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of the country. Our tax code is literally
sucking jobs right out of the economy
by depriving our businesses of the
money that should be invested in hir-
ing.

Only one other country, Japan, taxes
its companies more than we, only one
other country. Mr. Speaker, clearly
that is not the road we want to travel
and it is not the way we want to create
jobs.

———

REJECT WOLFOWITZ AS WORLD
BANK NOMINEE

(Ms. McCOLLUM of Minnesota asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. McCOLLUM of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I was disappointed to learn
that President Bush has nominated the
architect of the ongoing war of Iraq,
Mr. Paul Wolfowitz, to head the World
Bank.

The nominee’s intimate relationship
with the Iraq policy’s gravest failures,
phony intelligence, torture, contractor
corruption, and incompetent planning,
makes his nomination extremely dis-
turbing.
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Mr. Wolfowitz may be qualified as an
expert in conducting preemptive war,
but he is far from qualified to battle
global poverty, overcome the AIDS
pandemic or to promote gender equity,
all World Bank priorities.

The world community deserves a de-
velopment expert to champion the
World Bank’s mission of fighting pov-
erty, a leader who can rally the world’s
support.

To enhance America’s reputation in
the world, to ensure that future suc-
cess of the World Bank and to build a
better future for the world’s poorest
citizens, I urge the World Bank’s board
of directors to reject this nomination.

————
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have b5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H. Con. Res. 95.

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

There was no objection.

———

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR
2006

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 154 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the concurrent resolu-
tion, H. Con. Res. 95.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
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House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the concurrent
resolution (H. Con. Res. 95) estab-
lishing the congressional budget for
the United States Government for fis-
cal year 2006, revising appropriate
budgetary levels for fiscal year 2005,
and setting forth appropriate budg-
etary levels for fiscal years 2007
through 2010, with Mr. SHAW (Acting
Chairman) in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. When the
Committee of the Whole rose on
Wednesday, March 16, 2005, a request
for a recorded vote on amendment No.
2 printed in House Report 109-19, of-
fered by the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. HENSARLING), had been postponed.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 1 printed in House Report
109-19.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk
will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 1 offered by Mr. OBEY:

In section 101 (relating to recommended
levels and amounts for the budget year):

(1) In paragraph (4) (relating to the deficit),
the amount of the deficit for fiscal year 2006
shall be reduced by $10,091,000,000.

(2) In paragraph (1) (relating to Federal
revenues), the recommended level of Federal
revenues for fiscal year 2006 shall be in-
creased by $18,073,000,000 and the amount by
which the aggregate level of Federal reve-
nues should be changed shall be increased by
$18,073,000,000.

(3) In paragraph (2) (relating to new budget
authority), the appropriate level of total new
budget authority for fiscal year 2006 shall be
increased by $15,800,000,000.

(4) In paragraph (3) (relating to budget out-
lays), the appropriate level of total budget
outlays for fiscal year 2006 shall be increased
by $7,982,000,000.

In section 102, for fiscal year 2006:

(1) In paragraph (1) (relating to National
Defense (050)), the amount of new budget au-
thority shall be reduced by $1,000,000,000 and
the amount of outlays shall be reduced by
$678,000,000.

(2) In paragraph (2) (relating to Inter-
national Affairs (150)), the amount of new
budget authority shall be reduced by
$423,000,000 and the amount of outlays shall
be reduced by $193,000,000.

(3) In paragraph (3) (relating to General
Science, Space and Technology (250)), the
amount of new budget authority shall be in-
creased by $300,000,000 and the amount of
outlays shall be increased by $150,000,000, to
fund basic research and development to
allow American workers to compete in the
international economy.

(4) In paragraph (5) (relating to Natural
Resources and Environment (300)), the
amount of new budget authority shall be in-
creased by $100,000,000 and the amount of
outlays shall be increased by $63,000,000, to
provide clean water and open spaces for fu-
ture generations.

(5) In paragraph (6) (relating to Agriculture
(350)), the amount of new budget authority
shall be increased by $540,000,000 and the
amount of outlays shall be increased by
$446,000,000, to improve economic opportuni-
ties, infrastructure, and the quality of life
for rural Americans.

(6) In paragraph (8) (relating to Transpor-
tation (400)), the amount of new budget au-
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thority shall be increased by $600,000,000 and
the amount of outlays shall be increased by
$460,000,000, to improve infrastructure devel-
opment.

