
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H9083 October 25, 2005 
Mr. SPRATT. Madam Speaker, he ve-

toed those tax cuts. 
Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. And Repub-

licans threatened to close down the 
government. In fact, they closed down 
the government, but President Clinton 
refused to sign those massive tax cuts 
we could not afford. Year by year he 
held that veto pen out to make sure 
that we did not do anything irrespon-
sible, and we ran up those surpluses. 

The first thing this President did was 
sign those massive tax cuts that we 
could not afford, and we see what hap-
pened. 

I think it would be helpful if the gen-
tleman would explain what PAYGO 
means to know how we could maintain 
that fiscal discipline. 

Mr. SPRATT. Madam Speaker, this 
was not just serendipity or good luck. 
We had a good economy, but we also 
had a good set of budget policies and a 
good budget converging with a good 
economy. 

One of the things that we did in 1991 
under the first President Bush, we 
adopted a set of budget rules in the 
Budget Enforcement Act. One of these 
required every budget to be a 5-year 
budget. 

Secondly, another rule required that 
we put a cap on discretionary spending. 
We cap and limit on a 5-year basis the 
money that we appropriate every year 
for discretionary programs. These are 
discretionary programs. 

Thirdly, we adopted something called 
a pay-as-you-go rule. It was a very ef-
fective rule which simply provided if 
Members want to increase the benefits 
under an entitlement program, Medi-
care, Social Security, whatever it may 
be, you have to either pay for it or cut 
some other entitlement by an equal 
amount. By the same token, we said if 
you want to cut taxes when we have a 
huge deficit, you have to pay for those 
tax cuts, offset those tax cuts, either 
with a spending cut of equal amount or 
with a tax increase elsewhere in the 
Code of an equal amount so it is def-
icit-neutral, it does not impact and 
worsen the deficit. Those rules proved 
to be extremely helpful as we moved 
the budget from a $290 billion deficit in 
1992 to a $236 billion surplus in the year 
2000. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 
Speaker, with PAYGO, that means if 
you want to have a new spending pro-
gram, you have to cut spending some-
where else or raise taxes to pay for it. 
If you have a new tax cut, either you 
have to cut spending that same amount 
or raise some other taxes, but you have 
to pay as you go. What happens under 
that is if you have natural growth, you 
can do better each year on the deficit. 
But what happened in 2001 with 
PAYGO? 

Mr. SPRATT. Madam Speaker, in 
2001, 2002, PAYGO, the multiyear 
spending caps and the sequestration 
provision, all of the budget enforce-
ment rules that we put in specially in 
1991 that served us so well in the 1990s, 
were allowed to expire. Why? Because 

the PAYGO rule would have impeded 
further tax cuts when we had still big 
deficits. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Therefore, 
when the tax cuts were offered, they 
did not have to be paid for. So the 
question was not how would you like 
some new tax cuts with these spending 
cuts, or how would you like these tax 
cuts with increased taxes here to pay 
for them; the question before us was: 
How would you like some tax cuts? 
Congress said, well, I think I will. 

At the same time, how would you 
like some more spending increases? 
You do not have to raise taxes to pay 
for them and/or cut other spending, so 
the question before you is how would 
you like to spend more money? Well, I 
think I will. This chart shows what 
happened. 

Mr. SPRATT. Here is a good account. 
Defense, for reasons we all understand, 
has gone up substantially from the 
year 2000 to the year 2011. This is a pro-
jection. It will increase from about $300 
billion to $600 billion over that period 
of time. 

When the President talks about the 
increase in spending as if he is laying 
the blame on the Congress, and in 
truth most of it is coming in defense 
accounts, and all of it has been re-
quested by the President of the United 
States. We have appropriated. I voted 
for it. I do not think you send troops in 
the field and give them a tough mission 
to do and not back them up. But let us 
be honest where the spending increases 
he decries are really coming from. 
They are coming from defense. 

This layer right here was what was 
planned for defense in January 2001. 
This red layer is what the Bush admin-
istration added to it in the way of pol-
icy. It is mainly new equipment, per-
sonnel and things of that nature. This 
is the cost of Iraq, Afghanistan and fu-
ture war costs here; also, the cost of 
waging the war on terror, but it does 
not include homeland security. This is 
cost risk because the Pentagon typi-
cally has overruns in its programs. 
CBO said it is reasonable to assume 
they will miss their targets by at least 
this amount. 

When you put all these layers to-
gether, you see a budget increase from 
$300 billion to $600 billion over a 10- 
year period of time. At the same time 
all of this is being done, more or less 
deliberately, stacked on top of each 
other, we are having substantial tax 
cuts. When you put together these two 
factors, the defense spending increases 
and the tax cut decreases, you begin to 
see the emergence of the deficits that 
we are struggling to deal with today. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 
Speaker, I just want to emphasize the 
fact that all of these cuts in spending 
today are not due and have virtually 
nothing to do with Hurricane Katrina. 
They are there whether Hurricane 
Katrina spending happened or not. 

Mr. SPRATT. It is a reaction to this 
curve right here, a recognition that the 
chickens are coming home to roost. All 

of the bad budget decisions and fiscal 
policy risks that have been taken are 
not breaking favorably, are beginning 
to accumulate, and we have increasing 
deficits that require dramatic action. 

The problem is, and there is recogni-
tion of the problem finally, and that is 
good. There is reaction to it, and that 
is good, but the resolution that is be-
fore us, the reaction that is being 
taken, the substance of it, does not 
really address the problem. And, if any-
thing, it worsens the problem because 
it adds to the deficit rather than di-
minishing the deficit. 

That is why we are out here trying to 
explain this somewhat complicated 
fact in the face of what is posing to be, 
taken as a pretext to be, a fiscal re-
sponsibility initiative. 
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Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 

Speaker, as this chart shows, we could 
have done better, and we did do better 
when President Clinton vetoed the irre-
sponsible budgets and there were 
enough Democrats in Congress to sus-
tain those vetoes. And if we look at 
that chart, every year is better than 
the one before. And when this adminis-
tration came in in 2001, they inherited 
a 10-year $5 trillion surplus, $5 trillion 
surplus; and now it looks like those 
same 10 years will run into a deficit of 
over $3 trillion, a total of over $9 tril-
lion. 

Mr. SPRATT. In the wrong direction. 
Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. In the wrong 

direction. 
Mr. SPRATT. Madam Speaker, I 

thank the gentleman for his comments. 
f 

THE FEDERAL BUDGET 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 

SCHMIDT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 4, 2005, the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
HENSARLING) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority 
leader. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Madam Speaker, 
it is interesting that tonight the Amer-
ican people will hear from both sides of 
the aisle on a very important topic. 
That topic has to do with how we are 
going to pay for all of the relief funds 
that are necessary for the hurricanes 
that have caused such damage and 
wreaked such havoc upon our gulf 
coast. 

