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At the same time, there have been 

attempts on this floor, there have been 
attempts in this body to provide am-
nesty for people who are here illegally, 
to reward people who have come here 
illegally and give them the opportuni-
ties that are usually provided for peo-
ple who have gone through the process, 
who have spent the time, who have 
spent the money, who have had the 
brain damage of having to go through 
sometimes years of bureaucratic wran-
gling to come into the country legally. 
They have waited in line. They have 
done it the right way. But we keep pro-
posing to give people who have broken 
the law, who have snuck into the coun-
try, we keep proposing to give them 
amnesty. What does that concept tell 
everybody who has done it the right 
way? It tells them that they were es-
sentially suckers and that they should 
have simply snuck into the country, we 
would eventually give them amnesty 
and they would get all the benefits 
that anyone here legally would enjoy. 

Speaking of those benefits, Mr. 
Speaker, let me tell you about another 
phenomenon that is going on through-
out the country. There is a process, 
something called the matricula con-
sular. This is a card, an identification 
card that is being handed out by the 
Mexican Government to Mexican na-
tionals in the United States.

f 

THE ECONOMY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
REHBERG). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 2003, the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PALLONE) is recognized for 60 minutes 
as the designee of the minority leader. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I just 
wanted to follow up to some extent on 
the comments made by my Republican 
colleague from Colorado. I know he 
mentioned that today the House passed 
a Republican-sponsored bill that would 
provide an additional 13 weeks of ex-
tended unemployment benefits to 
workers who had exhausted their bene-
fits. But I have to say that this pro-
posal did not go far enough. We know 
that the economy is in a significant 
downturn, there are many people who 
have exhausted their unemployment 
benefits, who would not be able to con-
tinue to receive benefits under the Re-
publican proposal, and also the Repub-
lican proposal is for a relatively short 
period of time, 13 weeks, as opposed to 
the 26 weeks that had been proposed by 
the Democrats. 

Basically what they agreed to today, 
the Republicans, was to pass a bill that 
would provide 13 weeks of extended un-
employment benefits in every State 
during the first 5 months of 2003. How-
ever, even now the Republicans still 
refuse to provide any additional assist-
ance to the 1 million workers who ex-
hausted their 13 weeks of extended ben-
efits last year but who remain unem-
ployed. 

During the last recession in the early 
1990s, these workers were provided 26 

weeks of benefits; but this time they 
only received 13 weeks. Furthermore, 
there is $25 billion in the Federal un-
employment trust funds, more than 
enough to both continue the extended 
benefits program this year and help 
exhaustees from the last year. Unem-
ployment compensation goes to the 
families who must spend it very quick-
ly, meaning it acts as an economic 
stimulus. Economists have estimated 
that each dollar of unemployment ben-
efits leads to $2.15 in economic growth. 

I mention this because I think that 
to some extent people are going to read 
now that the Republicans passed this 
bill and say, that is great, we are going 
to have some more extended weeks of 
unemployment benefits, but the fact of 
the matter is a lot of people will not 
receive the benefits who really need it 
and it is for a relatively short period of 
time. The Democrats have said, of 
course, that we would go 26 weeks, to 
the end of June, and we would include 
all of those who have exhausted their 
benefits, the 1 million or so from last 
year who would get an additional 13 
weeks under the Democratic proposal. 

The other thing, though, that was 
very upsetting to me today was not 
only that we did not go far enough in 
terms of unemployment benefits in 
what we finally passed here in the 
House but also even as President Bush 
announced his economic stimulus plan, 
which I do not think is an economic 
stimulus plan at all and I will go into 
that a little bit, it was announced as 
part of it that the effect on the deficit 
over the next 10 years would be about 
674, $675 billion. 

We know that we are already back 
into a serious deficit problem this year, 
about $150 billion. After having several 
years under President Clinton when we 
actually had a surplus, now we are 
back into a deficit situation. And what 
President Bush proposes in his eco-
nomic package will cost a tremendous 
amount of money and not necessarily 
put anybody back to work, not create 
the very stimulus that he claims to be 
talking about. But an important part 
of that is that it is going to put us so 
much further into debt, to the tune of 
something like $674 billion. 

But what did I hear? Instead of react-
ing the way the Democrats said and 
saying let us have a real economic 
stimulus plan that actually does some-
thing and does not cost that much be-
cause the Democrats are at just a little 
over $100 billion, what we are hearing 
from the Republican side of the aisle is 
that this economic plan of the Presi-
dent’s is not big enough, is not going to 
put us enough in deficit. In fact, we 
have the majority leader, the Repub-
lican majority leader, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. DELAY) saying that he 
wants to boost the size of the Bush tax 
cut package. He is actually quoted in 
Congress Daily saying today that the 
Republicans, the House Republicans 
would move quickly to pass most of 
President Bush’s 10-year $674 billion 
tax cut proposal, and they would likely 

increase the total size of the package. 
This is a quote: ‘‘The House will pass a 
bill that will have all the tax relief 
that is in the President’s bill and prob-
ably more,’’ Mr. DELAY said, adding, ‘‘I 
see the President’s package as a floor, 
not a ceiling.’’

Obviously, what the gentleman from 
Texas is trying to do is counteract the 
statements being made by the Demo-
crats that the President’s plan is not 
only ineffective as a stimulus but is 
also going to put us seriously into debt 
by suggesting, ‘‘Oh, don’t worry about 
that, I’ll come up with an even bigger 
one.’’ It is scary to think what the Re-
publicans are thinking about in the
House. They seem to be just perfectly 
willing to rubber-stamp whatever the 
President does and then go even fur-
ther in terms of putting us into debt 
and doing something that is not going 
to be very effective for the American 
people. 

