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a man who is possibly the most cele-
brated Korean American of them all.
Ahn Chang Ho, often known by the
name of Dosan or Iron Mountain, is
credited by many as being the spiritual
father of modern, independent and
democratic Korea. His vision is what
guides the Korean people to this day,
first to free themselves from foreign
occupation and now to unite Koreans

in one unified, peaceful, and demo-
cratic nation.
Today, Korean Americans honor

Dosan Ahn Chang Ho for his contribu-
tions to the Korean nation, but all
Americans can take pride in the fact
that much of Dosan’s vision of Korean
democracy was formed by his encoun-
ters with American democracy.

Ahn Chang Ho came to the United
States in 1902 and stayed more than a
decade. During this time, he worked
tirelessly to unite the Korean commu-
nity, founding schools and cultural or-
ganizations and helping to improve liv-
ing and working conditions for his fel-
low Korean Americans; and along the
way, he emerged as the spiritual leader
of the Korean independence movement.

Dosan was not the only advocate for
Korean independence at that time, but
Dosan’s values and approach were what
set him apart. He was concerned not
just with the means of achieving inde-
pendence, but in educating Koreans in
democratic governance and civic vir-
tue, to ensure that independence would
endure.

I am proud that | sponsored this bill
on behalf of the Korean American com-
munity in my district. Dosan Ahn
Chang Ho is not only a symbol of Ko-
rean success in America. He is also a
symbol of the shared experience and
shared democratic values of all Kore-
ans and all Americans.

———
SMART SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to offer a new SMART approach
to national security, an approach that
emphasizes brains instead of brawn,
one that is consistent with American
values.

Talk about mistakes. It has been 1
year since the President of the United
States, without just cause, or, in fact,
being provoked, invaded Iraq. Hundreds
of Americans have given their lives for
this war, not to mention the thousands
wounded, the billions of dollars spent,
and the international goodwill squan-
dered.

We were told that this war was nec-
essary to keep us safe. We were told
Saddam Hussein had the world’s most
dangerous weapons aimed at American
cities. Now even the President makes
tacky jokes about looking for the miss-
ing weapons of mass destruction under
his sofa.

We were told by the administration
that Saddam was in cahoots with al
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Qaeda. Now Richard Clark tells us that
invading lraq in response to 9/11 was as
senseless as it would have been if FDR
had attacked Mexico in response to
Pearl Harbor.

The President’s national security
policy is not just immoral. It is incom-
petent. There has to be a better way
and there is.

I have introduced legislation to cre-
ate a SMART security platform for the
21st century. SMART stands for Sen-
sible Multilateral American Response
to Terrorism, and it has five major

components.
In the first section, we address pre-
venting future acts of terrorism.

SMART security is more vigilant than
the President on fighting terror; but
instead of military force, SMART em-
phasizes multilateral partnerships and
stronger intelligence capabilities to
track and detain terrorists.

Second, we need to stop the spread of
weapons of mass destruction; and we
can do it with aggressive diplomacy, a
commitment to nuclear nonprolifera-
tion, strong regional security arrange-
ments, and vigorous inspection re-
gimes.

Third, we must address terrorism’s
root causes. The first front in the war
on terror has to be confronting the de-
spair and deprivation that foster it.
That is why SMART security includes
an ambitious international develop-
ment agenda: democracy-building,
human rights education, and sustain-
able development and education for
women and girls in oppressive nations.
Instead of troops, let’s send scientists,
teachers, urban planners, agricultural
experts, and small business loans to
troubled parts of the world.

Fourth, let us rethink our budget pri-
orities. We need stronger investments
in peacekeeping and reconstruction,
less spending on missile defense and
outdated Cold War systems, a more se-
rious financial commitment to home-
land security and first responders, and
a real strategy for energy independ-
ence, especially support for the devel-
opment of renewable energy sources,
because nothing threatens national se-
curity more than reliance on Middle
Eastern oil.

Fifth, and the final section of the
SMART security platform, stresses
that the United States must pursue to
the fullest extent alternatives to war.
SMART security calls for prevention
over preemption. War should be the
very last resort to be considered, only
after every single diplomatic solution
has been exhausted.

The SMART legislation promotes
more effective conflict assessment in
early warning systems, multilateral
rapid response mechanisms, human
rights monitoring, civilian policing,
and investments in civil society pro-
grams and fair judicial systems.
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Keeping Americans safe must be the
Federal Government’s most urgent pri-
ority. On that point, the President and
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I agree. But his mistake is in equating
security with aggression and military
force. In fact, his appetite for bellig-
erence and bloodshed only weakens us
and makes us more vulnerable, encour-
aging further violence and increasing
the risk of nuclear destruction.

And while we are at it, maybe we
ought to expand our definition of na-
tional security. Can a Nation whose
public schools fail its poor children and
leave more than 40 million of its people
without health coverage truly be con-
sidered secure? The Bush doctrine has
been tried, and it has failed. It is time
for a new national security strategy.

Smart security defends America by
relying on the very best of America:
Our commitment to peace and freedom,
our compassion for the people of the
world, and our capacity to work with
leadership around the world.

————

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BURNS). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. JACKSON-LEE) is recognized for 5
minutes.

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.)

———

THE BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) is recognized for
60 minutes as the designee of the mi-
nority leader.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, as we
meet tonight, this country, our govern-
ment, is headed towards a deficit of
$521 billion. That is not my estimate,
that is the estimate of the Office of
Management and Budget, the Presi-
dent’s own budget shop. We have
watched the initial returns from April
15 come in to see if there might be a
revenue surprise, a bounce that will al-
leviate this problem, and thus far there
is no early indication that there are
any surprises coming. We are stuck
with a $521 billion deficit this year.

Now, that would be bad by itself, $521
billion is a record deficit, but it is
worse when you put it in context. Our
budget, the budget of the United
States, was in surplus by the amount of
$236 billion as recently as the year 2000;
in surplus by $127 billion in the year
2001, when Mr. Bush came to office. In-
deed, he inherited a fiscal situation un-
like any President who has taken office
in recent years, yet now we find our-
selves, 3 to 4 years later, in deficit by
$521 billion.