(7) In paragraph (10) (relating to Edu-
cation, Training, Employment, and Social
Services (500)), the amount of new budget au-
thority shall be increased by $8,050,000,000
and the amount of outlays shall be increased
by $2,977,000,000, to create opportunities for
our children and young adults, and to ad-
dress the needs of low-income communities
and assist the long-term unemployed.

(8) In paragraph (11) (relating to Health
(660)), the amount of new budget authority
shall be increased by $1,950,000,000 and the
amount of outlays shall be increased by
$723,000,000, to provide health care for chil-
dren and others in need, control infectious
diseases, foster medical research, and allevi-
ate shortages of nurses and other health pro-
fessionals.

(9) In paragraph (13) (relating to Income
Security (600)), the amounts of new budget
authority shall be increased by $1,091,000,000
and the amount of outlays shall be increased
by $695,000,000, to help provide housing and
energy assistance to the poor and alleviate
the impact of refugees on State and local
communities.

(10) In paragraph (15) (relating to Veterans
Benefits and Services (700)), the amounts of
new budget authority shall be increased by
$2,903,000,000 and the amount of outlays shall
be increased by $2,447,000,000, to maintain
quality health care for veterans.

(11) In paragraph (17) (relating to General
Government (800)), the amounts of new budg-
et authority shall be decreased by $56,000,000
and the amount of outlays shall be decreased
by $44,000,000, which shall include the fol-
lowing changes:

(A) Increase new budget authority by
$200,000,000 and outlays by $155,000,000, to en-
sure corporate responsibility.

(B) Reduce new budget authority by
$256,000,000 and outlays by $199,000,000.

(12) To improve our hometown response ca-
pabilities, strengthen our borders and ports,
and meet our security mandates, amounts of
new budget authority and outlays for fiscal
year 2006 shall be further modified as follows:

(A) In paragraph (9) (relating to commu-
nity and regional development (450)), in-
crease new budget authority by $660,000,000
and outlays by $121,000,000.

(B) In paragraph (16) (relating to Adminis-
tration of Justice (750)), increase new budget
authority by $935,000,000 and outlays by
$759,000,000.

(C) In paragraph (11) (relating to Health
(650)), increase new budget authority by
$150,000,000 and outlays by $56,000,000.

In section 201(b) (relating to reconciliation
in the House of Representatives), insert ““(1)”’
after ‘“(b)” and add at the end the following
new paragraph:

(2) REDUCTION IN TAX CUTS FOR TAXPAYERS
WITH INCOMES ABOVE $1,000,000.—The Com-
mittee on Ways and Means shall also include
in the reconciliation bill reported pursuant
to paragraph (1) changes in tax laws suffi-
cient to increase revenues by $25,818,000,000,
to be achieved by reducing or offsetting the
tax reductions received during 2006 by tax-
payers with adjusted gross income above
$1,000,000 for taxpayers filing joint returns
and comparable amounts for taxpayers with
other filing statuses as a result of the Eco-
nomic Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation
Act of 2001 and the Jobs and Growth and Tax
Relief Reconciliation Act of 2003.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to
House Resolution 154, the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) and the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. PUTNAM)
each will control 20 minutes.
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment will
enable the House to choose between the
social Darwinism of the President’s
budget and a different budget which
more accurately reflects the message
of the social gospel.

If we take a look at what the Presi-
dent has done, he inherited a $240 bil-
lion surplus when he came into office,
and yet the budget he presents to the
Congress today contains a $290 billion
deficit. That deficit does not include
the $80 billion that we spent yesterday
on the war on Iraq. It does not include
the $2 trillion it is estimated will be
the cost of borrowing to pay for the
personal or private accounts that the
President wants to use to blow up So-
cial Security. It does not include dollar
one of the $1.2 trillion it is estimated
that it will cost to make the Presi-
dent’s previously passed tax cuts per-
manent. So we have a huge deficit as
far as the eye can see, under the Presi-
dent’s budget.

Then the President tries to reclaim
the mantle of fiscal responsibility by
making some well-publicized cuts in
the domestic discretionary portion of
the budget. In plain terms, that is the
appropriated part of the budget that
goes for programs like education,
health care, science, veterans benefits,
things like that.