What is very interesting for us to 
note tonight, and the American people 
need to know this, Madam Speaker, 
there are really only three different 
places that these funds can come from. 
Either, number one, in order to relieve 
human suffering along the gulf coast, 
we are going to pass debt on to our 
children, or we are going to raise taxes 
on the American people, or we can do 
what the Republicans on this side of 
the aisle want to do, and that is re-
strain the growth of government, ask 
maybe the Federal budget to tighten 
its belt just a little bit so that families 
do not have to tighten their belt in-
stead. 
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Madam Speaker, everybody here 

wants to help relieve the human suf-
fering along the gulf coast. We have 
seen the pictures. We have seen the 
devastation. I had family who live in 
New Orleans who were affected. They 
were among the lucky ones. They are 
alive. Their home is damaged, but 
standing. So all of us have felt in our 
hearts what has gone on there. 

But, Madam Speaker, we cannot take 
a great natural disaster of this genera-
tion and turn it into a great fiscal dis-
aster for the next generation. For us to 
sit here and pass on $62 billion of addi-
tional debt to our children is simply, 
absolutely unconscionable. I cannot be-
lieve, Madam Speaker, that anybody 
would want to do that. Yet I know 
many in this body contemplate that. 

Madam Speaker, for anybody who 
heard the earlier discussion this 
evening led by the gentleman from 
South Carolina, the ranking member 
on the Committee on the Budget, one 
would think that there is only one 
other answer and that is to increase 
taxes yet again on the American peo-
ple. To some extent all we heard was 
how we have massive budget deficits 
because of tax relief. 

Madam Speaker, as the Members will 
see developed this evening, tax relief 
has actually proven to be part of the 
deficit solution. It is tax relief that has 
created jobs. It is tax relief that has 
promoted economic growth. And yet 
those on that side of the aisle would 
take it all away from us. They have a 
plan. Whether or not they have owned 
up to it, they want to engage in the 
largest single tax increase in American 
history; and that, Madam Speaker, is 
not the right thing for America. 

So at first I think it is important 
that we deal with some of the facts. 

Not a particularly well kept secret is 
the fact that our entitlement spending 
today is absolutely out of control. We 
have Social Security growing at 51⁄2 
percent. We have Medicaid growing at 
7.8 percent. We have Medicare growing 
at 9 percent. Every time we try to re-
form these programs that are far out-
stripping our ability to pay for them, 
the Democrats do everything they can 
to stymie this, and what we have dis-
covered is that as time goes by, as 
these programs grow beyond our abil-
ity to pay for them, more and more 
massive tax increases are going to be 
necessary to pay for them. On this 
chart alone, if we start out at 2005, the 
average American family, in just less 
than one generation, is going to be 
faced with a $10,000 tax increase. 

The Government Accountability Of-
fice, the Office of Management and 
Budget, the House Committee on the 
Budget, anybody who has looked at 
this problem all have come to the same 
conclusion, and that is that within 
roughly 30 years, we are either going to 
have to double taxes on the American 
people just to balance the budget or 
the entirety of today’s Federal budget 
will pay for Social Security, Medicare, 
and Medicaid; and there will be nothing 

else. There will be no Pentagon. There 
will be no VA benefits. There will be no 
student loans. There will be no other 
Federal Government. 

So as the Democrats work every day 
to say we cannot do anything to con-
trol spending, what they are really 
telling us, Madam Speaker, what they 
are telling the American people is they 
want to double taxes on our children. 
That is the program they have signed 
up for. That is their program, sup-
posedly, of fiscal responsibility. 

But, Madam Speaker, that is not so; 
and we have a number of distinguished 
speakers here tonight to tell us about 
why that is not the fiscally responsible 
thing to do. 

I first yield to the gentlewoman from 
Tennessee (Mrs. BLACKBURN), one of 
the great leaders in government reform 
and fiscal responsibility in this Con-
gress. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Madam Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman from Texas for 
his excellent work on this issue. It is a 
pleasure for me to stand here tonight 
before this body and before the Amer-
ican people and associate myself with 
his good work and with his remarks. 

Madam Speaker, he was talking 
about looking at where we are now and 
going forward. I want to step back for 
just a moment, if I may. I am going to 
pick up on a phrase that our colleague 
from across the aisle had used when he 
was talking about policies, and he said 
those chickens are coming home to 
roost. Well, Madam Speaker, I will 
have to tell the Members chickens do 
come home to roost, and the Demo-
crats spent 40 years building program 
after program after program after pro-
gram, just layering them up and cre-
ating a government that is very expen-
sive. And he is right, after 40 years 
chickens do come home to roost. 

I know that is not the point that he 
was making there. He was trying to say 
that in a year or 2 years or 3 years they 
would come home to roost. But the 
point is the Democrats controlled this 
Chamber. They controlled the other 
Chamber. They had control of the 
White House, and they kept growing 
and growing and growing and growing 
government. And the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. HENSARLING) is so right in 
showing this chart that shows what 
will happen and what the tax burden 
will be if we do not take the steps that 
are necessary to cut back on the spend-
ing, and how right he is in the remarks 
that he has made. 

History should be our guide, because 
40 years of growing government has 
left us with many programs that have 
outlived their usefulness. We have got 
234 different economic development 
programs in the Federal Government. 
For goodness sakes, would we not be 
better off with doing some stream-
lining? 

Another comment that was made 
from across the aisle, as our colleagues 
were talking, someone mentioned 
something about impeding tax cuts, 
doing some things that would impede 

tax cuts. Well, I hope that the Amer-
ican people hear this because they may 
want to impede tax cuts. They may 
want to take more money out of work-
ing families’ pockets, and what we are 
doing is trying to put that focus back 
on having working families keep more 
of their hard-earned money. And the 
way we do it is not to take more 
money out of their pockets. The way 
we do it is to go in and say government 
does not have a revenue problem; gov-
ernment has a spending problem. 

Now, how do we address this? Step 
number one, let us look at where we 
are spending this money and decide, 
are we getting the appropriate outcome 
for the money that we are spending. 
Those are the steps that this majority 
is working to take in this House. We 
fully believe that bureaucrats need to 
be accountable to the taxpayers of this 
great Nation. And for some of our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
who are sadly misinformed on this 
issue, we would love to sit down and 
visit with them and be certain that 
they understand this issue. 

Tax reductions mean money in Amer-
ican families’ pockets. It means con-
trol for individuals, and that is some-
thing that is very important. We are 
going to spend a lot of time, as the gen-
tleman from Texas was saying, this 
week talking about what the steps are 
going to be that we are going to take 
to provide tax relief, to provide the 
right foundation for reducing what the 
Federal Government spends, to be cer-
tain that the Federal Government is 
prioritizing that budget. 

The gentleman from Texas has a 
great chart, tax relief versus the 5-year 
Federal budget; and he is right on tar-
get with this. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Madam Speaker, 
reclaiming my time, I certainly thank 
the gentlewoman for her observations. 