The administration portrays itself as
the hapless victim of circumstance. In
truth, it is a victim of policies that it
itself has chosen. It is a victim of the
consequences of these policies which it
has freely put in place against the
warnings which they failed to heed on
all sides. What we have had to witness
here is painful for those of us who have
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committed our careers in the Congress,
and | have been here for nearly 22
years, to putting the budget in balance
and institutionalizing conservative fis-
cal policy. We have been forced to wit-
ness 15 years of fiscal discipline, 15
years during which we took a deficit of
$290 billion and moved it into surplus,
become this huge deficit in just the
last 3 years.

As Yogi Berra used to like to say,
you can look it up. This is a matter of
historic record. Every year during the
Clinton administration, for 8 straight
years, the bottom line of the budget
got better. It moved out of deficit into
surplus. Every year for 8 straight years
it got better. Every year, for the last 4
years, the bottom line of the Bush ad-
ministration’s budget has gotten worse
and worse and worse, until we now find
ourselves with a budget deficit of over
$520 billion this year.

The Congressional Budget Office took
the President’s budget in February of
this year, as they are required to do,
and in March they sent us their anal-
ysis of that budget. They told the Con-
gress that if we adopt and implement
the President’s budget as he has pro-
posed it, then over the next 10 years
the Federal Government will accumu-
late $5.132 trillion of additional debt to
be added to the $7.4 trillion of debt we
already have, and in which case we will
leave our children a negative legacy of
unheralded, unprecedented proportion.
We will be $13 trillion in debt on top of
a Social Security program that is un-
derfunded and on top of a Medicare pro-
gram which is even more underfunded.

Now, just as a preface to other re-
marks that other Members are going to
make, let me give a quick summary of
where we are. This was the surplus that
was projected for this year, $397 billion,
only 3 years ago. This is what CBO says
it is going to be: $477 billion. If you
want to see a roller coaster ride, here
it is: $290 billion. That is the deficit the
Clinton administration inherited. They
turned it, through 8 years of fiscal dis-
cipline and unrelenting attention to
the deficit, which is one of the top pri-
orities of the government, to a surplus
of $236 billion, the largest in the Na-
tion’s history.

This is what has happened since Mr.
Bush came to office: A precipitous de-
cline from a surplus of $236 billion to a
deficit of $477 billion, according to the
Congressional Budget Office. And here
is the dire prediction for the future:
There will be a little bounce, a little
uptick due to the economy, but the
prediction of the Congressional Budget
Office is that these numbers will only
deteriorate over time.

We developed during the 1990s a se-
ries of budget process rules that helped
us bring to heel these deficits, dimin-
ishing every year and moving the budg-
et so into surplus. They were embodied
in an act called the Budget Enforce-
ment Act of 1990. A lot of people scoffed
at this. | was here. They said Congress
is dodging the problem again. They are
coming up with procedural rules in-
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stead of substantive changes in the
budget. But two of the rules we adopt-
ed were of signal success. One was a
rule called PAYGO, which I will come
back to in just a minute. The other was
a rule called discretionary spending
caps.

In effect, what we did was impose a
numeric or dollar cap every year for 5
successive fiscal years on discretionary
spending, the amount of money that we
appropriate every year in 13 different
appropriation bills. That is different
from entitlement spending, which is
mandatory spending and is not changed
annually. The discretionary spending
caps were imposed in 1990 in an agree-
ment we made with the current Presi-
dent Bush’s father and reimposed in
1993. When President Clinton came in,
a new set of numbers was imposed as
our targets, or mandatory ceiling on
spending, and then finally in 1997 they
were extended once again. They
worked.

But there was another rule that
worked even more significantly, and
that was the PAYGO rule. The PAYGO
rule simply stipulated this: It provided
that if any Member of the House or any
committee wanted to increase an enti-
tlement, then it had to be paid for.
That simple. It had to be paid for, or
another entitlement had to be cut by a
commensurate amount so that the ef-
fect of that enhancement in benefits
was neutral upon the deficit, the bot-
tom line of the budget.

By the same token, the PAYGO rule
applied to taxes, and tax cuts in par-
ticular. And what it provided was that
if you want to bring a tax cut to the
floor of the House while we have a
budget deep in deficit, then it cannot
have an impact upon the deficit and
make the deficit worsen. You must do
one of two things: You must either
identify another tax increase to offset
your tax decrease, or take some perma-
nent spending, entitlement spending,
and cut it by an amount over 5 years
equal to the amount of our revenue re-
duction affected by the tax cut. That
was the so-called PAYGO spending
rule.

We are going to talk about that to-
night, because one of the bones of con-
tention right now in the budget resolu-
tion conference, which is ongoing, is
whether or not we should take those
rules, which were developed and suc-
cessfully employed in the 1990s, to the
extent that we put the budget back in
surplus, take them in the form that
they were proposed and used in the
past, or whether we will take some
faint facsimile of those rules and im-

pose it.
In particular, when the House passed
the Republican resolution several

weeks ago, they included in it the rec-
ommendation that a PAYGO rule be re-
instated, but it was a one-edge PAYGO
rule. It applied only to entitlement in-
creases. It did not apply to tax cuts.
Even though an entitlement increase
has the same impact as a tax cut upon
the bottom line of the budget, the tax
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cut aspect was left out. So it is half a
loaf, half a bill, and half a rule.

One of the reasons that the budget
resolution is stuck in conference right
now is that there are others in the
other body who disagree with that po-
sition, who realize that we have an in-
tractable problem on our hands, and
apt to get worse unless we do some-
thing dramatic and develop a plan to
deal with it. For starters, we have two
proven rules, rules that worked in the
1990s, a PAYGO rule being one of them,
and there are lots of us who would like
to impose those rules again so we can
begin attacking this horrendous prob-
lem.

And not just for our generation. No,
the real problem of the deficits occur-
ring today are for our children and
grandchildren, because we are shoving
off onto them the debt with a budget
that we will not fully fund ourselves.

