are people, too, and
they do not have a voice here. But they
are people, and there are a bunch of
them that are not yet born, and we are
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spending their money tomorrow if we
pass this budget, and they do not even
know about it.

Somebody asked me one time if I
would agree to a supermajority to raise
taxes. I said, no, there is plenty of pres-
sure in this system not to raise taxes.
But I will vote for a supermajority to
borrow money, because the people we
are spending their money are not here
to tell us, please do not do that to me,
I am 2 years old.

But what my colleagues are doing is
going to not only make sure that our
citizens are overtaxed, because they do
not have the willpower to say no to ei-
ther a tax cut that is irresponsible or
to a spending program that is irrespon-
sible. My colleagues do not have the
willpower to say no to that, so they
want to put it on me. That is basically
what has been going on around here,
and it is very simply wrong.

So as the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
TURNER) said, this debt limit is really
one of the last lines of defense we have
to insist that the people who run the
House here, the majority party, bring a
budget to the floor. We cannot bring
anything to the floor. We can ask for
it, as we did tonight in the Committee
on Rules, a substitute that puts at
least in place some safeguards, but we
cannot bring anything to the floor here
because we are in the minority. And
that is all right as long as we are treat-
ed fairly and we get a vote on what we
have asked for and then people know.

But it is not easy to stand here as
someone who asks for votes every 2
years and say, as much as I would like
to, we just simply cannot afford that
program in west Tennessee or middle
Tennessee or east Tennessee or wher-
ever; or we cannot afford to do some of
the taxing initiatives in terms of tax
cuts that we have been doing. We do
not have the money. So I would hope
that as we go into the budget debate
tomorrow, we would keep in mind that
we are not just talking about our-
selves, but we are talking about our
country.

I have been to countries that do not
have a government. I have been to a
country that is broke. And I have yet
to find a country on the face of the
earth that is strong and free and broke.
And that is where we are headed when
we are paying a billion dollars a day in
interest. And that is going up every
day because we simply, in the here and
now, say let us give the people back
their money, they earned it, it belongs
to them. And it does, except kids are
people, too, and we have not done them
right. And anybody who says we have,
I would have to take violent disagree-
ment with that.

We are going to be overtaxed the rest
of our lives, and we should be, because
we are paying 13 percent interest be-
fore we ever get to tanks, before we
ever get to any of the projects that we
need in the country to give private en-
terprise the opportunity, with the in-
frastructure that only government can
provide, the ability to grow and create

private sector jobs, which is, after all,
the backbone of the country. We under-
stand that. But we are going to be
overtaxed the rest of our lives because
people back in the 1970s and 1980s spent
more money than they were willing to
pay for, and now we are being asked to
do the same thing.

We are going to make sure, if we
keep on this course, that not only are
we overtaxed the rest of our lives, but
our children are going to be overtaxed
all of their working lives because we
simply cannot find within ourselves
the ability to make tough, hard deci-
sions that are not politically expe-
dient.

So, Madam Speaker, I appreciate my
colleague, the gentleman from Kansas
(Mr. MOORE), for having this special
order tonight and inviting us to par-
ticipate.

Mr. MOORE. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Tennessee,
and next I am going to yield to the
gentleman from California (Mr.
SCHIFF).

Mr. SCHIFF. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Kansas for
yielding to me and also thank him for
the extraordinary and bipartisan work
he has done to try to bring America’s
budget into balance.

America needs a wartime budget. We
need a budget that will provide the re-
sources necessary to win the war on
terrorism, that will stimulate our
economy without aggravating our defi-
cits, and that will protect and reform
Social Security and Medicare but not
finance the war out of its trust funds.
In sum, our country needs a budget
that will call on the American people
to make sacrifices to win, sacrifices
they are willing to make if only their
leaders will have the courage to ask
and speak plainly.

The President’s budget is not there
yet. The budget we will vote on in the
House this week calls for the most sig-
nificant increase in military spending
in more than two decades, and that in-
crease will enjoy bipartisan support.
The budget also proposes significant
new tax cuts, and the House leadership
has also signaled its interest in making
last year’s tax cuts permanent. Domes-
tic spending increases only slightly or
remains flat. And the budget requires
sacrifice.

There is only one problem: It is not
we who are being asked to sacrifice. It
is our children.

Advocates of the budget call it bal-
anced. Regrettably, it is anything but
balanced. The $2.1 trillion budget uses
$200 billion in Social Security trust
funds to pay for other programs, spends
all of the Medicare surplus on prior-
ities other than paying down the na-
tional debt, fails to count the cost of
the $43 billion economic stimulus pack-
age just signed by the President, as-
sumes that spending levels on domestic
priorities will be reduced, including the
President’s own education initiative,
and that mammoth problems, like the
growth of the alternative minimum
tax, will go unaddressed.