The President’s cuts in the domestic
arena do not lay a glove on the deficit
because the deficit is so large; but I
would point out, for instance, that
those cuts average only about 5 percent
of the over $200 billion cost in this
year’s budget alone of the President’s
tax cuts. They are less than 20 percent
of the over-$50 billion in costs, for the
cost of the supersize tax cuts that the
President has given to the top 1 per-
cent of earners in this country. But
those cuts are large enough, Mr. Chair-
man, to do great damage over time in
the investments that we need to make
in education, health care, science, vet-
erans, community infrastructure and
the like.

In real terms, those cuts amount,
after you adjust for inflation, to about
$16 billion; and if you further adjust
them for population growth, that is a
real reduction in services of about $19
billion for those programs.

So this amendment does basically
three things. It cuts $5 million from
some of the President’s proposed initia-
tives, and it combines those cuts with
savings on the tax front. What we do on
the tax front is to just simply recog-
nize the essential injustice of the fact
that right now folks who make more
than $1 million in this country this
year will on average get a $140,000 tax
cut. This amendment would limit that
$140,000 tax cut to about $27,000 and
save enough money to devote $10 bil-
lion to deficit reduction and to use the
other $16 billion for the initiatives that
we have outlined in the amendment in

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

the area of education, health, science,
veterans, homeland security, environ-
ment, law enforcement, and commu-
nity development.

Now, within that framework, we are
able to add $2.4 billion to programs
that can do real things to reduce the
pressures for abortions. Among the
critical investments made by this
amendment are a cluster of programs
that would make it economically easi-
er for low-income and vulnerable
women who choose to carry preg-
nancies to term by providing addi-
tional funding for maternal and infant
health care, for child care and Head
Start and after-school programs, for
low-income housing assistance, for the
community service block grant, to pro-
vide people with the opportunity to get
help in the education and training
areas, and also to provide additional
medical services such as dental care.
We also provide additional funding for
child abuse and domestic violence pre-
vention programs.

Now, I would simply say that if our
concern for life does not stop at the
checkbook’s edge, then these are ini-
tiatives which ought to be supported
by everybody in this Chamber.

The reason I offer this amendment is
because over the last 30 years some-
thing really bad has happened in this
country. Thirty years ago, we had the
smallest gap between rich and poor of
any industrialized country in the
world. Today, we have the largest gap
between the rich and the poor of any
industrialized country.

The wealthiest 1 percent of people in
this country control 33 percent of the
Nation’s wealth. The poorest 40 percent
are struggling to hang on to less than
3 percent of the Nation’s wealth, and
the President’s budget makes it worse.

That is why I say that this amend-
ment helps us choose between the so-
cial Darwinism of the President’s pack-
age and values that more accurately
reflect the social gospel.

Now, the opposition will say, ‘‘Oh, we
do not need these additional education
dollars because we have had such a
large increase in education the past 2
yvears!” Let me point out the Repub-
lican majority has been dragged Kkick-
ing and screaming into supporting
those education increases.

If Congress had approved House Re-
publican Labor-H bills for education
over the past 10 years, we would be
spending $19 billion less on education
than we are spending today. On title I,
if House Republican bills had passed,
we would have spent $2.8 billion less for
title I grants to school districts than
we are spending today. After-school
centers, if the administration’s budget
request had been passed throughout
the years, we would be providing $1
million less to local school districts for
help in that program, and the list goes
on and on.

So I would ask, Mr. Chairman, do we
really want to pay for $140,000 tax cuts
for the most well-off people in this so-
ciety by providing real cuts in the
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number of grants that the National In-
stitutes of Health will be able to fi-
nance research grants into cancer, dia-
betes, Parkinson’s and the like? Do we
really want to pay for $120,000 in tax
cuts for the most well-off in this soci-
ety by continuing to mount barriers
that prevent people without means to
get a college education for their kids?

The College Board last year indicated
that the average cost of attendance at
a 4-year public university has increased
by $2,300 over the past 4 years, biggest
4-year increase in history. The Presi-
dent’s answer to that is to toss an
extra hundred dollars on the table in
the form of Pell grants, and then he
pays for it by wiping out Perkins loans
and a number of other education initia-
tives for those same people.