Mr. Speaker, | would like now to
yield to the gentlewoman from Nevada
(Ms. BERKLEY) for comments along the
lines of the PAYGO rule and other as-
pects of the budget.

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SPRATT) for allowing me to speak
on this very critical issue. As he well
knows, | voted for the first Bush tax
cut, and | voted to eliminate estate
taxes and to eliminate the marriage
penalty tax, so | am hardly opposed to
cutting taxes. But | do rise tonight to
voice my strong objections to the Re-
publican budget, which threatens in-
creased deficits and neglects many of
our Nation’s top priorities in favor of
continued and irresponsible tax cuts.

The President and the Republican
leaders of the House talk about their
commitment to reducing the deficit
and the tax burdens on families, pro-
tecting the security of our Nation,
guarding the Social Security Trust
Fund and improving the health care
and education systems in this country.
However, when it comes to funding
these important initiatives, their
words are simply not supported by
their deeds.

The 2005 Republican budget proposal
is reckless, in my opinion, fiscally irre-
sponsible, and filled with misguided
budget priorities. Let me give some ex-
amples.

The Republican budget drastically
cuts nearly all domestic programs after
2005, an interesting date since the elec-
tion is 2004, including cuts to critical

education and training programs,
health care and environmental pro-
grams, and veterans’ medical pro-

grams. Additionally, we are a country
at war, yet in his budget the President
provides no funding for the war in Iraqg.
This simply defies logic.

This Nation has gone from a pro-
jected $5.6 trillion surplus in 2001 to a
projected $2.9 trillion deficit in 2011, as
the gentleman so eloquently stated in
his opening remarks. This year’s def-
icit is fast approaching $500 billion and
will only continue to grow under the
GOP budget.
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Ultimately it is our American fami-
lies that are going to pay now and will
continue to pay for this administra-
tion’s fiscal irresponsibility. American
baby boomers and retirees will suffer
greatly under this Republican budget.
The Republican proposal spends the en-
tire $1 trillion Social Security surplus
from 2005 to 2009 by creating additional
and unwise tax cuts. The total cost of
the Republicans’ latest tax cut is more
than enough to make up for the Social
Security and Medicare solvency for the
next 75 years.

Foolish spending threatens the liveli-
hood of hundreds of thousands of retir-
ees in my home State of Nevada and
millions of retirees across America,
not to mention the financial security
of future generations. But as my col-
league from South Carolina knows,
perhaps the most egregious cut of all
are the cuts in funds to our veterans’
programs.

As thousands of brave men and
women are fighting for this country in
Iraq, in Afghanistan, and elsewhere
abroad, it is outrageous that the Re-
publican budget calls for cuts in fund-
ing for veterans’ programs.
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Mr. Speaker, the House Republican
budget provides $1.3 billion less than
what the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs on which | serve has determined is
needed just to maintain vital health
care programs for our veterans. All of
these cuts are certain to result in de-
creased spending on long-term care
programs, which veterans in Las Vegas
and throughout the country depend on.
Many aging veterans in Las Vegas re-
quire more care than their families can
provide. Our veterans must know that
they can count on our VA to supply the
care they have earned through their
military service.

Those on the front line who are sacri-
ficing their personal safety should not
have to worry that the VA budget cuts
will deny them the quality health care
they need and deserve. We must send
them a message that we are indebted
to their sacrifices and that we remain
committed to our promises to increase
funding levels to meet their needs in
Las Vegas and throughout the Nation.

We have all heard Republicans talk
about their commitment to education.
Yet their budget provides $8.8 billion
less than what is authorized for edu-
cation programs in the Leave No Child
Behind Act. This lack of funding will
mean cuts in such vital initiatives like
drop-out prevention programs and
after-school programs. These programs
are especially important to my district
and the community of Las Vegas that
I represent because we have one of the
highest dropout rates in the Nation.

Republicans also shortchange higher
education in their budget. The Repub-
licans propose to freeze the Pell grant
award level for the third year in a row,
making the dream of higher education
unattainable for thousands of lower-
and middle-income students. These are
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the very people that | represent. They
are first generation college goers who
want to go to Nevada colleges and uni-
versities, and they cannot afford it
without Pell grants.

Families in Las Vegas and across the
country will receive little assistance in
obtaining health care coverage under
this budget. The Republican plan forces
severe cuts in the Medicaid program,
shifting most of the cost of Medicaid
onto the States, many of which are al-
ready, like the State of Nevada, facing
their own fiscal crises. In Nevada, this
shift would result in children, the dis-
abled, and families being cut out of the
Medicare rolls, as well as reduce bene-
fits and increase cost-sharing for those
who need the assistance the most.

The Republican budget also cuts
training for nurses. Without adequate
training for nurses, Nevada, which has
the lowest ratio of nurses to the popu-
lation, will be unable to hire the
trained nurses needed to provide qual-
ity care. But despite all of our needs,
despite the cuts in education and vet-
erans benefits and health care, all of
the issues that make quality of life in
this Nation, and certainly in my com-
munities, important, the President has
called for a nearly $900 million increase
in funding for the Yucca Mountain
project, which will result in 77,000 tons
of toxic nuclear waste being dumped in
Nevada less than 90 miles from Las
Vegas.

The President’s call for this addi-
tional funding flies in the face of his
repeated promises to protect the secu-
rity of the United States here at home
in the wake of September 11. Under the
Yucca Mountain project, thousands of
shipments of nuclear waste would cross
this Nation on their way to Nevada.
One terrorist attack on a shipment
could unleash high-level nuclear waste,
the most deadly substance known to
man, potentially threatening lives and
causing billions of dollars in environ-
mental damage.

The Republican budget is a blueprint
for disaster. While the President and
the Republican majority talk a good
game, our veterans and our students
and teachers and police officers and
fire fighters, our nurses and our seniors
will all suffer as a result of the mis-
placed priorities inherent in this 2005
Republican budget.