Why do I say it is not effective? Why 
do I say the President’s plan that was 
announced yesterday is not effective as 
a stimulus package, that it is not going 
to do anything to put people back to 
work, that it is not going to do any-
thing to improve the economy? If you 
look at it, the centerpiece of the Presi-
dent’s plan is the complete elimination 
of all taxes on stock dividends. If you 
think about it, not only is that pri-
marily going to benefit the wealthy in-
stead of putting back money into the 
hands of the average American, but 
what guarantee is it that if you give 
this windfall essentially to people who 
have dividends, stock dividends, that 
they are going to invest it back in the 
economy and create jobs? We have no 
guarantee that the stock market is 
going to go up because of it. We have 
no guarantee that whatever savings are 
made are going to be reinvested in new 
means of production or creating new 
jobs. This is just speculation. And to 
say that the centerpiece of your plan is 
such a speculative proposal and to put 
us into debt so much more over the 
next 10 years is just, I think, totally ir-
responsible. 

According to a preliminary estimate 
by the nonpartisan Tax Policy Center, 
45 percent of the benefits of the entire 
Bush proposal will go to the top 5 per-
cent of taxpayers who have an average 
income of $350,000. In fact, those mak-
ing over $1 million will see an average 
tax break of $88,000, more than 100 
times the tax cut for the vast majority 
of taxpayers making less than $75,000. 
Let me also add, when I talk about this 
budget deficit that is going to be in-
creased by 6 to $700 billion under the 
Bush plan, keep in mind that the Presi-
dent also said when he announced his 
proposal that he also wanted to make 
the tax cuts of last year permanent, 
which would probably double the 
amount of deficit. You could probably 
double that 6 to $700 billion figure and 
go up to, say, 1.4, $1.5 trillion, not to 
count the debt service that you would 
have on that. By the time it is all said 
and done, the thing that the President 
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proposed or said he wanted to do yes-
terday not only in this initial so-called 
stimulus plan but also long term in 
terms of making the tax cuts perma-
nent that were put into law last year, 
we would probably be talking about a 
$2 trillion deficit. We are going to go 
back to the worst of times that we 
have ever seen in terms of deficit. The 
consequence to the economy will be 
dismal. The impact in terms of cre-
ating even more of a downward trend 
on the economy from that kind of 
budget deficit is really incredible. 

Mr. Speaker, I wanted to talk a little 
bit about the Democratic alternative, 
and basically the Democratic alter-
native is radically different from what 
President Bush has proposed because it 
is based on certain very sound prin-
ciples. First of all, it says that any eco-
nomic stimulus plan should be front-
loaded and fast-acting. The benefits 
have to accrue to the American people 
this year, in 2003. It has got to create 
jobs. It has got to put money in their 
pockets. It has to put money back to 
the States so that they can bail them-
selves out of some of the deficit prob-
lems that they have. It should also 
avoid mushrooming the deficit in the 
long term. The Democratic proposal 
basically is targeted towards 2003 and 
over the 10-year period would only cre-
ate an additional deficit of about $100 
billion. 

I think you could make a legitimate 
argument that the economy would 
grow enough to make up for that $100 
billion because it is front-loaded and 
fast-acting. It would also boost con-
sumer demand and investment because 
it would say that some money is going 
to go directly into consumers’ pockets 
and some money is going to be given 
back to small businesses so that they 
can invest here and would be forced to 
invest here rather than take their 
stock dividends overseas or put them 
in some other country. 

Also the Democratic plan would help 
States through their fiscal straits. We 
know that so many States, my home 
State of New Jersey we estimate 
maybe a 4, $5 billion deficit that has to 
be overcome. Let the Federal Govern-
ment help out a little bit with that. 
And also we are investing in infrastruc-
ture primarily by funding homeland de-
fense, airport security, security for 
other infrastructure around the coun-
try. 

But I think the most important 
thing, and I do not want to keep re-
peating myself, is the fact that under 
the Democratic proposal we are basi-
cally doing something that makes a 
difference now in this next year. I 
should say in this year, 2003. 

Let me just briefly run through what 
the Democrats are proposing. We have 
a middle-class tax cut that basically 
gives a refundable tax cut. It is 10 per-
cent of your taxes up to about $600 for 
a couple, structured to include those 
who pay payroll taxes. Basically it is 
going to be structured in a way that 
you get a rebate of up to $300 for an in-

dividual or up to $600 for a couple. We 
have business tax incentives to encour-
age investment so that the investment 
has to be here in the United States, 
this year. And we have assistance to 
the States including money for infra-
structure and also to help States de-
fray the cost of Medicaid, which is a 
big part of the reason why so many of 
them are in a deficit situation. And I 
mentioned the unemployment com-
pensation benefits would be much more 
extensive than what the Republicans 
proposed today and passed today. 

I just wanted to say a little bit, a lit-
tle commentary by some of the media. 
The media in the editorials that I have 
read have essentially panned the Re-
publican proposal and said that the 
Democratic proposal would be much 
better and really make a difference in 
terms of economic growth. I just want-
ed to read some excerpts, if I could, 
just from two New York Times edi-
torials and op-eds that were in the 
paper yesterday. This one is by Paul 
Krugman, it was in yesterday’s paper, 
just to give you some highlights of it. 
He is talking about a sensible plan: ‘‘A 
sensible economic stimulus plan would 
provide immediate, large-scale aid to 
beleaguered State governments, which 
have been burdened with expensive 
homeland security mandates even as 
their revenues have plunged. Given our 
long-run budget problem, any tax relief 
would be temporary and go largely to 
low- and middle-income families.
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‘‘Yesterday House Democrats re-
leased a plan right out of the textbook: 
aid to States and the jobless, rebates to 
everyone. But the centerpiece of the 
administration’s proposal’’ by contrast 
‘‘is the permanent elimination of taxes 
on dividends. 