I really think that the issue is very
simple. All this amendment does is to
prevent real reductions in the kinds of
programs that I have just talked about.
What it does is to restore our ability to
at least keep up with inflation on those
programs by saying to the most well-
off people in this country, ¢Sorry,
folks, you are going to have to get
along with a tax cut of only $27,000.”
Most of them I think would agree that
this is a far more socially just and eco-
nomically wise set of decisions to
make than the budget resolution we
have before us.

This applies only for 1 year. We do
not get into any games about 5-year or
10-year budgets. This applies only for
the next year. This is the priority
statement which people will be able to
make on appropriated portions of the
budget for the coming year; and if they
think these priorities are better, I hope
they vote for the amendment. If they
think they are not, then they have a
perfect right to vote against it.

I would urge an ‘‘aye’’ vote.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I rise with great respect for the dis-
tinguished ranking member of the
Committee on Appropriations and in
agreement, frankly, with his final com-
ments about this, his alternative to
our budget, laying out a different ap-
proach, a different set of priorities for
this Nation, and that is the beauty of
this deliberative body. Frankly, it was
the beauty of the fairness of the rule I
believe that was crafted that allowed
four separate approaches, four separate
sets of priorities in budgeting to be de-
bated and considered on this House
floor.

But I must strongly oppose the Obey
amendment. It authorizes higher, un-
controlled spending, while at the same
time cutting national defense in a time
when our soldiers and sailors and Ma-
rines and airmen and Guardsmen and
Reservists are engaged all around the
world, an unacceptable notion.

In addition to cutting our spending
on national defense, it raises taxes by
an estimated $18 billion for the next
fiscal year. It does increase education
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spending by $8 billion. It increases vet-
erans spending and health care spend-
ing as well, but I would add that in a
time when we are engaged in an un-
precedented war on terror and waging a
separate effort against growing budget
deficits, that the level of growth laid
out by the House Committee on the
Budget’s spending plan meets our na-
tional priorities, continues our com-
mitment to veterans and education.
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The Department of Education under
the House budgets for the last 10 years,
the Department of Education’s spend-
ing has gone up 146 percent over the
last decade. It is hard to argue that is
an inadequate rate of growth. Veterans
spending continues to grow. Invest-
ments in IDEA, the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act have gone
up dramatically higher than in the pre-
vious 10 years under a different man-
agement of this House.

This budget resolution that comes
out of the House committee sets these
priorities moving our Nation forward
and protecting our homeland, investing
in homeland security, investing in na-
tional defense and in our personnel who
are in harm’s way, and it maintains
those policies of pro-growth that al-
lows our economy to expand, that al-
lows small businesses, medium busi-
nesses, and even large businesses to op-
erate in a climate where they want to
grow and hire employees and continue
to open up new markets around the
world, giving Americans new opportu-
nities to move products and giving
Americans the opportunity to achieve
the American dream.

Congress has addressed extraordinary
spending demands in the last several
years. They bring us face to face with
the reality that it is an unsustainable
rate of spending growth, one that must
be slowed. Last year’s projected deficit
was $5621 billion, but we ended the year
with a deficit of $412 billion, reducing
that deficit by 20 percent. Although
that number is staggeringly high, ad-
mittedly, this House-passed budget, the
committee-passed budget, puts us on
track to cut that deficit in half in 5
years. In doing so it makes some tough
decisions, which is what we are paid to
do around here.

It requires us to prioritize and make
tradeoffs while ensuring that those
highest priorities are fully funded and
met, and in the House budget we iden-
tify that highest priority as being na-
tional security and homeland security.
This amendment, the amendment we
are debating today, cuts defense spend-
ing and we find that to be unacceptable
in today’s climate.

The budget slows the growth of man-
datory spending by 0.1 percent over 5
years, from its current rate of 6.4 per-
cent to 6.3 percent. I think that is an
important fact. While we spend an
awful lot of time in this Chamber talk-
ing about cuts, what we are doing is
slowing the rate of growth. If someone
were to offer workers a 6.3 percent pay

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

raise, it would be a pretty good deal.
The fact that these programs continue
to grow at 6.3 rather than 6.4 percent is
not throwing starving children into the
streets. It is not taking food out of sen-
iors’ mouths. It is not wrecking our
ability to be a compassionate and de-
cent society, it is simply recognizing
the simple fact that we cannot main-
tain the dramatic rates of growth we
have been engaged in for the past dec-
ade and solve the deficit problem.