Again, it is so interesting, as Demo-
crat after Democrat speaks out against 
all the evils of tax relief and how some-
how tax relief is the center of all fiscal 
irresponsibility, what they do not 
point out is that we have passed a 5- 
year 13.9 trillion, trillion with a ‘‘t,’’ 
budget, $13.9 trillion of spending versus 
less than $150 billion of tax relief. 

So say, for example, that tax relief 
did absolutely no good to our economy. 
Let us just say we took that money 
and just put it in a hole and buried it. 
It is less than 1 percent of the budget. 
So when we think about all these mas-
sive tax increases that are going to be 
necessary to pay for all of this spend-
ing that the Democrats want, how is 
less than 1 percent of the Federal budg-
et responsible for this? They are ignor-
ing over 99 percent of the challenge. 
The challenge is on the spending side. 

And, by the way, Madam Speaker, we 
did not take this tax relief money and 
put it in a hole. We did something else 
with it far more productive. Madam 
Speaker, what we did was we took that 
money and we gave it back to small 
businesses. We gave it back to families. 
We gave it back to hard-working Amer-
icans, entrepreneurs, who rolled up 
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their sleeves and created new jobs and 
went out and created new businesses. 
And guess what happened. We got in 
more tax revenue. We cut marginal tax 
rates and guess what. Our tax revenue 
went up in 2003 from almost $1.8 tril-
lion to almost $1.9 trillion to now $2.1 
trillion. 

Madam Speaker, they just do not 
seem to get it. Tax relief, again, is 
what is helping America’s economic 
situation. Again, do not believe me. 
Look at the Treasury report. This is 
from the United States Treasury. Al-
ready we see that tax receipts are up 15 
percent. Individual income tax receipts 
are up 14.6 percent. Corporate income 
taxes, our businesses, they are up 47 
percent. So it is interesting that, in-
stead of this item being called tax re-
lief in the budget, if it was called the 
Agency for Widget Production Subsist-
ence, every Democrat would want to 
double its budget. But somehow be-
cause it is tax relief for small busi-
nesses, for people to go out and create 
jobs, they deride it. They claim that it 
is part of our fiscal challenge. Instead, 
we see that it is absolutely critical to 
ensuring that our children do not bear 
further debt. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Madam Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HENSARLING. I yield to the 
gentlewoman from Tennessee. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Madam Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman from Texas for 
yielding to me. 

I want to go back to the chart that 
he has so appropriately shown, and 
look what happens here. 
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In Tennessee, we have a State that is 
very much like the State of Texas. In 
Tennessee, we are a small-business, en-
trepreneurial-oriented state. Small 
business is our major employer. The 
largest growing sector of our small 
business sector is women-owned small 
businesses. Women are beginning to 
take the reins, and we have more 
women creating businesses than any 
other part of the sector. That is where 
we are seeing our job growth. 

What the chart shows to us is this: 
On those small businesses, when you 
lower those tax rates and you give 
them the opportunity to invest in their 
business, invest in their communities, 
invest in those great ideas that make 
American free enterprise what it is, 
which is what everybody in the world 
wants, look what happens. Faith, hope 
and opportunity come into play. Elbow 
grease, sweat equity, hard work, it 
goes to work, and people realize a big 
part of the American dream, which is 
owning their own business, and we 
know that. We realize that. 

You lower those rates, you allow peo-
ple to get in there with lower taxes and 
less regulation and have their shot at 
creating the American dream. And 
look what happens. Your revenues will 
grow. 

Many times, Madam Speaker, and I 
know the gentleman from Texas has 

heard this, people have said, well, look, 
the economy has grown, revenues are 
up, and guess what? The deficit is 
lower than expected. It is amazing how 
free enterprise works. It is amazing 
how lower taxes work. It is good for 
this economy, it is good for the Amer-
ican people, because there is more 
money in their pocket, there is more 
money to invest in their businesses, 
and their families have more money to 
spend on children, on education, on the 
things that truly are the desires of 
their heart. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Madam Speaker, 
reclaiming my time, again, I thank the 
gentlewoman for her leadership, and I 
thank her for her observations. 

Madam Speaker, we have now been 
joined by one of the great leaders on 
budget matters in this Congress, some-
one who has coauthored the Family 
Budget Protection Act, to try to en-
force our budget, to try to bring some 
accountability into the government, to 
try to protect the family budget from 
the Federal budget, and I am very 
happy to yield to the gentleman from 
Indiana (Mr. CHOCOLA). 

Mr. CHOCOLA. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding, for 
his leadership on these matters and for 
bringing us together here tonight to 
discuss these important issues. 

Madam Speaker, I think we can prob-
ably find bipartisan agreement here to-
night that the deficit is too big. Where 
we probably part ways is what do we do 
about it? 

I think it is important when we dis-
cuss what do we do about it to recog-
nize the fact that the result of the def-
icit comes from one of two things: Ei-
ther we spend too much, or we tax too 
little. I have to say that the people of 
the Second District of Indiana do not 
feel like they are taxed too little, and 
I do not think they are really any dif-
ferent from the people of every con-
gressional district around this country. 

Unfortunately, too many times here 
in Washington we use as the only 
measurement of success how much we 
spend, not how well we spend. But I 
think it is clear to say that the Federal 
Government spends enough money. 
What we did do too little of is 
prioritize the spending and root out 
waste, fraud and abuse. 

Madam Speaker, tonight we have 
heard that we really cannot cut spend-
ing, it would just be an onerous thing 
to do. There is no way we can find sav-
ings or root out waste, fraud and abuse. 
We have also heard a little bit about 
the reconciliation process, where we 
are trying to find savings over future 
government growth. So the fact of the 
matter is, when it comes to reconcili-
ation, we are not talking about cuts at 
all; we are simply talking about slow-
ing down the future growth of govern-
ment by a very small amount. 

As an example, we can find $100 bil-
lion in savings over the next 5 years by 
simply slowing the growth of govern-
ment by 3/10 of 1 percent. But, still, 
even with that marginal savings, we 

hear that there is just no way that we 
can even slow the growth of govern-
ment. It would be simply impossible to 
do. 

Let us look at a few examples, 
Madam Speaker, on where we might 
find that money. As an example, as re-
ported by the Social Security Adminis-
tration inspector general in 2002, more 
than $31 million in Social Security 
payments had been made to dead peo-
ple. Another example, in 2003, the food 
stamp program spent $1.1 billion in 
overpayments to program bene-
ficiaries. Another example is that 
Medicare overpayments in 2001, get 
this, totaled $12.1 billion. Let me re-
peat that, Madam Speaker: Medicare 
overpayments totaled $12.1 billion in 
2001. 

The Federal Government cannot ac-
count for $17.3 billion spent in 2001. 
They simply do not know where the 
money went. That does not include the 
$12.1 billion in Medicare I just men-
tioned, because we know where that 
money went, to overpayments. But 
there is another $17.3 billion that the 
Federal Government simply does not 
know where it went, and that leads the 
GAO, the Government Accountability 
Office, to refuse to certify the govern-
ment’s own accounting books because 
the bookkeeping is so poor. 