When | came to Congress, | came to
represent the people of southern Ne-
vada. If we do not speak up and if the
rest of Congress does not join you in
this clarion call to take another look
at this budget and do what is right by
our American citizens, who will speak
out for them? | want to thank the gen-
tleman from South Carolina for shar-
ing with the American public exactly
what is going on in this Chamber and
hopefully changing minds so we can get
some fiscal responsibility and do what
is right for the people we represent.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, | yield to
the gentleman from Maine (Mr.
ALLEN).

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, the people
of South Carolina are well served by
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the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SPRATT) for the clarity that he
brings to this debate on the budget, a
far cry, I might say, from what our
friends on the majority side of the aisle
have been doing.

When we start talking about PAYGO
rules, it may sound technical and dif-
ficult to understand, but it really is
not: pay as you go. It is very simple.
Everyone should be able to get this.

The rules that were in effect from
1990 to 2002 provided if a Member of
Congress wanted to increase spending
on a certain item, then he would have
to decrease spending on another item
or have a tax increase to pay for what
he wanted to do. If, on the other hand,
a Member of Congress wanted to pro-
pose a tax cut, he would have to at the
same time reduce spending or he would
have to increase some other form of
taxes. Very simple, pay as you go.

It should not be hard, but the Repub-
licans here have done something quite
astonishing. They used to claim they
were fiscal conservatives, and they still
do, but they clearly are not because
they have forgotten the basic connec-
tion between expenditures and reve-
nues, between money coming in and
money going out. Every American
knows this relationship. In our per-
sonal budgets, we have money coming
in and we have money going out. The
money that we spend on things, they
have to be in balance, or we wind up in
great trouble. Everyone who has a
business of any size knows you have
money coming in and you have money
going out, and they have to be in bal-
ance.

Only here in Washington does the Re-
publican majority suggest that the rev-
enues, the money coming in, do not
matter. You do not even have to think
about that; all you have to focus on is
spending. The gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) has a chart that
shows that spending as a percentage of
our gross domestic product actually re-
mains low compared to the past; but it
is receipts, tax revenues, that have de-
clined so dramatically.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, this is a
bit difficult to follow, but once you un-
derstand it, it is a very graphic chart.

Basically what this shows is in the
red line at the top is a course of out-
lays from the 1980s through the current
period, 2004. What Members see here is
when President Clinton came to office
in 1992-1993, spending was at 22.5 per-
cent of our gross domestic product.
Federal spending constituted 22.5 per-
cent of our GDP. That is about the
point at which President Clinton came
to office, and this may be a surprise to
some people, but because of budget dis-
cipline, because of PAYGO, because of
the discretionary spending caps, two
different budget plans in 1993 and 1997,
every year outlays came down. At the
same time, we enhanced revenues. That
is the politically polite way to put it.
We increased the revenues to the gov-
ernment. They came up. At the point
at which they crossed as a percentage
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of GDP, you have balance for the first
time in 30 years because we worked on
both sides of the ledger, adding reve-
nues, holding back spending. We had a
balanced budget for the first time in 30
years.

CBO, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, was to look back on this period
with some astonishment and apprecia-
tion and say 48 percent of the success
achieved in eradicating the budget def-
icit during the 1990s was due to revenue
increases, 52 percent was due to spend-
ing curbs, cuts, and decreases. There
we have it right there.

Outlays continued to go down, and
receipts continued to come up; and the
difference between the two right there
is the surplus that we had in the year
2000, $236 billion. But the blue line
here, receipts plummeted with the tax
cuts. The recession, plus the tax cuts,
caused receipts to plummet while
spending went up. We have the exact
opposite of what we need in fiscal pol-
icy in order to bring or keep the budget
in balance. We have increasing expend-
itures and decreasing revenues.

The Cato Foundation, which is prob-
ably the most conservative think tank
in the United States, certainly in
Washington, D.C., the Cato Group has
said the Bush administration has suc-
ceeded in creating a fundamental mis-
match at the base of our budget. They
say we have Big Government spending
and Little Government revenues, and
the result is the deficit.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman has a chart projecting future
years, but one thing that is striking
about the first 3 years of the Bush ad-
ministration is outlays. Spending, has
risen from 18.5 percent of gross domes-
tic product up to over 20 percent of
gross domestic product. So there has
been an explosion in spending. At the
same time, there has been a dramatic
reduction in revenues. They have fallen
from roughly 20 percent of gross do-
mestic product down to about 16 per-
cent of gross domestic product.

In fact, today, as we stand here
today, Federal revenues as a percent-
age of our economy, Federal revenues
as a percentage of our gross domestic
product are at the lowest level since
1950, and there are Republicans in this
Chamber who will say the problem is
spending, but revenues are at the low-
est level since 1950.

I would like to close with a quotation
from the majority leader. He had a
press conference 2 or 3 weeks ago, and
he finally revealed in all of its confu-
sion the underlying Republican philos-
ophy and | use the word not informa-
tion, not evidence, but philosophy.
Here is what the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DELAY) said: “We, as a matter of
philosophy, understand that when you
cut taxes, the economy grows, and rev-
enues to the government grow. The
whole notion that you have to cut
spending in order to cut taxes negates
that philosophy, and so | am not inter-
ested in something that would negate
our philosophy.”

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Listen to that again: ““We, as a mat-
ter of philosophy,” not as a matter of
economics, not as a matter of informa-
tion, not as a factual matter, ‘““We, as a
matter of philosophy, understand that
when you cut taxes, the economy
grows, and revenues to the government
grow.”” Not true. CBO has made it clear
over and over again that when you cut
taxes, you cut revenues. Only in very,
very rare historical circumstances, and
the Kennedy tax cut may be one of
those, only in rare historical cir-
cumstances can you cut taxes substan-
tially and have revenues to the govern-
ment actually increase.

But then we have this other state-
ment which is really revealing. The
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY)
stated: ‘““The whole notion that you
have to cut spending in order to cut
taxes negates that philosophy, and so |
am not interested in something that
would negate our philosophy.”

Mr. Speaker, I am old enough to re-
member “‘Dragnet.”” | am old enough to
remember Jack Webb, the L.A. detec-
tive who, whenever he was inter-
viewing someone, said, ‘‘Just the facts,
ma’am. All | want is just the facts.”