This budget resolution continues to
make homeland and national security
major priorities. Since September 11,
Congress has spent nearly $1.9 trillion
to provide for defense and homeland se-
curity, not including supplementals.
Like last year’s budget, this plan takes
into account funding for the ongoing
war in Iraq. The resolution budgets $50
billion to provide for the ongoing war
against terrorism. The national defense
budget continues the multiyear plan to
enable our Armed Services both to
fight the war against terrorism now
and to transform itself to counter un-
conventional threats in the future. It
fully accommodates the President’s re-
quest for defense.

Mr. Chairman, the last time we made
any real effort to rein in spending, that
piece of spending in our budget that
makes up b5 percent of the budget, was
in 1997. That 55 percent is what we call
mandatory spending. I know that the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
is very familiar with this. As an appro-
priator, he has seen his share of the
budget in discretionary shrink over
time, and it will continue to without
us making important reforms on the
mandatory side of the ledger.

This budget, again for the first time
since 1997, instructs the authorizing
committees, those committees with
the greatest expertise in their areas of
jurisdiction, through the reconciliation
process to find $7.8 billion in savings
for next year and $68.6 billion in sav-
ings over the next 5 years. What that
means is we are putting the people who
understand these policy areas best, we
are putting them on the trail to find
out the ways to help make those pro-
grams be the most effective and the
most efficient. They know best the suc-
cesses and failures in the myriad of
government programs that are now on
autopilot through the mandatory
spending process.

It is estimated that if mandatory
spending grows at its current pace, by
2015 it will consume 62 percent of the
Federal government. I think it is an
important piece of our budget that we
begin the process of mandatory spend-
ing reform. That reform happens
through the reconciliation process.

A number of the President’s key ini-
tiatives supported in this budget in-
clude $40 billion for homeland security
outside the Department of Defense; an
additional $2.5 billion for Project Bio-
Shield to secure new vaccines against
smallpox, anthrax and other deadly
bioterrorist threats. These funds follow
on the heels of massive increases over
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the past several years to make sure our
Nation is prepared to deal with the ter-
rorist threats we know are out there.

I support our budget. It is an impor-
tant, thoughtful, prioritized budget
that makes some tough decisions. I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s right to offer
an alternative vision. That is what this
is. This is a clash of visions, a clash of
priorities that our Nation faces. Do we
grow our way out of the deficit by fos-
tering a climate that encourages peo-
ple to find work and start businesses
and grow existing businesses, or do we
take the approach that we should tax
our way out of the deficits? Do we fund
our priorities? And what are our high-
est priorities? Our approach is our
highest priority in a time of war is na-
tional defense, and our high priority in
a time of increased threats from ter-
rorism is homeland security.

We believe that it is important to fol-
low the lead of other Presidents, other
administrations, other Congresses that
have found themselves budgeting in a
time of war to make necessary trade-
offs. The New Deal agencies when
World War IT came about did not con-
tinue to receive the same level of fund-
ing. In fact, it was President Roosevelt
himself who curtailed and even elimi-
nated a number of the agencies he cre-
ated.

We recognize in our budget that we
cannot continue to spend on the do-
mestic side as aggressively as we had
at a time of peace when we are at war,
and to that end we call for a 0.8 percent
reduction in nonsecurity domestic dis-
cretionary spending. While it is an im-
portant first step and it has not been
done since the Reagan administration,
it will hardly cause starvation and pan-
demonium in the streets at a 0.8 per-
cent reduction. Nor will the directed
reconciliation process to the author-
izing committees do the same.

We make some tough choices. We
admit that. We lay out our priorities,
and we proudly defend them. And those
priorities include investing in defense,
caring for those most in need and cre-
ating an economic climate that allows
people to succeed without raising the
burden of taxation on them.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the re-
marks of the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. PurNAM), but I think he must
have been talking about a different
amendment. The gentleman refers to
significant cuts in national defense.
There is only one cut in any program
that can be considered at all related to
national defense in this amendment,
and that is a $1 billion reduction in the
Star Wars account because they have
had so many technical problems with
that program that they cannot in the
coming fiscal year spend all of the
money that has been provided to them.
So the practical impact on the program
will be zero. That is the only reduction
in defense.
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I would point out that this comes on
top of a $16 billion increase in the de-
fense budget which is before us right
now, and it comes on top of the $380 bil-
lion that we added yesterday for Iraq
that was not counted in the President’s
budget. So I would suggest it is a red
herring to claim this has any signifi-
cant negative effect on defense. In fact,
I will bet Members that considerably
more than a billion dollars remains
unspent from that Star Wars account
at the end of the fiscal year because of
technical problems that the Pentagon
itself has admitted are there.