Madam Speaker, no business could 
operate under those management prac-
tices; no family could operate under 
those management practices. In fact, if 
the Federal Government was a publicly 
traded company, there would be crimi-
nal charges brought for those manage-
ment practices. 

Those that say we cannot find sav-
ings and slow down the future growth 
of government simply do not want to 
do the hard work of management and 
being good stewards of taxpayer dol-
lars. The American people understand 
that spending money is easy and man-
aging money is hard. 

I certainly believe that I was elected, 
and every Member of this body was 
elected, to do the hard things, to find a 
way to manage money better, to get a 
good return for taxpayer investment, 
and not fall back on the easy thing of 
saying if we slow the growth of govern-
ment, we are balancing the budget on 
the backs of those people that can least 
afford it. 

Madam Speaker, I ask, what is com-
passionate about wasting $12.1 billion 
in Medicare? That is money that is not 
going to any beneficiaries, it is not 
providing health care to any senior. It 
is simply mismanagement and wasted 
money. 

Madam Speaker, I want to yield back 
to the gentleman from Texas, and I 
want to thank him again for his leader-
ship on this issue. I certainly encour-
age all of my colleagues to do the hard 
work we are elected to do by providing 
better fiscal responsibility, better 
stewardship and better management on 
behalf of the people of this country. 
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Mr. HENSARLING. Madam Speaker, 

reclaiming my time, I thank the gen-
tleman for his participation in this de-
bate tonight. He brings up many good 
points. 

I think that once again we need to 
look at the facts of what we are speak-
ing about. When Democrats talk about 
all of these massive cuts that are going 
to take place, first let us look at how 
much spending has already taken 
place. 

Madam Speaker, this is a chart that 
just talks about in the last 10 years, 
what has happened to the family budg-
et and what has happened to the Fed-
eral budget? As measured by median 
family income, the family budget has 
increased from roughly $45,000 for a 
family of four to $62,000. Yet look at 
this red line showing what has hap-
pened in the same 10-year period to the 
Federal budget. It has increased $1.5 
trillion to almost $2.5 trillion. In other 
words, the Federal budget is growing 
faster than the family budget by al-
most a full third. Madam Speaker, over 
the long term, that is unsustainable. 

Again, the Democrats are setting us 
up to either pass on unconscionable 
debt to our children or to engage in the 
largest tax increase in the history of 
America. We cannot sustain this kind 
of spending growth. 

They also tell us what heavy lifting 
it is to try to restrain the growth of 
government. Well, if we look at what 
we are trying to do here, the President 
so far has called for roughly $62 billion 
of hurricane relief for the victims on 
the gulf coast. That is to be contrasted 
with $13.9 trillion of other spending. So 
what we are trying to do here, Madam 
Speaker, is find roughly a half a cent 
on the dollar of savings, a half a cent. 

If you went to any American family 
or any small business and said, you 
know what, we have got an emergency 
here, we have hit some tough times, 
can you go back and take a look at 
your budget and find a half a cent on 
the dollar? Of course they could do it. 

Madam Speaker, they laugh at us 
when we say, oh, we cannot do this, we 
cannot find a half a penny of savings. 
And the truth is it is not even a cut. 
All we are doing is restraining the 
growth of government. What the Demo-
crats do not want you to know is that 
even after we find these savings, gov-
ernment still is going to grow. It is 
still going to grow roughly 3 percent 
next year over this year. 

What we call mandatory spending, if 
we achieve this plan, without any help 
from the Democrats whatsoever, if we 
achieve this plan, what we call manda-
tory spending is going to grow at 6.3 
percent instead of 6.4. That is the mas-
sive cut of which they have spoken. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back to the 
gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. CHOCOLA. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding 
again. Just very quickly, I appreciate 
the facts that the gentleman is point-
ing out. 

Let me draw the gentleman’s atten-
tion to a couple other facts. The Wall 

Street Journal last week had a very 
important editorial when they pointed 
out the fact that during the period of 
2001 to 2005, inflation on a cumulative 
basis was 12 percent. The Federal 
spending in transportation increased 24 
percent; employment benefits, 26 per-
cent; general government spending, 32 
percent; income security programs, 39 
percent; health spending, 42 percent; 
community development, 71 percent; 
housing and commerce, 86 percent; 
international affairs, 94 percent; edu-
cation, 99 percent. Remember, inflation 
over that period of time was 12 percent. 

Before being elected to Congress, I 
ran a business. Every year we would go 
through a budget process. Every year 
all the general managers would come 
into my office, and we would talk 
about the next year’s budget. In almost 
every case we would find ways to save 
over the last year in our spending 
budget. 

I will have to say, Madam Speaker, if 
I would have that meeting with general 
managers, and I would ask them to find 
1⁄2 of 1 percent savings next year, they 
would frankly laugh in my face. They 
would be very relieved, because they 
would have expected to hear 10 percent. 

Every American business and family 
has found ways to find substantial sav-
ings in their budget when they are 
faced with budget challenges. The Fed-
eral Government should be no dif-
ferent. There is no reason that we can-
not find these savings, that we cannot 
act more responsibly on behalf of the 
American people and provide a good re-
turn and sound investment for the 
American taxpayer. Saying we cannot 
do it is simply shirking our responsibil-
ities and not wanting to do the hard 
work of management. We are elected to 
do oversight and be good stewards of 
the taxpayer dollars. 

Again, I thank the gentleman for his 
leadership. 

Mr. HENSARLING. I thank the gen-
tleman. 

Now, Madam Speaker, I am very 
happy that we have been joined by one 
of our colleagues, who is a great leader 
in our Operation Offset, to come for-
ward and bring to the American people 
ideas about how we can find waste, 
fraud and abuse and duplication and 
lower priority spending in the Federal 
Government in order to help pay to re-
lieve human suffering along the gulf 
coast. I am happy to yield to my fellow 
Texan, the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
NEUGEBAUER). 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Madam Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman for organizing 
this important debate this evening. 

I think what has been pointed out is 
there are some very important chal-
lenges facing this Congress and facing 
this Nation. We are defending America 
in the war on terror, both abroad and 
domestically. We are grappling with 
rising energy prices. We are trying to 
figure out how to get a lid on health 
care in our country and how we are 
going to continue to grow this econ-
omy and provide jobs for American 

citizens, as well as how we are going to 
deal with this catastrophic loss of 
property that has been experienced by 
these hurricanes. 

There are those that want to say, 
well, we will just push that problem 
down the road for someone else; that 
this is just a little blip on the screen; 
that we do not need to pay for this re-
lief. We will just borrow money. But 
those same people were the people that 
we are talking about that our deficits 
are rising at too fast a rate. 