‘‘So instead of a temporary measure, 
we get a permanent tax cut. The price 
tag of the overall plan is a whopping 
$600 billion; yet less than $100 billion 
will arrive in the first year. The Demo-
cratic plan, with an overall price tag of 
only $136 billion actually provides more 
short-term stimulus. 

‘‘And instead of helping the needy, 
the Bush plan is almost ludicrously 
tilted towards the very, very well off. If 
you have stocks in a 401(k), your divi-
dends are already tax sheltered; this 
proposal gives big breaks only to peo-
ple who have lots of stock outside their 
retirement accounts. More than half 
the benefits will go to people making 
more than $200,000 per year.’’

I could go on and on but I think the 
point is well made. The Democratic 
proposal is a real stimulus package. It 
does not increase the deficit in a sig-
nificant way. It gives money back to 
the average American. It is primarily 
skewed to help the average guy. The 
Republican proposal is primarily for 
the rich. It does not do anything short 
term, and it leads to an even greater 
deficit, worse than the one that we 
have right now. But the House Repub-
licans are going to say they are going 

to push this and Mr. DELAY has already 
said that he wants to do an even bigger 
one; so we will just have to continue 
the fight. 

At this time I see the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. WATSON) is here, 
and I have probably spoken long 
enough and I would like to yield time 
to her on the same subject. 

Ms. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PALLONE) for yielding. 

This month marks the beginning of 
the third year of the Bush recession, 
and I would like to say that even if the 
Clinton administration is being 
blamed, it is on this administration’s 
watch that these things are occurring. 
Across the Nation workers continue to 
lose their jobs on this watch. Nation-
wide 800,000 laid-off workers lost their 
benefits on December 28, and I appre-
ciate the 13-week expansion that was 
signed today, but I think 26 weeks 
would have been more likely, more ac-
ceptable, and make a better difference. 

In my own State, the State of Cali-
fornia, our budget deficit has mush-
roomed to 35 billion, with a ‘‘b,’’ dol-
lars, while unemployment has risen by 
6.5 percent, and that is only those that 
can be counted who are still in the sys-
tem. Many have dropped out of the sys-
tem, do not even report for unemploy-
ment, do not even report seeking jobs. 
They are just out there on the streets. 
So I am sure in my district this num-
ber would be higher. 

As millions of people are out of work 
and the economy continues in a weak 
and jobless recovery at its best, it is 
important to have a strong and imme-
diate economic program that will put 
money in the hands of consumers now. 
I am sorry to say that this administra-
tion has been more consumed with ini-
tiating a war than it has been with ini-
tiating a domestic economic policy 
that will benefit this country and 
make it stronger in defending against 
those who would attack us. 

Earlier this week the President an-
nounced his plan to deal with this slow 
economy. Why were we not talking 
about it last year? Why did we have to 
go through the Christmas holidays 
with parents wondering if they could 
afford to buy gifts for their children? 
Are parents wondering if they can keep 
shelter, keep a roof over their heads? 
We knew the economy had slowed, but 
it was just this week that finally the 
administration awakened. This was the 
President’s chance to ask Congress for 
real job-creating plans, to immediately 
address the economic problems faced 
by that working class ordinary Ameri-
cans. Instead, the President chose to 
stick with more of the same tax 
schemes that he tried last year. 

I wonder if anyone noticed except me 
that in September a year ago when the 
tax cut plan was passed that we saw 
more bankruptcies, corporate mis-
conduct was revealed, and we were in a 
mess. We saw the jobless rate grow. 
Now, if the tax cut was meant to stim-
ulate investments in business, it had 
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the opposite effect, and I would be 
truly concerned if I were the adminis-
tration why there were so many bank-
ruptcies when we gave a tax break to 
corporate America. What happened? I 
think I know. All we need to do is 
watch any program that deals with 
wealth and the wealthy in this coun-
try. We will see that they are building 
larger homes in exotic places, 3,800 
square foot homes for these executives 
of these companies that have gone 
bankrupt, larger yachts, are buying 
more business but not employing more 
people. Some of the biggest corpora-
tions cut staff, pare down. Somebody 
ought to explain that. These policies 
were skewed to favor these same 
wealthy Americans, and to think that 
we have a homeland security proposal 
that allows a lot of these business own-
ers to escape paying their fair taxes 
and run to other exotic places to hide 
their companies I think is un-Amer-
ican. His plan will blow an even bigger 
hole in the budget and threaten eco-
nomic growth, and only 15 percent of 
the Bush package will take effect this 
year, meaning that most of the eco-
nomic impact of the program would 
not be felt until 2004 and thereafter. 
The centerpiece of the plan, the com-
plete elimination of taxes on stock 
dividends, and think for a second, 
many of the people I represent do not 
know what a stock dividend is. Invest-
ing dollars? Are we kidding? They are 
trying to pay their rent. They are try-
ing to pay their house notes. They are 
trying to send their children to college 
if they can even get through elemen-
tary, middle school, and high school. 
They are trying to keep their families 
together. So they are not the ones that 
are going to feel any benefit from the 
elimination of these taxes. And they 
say it will benefit the seniors. Cer-
tainly I think today when you get 50 
years old you can claim being a senior, 
and certainly the guys and gals who 
have made the big money are in their 
60’s and they can sit back with all this 
money flowing in because they do not 
have taxes to pay. It certainly will ben-
efit them, but it certainly will not get 
to the people that really make up the 
core of America. So it primarily bene-
fits this elite class, the wealthy, in-
stead of putting money in the hands of 
the hard-working Americans who keep 
this country going. 