With respect to tax increases, I know
the majority party likes to pretend
that Democrats are talking about tax
increases for the middle class. The
facts are quite to the contrary. The
only people who will lose anything by
way of tax cuts in this amendment are
people who make more than a million
dollars a year. Under existing law if we
leave things as they are right now, if
you make less than $10,000, you average
about an $8 tax cut under the Presi-
dent’s package. If you make less than
$20,000, you will get back the princely
sum of $326. If you make $500,000 to $1
million, you will get on average a
$27,000 tax cut. And if you make $1 mil-
lion adjusted gross income or more, on
average you will get a tax cut of
$140,000.

I do not know many people in that
bracket who would not feel that invest-
ing in children, investing in homeland
security, investing in veterans’ bene-
fits is preferable to giving those folks a
super-size tax cut. We are not saying
they cannot have a tax cut, we are sim-
ply limiting the size of their tax cut to
$27,000 so we can meet these other in-
vestment needs. I think the vast ma-
jority of citizens in this country would
think that is a better balance and a
better set of priorities.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN).

Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure
to be here on the floor once again, this
time as a member of the Committee on
the Budget. After being absent from
this floor for 16 years, some things are
comforting, such as the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) still main-
tains his skepticism about the anti-
missile system. I appreciate that. I ap-
preciate that in terms of his concern
about us spending too much money
this year in that regard.

With respect to the comments made
by some on the other side of the aisle
that somehow the Republican budget is
immoral, and I heard that during the
one-minute speeches, and somehow it
does not follow a standard of social jus-
tice or the social gospel, I tried to look
at the numbers to see what we are
talking about, and if one looks at any
graph that looks at the mandatory
spending, we see the difference between
the baseline and what we have placed
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in this budget is almost indistinguish-
able.

So then I looked at some of the other
areas that the gentleman has spoken
to, and one is the National Institutes
of Health. I thought since I have been
gone and since the Republicans have
taken over the House of Representa-
tives that reflecting the comments
about the Republican attitude toward
NIH, that somehow we had denuded
NIH in the time since Republicans had
taken over. So I went back and
checked it out, and under Republican
Congresses, NIH spending has doubled
between 1999 and the year 2003, rising
from $13.6 billion in 1999 to $27.2 billion
in the year 2003.
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Again I heard a comment about vet-
erans, that somehow Republicans are
not concerned about veterans. I went
back and checked the numbers since 1
was last here. Since 1995, total spend-
ing on veterans, that is, 1995 since the
Republicans took over, total spending
on veterans has increased from $38.2
billion to $67.6 billion. That is a 77 per-
cent increase.

I wanted to see how that compared
with the previous 10 years, again, most
of which I was gone, but during which
the Democrats were in control of the
House; and I found out that there was
a 40 percent increase during the pre-
vious 10 years.

I would not on this floor suggest that
the Democrats were immoral in their
approach to the veterans in their pre-
vious 10 years even though their in-
crease for veterans was substantially
lower than Republicans’. It is not a
question of morality, it is not a ques-
tion of social justice, it is not a ques-
tion of social gospel, the words that I
heard expressed just a moment ago;
but, rather, it is a question as to where
we are now. After we have had signifi-
cant, hefty increases in these par-
ticular areas during the time that Re-
publicans have been in control, is it a
time for us to slow down that increased
rate of growth during a time in which
we finally are confronting the fiscal re-
sponsibility that is visited upon this
House as our obligation and our au-
thority?

During the time I was gone, I was
able to observe this House from a dis-
tance, and I realized there is a real dis-
connect. People back home seem to
think that we are spending too much.
They are not arguing for increased
taxes. I understand the gentleman be-
lieves that an increase in taxes on
some people is not a general increase in
taxes. We can always follow that old
slogan, Don’t tax you, don’t tax me,
tax that guy behind the tree. It is al-
ways that game, I will not call it a
game, it is always that approach that
can be relevant in debates such as this.