What the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY) is saying, do not bother me
with the facts; | do not want to hear
the facts because we have our philos-
ophy, and our philosophy says we do
not have to pay attention to the facts.

Great damage has been done to the
country because the Republican major-
ity in this House, President Bush and
his Cabinet and members of the Senate,
have not made economic sense. They
have not paid attention to the simple
fact that if we have huge tax cuts for
the wealthiest people in this country,
we reduce government revenues and
drive us into deficit, and that is what
they have done to this country. They
are funding these tax cuts on the backs
of our children because when the reve-
nues are way below the spending, all
they do is borrow. They are borrowing
from our children in order to give the
richest people in this country tax cuts,
and nothing can make that philosophy
make any sense. It is time, frankly, it
was changed.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, | yield to
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. ETHERIDGE).

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, | say
with all sincerity to the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT), he
brings a lot of common sense to this
body.

Mr. Speaker, | was in business for a
number of years before | came to Wash-
ington.
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There is one thing that | learned very
quickly. If we drive the debt up, soon
enough we will go broke. As some of
my folks at home will say, we cannot
borrow ourselves rich. And we are try-
ing to do that. And | do not think any-
one in this body can believe we can
keep running deficits this large.

I just ran some numbers on the mate-
rial the gentleman provided us. Just
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going out to 2009, in 2004 a family of
four spent about $4,380 on average in
debt in this country. But by 2009 that
will be $6,985 just using the current
numbers. That is assuming, Mr. Speak-
er, that things do not change for the
worse. That is using the best numbers
I understand for the economy to grow
and then no more tax cuts that are pro-
posed in the current budget or revenue
losses. That is a 59 percent increase in
the debt load on families.

Today | was in two schools talking
with children about the importance of
reading, about their future, about how
important it was to do the things right
to make a difference, looking into
those faces and thinking what a burden
we are placing on them. It is a shame
because my colleague from Maine is
absolutely right. We are using bor-
rowed money from our children to
enjoy the good life on a credit card;
and we are taking the Social Security
trust funds from the seniors who are
now waiting for the benefits and using
that, and between those two issues, we
are living the good life and we are not
paying our way. We are not paying our
way. And it is wrong any way we cut it.
It would be wrong if we were doing it
as Democrats, and it is absolutely
wrong for our Republican colleagues to
stand with a straight face and say we
are giving them prosperity. Because |
promise this: | was in business when |
remember interest rates going through
the roof, and | will promise tonight
that this kind of policy is going to
drive interest rates up again. And all
the money that we are borrowing to
feed this deficit, a large portion of it is
coming from overseas.

It startles me and shocks me and baf-
fles me, too. I am not really sure the
American people understand that they
are going to have the Chinese setting
our interest rate at some point because
they are buying a lot of this debt and
a lot of our trading partners around the
world. And ultimately we are going to
have to meet that bill. When we look
at the amount of debt today without
any changes and where it is going to
hit, I am not sure our colleagues or the
people who might be watching us to-
night know what PAYGO is. They do
not know what it is. But | tell the
Members what they do know. They
know that we cannot spend more than
we have. And they understand that, as
many of the farmers in the gentleman’s
State and my State who have seen
their tobacco allotments cut in half,
there is one thing they know tonight:
they are not spending as much this
year as they spent 5 years ago, and
they are not going to spend as much
next year because they are going to
have to cut their spending back to
meet their revenues. What our col-
leagues tell us is that we can have it
all. We can have it all.

We cannot have it all. If we do, our
children are going to be the poorer for
it. And this budget, if it comes back
without a plan to balance on both ends,
on revenues as well as expenditures, we
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are doing an injustice to ourselves but
a greater injustice to our children. And
those children, | looked in their faces
today. That is why they tell us we can-
not build schools. We do not have the
money. And yet we say to these chil-
dren they are the ones we are going to
depend on to build a bright future we
want to see in the 21st century.

| thank the gentleman for bringing
this to our attention tonight and for
sharing with this body and with the
people around this country, because
they need to understand that this plan
is headed for a train wreck. It may not
be this year, it may not be next year,
but it is coming. We cannot keep piling
on debt and not paying the bills, and
that is really what is happening.

And it is amazing to me that this ad-
ministration in this short period of
time will increase the debt at this level
and this Congress has added to it. And
the majority knows they have done it.
They just do not want to stand up and
meet their obligations. Because higher
interest rates will eat away all the ben-
efits that middle income and others
have had. We may have lower interest
rates today, but we let them add two
points or three points, and that will
happen. It may not be this month, it
may not be this year, but | guarantee
it will come in the next several years.

| thank the gentleman.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from North Carolina for
his comments.

| yield to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr. SPRATT) for yielding. | appre-
ciate his leading these discussions on
one of the most important issues that
simply does make some people’s eyes
glaze over; but | think he has docu-
mented simple declarative sentences,
and it does not have to be this hard.

It is very clear that we are on a path
here to have a massive increase in the
debt tax. We are, in fact, abandoning
principles that some of our friends on
the other side of the aisle have in the
past at least given lip service to.

I came over to the other side of the
aisle this evening to see if it felt dif-
ferent somehow, if the numbers added
up differently. They do not. | think, in
fact, the information that the gen-
tleman has gotten with his staff, and
referring to accepted experts, insti-
tutes, independent analyses, suggests
that even the situation that he docu-
mented a moment ago that was cal-
culated according to the official rules
that CBO has to follow actually dis-
guises the true depth of the problem
that is being created.

I wonder if the gentleman has some
information about what the people who
are using the artificial rules that Con-
gress has given to CBO, assuming some
of these taxes are going to be expiring
and never be renewed, | wonder if he
has some information that independent
analyses would offer up for what the
long-term budget outlook is likely to
be.
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Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, we do in-
deed. | was just looking for the chart
that is most applicable. This is one
right here. And what we have done here
on the bottom line is we have taken,
first of all, the baseline projection of
the Congressional Budget Office; and as
the gentleman noted, they have to as-
sume certain things because those are
the rules handed down to them by law.