According to preliminary estimates 
of the Nonpartisan Tax Policy Center, 
45 percent of the benefits of the entire 
Bush proposal would go, and now get 
this, do not take my word for it, check 
it out yourself, but the benefit will go 
to the top 5 percent of taxpayers who 
have an average income of $350,000. In 
fact, those making over a million dol-
lars will see an average tax break of 
$88,000-plus, more than a hundred times 
the tax cut for the vast majority of 
taxpayers making less than $75,000. Do 
not take my figures. Do the math. Be 
analytical in your thinking. Look at 
the President’s proposal and see who 
fits the description of the provisions in 
it. 

As the nonpartisan Congressional 
Budget Office concluded last year, tax 
cuts that are targeted towards lower 
income households are likely to gen-
erate more stimulus dollar for dollar of 
revenue loss, that is, be more cost ef-
fective and have more bang for the 
buck, than those concentrated among 
higher income households. This is be-
cause higher income families are less 
likely to put that money back into the 
economy by spending it. So by tar-
geting their tax cuts on the wealthy, 
the Bush administration has under-
mined its stimulus effect. Look what 
happened with the last tax cut. 

Furthermore, the Bush plan would 
worsen the current budget deficits. 
Anybody concerned about deficits 
today? I remember several years ago 
they were. But the Bush plan would 
worsen the current budget deficits that 
have ballooned since the Bush adminis-
tration took over. Check it out. The 
Bush plan would increase the deficit by 
nearly $700 billion over 10 years, and I 
do not think there is any argument 
over that. We are dealing with concrete 
numbers. Not only does this threaten 
key investments like Social Security 
and Medicare, this growth in deficits 
would promote higher interest rates 
and threaten to worsen the economy 
instead of spurring economic growth. 
Where is the concern of current Repub-
licans? And I remember under the Newt 
Gingrich era, they were very concerned 
about deficit. Maybe it is amnesia. 

Democrats have put forth an alter-
native stimulus plan, one that delivers 
a real immediate boost for our econ-
omy. The House Democratic alter-
native, economic stimulus package, is 
fast acting, fair, and fiscally respon-
sible. Does anyone care about fiscal re-
sponsibility, or is it smoke and mir-
rors? It focuses on jump-starting the 
economy now and quickly moving the 
United States to a long-term growth 
agenda. It does not deceive people. It 
does not make people buy this fluff and 
try to feel good about it when it is not 
real. Our package is. 

The Democratic economic stimulus 
plan aimed at those who need it most 
avoids increasing the deficit and helps 
States that are deeply suffering 
through this recession. Not only Cali-
fornia but across this country, States 
are suffering. We ought to have the 
governors in here to debate these pro-
posals. The Democratic plan will im-
mediately target $18 billion to extend 
unemployment benefits for laid-off 
workers who have already exhausted 
their claims and in addition provide 
more needed relief to cash strap States 
and localities. The Democratic plan 
also provides immediate tax relief for 
small businesses to generate invest-
ment and jobs. It allocates additional 
funds for transportation, homeland se-
curity, healthcare, and extends unem-
ployment benefits for workers whose 
insurance has run out and who have 
been unable to find jobs. The plan also 
puts money in the hands of consumers 
who drive the economy by giving a $300 

tax rebate to every working American 
and also $600 for couples. Unlike the 
Republican tax plan which favors the 
wealthy by providing tax cuts on stock 
dividends and does little to grow the 
economy, the Democrats’ stimulus 
package focuses tax cuts on lower and 
middle class taxpayers and actually 
will cost less than Republican plan.
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In addition, the Democratic plan will 
spur the economy by providing funding 
for homeland security. Let us make 
America secure on the real side that 
targets rebuilding our Nation’s long-
neglected infrastructure. Most impor-
tantly, the Democratic plan is fiscally 
responsive and fair. It provides the 
proper amount of targeted economic 
stimulus and, at the same time, will 
not impact the budget deficit. 

So in closing, I would like to say, Mr. 
Speaker, I appreciate this opportunity 
to discuss the two plans and to give 
some real numbers and real figures. I 
represent one of those States that is 
sorely in need of help. But of the $35 
billion deficit, that is with a ‘‘B,’’ we 
cannot cut enough and we cannot raise 
enough taxes to fill in that gap. We 
need to put America back to work. We 
need to put Californians back to work. 
We need to generate real jobs. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia for her remarks. Obviously, she 
really set forth the differences between 
what the Democrats are trying to do 
with our economic stimulus plan 
versus the President and the Repub-
licans’ plans, which I do not think, and 
the gentlewoman agrees, that the 
President’s and the Republican plan is 
really going to make a difference for 
the economy. It is just sort of a way of 
getting more tax cuts, more of the 
same, primarily to the wealthy and to 
corporate interests. It is almost like 
they are using the need for a stimulus 
plan as an excuse to basically continue 
the same old policies of more and more 
tax cuts for the wealthy, which have 
failed. 