So what does this call for? It calls for 
a sound fiscal policy. It is what the 
American voters sent us to Congress to 
do. They sent us here to make these 
difficult choices, to make policy that 
makes sense, to make policy that they 
have to live with at home, and that is 
we have a certain amount of money 
coming in, and we have a certain 
amount of money to spend. 

But what is interesting here, and it 
has been brought up tonight, and I 
want to reiterate it, is we do not have 
an income problem in our country, we 
have a spending problem. In fact, tax 
revenues, as the gentleman pointed 
out, have been increasing over the last 
few years, and, in fact, what we found 
is when we put more money back into 
the American taxpayers’ pockets, they 
spent that. When the small businesses 
had more capital to invest in their 
businesses, they invested. 

b 2145 

They created jobs and our economy is 
growing; and now, for that reason, our 
deficit this year is projected to be $80 
billion to $100 billion less than what 
was originally projected. 

But the problem is that our spending 
is growing faster than our economy. 
Currently, over the last 5 years, the 
Federal budget has been increasing at 
an annual rate of 6.3 percent. However, 
our economy has only been growing at 
an annual rate of 2.75 percent. So you 
do not have to be an economist to fig-
ure out that if the government is grow-
ing at this rate and the economy is 
growing at this rate, that we are never 
going to be able to balance our budget. 
So what it causes is for the Repub-
lican-led Congress to take action and 
to begin to work on this spending prob-
lem. 

What you did not hear from the other 
side of the aisle tonight was any spend-
ing cuts, any program reform. What 
you heard is their solution is to con-
tinue to raise taxes for the American 
people and to take away the momen-
tum that we have already given this 
economy by the fact that we are put-
ting more money back in their pockets. 
What has happened because of these re-
ductions in taxes is that the economy 
is now growing this year at 4.2 percent 
and that Federal tax revenues have 
risen $360 billion since 2003 and that a 
22 percent reduction in the Federal def-
icit has occurred since 2004. 

We have frozen nondefense discre-
tionary spending. Now, I know we are 
using a lot of Washington kind of talk. 
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So what is discretionary spending? 
That is the spending each year that 
Congress gets to vote on. So each year, 
the budget chairman brings before the 
Congress and the appropriations chair-
man, they bring a plan of how to spend 
the American taxpayers’ money, and 
we get to vote on that, and we have 
made progress on that. But let me tell 
you where the real problem is in our 
country. The programs that were put 
in place many, many years ago are 
growing at such a fast rate, and these 
are programs that we do not get to 
vote on on an annual basis, so we go 
through this process called reconcili-
ation. 

What is reconciliation? Well, really 
what that is is how we look into that 
budget and say, are these programs rel-
evant today and should we or could we 
do something to stem the rate of 
growth. Now, the colleagues on the 
other side talked tonight about all the 
cutting we are doing. What we are 
doing is we are talking about slowing 
the accelerator down. We are talking 
about reducing the rate of increase, re-
ducing the rate of government. That is 
why we are going to go through this 
process. 

What we are doing, just talking 
about over the next 5 years, is finding 
at least $35 billion, because as the gen-
tleman made the point awhile ago, we 
are spending $7.257 trillion in 2006 
alone. So how do we do that? 

Well, one of the things that I have 
proposed, as the gentleman alluded to, 
is to look at some ways to offset say 
some of the spending that we are going 
to have to do for those devastated 
areas in the gulf coast. By the way, I 
have been to the gulf coast, and I have 
seen that devastation and I have seen 
what has happened to the lives of those 
people down there; and, certainly, 
there is a role for the Federal Govern-
ment, but there is also a role for the 
private sector down there. What we 
need to make sure of is that the Fed-
eral Government does not preempt the 
private sector’s ability to go down and 
make sure that we begin to rebuild 
those communities. 

There is a little box that you checked 
when you did your tax return in April, 
and it says, I want to give $3 to the 
Presidential campaign. You know 
what? The American people less and 
less and less have thought it was a 
good idea to give money to Presi-
dential campaigns and to their conven-
tions. So I have introduced a bill that 
would allow the deletion of the pay-
ment to political campaigns and to the 
parties’ conventions. Hey, let us spend 
that money for our efforts in Iraq. Let 
us spend that money for relief for 
Katrina, or maybe let us use that 
money to pay down debt, instead of 
putting monies into political cam-
paigns. In fact, the campaigns them-
selves have started turning down that 
money because they feel like that 
leaves them at a disadvantage, and so 
many of the major campaigns over the 
last few years have not even used that 
money and turned it down. 

So we can save $200 million alone by 
just saying to the political parties, 
hey, go raise your own funds. 

So what we are talking about tonight 
is in that quest to balance the budget 
and not leave our future generations 
with a debt they cannot pay, we are 
talking about slowing down the rate of 
growth in our government. We are 
talking about getting the rate of 
growth of government to coincide with 
the rate of growth of our economy. 

As a small note, I started a little tra-
dition a few years ago with my 
grandsons, and each evening when I 
come home, I put the change in a little 
coffee can, and when the coffee can 
gets full, we go down to the toy store, 
and we count how much money we 
have in the coffee can. So my 2 
grandsons, who are 5 and 7, we go into 
that toy store knowing how much 
money we have to spend. They are 5 
and 7 and they already understand how 
much money they have to spend. So 
they ask what each item that they are 
looking for might cost, and they try to 
figure up, do they have enough money 
to buy that purchase. Some of those 
purchases are more than they have, so 
they cannot make that purchase. 

That is what the American taxpayers 
expect the United States Congress to 
do. It is a concept that 5- and 7-year- 
olds understand, and it is certainly a 
concept that Members of the United 
States Congress need to understand. 
We cannot afford not to have this de-
bate. I welcome the other side to come 
up with some solutions and some ideas 
on how we can reduce this rate of 
growth of our government, because our 
future generations are depending on it. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back to the 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Madam Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman for his leader-
ship in Operation Offset. It was an in-
teresting story he told about how you 
take the change out of your pocket and 
put it in a jar to benefit your grand-
children. Recently, as my colleagues 
might have read, the Democrats have 
launched something called the Cam-
paign For Change, and now I suddenly 
understand what it is all about. It is 
taking your grandchildren’s change 
away from them to fund the massive 
government spending that they want 
to go to and continue to grow. They 
want to grow big government. They be-
lieve in more government and less free-
dom. We believe in less government 
and more freedom. 

And how much government is 
enough? How much spending does it 
take? Madam Speaker, as my col-
leagues can see from this chart, Wash-
ington is now spending $22,000 per 
household. This is a chart that starts 
in 1990, goes to the present; and we see 
that spending has gone from over, 
roughly a little over $18,000 per family 
to now $22,000 per household. This is 
the highest spending in inflation-ad-
justed terms since World War II. It is 
one of the highest levels of spending in 
the entire history of America. Yet, it 
does not seem to be enough. 