But we have adjusted their projection
for political reality. For example, we
have assumed that there would be some
continuing expenditures for lIraq and
Afghanistan. We have assumed that
many of the Bush tax cuts when they
reach the expiration date, because
most of them have implanted in them a
sunset expiration date, that is the way
they will pass to begin with, that most,
when they reach that sunset date, will,
in fact, be renewed and therefore the
revenues will not be recouped. When we
do that, what we find is that the deficit
improves a bit. We get a bounce from
the recovery we are experiencing right
now. We are not stuck at 521. It im-
proves to about $389 billion next year
and then bottoms out in the range of
the mid-$300 billion level until we get
to the far end of our table, at which
point it declines again to about $500
billion. So, essentially, we tread water.

The deficit does not get better. And
this is a point everyone should under-
stand: the Congressional Budget Office,
the Office of Management and Budget,
in making these dire predictions of
unending deficits, this assumes a grow-
ing economy, a robust economy, grow-
ing at 3, 3% percent a year, even more
this year. And notwithstanding the
growth, the budget does not grow out
of the deficit. It assumes that the econ-
omy will be on a pretty even keel for
all of this period of time and still we
will have these deficits when we know,
as the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. ETHERIDGE) just said, | do not
think this economy can sustain the
growth rate we are at right now with
the deficits of the magnitude that we
are looking at

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SPRATT. | yield to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina.

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, |
want to make sure | understand the
gentleman and the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. BLUMENAUER). Is the gen-
tleman saying the public debt is going
to continue to increase?

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, no ques-
tion about it. This year for the second
year in 3 years, we will have a mam-
moth increase in the debt. Last year
alone we had a l-year increase of $900
billion in the debt. We will have to in-
crease that debt limit again before we
leave here this year, or we will be peril-
ously close to bumping the ceiling.

I yield to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker,
just one other thing. | did have a few
comments | wanted to share, but I
wanted to get the context set here.
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Would the gentleman comment about
what happens with the massive amount
of extra Social Security that we are
collecting. As the gentleman knows,
Mr. Greenspan famously of late sug-
gested that we might have to cut So-
cial Security benefits along with mak-
ing these tax cuts permanent.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman has been here for some time,
and he knows that during the late 1990s
and in the early years of this century,
we all took solemn vows out here, dif-
ferent forms. We had something called
the ““lockbox,” corny title, serious sub-
ject, because essentially what he said
was that now that we finally have a
surplus for the first time in 30 years,
we are going to foreswear forever bor-
rowing from the Social Security and
Medicare trust funds again. Those
trust funds have been building up bal-
ances in anticipation of the retirement
of the baby boomers ever since 1983.
And ever since 1983 until about the
year 2000 when we finally hit surplus,
we have borrowed to make ends meet
from the Social Security trust fund.
We have given the trust fund a bond
back, but in effect the government has
borrowed from these trust funds.

Both Houses, both parties, everybody
subscribed to the notion that we should
quit that practice. Guess what? The
Bush administration’s budget every
year that we have a projection from
OMB or CBO, regardless of who it may
be, everybody projects that every year
fully the budget will consume the So-
cial Security trust fund surplus and
the Medicare trust fund surplus. And
they are not small numbers; $160 bil-
lion for Social Security, 20 to $30 bil-
lion per year for Medicare. Every year,
every year, when we give the number
$521 billion, we have already taken the
surplus in those two trust fund ac-
counts, consolidated it with the other
accounts which are in the red, in def-
icit, and offset or diminished the def-
icit by the amount of the surpluses this
year.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, |
appreciate the gentleman’s clarifying
that because as disturbing as the pre-
vious chart was——

Mr. SPRATT. It is actually worse.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Talking about
locking us into $500 billion up to maybe
improve up to $350 or $370 billion and
then trailing off again to that half tril-
lion dollar level, what, in fact, if | un-
derstand what the gentleman is saying,
that we are consuming, on top of that,
all of the Social Security surplus; so
actually it is approaching, over the life
of what we can project with reasonable
accuracy, a trillion dollars in ultimate
debt compounded, this is added, year
after year after year.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman is absolutely correct.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, |
did want to commend the gentleman
for taking the time to focus in on this
critical element of why we are really
hung up. The Republican House and the
Republican Senate cannot really rec-
oncile what they want to do with the
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budget resolution because they are un-
able to agree amongst themselves
about how far to extend these PAYGO
rules.
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I would like to say that | think any-
body in America listening to what you
brought forth here this evening needs
to understand what the stakes are and
why people should be rooting for the
other body in extending this important
principle across the board, spending as
well as taxation.

I am of the opinion that this does not
have to be a partisan issue. Like most
Members, | was back in my district for
2 weeks, morning, noon and night, lis-
tening to people from all walks of life,
and with particular attention on April
15, on tax day, and | found that the
people understood what the gentleman
is talking about at several levels.

Everybody would like dessert, a tax
cut, but they understand that this
budget is hemorrhaging red ink. They
understand the debt tax that is already
over $4,000 for a family of four right
now, moving towards $7,000 in just a
few years. But that is the tip of the ice-
berg, because if interest rates start to
spike, and | agree with my colleague
from North Carolina, it is miraculously
not going to happen before election
day, but as sure as we are standing
here, they are going to be moving re-
lentlessly upward next year. AnNd,
again, our colleague pointed out how
much of this debt is in foreign hands,
increasingly Chinese, where we lose
control over people who are involved
with our debt markets.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, just for clarification and
an additional point, one beneficial re-
sult of our fiscal policies in the 1990s
was that we brought down the national
debt by $400 billion between 1998 and
2001. We also, because the government
was not borrowing money, but actually
putting money into the pool of savings
in this country, helped bring down in-
terest rates. As a result, debt service,
the interest paid on the national debt,
net interest paid on the national debt,
dropped from around $240 billion to $250
billion a year to about $160 billion a
year. That is a dividend that we had
available to do things that people need-
ed and wanted us to do.