One of the things that bothers me a 
great deal, and the gentlewoman hit 
upon it, is the fact that we still hear, 
although we do not hear it so much, 
but for a while we were hearing the Re-
publicans say, oh, this recession really 
started under President Clinton, as if 
somehow the Democrats brought about 
the recession. The gentlewoman and I 
know, and the facts show, that we had 
the greatest, or one of the greatest, I 
think probably the greatest economic 
growth in the 10 years from 1991 to the 
end of President Clinton’s term in 2001 
or the very beginning of 2001, the great-
est economic expansion the country 
has ever seen. All of a sudden, in March 
of 2001, 3 months into President Bush’s 
term, we start to see the economic 
downturn. 

I had actually mentioned the other 
night, and this is from the National 
Bureau of Economic Research Business 
Cycle Dating Committee, and maybe it 
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is sort of a minor point, but I only 
mention it because I see our Repub-
lican colleagues saying the opposite. 
And in this research, it says, ‘‘In No-
vember 2001, the Committee deter-
mined that a peak in business activity 
occurred in the U.S. in March of 2001. A 
peak marks the end of an expansion 
and the beginning of a recession. The 
determination of a peak date in March 
is thus a determination that the expan-
sion that began in March of 1991 ended 
in March 2001 and a recession began in 
March of 2001.’’

The recession began, as the gentle-
woman said, under President Bush’s 
watch. Regardless of that, it has gotten 
worse. It gets worse every day. I have 
to say that I am very concerned that if 
we put in place this Republican eco-
nomic plan and we continue the same-
old-same-old policies of more tax cuts 
for the wealthy, that we are probably 
going to be in a worse situation in a 
few months than we even are today. I 
do not want to see that happen, but it 
is very possible. 

The other thing that really galls me 
too, and the gentlewoman brought it 
up, and the gentlewoman remembers 
and I remember it even more because I 
have been here longer is how the Re-
publicans, before they took the major-
ity here in the House under Gingrich, 
used to get on this floor and rail and 
rail and rail almost every night about 
the deficit and how the deficit was get-
ting worse and getting worse all the 
time. There was one guy I remember, 
do I not know if he is still here, I do 
not think he is, who used to have one 
of the pages bring this sort of clock, 
digital clock that literally extended al-
most the entire length of this podium 
where I am standing, and every night 
he would come here and do a 1-minute 
or a 5-minute, and he would see the 
clock number going up with the higher 
and higher deficit. That was the cen-
terpiece. The whole theme of the Re-
publicans at the time was how terrible 
this deficit is. 

What happened? How come all of a 
sudden we do not see the guy with the 
clock anymore? I think he may have 
left Congress. But we do not see any-
body on the Republican side coming 
down here. In fact, the other day the 
President said we should not worry 
about the deficit; it is no big deal. We 
will grow out of it. We should expect it. 
We are going to have this problem. It is 
just some kind of regular business 
cycle or something. It was ridiculous. I 
just appreciate the gentlewoman’s 
comments. 

The other thing that the gentle-
woman mentioned that I think was so 
important is this sort of notion of 
shared sacrifice or caring about the fu-
ture generations in a time of war, and 
I think that is what the gentlewoman 
said, and she may want to dwell on it 
a little more, that in a time of war, the 
idea was that we sacrificed. We have a 
war against terrorism, we may have a 
war against Iraq, who knows, in the 
next few weeks or months. So why in 

the middle of all this are we getting 
this tax cut plan that primarily helps 
wealthy individuals and corporate in-
terests? Why are they not paying their 
share, if you will, of the cost of this 
war? Why is there not a shared sac-
rifice? Why does it always have to be 
on the backs of the little guy, the aver-
age guy? It never used to be that way. 
It seems to me to be an opportunity for 
the President to get up and say, we 
have a potential war, we are in a war 
against terrorists, essentially, and it is 
costing us more money. I really do not 
understand the whole philosophy. It 
really baffles the mind. 

There was an article, there was an 
op-ed in The Washington Post actually 
today that essentially made that point. 
It was an analysis by Jonathan 
Weisman, and it is entitled, ‘‘War’s 
Cost May Dwarf Stimulus Effect.’’ Es-
sentially what he said in this opinion 
page is that we really should not be 
dealing with any kind of major tax 
cuts or any kind of a plan that causes 
a major deficit problem, because we 
might have a tremendous expense from 
the war with Iraq, and that the impact 
of that would create such a large def-
icit and have such a downward effect 
on the economy that this is not the 
time to be playing with a huge tax 
package, with a huge long-term tax 
package that has the potential for 
greater debt, and we should only be 
doing something, essentially, I mean, 
to counteract that; we should only be 
doing something like the Democrats 
are proposing which is quick, which is 
one year and does not have any major 
impact on the deficit. 

Mr. Speaker, I promised to yield to 
the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. 
PRYCE) for procedural matters. 

ELECTION OF MEMBERS TO CERTAIN STANDING 
COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE 

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by 
the direction of the Republican Con-
ference, I offer a privileged resolution 
(H. Res. 24) and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 24
Resolved, That the following named Mem-

bers be, and are hereby, elected chairmen of 
the following standing committees: 

Committee on Agriculture: Mr. Goodlatte 
of Virginia. 

Committee on Appropriations: Mr. Young 
of Florida. 

Committee on Armed Services: Mr. Hunter 
of California. 

Committee on the Budget: Mr. Nussle of 
Iowa. 

Committee on Education and the Work-
force: Mr. Boehner of Ohio. 

Committee on Energy and Commerce: Mr. 
Tauzin of Louisiana. 