In the last 10 years, again, median 
family income has grown about 38 per-
cent. Yet Federal spending on inter-
national affairs is up 57 percent; space 
and technology, 46 percent; natural re-
sources, 49 percent; agricultural spend-
ing, 206 percent; commerce and housing 
credits, 74 percent; transportation, 95 
percent; community and regional de-
velopment, 83 percent. Madam Speak-
er, the list goes on and on and on. 

This is not a debate again about how 
much the American people and we as a 
society are going to spend on edu-
cation, how much we are going to 
spend on housing, how much we are 
going to spend on nutrition. It is a de-
bate about who is going to do the 
spending. The Democrats want govern-
ment to do the spending. They want 
Big Government to take that money 
away from American families, throw it 
into a wasteful bureaucracy and have a 
few pennies come out on the other end. 
We want to empower the American 
family. We want to protect their budg-
et. We want to help them realize their 
American Dream. We want them to be 
able to send their kids to college. We 
want them to be able to put a roof over 
their heads. That is really what this 
debate is all about. 

Now, Madam Speaker, I am very 
happy that we have been joined by a 
member of the Republican leadership 
team, a leader in helping put together 
Speaker HASTERT’s plan to help offset 
this Katrina spending with lower pri-
ority spending, to help us start this 
process called reconciliation, which is 
Washington-speak for reform; someone 
who is very admired by the entire con-
ference and Congress, the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON). 

Mr. KINGSTON. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for that generous 
introduction. I was looking around to 
see who he might be talking about for 
a while. Before the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. NEUGEBAUER) leaves, I have 
a rhetorical question because I know 
the answer to it, but is it not true that 
the State of Texas is looking at 
privatizing part of its food stamp dis-
tribution program? 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. That is correct. 
The State of Texas is looking for inno-
vative ways to make sure that we cut 
down on the waste, fraud, and abuse 
and also to deliver that service in the 
most cost-effective way. 

Mr. KINGSTON. And is it not also 
true that in doing that, you save the 
taxpayers money and actually have not 
hurt the food stamp participation level 
a bit? 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. The gentleman 
is correct. Because what happens is 
when we begin to think outside the box 
and be creative and innovative, what 
we actually do is we save the taxpayers 
money, but we also at the same time 
generate more program money for 
those people that really need those 
benefits. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Well, the reason why 
I asked that before the gentleman 
leaves is today, in agriculture appro-
priations, we had probably about a 1- 
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hour debate on the State of Texas’s 
right to privatize part of its food stamp 
distribution. One of the things that is 
ridiculous about the proponents of this, 
and they are all the liberal Democrat 
faction, is that States should not be 
able to have the right to privatize 
something without permission of Con-
gress, because I guess here in Wash-
ington people know more about Texas 
than the good folks down in Austin. I 
understand Pennsylvania, Florida, and 
New York are also looking at these pri-
vatization plans. It is just a distribu-
tion method which they found to be 
more effective. 

Madam Speaker, when I think about 
the private sector, which they fear so 
much, I think about companies like 
AOL and UPS and Home Depot and 
Cingular Wireless. When I think about 
the Federal Government, I think about 
the IRS, the Immigration Service, 
FEMA, and the post office. Yet here 
are these folks who are defending the 
Federal Government and saying that 
they should not get involved with the 
private sector. But that is just one 
amendment that we are fighting that 
saves taxpayers’ dollars that we want 
to make sure that States have the 
right. 

But there are some other examples of 
savings that we are trying to get out of 
this budget. One of them was one that 
the gentleman from Texas and the gen-
tlewoman from North Carolina sup-
ported, and that is the elimination of 
the mounted police unit here in Wash-
ington, D.C. The Capitol Police had 
horses for horse patrol. They were not 
patrolling parades or anything like 
this, but the horses were brought in 
from a 60-mile round trip every day so 
that they could parade around, walk 
around the 95-acre Capitol campus. The 
cost of that not only was $200,000 just 
to bring them in, but it was $50,000 to 
clean up the manure that these horses 
left on the Capitol grounds. Now, any 
casual observer of Washington knows 
that we have our own manure around 
here and we do not need horses im-
ported so we could have more of it, but 
that is an example of something we 
have eliminated. 

Another thing that we eliminated 
from the budget was the exchanges 
with the historic Whaling and Trading 
Partners program. It is a $9 million 
program that was specialized for the 
folks in Hawaii, Massachusetts, and 
Alaska; and it was for competitive cul-
tural grants to study the history of 
whaling, $9 million; and it was a com-
petitive process, but it only went to 
three States, so there was not a heck of 
a lot of competition in it. 

Then another one is the Robert Byrd 
Scholarship program, $41 million. Now, 
the Byrd scholarship program on the 
surface, it sounds like a good idea, 
helps people go to school, it pays $1,500 
for a college education. The only prob-
lem is we already have a Pell grant. 
Pell grants pay $4,100 to do the exact 
same thing. 

Then there is the Advanced Tech-
nology Program. The Advanced Tech-

nology Program was to spur research 
and development of technology in 
small businesses. Well, the only prob-
lem is, 35 percent of the money, and it 
is a $136 million program, by the way, 
35 percent of the money went to For-
tune 500 companies such as IBM, Gen-
eral Electric, and General Motors, 
hardly small business innovation. Then 
when the General Accounting Office in-
vestigated the whole Advanced Tech-
nology Program, they found that all 
the research dollars that were going on 
were already being done by the private 
sector, not costing the taxpayers any 
money, and the duplication was impos-
sible to eliminate. 

I am going to yield back, because I 
know the gentlewoman from North 
Carolina wants to speak. But I want to 
say that in the appropriations process, 
the four programs that I have men-
tioned, we have eliminated approxi-
mately 90 such programs, duplicative, 
ridiculous, and unnecessary. We have 
fought back about $61 billion in the 
last 3 years of spending increases which 
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
OBEY), the ranking member, and the 
Democrats have rallied behind year 
after year, $61 billion; and these are 
from the people who tell us we are 
spending too much money. I agree we 
are spending too much money, but 
their solution is to spend $61 billion 
more than what we are doing. 

So there are a lot of things that are 
going on in the Committee on Appro-
priations. We want to offset the cost of 
Katrina. We think the fat is in the 
budget to do so, and we stand behind 
the good work of Operation Offset. 
Madam Speaker, I want to thank the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
HENSARLING) for giving me a few min-
utes. 
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Mr. HENSARLING. Well, I thank the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. KING-
STON) for joining in this debate. He 
made so many excellent points. It re-
minds me of the title of a rock and roll 
song that I listened to in high school, 
Do Not Get Fooled Again. 

We should not get fooled again by the 
Democrats. We need to remember, 
these are the very same people who 
told us welfare reform would never 
work. They told us that families would 
fracture, and so the New Republic 
wrote. 

The Democrat leader at the time said 
a million children will be forced into 
poverty. One of the Democratic leaders 
in the Senate said that we will experi-
ence a national trauma we have not 
seen since the cholera epidemic. And 
guess what? We gave people incentives 
to go out and become educated. We 
gave people incentives to go out and 
work. And guess what, Mr. Speaker? 
They did just that. 