Because of the Bush administration
policies, that interest payment is going
to go up steadily, so that 10 years from
now, if we follow the course that CBO
plots for the President’s budget in its
March analysis, debt service, interest
paid on the national debt, will be close
to $370 billion. It will more than double
from its current level.

What does that do? That is $370 bil-
lion we will not have for education in
North Carolina where the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. ETHERIDGE)
used to be the superintendent of edu-
cation. That is $300 billion we will not
have for the environment in Oregon,
which is a near and dear thing to the
heart of the gentleman.
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Furthermore, it builds a sort of cyni-
cism about our government, because
people will pay substantial taxes.
These are not tax cuts. When you are
borrowing the money to finance the
tax cut, you are just postponing the
event, the inevitable. What will happen
is people will be paying more in debt
taxes and not seeing anything in return
for it, and they become cynical of our
government, because so much of what
they pay in taxes goes up in smoke, so
to speak, because it goes to interest
payments.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, |
would just conclude with two points,
because | agree with what the gen-
tleman is saying, it resonates with me,
and | am quite confident that it reso-
nates on the part of most Americans
who are dealing with this as a Kkitchen
table issue. They would rather have
their debt tax cut, reduce those defi-
cits, than have a couple of dollars in a
tax cut that really does not accrue to
most average Americans.

I want to just indicate that there are
two lines of argument that | find fully
specious, one being that somehow this
PAYGO concept, pay as you go, for ex-
penditures of the budget or tax expend-
itures, is somehow biased against cut-
ting the budget. | think if we require
the people running around here who
want to cut taxes to have to pay for it,
it will actually make it more likely
that spending will be cut, not less. |
must confess that the gentleman’s
rule, as | read it, is agnostic as to
whether taxes should be cut or not. It
is just you pay for it.

I happen to want to cut the alter-
native minimum tax, which is creeping
up on American families and is going
to hit them like a sledgehammer over
the course of the next couple of years.
But | think, in fairness, people who
care about that ought to be required to
offset it in some fashion.

| appreciate the work the gentleman
is doing and the opportunity to join
the gentleman in this important con-
versation this evening.

Mr. SPRATT. | thank the gentleman
for participating.

I yield to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. ETHERIDGE).

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, |
have just a question, if | may, on clari-
fication as we get ready to wind down,
because | want to make sure | under-
stand what the gentleman said earlier.

Did | understand the gentleman to
say that President Bush inherited a
projected $6.6 trillion surplus?

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, $5.6 tril-
lion was the estimate of the surplus by
his own budget shop, the Office of Man-
agement and Budget, $5.6 trillion be-
tween 2002 and 2011.

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Whether that was
accurate or not, I am not going to get
into that.

Mr. SPRATT. It turns out it was not.
Now they have recanted and said it was
probably overstated by 55 percent.

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Did he not also
promise during the campaign when he
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came in office to protect Social Secu-
rity and not invade it?

Mr. SPRATT. Everybody promised.
Both parties, both the White House and
the Congress, promised that never
again, now that we were finally in this
position, would we borrow from Social
Security and spend the proceeds again.
But that is the inevitable consequence.
When you reduce that $5.6 trillion pro-
jected surplus by 55 percent, the result
is about $2.6 trillion instead of $5.6 tril-
lion. That $2.6 trillion is roughly equal
to what is in the Social Security Trust
Fund, so if you wanted to keep your
promise now that you have adjusted
downward the realistic estimate of the
surplus, there was no room for addi-
tional tax cuts without violating that
solemn promise never again to dip into
the Social Security Trust Fund to pay
for the operation of the government.

Mr. ETHERIDGE. | thank the gen-
tleman for his clarification. | think
folks understand that.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, | would
just like to make a few points in clos-
ing about the budget.

It is often said, particularly by the
President and by others, that we have
had an explosion of spending. Indeed,
there has been an increase in spending,
a big increase in spending, in the last 3
years. But this chart, these four bar
graphs show that 90 to 95 percent of the
increase in spending over the last 4
years has occurred in defense, home-
land security, an account that did not
even exist in the budget a couple of
years ago, our response to 9/11, the
bailout of New York City, the bailout
of the airlines, and this is where most
of the spending growth remains in the
budget.

The President has a budget which he
claims will cut the deficit in half in 5
years, but he leaves out one major ele-
ment, among others: He makes no pro-
vision for what it will cost to maintain
125,000 to 135,000 troops in lraq and an-
other 12,000 in Afghanistan. When the
cost of that is added to it, he does not
come anywhere close to his claim of
cutting the deficit in half over 5 years.

The President has also said the tax
cuts were necessary because we have
had horrendous job losses, and it is
true. Our economy went into recession
in March of 2001 and came out in No-
vember of 2001. It was a short and shal-
low recession, but the effect on jobs
has persisted. This is the first adminis-
tration since the Hoover administra-
tion not to see a substantial increase
in jobs during its tenure. We have had
a loss in the private sector of 2.7 mil-
lion jobs, unrecovered since the start
and duration of the recession.

So what has happened, despite the $2
trillion to $3 trillion in tax cuts meas-
ured over 10 years that we have had in
2001, 2002 and 2003 under the Bush ad-
ministration, this is the curve here for
what the postwar recession typically
has been. It has lasted about 27
months. You would have a downturn
for 13 or 14 months, an upturn for 13 or
14 months. By the 27th month, the jobs
lost would be regained.
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Look what happened in this reces-
sion.

Notwithstanding three successive
substantial tax cuts, we still have a
loss of 2.7 million jobs in this country.
That is a fact. As was said, once again,
you can look it up. You can get it from
the Department of Labor.

One other point | would like to make
before closing is Social Security and
Medicare. One reason that we are so
concerned about the deficit, the
mounting national debt, is that in 2008
we will have a demographic change in
this country like none we have ever
seen. The baby-boomers will begin to
retire.

There are 77 million of them march-
ing to their retirement right now. They
are already born. They are not going
anywhere. They will soon be claiming
Social Security and then their Medi-
care, and in 10 to 20 years the number
of people on Medicare and Social Secu-
rity will almost double. The resources
required will be substantial for those
two programs, which are underfunded.