Committee on Financial Services: Mr. 
Oxley of Ohio. 

Committee on Government Reform: Mr. 
Tom Davis of Virginia. 

Committee on House Administration: Mr. 
Ney of Ohio. 

Committee on International Relations: Mr. 
Hyde of Illinois. 

Committee on the Judiciary: Mr. Sensen-
brenner of Wisconsin. 

Committee on Resources: Mr. Pombo of 
California. 

Committee on Science: Mr. Boehlert of 
New York. 

Committee on Small Business: Mr. Man-
zullo of Illinois. 

Committee on Standards of Official Con-
duct: Mr. Hefley of Colorado. 

Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure: Mr. Young of Alaska. 

Committee on Veterans’ Affairs: Mr. Chris 
Smith of New Jersey. 

Committee on Ways and Means: Mr. Thom-
as of California.

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
COMPOSITION OF MEMBERS OF THE PERMANENT 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that, notwith-
standing the requirement of clause 
11(a)(1) of Rule X, the Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence be com-
posed of not more than 20 Members, 
Delegates, or the Resident Commis-
sioner, of whom not more than 11 be 
from the same party. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
REHBERG). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentlewoman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO THE PERMANENT 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 

objection, and pursuant to clause 11 of 
rule XX and clause 11 of rule I, the 
Chair announces the Speaker’s ap-
pointment of the following Members of 
the House to the Permanent Select 
Committee on Intelligence: 

Mr. GOSS, Florida, Chairman, 
Mr. BEREUTER, Nebraska, 
Mr. BOEHLERT, New York, 
Mr. GIBBONS, Nevada, 
Mr. LAHOOD, Illinois, 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM, California, 
Mr. HOEKSTRA, Michigan, 
Mr. BURR, North Carolina, 
Mr. EVERETT, Alabama, 
Ms. HARMAN, California, 
Mr. HASTINGS, Florida, 
Mr. REYES, Texas, 
Mr. BOSWELL, Iowa, 
Mr. PETERSON, Minnesota, 
Mr. CRAMER, Alabama, 
Ms. ESHOO, California, 
Mr. HOLT, New Jersey, 
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, Maryland. 
There was no objection. 

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBER TO THE JOINT 
ECONOMIC COMMITTEE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, and pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 
1024(a), the Chair announces the Speak-
er’s appointment of the following Mem-
ber of the House to the Joint Economic 
Committee: 

Mr. SAXTON, New Jersey. 
APPOINTMENT OF HON. MAC THORNBERRY OR 

HON. ROY BLUNT TO ACT AS SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE TO SIGN ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTIONS THROUGH JANUARY 27, 2003 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-

fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

THE SPEAKER’S ROOMS, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, January 8, 2003. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable MAC 
THORNBERRY or, if not available to perform 
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this duty, the Honorable ROY BLUNT to act 
as Speaker pro tempore to sign enrolled bills 
and joint resolutions through January 27, 
2003. 

J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the appointment is ap-
proved. 

There was no objection. 
PROVIDING FOR AN ADJOURNMENT OR RECESS OF 

THE TWO HOUSES 
Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 

offer a privileged concurrent resolution 
(H. Con. Res. 8) and ask for its imme-
diate consideration. 

The Clerk read the concurrent reso-
lution, as follows:

H. CON. RES. 8
Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 

Senate concurring), That when the House ad-
journs on the legislative day of Wednesday, 
January 8, 2003, Thursday, January 9, 2003, or 
Friday, January 10, 2003, on a motion offered 
pursuant to this concurrent resolution by its 
Majority Leader or his designee, it stand ad-
journed until 2 p.m. on Monday, January 27, 
2003, or until Members are notified to reas-
semble pursuant to section 2 of this concur-
rent resolution, whichever occurs first; and 
that when the Senate recesses or adjourns on 
any day from Thursday, January 9, 2003, 
through Friday, January 24, 2003, on a mo-
tion offered pursuant to this concurrent res-
olution by its Majority Leader or his des-
ignee in the motion to recess or adjourn, or 
until Members are notified to reassemble 
pursuant to section 2 of this concurrent reso-
lution, whichever occurs first. 

SEC. 2. The Speaker of the House and the 
Majority Leader of the Senate, or their re-
spective designees, acting jointly after con-
sultation with the Minority Leader of the 
House and the Minority Leader of the Sen-
ate, shall notify the Members of the House 
and the Senate, respectively, to reassemble 
at such place and time as they may des-
ignate whenever, in their opinion, the public 
interest shall warrant it.

The concurrent resolution was agreed 
to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

CONDITIONAL ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE TO 
FRIDAY, JANUARY 10, 2003 

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at 2 p.m. on Friday, January 10, 
2003, unless it sooner has received a 
message from the Senate transmitting 
its concurrence in House Concurrent 
Resolution 8, in which case the House 
will stand adjourned pursuant to that 
concurrent resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
AUTHORIZING SPEAKER, MAJORITY LEADER, AND 

MINORITY LEADER TO ACCEPT RESIGNATIONS 
AND MAKE APPOINTMENTS DURING FIRST SES-
SION OF 108TH CONGRESS 
Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that during the 
first session of the 108th Congress, the 
Speaker and majority leader and mi-
nority leader be authorized to accept 
resignations and to make appoint-
ments authorized by law or by the 
House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
THE ECONOMY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) 
has 22 minutes remaining. 