Welfare case loads dropped in half, 
and people found jobs, and they found 
hope, and they found opportunity. And 
millions went from welfare, from the 
dependency on a government check, to 

being able to feed their own children, 
to put a roof over their head, and to 
have pride in having their own job, and 
a job well done. 

Mr. KINGSTON. In 1996, when we 
passed welfare reform, there were 14 
million people on welfare. The number 
dropped to 5 million. Still too many, 
but that is 9 million people who are not 
taking from the government, but are 
contributing to the government, and 
they are able-bodied people, who, as 
you said, found out working has it own 
rewards and have derived a lot of pleas-
ure and satisfaction from holding a job. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, 
again it is not how much money Wash-
ington spends that counts, it is how the 
money is spent. That is what counts. 

With that, I would be very happy to 
yield to the gentlewoman from North 
Carolina (Ms. FOXX), who has been very 
outspoken in her commitment to fiscal 
responsibility, a great conservative 
leader in the freshman class. 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased 
to be with you tonight. You have done 
a great job of leading our conservative 
group to think about these issues, and 
to provide the facts and figures that we 
need. In fact, the little history lesson 
that you have just given about the cut-
back on welfare, I think, is a very 
timely lesson to have, because every 
time we talk about lowering the rate of 
increase, we are given all of these 
gloom and doom stories about what is 
going to happen. And yet we know very 
well that Government is not the an-
swer to the problems that we have in 
this country, the individuals are, and 
as long as people look to the Govern-
ment to solve their problems, the prob-
lems are going to mushroom instead of 
go away. 

These past few weeks have really 
tested our Nation’s emergency re-
sponse system, our compassion, and 
Congress’s ability to set spending pri-
orities. I think we are doing very well 
with Operation Offset and other things 
that we are working on in the Con-
gress. But it is clear, as we go about 
this process, that Republicans are the 
Members who make up the party of fis-
cal responsibility. 

And that fiscal responsibility has 
helped grow the economy and bolster 
jobs. Some of these statistics I know 
have been given out by other speakers, 
but I think it bears repeating, that 
over the last 2 years, our Nation has 
created millions of jobs. The unem-
ployment level has dropped dramati-
cally, and the economy has grown. 

If you listen to the mainstream 
media, you hear nothing but gloom and 
doom. All of the good news gets 
drowned out. But we are making tough 
decisions, and we are cutting back on 
spending, and that is what is going to 
be the other factor that is going to 
really help this economy grow. 

Earlier this year Republicans passed 
a budget that cut $100 billion from the 
deficit. And what did the Democrats 
do? They refused to vote for the budg-
et. As my colleagues have said, Repub-
licans have recommended 98 programs 
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be terminated for a total savings of 
more than $4.3 billion. 

It is my understanding that later this 
week we will be voting on a bill to per-
manently deauthorize those programs. 
So many times a program is not fund-
ed, but the authorization is not taken 
away. We need to do that, too, and we 
are going to do that. The Republican 
leadership is going to put domestic dis-
cretionary spending on track to be 
below last year’s levels. 

Now, the gentleman earlier gave a 
little lesson about the difference be-
tween discretionary and mandatory 
spending. As my colleagues know, I do 
not even like to use that term, ‘‘man-
datory spending.’’ And every time that 
it comes up, I mention that I cannot 
find that word anywhere in the Con-
stitution. And I want to encourage peo-
ple to keep reading the Constitution to 
see if you can find the word ‘‘manda-
tory spending.’’ 

But we are doing a lot with the Re-
publican leadership to cut the growth 
of spending, and that is what we have 
to do. But what have the Democrats 
done? Over the last 3 years they have 
attempted to bust the discretionary 
budget in the appropriations process by 
more than $60 billion. And the way 
they would finance this is raising taxes 
on small businesses. So it is not sur-
prising that at a time when we must be 
watchful of taxpayer dollars, the 
Democrats have turned to their old 
playbook and called up one of their fa-
vorites, the old tax and spend. 

We think it is time for Democrats to 
come up with a new plan and join us in 
doing something important about 
spending. I am relived that they have 
not had their way with the Federal 
checkbook, or things would be much 
worse than they are. In fact, if they 
had their way with spending, a new re-
port by the House Appropriations Com-
mittee shows they would have in-
creased spending by more than $60 bil-
lion over the last 3 years. 

Before our Nation faced the chal-
lenges of recent hurricanes, we were on 
track to produce more, and our govern-
ment was spending less. Last year we 
held nonsecurity discretionary spend-
ing to a 1 percent growth rate, far blow 
inflation and the previous 5-year aver-
age of 6 percent growth. Last year we 
held nonsecurity discretionary spend-
ing to a 1.4 percent growth rate, less 
than inflation, and a major reduction 
from previous years. 

Democrats, on the other hand, have 
no plan to reduce the deficit. While 
they stand here and complain about 
budget deficits, they propose billions 
more in new spending. It is really frus-
trating to hear the two sides of their 
plan, knowing that there is no way for 
it to work, and the only way that it 
would work would be for them to raise 
taxes. But you never hear them talking 
about that. 

I am asking our Democratic col-
leagues to join us in the effort to re-
store fiscal sanity to this country. In 
1997, the House passed a deficit reduc-

tion bill with 153 Democratic votes 
that saved billions of dollars. What we 
need now is Democrats to join us in a 
similar move. But in the meantime, we 
are looking to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. HENSARLING), those of us on 
the Republican side, to continue to 
bring up these issues, and again 
present the facts and help educate the 
American public as to what the real 
facts are, not the shell game that we 
keep seeing played out on the other 
side every night, but the real numbers 
so that they can see what Republicans 
have accomplished and what more we 
can do with the effort that we have 
been putting into it with Operation 
Offset and really knuckling down to 
being fiscally responsible. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman for joining us 
for this debate. I appreciate her leader-
ship in the freshman class. It is very 
interesting that you would use this 
metaphor of a shell game, because that 
is exactly what the Democrats are try-
ing to do with the American people. 

Because again, the spending that it is 
going to take to relieve the human suf-
fering on the gulf coast can only come 
from one of three places. Either we are 
going to pass debt on to our children; 
we are going to engage in massive tax 
increases on the American people; or 
we are going to ask the Federal budget 
not to grow quite as fast, to get rid of 
some of the fraud, to get rid of some of 
the waste, to get rid of the lower-pri-
ority spending. 

What they want to make sure in 
their shell game is that they never 
show the American people the massive 
tax increases they are planning. They 
have planted seeds in our so-called en-
titlement spending that American peo-
ple are not going to be able to afford. 