But the fact of the matter is that the
gentleman from Wisconsin has with
sincerity presented us an amendment
that increases taxes and increases
spending. That is the long and short of
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it. The suggestion is that somehow we
have been unfaithful to our charge to
be concerned about the education of
the people of America and the vet-
erans. That charge is just patently
false. The fact of the matter is we now
have established priorities overall for
our spending. We believe we have done
this in a responsible way. We believe
we have done this in a way that most
Americans would support. We believe
we have made sure that we are not
going to cut defense.

The gentleman has suggested $1 bil-
lion less spending in defense. I think
most Members would not support that.
We can suggest to the appropriators
and the authorizing committees where
they ought to cut, but we cannot de-
mand that. So the gentleman’s desire
that they take the $1 billion out of a
particular place is not necessarily
where it is going to come out of. The
only thing we know if we adopt the
gentleman’s amendment is that we will
be spending $1 billion less on national
defense at a time when very few Ameri-
cans would support that.

With all due respect to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin, I appreciate
his approach. It is a consistent ap-
proach that he has used; but it is an ap-
proach that, yes, increases spending
and increases taxes.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 3 minutes. I find the logic of the
gentleman interesting. He says that
this amendment will result in cutting
defense $1 billion. It will not. It will re-
sult in a defense budget increase of $16
billion, not counting the $80 billion
add-on that we provided yesterday. All
we are doing is eliminating $1 billion of
the increase because it cannot be spent
because of technical problems in the
program. That does not reduce the ef-
fective firepower of the United States
by one bullet.

Let me also note the gentleman had
some interesting comments on
mandatories. This amendment does not
touch mandatories. All we are dealing
with in our amendment is the appro-
priated side of the budget for 1 year
alone. We are not getting into the ar-
gument about mandatories. That is in
the jurisdiction of another committee.
So the gentleman’s remarks are inter-
esting, but irrelevant in terms of this
amendment.

With respect to NIH, let me simply
say, we can talk about how much it has
been increased the past few years. If
you think it is a good idea for us to
have 500 fewer research grants out in
the field attacking cancer, attacking
Parkinson’s, attacking diabetes, then
by all means vote against my amend-
ment. If you think we ought to correct
that, I would urge you to vote for it. If
you think we are spending enough on
veterans, then by all means vote
against this amendment. If you think
we are not, then I would suggest you
vote for our amendment which adds $3
billion to the veterans health care
budget.

We have a huge hole in the services
that we provide veterans. All you have
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to do to realize that is to talk to some
of those soldiers who have come back
missing arms, missing legs, missing
eyes. If you are comfortable with the
amount that we are providing for the
VA now, by all means vote against my
amendment. Otherwise, vote for it. If
you are comfortable with the fact that
the President’s budget will make it
harder for low-income seniors to keep
their houses heated during wintertime,
then by all means vote against the
amendment.

But do not do what 40 Members of the
majority party did last year. After
they voted for a budget which required
a squeeze on all kinds of domestic pro-
grams, then they wrote our committee
a letter asking us to increase funding
for LIHEAP, increase funding for edu-
cation, something which we could not
do under the budget which the major-
ity imposed on us.

As the gentleman said, this is a ques-
tion of priorities, and I make no apol-
ogy for mine.

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the distinguished ranking
member’s suggestion that if we dis-
agree we should vote against it, and I
assure him that we shall.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE), chairman of the
Budget Committee.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I was
listening and I heard the very distin-
guished gentleman from Wisconsin sug-
gest that his cuts to defense were slow-
ing down the rate of growth for de-
fense. It is kind of an interesting argu-
ment. I hope that the Members on his
side listened to that argument because
we are doing the same thing. We are
slowing down the rate of growth. All of
the mandatory programs will receive
increases. All of those automatic
spending programs will receive in-
creases. All we are asking for is reform
in slowing down the rate of growth. I
have enormous respect for the gen-
tleman when it comes to his advocacy
for finding savings in defense. We
should look for savings in defense. We
should look for reforms. I do not think
we should do that necessarily today
during a war; but when you argue to
slow the rate of growth, I think it is a
valuable argument. I hope that we hear
that more often now. When we hear
about these drastic, dramatic cuts to
the mandatory programs in the future,
I hope they will listen to the very dis-
tinguished gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
seconds to the gentlewoman from Wis-
consin (Ms. MOORE).

Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I could not resist speaking this
morning on this amendment that pro-
motes, in my opinion, family wvalues.
The budget instructions call for $4.3
billion in cuts in education. How does
that reflect family values? It calls for a
$69 billion reduction in health care pro-
grams like Medicaid and food stamps. 1
as a parent and as a Member of this
body would hope that the majority
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would see the wisdom in adopting the
Obey amendment.

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. CONAWAY), the
newest member of the Budget Com-
mittee.

Mr. CONAWAY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding time.

Mr. Chairman, he did mention I am
the newest member, but I am also the
only CPA on the committee. I brought
that burden to the activities of the
committee. It seems that every busi-
ness that I have ever consulted with,
every client that I have ever had, every
family that I am aware of has to live
within their means. All of us can at
one point or another spend more
money than we are bringing in, wheth-
er it is family or a business; but you
cannot do it very long.

The only organization that can do it
over an extended amount of time is
this body, is the Federal Government
here in Washington, DC. Just because
it can should not mean that it should.
And we should not be doing that. We
are leaving debt to our children that
they will have to pay off or that they
will have to look their children in the
eye and say, We’re going to pass it on
to you. Our grandparents passed it on
to us, and we’re going to keep passing
this thing on.

The issue of living within our means
means that you have to make some
tough choices and you do have to set
some priorities. The Budget Committee
hearing on members’ day, we sat there
all day long and listened to a long lit-
any of amendments just like this one,
couched in the phrases that we have al-
ready heard, that these are not family
values when you, quote-unquote, cut
spending; these are not love for the
military when you cut spending for
veterans and veterans affairs. You can
make these arguments that if you vote
against mom, apple pie and the girl
you left behind, you are a horrible per-
son; but the truth of the matter is all
across this Nation, all of us have to
make tough decisions on where we
spend our money.

I stand in opposition to this amend-
ment. The budget that is going to be
proposed later on today does in fact
make some of those tough choices, be-
gins to start that process of trying to
force this government to live within its
means. Tax revenues are going up be-
cause the economy that we live in is
improving. That is the way that we
ought to do it. But we have to hold
down spending. Reducing the rate of
growth overall in mandatory spending
by one-tenth percent from 6.4 percent
growth to 6.3 percent growth, I am hard
pressed as an accountant and a CPA to
understand why that is a cut. It is just
a slowdown in the growth of increases.

The other side presents every one of
these very good programs as if they are
the best they can be, that they are to-
tally efficient, that they are not spend-
ing money where they should not. I do
not think that is the case. I stand in
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opposition to this gentleman’s amend-
ment.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, let me simply cite a
couple of other specifics. One of my ob-
jections to the President’s budget is
that the President is not asking to
slow the rate of increase in education;
the President is asking us to cut edu-
cation funding below last year’s level
at the same time that we have laid the
mother of all mandates on local school
districts. Under No Child Left Behind,
we have given them a whole set of
marching orders. They are very expen-
sive marching orders, but we have fall-
en more than $9 billion behind the
amount that we promised in the au-
thorization that we would be providing
to those local school districts if we
passed those education mandates. It
seems to me we ought to live up to our
promise.

Pell grants. Pell grants is the major
program that enables young people
from poor families to go to college so
that ‘“‘equal opportunity’ is something
other than a slogan in this country.
Under the President’s budget, the per-
centage of cost at a 4-year public uni-
versity that will be paid for by Pell
grants will drop from 41 percent to 34
percent. I do not call that progress.

I would also point out that the Presi-
dent’s budget requires the imposition
of new fees on veterans in order to gain
access to the veterans health care sys-
tem. I do not think we ought to do
that.

So the issue before us is very simple.
Do you want to insist that we give tax
cuts of $140,000 on average to people
who make over a million bucks? Or do
you want to scale those tax cuts back
to $27,000 on average and use that
money to invest in more care for our
veterans, to invest in better education
for our kids, to invest in a stronger
homeland defense, to invest in more ef-
forts to protect our parks from en-
croachment?

The choice is simple. I think it is
very clear where the American people
come down on this.

I will repeat my assertion. I believe
the President’s budget adds to the gap
between the wealthy and the poor in
this country. In that sense, I think it is
social Darwinism. I repeat that charge,
I stand by it, and I think that this in
contrast m