Most people look at these numbers
and say there is no way feasible to deal
with this problem, we will just have to
restructure the programs. That means
we will have to cut benefits, we will
have to reconfigure the programs, cut
the costs in order to make them afford-
able.

In truth, if you look at the first bar
graph over here, this big fat bar graph
of $14.2 trillion at the top, that is the
total amount, the present value of all
the tax cuts that the 2001, 2002 and 2003
tax cut laws will necessitate or allow
over the next 75 years, 75 years being
the timeframe we look to make Social
Security solvent.

If you compare the requirements that
would be imposed, that are imposed to
make Social Security solvent and
Medicare solvent, the two come to $11.9
trillion, the green and the blue here. So
the amount of these tax cuts over 75
years is actually more than what is re-
quired to make Social Security and
Medicare solvent.

We can have this. So those who say
this is a set of circumstances we did
not foresee and could not control, here
is the answer: These are freely chosen
policies, and they choose. They choose
additional debt, additional deficits,
over deficit reduction, and they choose
tax cuts over Social Security solvency.

There is a choice here. There is a de-
liberate choice being made. Those who
today say we are victims of cir-
cumstance will say the same thing
then, but here is the proof right now. If
you want to save Social Security, the
wherewithal is there to do it, if you do
not prefer doing it otherwise for tax
purposes.

———

TAX FREEDOM DAY MOVING UP
BECAUSE OF TAX CUTS

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

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Speaker, as most
of the Members did, | just concluded
about 16 days in my home district. We
had visits about Medicare for the first
week and about the economy and the
job growth for the second, first of all,
addressing concerns and answering
questions.

Mr. Speaker, | will tell you that as |
talked to my constituents about the
prescription drug Medicare bill, there
was a deep understanding that we have
done significant work here, first of all,
in creating the benefit for our seniors
that is desperately needed, but, sec-
ondly, causing deep reforms in the
Medicare program which should begin
to increase the financial stability of
that program.

Mr. Speaker, while we were home,
there was a dramatic event. During my
entire life, | have seen Tax Freedom
Day, that day which every American
works up until that time to provide
their entire income for the Federal
Government. That Tax Freedom Day
has been as far out as the middle of
May, tending toward the first of June.

Mr. Speaker, this year, because of
the tax cuts created during the last 3
years, Tax Freedom Day came on April
11. That means every American worked
their entire workweek for the Federal
Government up to April 11, but those
days from April 11 on to December 31,
they are working to use the money for
their families, for the education of
their families, for just the rent, paying
for their house, owning a car, or those
things that the American dream really
entails.
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Mr. Speaker, it is extremely impor-
tant that we are beginning to cause
Tax Freedom Day to move back toward
January 1, rather than further out to-
ward December 31. We should work less
for the government and more for our
families.

I will tell my colleagues, Mr. Speak-
er, that without doubt the family is
the key building block of society.
Strong families create strong individ-
uals. And strong individuals create
strong countries. That is exactly the
paradigm that we should be following
and have followed in this country
throughout our history.

And as we tax less and put more into
the pockets of hard-working Ameri-
cans, | will tell my colleagues, Mr.
Speaker, that the strength of the fam-
ily increases, thereby increasing the
strength of our country.

Mr. Speaker, one of the questions
that comes up, and it is a fair question,
why are we in the economic straits
that we are in? What things have con-
tributed to the financial situation that
this country faces?

Mr. Speaker, the first event which
really shocked our economy, and there
have been three deep events that
shocked our economy, and it is instruc-
tive that we would remember all three
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of those, but the first of them was the
collapse of the dot-com economy.

Most Americans will remember in
the late 1990s that the dot-com indus-
try had really sprung up from very lit-
tle to something significant, compa-
nies that really did not have product.
They were not even selling anything.
They had no cash flow, no revenues.
Those stocks were escalating from no
value to $200 and $300 value.

Just the capital gains tax off of those
sales of stocks began to thrust our
growth curves upward. It was primarily
due to those capital gains taxes, Mr.
Speaker, that we were seeing what
economists and what politicians felt
like were surplus as far as the eye
could see. We remember those days at
the end of the Clinton administration
where there were the surpluses as far
as the eye could see, but they were
based on stock values that really had
no foundation under them. It was an
explosion in value that was driven by
emotion, but not fact.

Now, that collapse in the dot-com in-
dustry came, as well it should have.
Stocks absolutely at some point have
to have something to back them up.
That collapse came, brought us back
down actually to the same level of
economy we had been sustaining, about
a 3.5 percent of growth. It was the in-
cline up, then it bubbled back over.
And after the collapse we had about a
3.5 percent rate of growth.

That shock into our economy was
significant, though, shocking us into a
mild recession, one that we should
have come out from fairly soon. But
just as we were coming up out of that
recession, 9/11 came without warning.
Now, that was a significant shock on
the economy, Mr. Speaker. That shock,
by the estimates of some, cost $2 tril-
lion and over 2,000 lives. $2 trillion
needs to be put into the perspective
that our total economy is in the $11
trillion range, so approximately 20 per-
cent of our economic size was taken
out of the economy in one day.

When people are concerned about the
cost of the war on terror, and it is ex-
tremely high, no doubt about it, if we
assume that we are up to around $200
billion at this point, Mr. Speaker, it
still is only about one-tenth of what
that one day cost on 9/11 was.

That shocked our economy on the
heels of the dot-com collapse into a
deeper recession and continuing dif-
ficulties. But until 9/11, several things
had happened. In those eras and those
times of surpluses as far as the eye
could see, both the Federal Govern-
ment and the State governments began
to reorient their spending, beginning to
pay for programs that had long been
underfunded.

It is a complaint of our friends across
the aisle, and that is fine that they
would complain about it, that spending
increased tremendously under Presi-
dent Bush. But | will tell you that
some of the areas that the spending in-
creased in are the very ones they are
criticizing as underfunding.
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