Mr. Speaker, I do intend now to wrap 
up the evening. I want to thank the 
gentlewoman from California again for 
coming down here and for the remarks 
that she made. I just wanted to, if I 
could, just briefly summarize or make 
some of the points that were made in 
this Washington Post opinion by Jona-
than Weisman about the cost of the 
war and the impact of the war, because 
I think that as much as the gentle-
woman and I are hoping that there is 
not going to be a war and that some-
how we manage to peacefully resolve 
the situation in Iraq, the bottom line is 
it is hovering over us.

b 2245 

We know that a lot of troops have al-
ready been sent over there, that a lot 
of supplies have already been sent 
there, and that there is a real possi-
bility that this could occur in the next 
few weeks. 

I just wanted to read some sections, 
if I could, of Mr. Weisman’s opinion. He 
said, ‘‘President Bush is plowing ahead 
with an ambitious 10-year, $674 billion 
economic stimulus plan even as U.S. 
troops pour into the Persian Gulf re-
gion preparing for war. 

‘‘The president’s determination to 
push more tax cuts as the nation pre-
pares for war has struck some econo-
mists as folly, since the economic 
shock of war would likely dwarf the 
impact of Bush’s stimulus plan.’’

It says, ‘‘The Cost to the Treasury of 
a war with Iraq could be as low as $100 
billion over the next decade or as high 
as $1.6 trillion.’’

‘‘If energy prices spike up, it 
wouldn’t take much to offset all of this 
stimulus.’’ It goes on to say, ‘‘If the 
war lasted even 6 to 12 weeks, stock 
prices would continue to fall, interest 
rates would rise and economic growth 
would slow by 13⁄4 percent.’’

‘‘The best policy right now is to wait, 
to see what happens ahead, and to plan 
in the background some contingency 
plans, just in case we have an adverse 
outcome.’’ ‘‘But for the President’s 
critics the timing and boldness of the 
Bush plan presents a target,’’ and of 
course this is what we have been say-
ing. ‘‘Whenever the President talks 
about war, he talks about a spirit of 
shared sacrifice; but for rich people, 
shared sacrifice appears to be accept-
ing tax cuts, and for the poor, it seems 
to be accepting cuts in social spend-
ing.’’

Then we have a quote from one of our 
favorite Members, the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. RANGEL). He says, and I 
think it is very appropriate, and he is, 
of course, the ranking member on our 
tax-writing committee, the Committee 
on Ways and Means, he says, ‘‘Never in 

a time of war have we reduced the tax 
burden on the most privileged.’’ That is 
basically what is going on here. 

I think if we listen to what Mr. 
Weisman says, he is basically saying 
that this plan is too ambitious, and it 
is so long-term and has such an impact 
on the deficit that it is folly, given 
what we might face in a potential war 
against Iraq. 

If we look at the Democratic plan, it 
is much smaller. It has only just a lit-
tle over $100 billion impact over 10 
years, and it is targeted to small busi-
nesses so we invest in new proposals, 
new job creation here at home. 

We give a tax rebate, a relatively 
small one, to consumers, up to $600 for 
a couple, to try to get the economy 
going quickly. But the bottom line is, 
we do not do anything long-term to 
have a major impact on the deficit, and 
we are spending a relatively small 
amount of money with a big impact 
over the short term. So I think that 
that plan fits into the potential if you 
have a conflict or a war. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WATSON). 

Ms. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
request from the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) if we can do a 
side-by-side chart on the cost of waging 
war in Iraq. I understand we have sev-
eral thousand troops already over in 
the Middle East, and possibly the dis-
pute with North Korea might require 
us to commit dollars. 

I would like to see a chart with the 
cost of war and the cost of 
nationbuilding if we are trying to cre-
ate a new regime. What is our commit-
ment going to be to this new regime 
that we have called for? I can tell the 
Members from my own experience as 
the ambassador to the Federated 
States of Micronesia, they were a trust 
territory until 1986. In 1986, we signed a 
compact of free association with them 
that was to last 15 years. It has cost us 
$5 billion, and we are getting ready to 
sign on another 20 years. 

Now, I saw taxpayers’ dollars go into 
the ocean. I was there. I knew. We had 
to close down some programs because 
that money was going into people’s 
pockets, and into building homes for 
the very wealthy and the families of 
the very wealthy. We were not moni-
toring it. 

I came back here many times saying, 
give me not only audits but oversight 
and follow-up; get the FBI out here, be-
cause our money is being taken. I could 
not get anyone to listen. I left; the 
problem got worse. Ask the current 
ambassador. 

What is going to happen in Afghani-
stan in the long run and in Iraq in the 
long run? We talked about the axis of 
evil, so let us talk about Iran, too, and 
let us talk about North Korea. We did 
not say that; the President stood on 
this floor and talked about the axis of 
evil. Getting rid of the evil means 
changing those who are running those 
countries now. What is our obligation 
as Congress, as the Federal Govern-
ment, and taxpayers? All this has to be 

VerDate Dec 13 2002 05:22 Jan 09, 2003 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00069 Fmt 0636 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A08JA7.067 H08PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH132 January 8, 2003
taken into consideration in terms of 
the proposed tax cuts. 

If we talk about homeland security, 
how do we secure our own home if we 
cannot even educate our children, if we 
cannot even improve our infrastruc-
ture, if we cannot set out a budget for 
first responders? In my own city of Los 
Angeles we only have 9,000 police offi-
cers, as compared to Giuliani’s New 
York with 30,000. We have 2 million 
people. 

So are we sincere about protecting 
our homeland? That means not the 
home land, that means America’s peo-
ple. What is our plan for seriously 
doing that? I just wanted to put that 
out as we go about looking at the budg-
et. I think it is very important to be 
heard. That is why I said it. 