But even these glaring omissions are
not enough to balance the budget. The
gimmickry goes further.

The budget addresses only the next 5
years, not 10, to hide big late-year
costs. And the budget relies on the
White House’s own budget numbers
rather than the nonpartisan Congres-
sional Budget Office estimates, which
are more conservative. Although insti-
tutional memories are sometimes
short, I am sure none will forget that
only 6 years ago the House Republicans
shut down the government twice when
President Clinton failed to use CBO es-
timates to balance the budget.

It is no wonder that Secretary of the
Treasury O’Neill will soon be before
Congress asking us to raise the debt
limit so that the United States of
America can borrow another $750 bil-
lion on top of the $5.9 trillion we al-
ready owe to continue paying its bills.
Only last year, the Secretary predicted
that an increase in the debt limit
would not be necessary for 7 years, and
the President and Congress vowed we
would never dip into Social Security.

It is true that the war on terrorism
and long- deferred improvements to our
military readiness have required the
largest increase in the defense budget
in two decades. But this increase of $45
billion in military costs and almost $20
billion in homeland security are but a
fraction of the multi-trillion dollar
change in the Nation’s economic pro-
jections over the next 10 years. The tax
cut recession played a much more sig-
nificant role in expending the antici-
pated surplus, with the recession hav-
ing the largest impact in the short
term and the tax cuts playing a more
prominent role in the long term.

But whatever the causes of our cur-
rent economic shortfall, the fact re-
mains that the administration has yet
to come up with a budget and an inter-
mediate or even long-term plan to re-
store balance to our budget and stop
deficit spending.

When we had a $5.6 trillion surplus
and no war, we could afford a substan-
tial tax cut, and I supported the Presi-
dent. But now we are at war, we have
no surplus, and we are spending the So-
cial Security trust fund. To propose
dramatic new tax cuts at a time like
this, or to make permanent those we
enacted before, before it is clear wheth-
er we can afford them, means financing
the war out of our parents’ retirement
and out of our children’s education;
and this just is not right.

While it may be necessary to deficit
spend in the short term, while we are
at war and not yet fully recovered from
the recession, Congress should work
with the administration to develop a
balanced budget for America’s future
that does not rely on raiding Social Se-
curity. Everything must be on the
table. Secretary O’Neill’s request for a
mammoth increase in our national
debt should be rejected in favor of a
small, short-term increase and a plan
to return our country to balanced
budgets.
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America has always been willing to

sacrifice to win its wars. She still is.
But she must be asked by leaders who
are willing to speak candidly about
what is at stake and what it will take
to win. She must be asked by those
with faith in the essential generosity
of the American people and who will
not tell us that we can have our cake
and eat it too. Our prosperity and that
of our children may depend on it.

Mr. MOORE. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from California. I
also want to thank the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. TURNER), the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM), the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. PHELPS), and
the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr.
TANNER) for their remarks this
evening.

I think we have heard for just about
the last hour, Madam Speaker, some
really good advice about what we need
to be looking at in the future and what
we need to do as a country. We can al-
ways choose the easy path; or we can
try to do what is right by our children,
by our grandchildren, and for our coun-
try. Doing what is right may some-
times be harder, but it has its own re-
wards.

I think we need to look at fiscal re-
sponsibility and a plan back to fiscal
discipline for the future of our great
country.

f

THE BUDGET; AND THE LAYOUT
OF THE EASTERN UNITED
STATES VERSUS THE WESTERN
UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. MCINNIS) is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. MCINNIS. Madam Speaker, be-
fore I start on my night-side chat, so to
speak, to cover some issues that are
very important in regards to the lay-
out of the United States, the eastern
United States and the western United
States, and how the lands are situated,
I do want to bring up a couple of points
that were discussed by some of the pre-
vious speakers.

Specifically, I would like to bring my
colleagues’ attention to the remarks
made by the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. TURNER). The gentleman from the
State of Texas says that Americans,
speaking of the war in Afghanistan,
and I am quoting him fairly accurately
I think, he says that Americans are
taking a pass on this. I am not sure
that that is what the gentleman in-
tended. In fact, many of the remarks I
heard previously are remarks I agree
with. But nobody is taking a pass on
what happened on September 11 in this
country, the least of which would be
the American people.