Mr. PALLONE. I appreciate it. Mr. 
Speaker, I think it all goes back to the 
same thing, which is as the Democrats 
we are talking about a short-term 2003 
plan that does not spend a lot of money 
relatively and put the government in 
deficit, and that is specifically directed 
to jumpstart the economy. 

But what the President and the Re-
publicans have proposed does not really 
even address the short-term economic 
needs in order to turn the economy 
around. It is just a long-range plan to 
basically provide more tax cuts for 
wealthy people: the stock dividends; 
the proposal to make the tax cuts per-
manent in another 10 years. 

If we look at that in the context of 
what the budget needs are, as the gen-
tlewoman says, in this war on ter-
rorism both at home or abroad, we 
have to wonder where all this money is 
going to come from and what the con-
sequences are going to be in terms of 
the deficit. 

Ms. WATSON. We are cutting our 
revenue base, and we are fighting a war 
over 10,000 miles away that we really 
do not need to fight, we really do not 
need to fight. 

Mr. PALLONE. I have been hesi-
tating to talk about whether the war is 
just or necessary, but I think the bot-
tom line is if it is going to be fought or 
whether it is going to be fought, we 
have to think about the costs of it. 
This President’s economic plan makes 
absolutely no sense in the context of 
whether it is a war against Iraq or the 
other axis of evil, or just the war 
against terrorism and homeland secu-
rity. It really does not. 

Ms. WATSON. Let me say, we are a 
member of the United Nations. We 
went to the Security Council. They 
have their inspectors out there. If they 
do not find what they are looking for, 
it needs to go back to the Security 
Council. 

We are working on an assumption, 
and North Korea says, we have your 
bomb. The monies that we give them 
for food and so on, does it really get to 
the people? If it did, why do we have 
such massive starvation over in North 
Korea? And I do not see why we are 
treating them any differently than we 
are treating Iraq. 

Where is our commitment? How do 
we secure the United States? A country 
is only as strong as its people, and we 
cannot let the general public forget 
that. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. PALLONE. We need to continue. 
I thank the gentlewoman.

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. KIND (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today on account of per-
sonal business. 

Ms. KILPATRICK (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today and the balance of 
the week on account of personal busi-
ness.

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. KUCINICH) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. RUSH, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. KUCINICH, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. STRICKLAND, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. FEENEY of Florida) to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:) 

Mr. PENCE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEMINT, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ROHRABACHER, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. FLAKE, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Member (at his own 

request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:) 

Mr. TANCREDO, for 5 minutes, today.
f 

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of 
the following title:

S. 23. An act to provide for a 5-month ex-
tension of the Temporary Extended Unem-
ployment Compensation Act of 2002 and for a 
transition period for individuals receiving 
compensation when the program under such 
act ends.

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to House Concurrent Resolution 8 
of the 108th Congress, I move that the 
House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

REHBERG). Pursuant to the previous 
order of the House of today, the House 
stands adjourned until 2 p.m. Friday, 

January 10, 2003, unless it sooner has 
received a message from the Senate 
transmitting its concurrence in House 
Concurrent Resolution 8, in which case 
the House shall stand adjourned until 2 
p.m. on Monday, January 27, 2003, pur-
suant to House Concurrent Resolution 
8. 

Thereupon (at 10 o’clock and 55 min-
utes p.m.), pursuant to House Concur-
rent Resolution 8, 108th Congress, and 
its previous order, the House adjourned 
until Monday, January 27, 2003, at 2 
p.m.

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

111. A letter from the Chief, Regulatory 
Review Group, Department of Agriculture, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
2002 Farm Bill Regulations — Marketing As-
sistance Loans and Loan Deficiency Pay-
ments for Peanuts, Pulse Crops, Wheat, Feed 
Grains, Soybeans and Other Oilseeds (RIN: 
0560-AG72) received November 26, 2002, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

112. A letter from the Acting Principal 
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the 
Agency’s final rule — Pesticides; Tolerance 
Exemptions for Active and Inert Ingredients 
for Use in Antimicrobial Formulations 
(Food-Contact Surface Sanitizing Solutions) 
[OPP-2002-0278; FRL-6824-2] received Novem-
ber 26, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

113. A letter from the Acting Principal 
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the 
Agency’s final rule — Pyriproxyfen; Pes-
ticide Tolerance for Emergency Exemption 
[OPP-2002-0314; FRL-7281-2] received Novem-
ber 26, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

114. A letter from the Acting Principal 
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the 
Agency’s final rule — Pyrithiobac Sodium 
(sodium 2-chloro-6[(4,6-dimethoxypyrimidin-
2-yl)thio]benzoate); Pesticide Tolerance 
[OPP-2002-0005; FRL-7279-5] received Novem-
ber 26, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

115. A letter from the Acting Principal 
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the 
Agency’s final rule — Cyromazine; Pesticide 
Tolerance [OPP-2002-0237; FRL-7274-8] re-
ceived December 2, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

116. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting his re-
quests for FY 2003 budget amendments for 
the Departments of Agriculture, Health and 
Human Services, the Interior, Labor, and the 
Treasury; the Corps of Engineers; as well as 
the Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission and the Federal Trade Commission; 
(H. Doc. No. 108—18); to the Committee on 
Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

117. A letter from the Under Secretary, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s USTRANSCOM Personal Prop-
erty Pilot Programs Evaluation Report; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

118. A letter from the Deputy Congres-
sional Liaison, Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System, transmitting the 
Board’s final rule — Transactions between 
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