Because of the fact that we have to
go into debt to finance this war effort
does not mean the American people are
taking a pass on it. Our situation on
September 10 was a whole lot different
than our situation on September 11. We

did not anticipate on September 10
having to spend the kind of money that
we realized on September 11 and days
that followed were necessary. No
American is taking a pass on this.
Every American is contributing to
this. We have a lot of Americans that
are working in this country, and their
tax dollars are going into this.

So I do not think the gentleman real-
ly intended his remarks to be quite as
stinging as at least I took them.
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Madam Speaker, let me mention a
couple of other things that I think
were brought out in the gentleman’s
remarks. Not speaking specifically to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. TURN-
ER), but some of the people that share
his ideas, they speak courageously
about the fact that we need to have a
balanced budget and vote no, but there
are some who speak very bravely on
one hand, but when it comes on votes
which impact your State, you vote the
other direction; you vote to contin-
ually increase the budget.

You talk about how fiscally conserv-
ative you are and how we need to keep
the budget in balance and how the
other party is trying to spend our chil-
dren’s future into oblivion, and I do not
know how many times I hear the term
Social Security. Show me one Con-
gressman who wants to eliminate So-
cial Security. Well, the war in Afghani-
stan, the spending on the war in Af-
ghanistan, we threaten Social Secu-
rity. If we do not win that war, every-
thing is threatened.

Madam Speaker, I would be very in-
terested in seeing where some of my
colleagues that have just spoken, for
example, where their votes were on the
farm bill. The farm bill has a great im-
pact on the State of Texas. That farm
bill has gone up dramatically. That is a
tough vote to take. That is one of the
votes that they speak of. Maybe it is
not the popular thing to do, but it is
the right thing to do. The right thing
to do. Let us check a specific legislator
or Congressman who speaks about how
we are going into debt and how the
budget continues to increase; and if
they are from a farm State, let us see
how they vote on the farm bill or the
highway bill, the bill that benefits
their State with specific projects.

On one hand they say that they voted
for new highways, and then they go to
the conservative sections of their State
and say I want a balanced budget. We
cannot have our cake and eat it too;
but at the microphone there is an obli-
gation to say that Americans are not
getting a pass. We are all contributing.
It has to be a bipartisan debate.

I should say, and I notice one of my
colleagues from the State of Texas is
standing here, the gentleman’s com-
ments were pretty much in line. I do
not disagree with what the gentleman
from Texas said. I think it is very im-
portant that we have a balanced budget
and we need to keep a handle on the
debt. The management of that debt was

a whole lot different on September 10
than it was on September 11, or 2 years
ago when our economy was booming
than it is today when our revenues
have decreased.

The management of the debt was so
important 3 years ago, but now take a
look at what that debt is today and
take a look at the small businesses
that are going out of business today.
They need some tax relief. This is not
the time to increase taxes on small
businesses.

Mr. STENHOLM. Madam Speaker,
will the gentleman from Colorado
yield?

Mr. MCINNIS. Madam Speaker, I
would be happy to yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. STENHOLM. Madam Speaker,
concerning what the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. TURNER) was saying a mo-
ment ago, was also characterized in my
own comments, is in agreement with
the gentleman’s statements concerning
September 11, 2001. That is the point
that we are making tonight and we
have been trying to make, is that
things did change. Therefore, we do not
necessarily believe that the budget
that was put in place last year before
9–11 should be arbitrarily sent forward
without adjusting not only for the ex-
penditures, but also for the fact that
we are going borrowing the Social Se-
curity trust funds in order to meet cur-
rent operating expenses.

We would welcome the opportunity
to work together with the other side in
the same spirit that the gentleman
began his remarks tonight. Things
have changed; and, therefore, we be-
lieve that we need to change our eco-
nomic game plan to bring us back into
balance, and we look forward to work-
ing with the gentleman.

Mr. MCINNIS. Madam Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I do not disagree
with the gentleman. My sensitivity
arose when I heard one of my col-
leagues talk about how Americans are
taking a pass on the war in Afghani-
stan. We have disputes here regarding
our budget, and we have disputes on
which programs ought to be funded and
which ought not to be funded; but I can
tell my colleagues, there are some who
stand up on one hand and say we need
a balanced budget. On the other hand,
when a huge bill like a farm bill or
highway bill comes which has an im-
pact on your district, you vote for
those projects. That is where you get
into problems here. I am just saying if
you are going to preach the good word,
you ought to follow the good word.
That is all I am saying.

Let me move on to the issue that I
came here primarily to address this
evening. I find myself continually tak-
ing the microphone on the House floor
to try and talk and have a conversa-
tion about those of us who live in the
West, our issues in the West compared
with those issues that you deal with in
the East. Instead of taking on a whole
gamut of issues, I have tried to narrow
it down to two specific issues I want to
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