Their tax plan just grows and grows 
and grows. Again, Mr. Speaker, what is 
going to happen for the next genera-
tion? For the Democrats to fund all of 
their programs, when they refuse to 
work with us, and we have invited 
them to work with us to help reform 
some of this entitlement spending, if 
they do not work with us, this is the 
future our children and grandchildren 
are facing, massive and massive tax in-
creases. We will be on the verge of 
being perhaps the first generation to 
leave our children a lower standard of 
living. We are going to have to double 
taxes on the American people just to 
balance the budget in 30 years if we do 
not do something to restrain the 
growth of Government. 

And again, as I showed earlier, how 
much Government should we have? Al-
ready in just the last 10 years, we have 
seen that the Federal budget has out-
paced the family budget by over a full 
third. Mr. Speaker, is there any reason 
why we should have the Federal budget 
outpace the family budget by over a 
third? Ultimately all of this spending 
has to be paid for. 

Mr. Speaker, all this spending is not 
created equal. I mean, too often we 
hear from those on the other side of 

the aisle that any time we try to re-
strain the growth of spending, that 
somehow we are hurting the poor. Well, 
I am here to tell you, Mr. Speaker, 
compassion for the poor is not meas-
ured by the number of government 
checks you send out, it is measured by 
the number of jobs you create so that 
the American people can go out and re-
alize their American dream. 

And when we have had tax relief, not 
only, not only, Mr. Speaker, have we 
received greater tax revenues, the def-
icit has come down, but what we have 
also seen is millions and millions of 
Americans, 4 million new jobs created 
from tax relief. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, when we look at 
the Federal budget and we look at this 
spending, sometimes many good things 
come from it: Kevlar vests for our 
brave men and women fighting in the 
war on terror, student loans for many 
needy folks who otherwise might not 
have an opportunity to go to college. 
But all too often we also see a Medi-
care who will pay five times as much 
for a wheelchair as the VA did simply 
because one would competitively bid, 
and the other would not. We see $800 
spent on an outhouse in a national 
park, and the toilet does not even 
flush, $800,000. We see millions and mil-
lions of dollars spent for an indoor rain 
forest in the State of Iowa, and the list 
goes on and on and on. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
just do not believe there is not waste, 
fraud, abuse and duplication in the 
Federal budget. For example, we have 
342 economic development programs. 
We have 130 programs serving the dis-
abled, 90 early childhood early develop-
ment programs. The list goes on and 
on. How much duplication do we need? 
And yet the Democrats want to raise 
taxes to pay for more of this. 

The Federal Government made at 
least $20 billion in overpayments in 
2001. The Department of Housing and 
Urban Development spent 3.3 billion, 10 
percent of their budget in 2001, on over-
payments, yet Democrats want to raise 
our taxes to pay for more of this. 

The Advanced Technology Programs 
spends $150 million annually sub-
sidizing private businesses, 40 percent 
of which goes to Fortune 500 compa-
nies, and yet Democrats want to raise 
our taxes to pay for more of this. 

And there are so many reforms that 
we can institute in this body that 
could, for example, brings us greater 
health care at a cheaper cost. If we 
would pass meaningful medical liabil-
ity reform, we would bring down the 
cost of health care 5 to 10 percent in 
America. 

b 2215 

Medicaid could save $1.5 billion a 
year if they would base their drug pay-
ments on actual acquisition costs. 
They could save 2 to $3 billion a year if 
they would stop improper payments to 
States that use that money for pur-
poses other than Medicaid, and the list 
goes on and on. 
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We can find the reforms, but we must 

start this process of reconciliation, 
which, again, when we look at $62 bil-
lion of savings we are trying to find in 
a 5-year $13.9 trillion budget, that is a 
half a cent. That is one half of one 
penny, Mr. Speaker, that we are trying 
to find so that our children do not face 
massive tax increases as far as the eye 
can see, guaranteeing to lower their 
standard of living. 

Mr. Speaker, this really comes down 
to two visions for America: one helping 
empower people, helping them realize 
their American Dream, about them 
going out, starting new jobs. It is real-
ly about a vision of less government 
and more freedom. Yet our friends on 
the other side on the aisle who will not 
work with us on reconciliation, who 
will not work with us to root out this 
waste and this fraud and abuse, who 
only want to continue with more 
spending and more spending and more 
spending, they believe nothing good 
happens in America unless it comes 
from the Federal Government. 

Well, a lot of good things come from 
the American family. A lot of good 
things come from the free enterprise 
system. That is what we need to 
strengthen. In the days to come, Mr. 
Speaker, that is what this debate is all 
about, those who want to restrain the 
growth of the Federal budget so the 
family budget can expand and those 
who only want to grow government and 
impose massive tax increases on our 
children and grandchildren as far as 
the eye can see. 

Mr. Speaker, there is no doubt that 
when the American people will look at 
this, ultimately they will chose less 
government and more freedom. 

f 

30-SOMETHING WORKING GROUP 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BOOZMAN). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 4, 2005, the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. RYAN) is rec-
ognized for half the remaining time 
until midnight. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to address the 
House again. Unfortunately, we are 
missing a couple of our standard-bear-
ers who are usually here, our two Mem-
bers from Florida, the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. MEEK) and the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ), who are down dealing with 
the hurricane and the storm down in 
Florida. So we want to send out to 
them our thoughts and our prayers. We 
are thinking about them and their con-
stituents and all the citizens of Florida 
at this time. And we are glad they are 
down there where they should be, with 
their constituents. 

I would also like to say hello briefly, 
Mr. Speaker, not only to those citizens 
of Florida but some friends of mine 
who are paying attention to what is 
happening here tonight and good 
friends of mine who are back in Ohio 
now, Bill and Molly Gales, who are 
watching us, paying attention, trying 

to understand some of the issues of the 
day, and I would like to give a shout 
out, Mr. Speaker. 

But let me say this, Mr. Speaker, we 
spent the last hour listening to, quite 
frankly, a lot of rhetoric, a lot of 
empty rhetoric. And normally the 30- 
something Group comes out and we 
talk about and criticize and critique 
the performance of the Republican ma-
jority. And I want the American people 
to understand this: the Democrats do 
not have any power in this Chamber. 

The Republican Party just spent the 
last hour blaming the Democrats. Like 
we had any lever of government to 
pull. The Republican Party controls 
the House by a large margin. They con-
trol the Senate. And the Republican 
Party controls the White House. They 
control every legislative and executive 
branch of government in the United 
States of America right now, Federal 
Government. So to look over here like 
we are the ones running these huge 
budget deficits is an absolute joke. 

I would like to say, my friends on the 
other side who were talking about sav-
ing money and controlling the deficits 
that are projected as far as the eye can 
see, $500 billion, I would like to say to 
our friends, Mr. Speaker, go to 
www.Thomas.gov and you can get the 
votes for two particular votes that I 
think the American people and Mem-
bers of this Chamber would be inter-
ested in. Go check out H.R. 1, this is 
www.Thomas.gov, H.R. 1 in the 108th 
Congress. That is the prescription drug 
bill. That is a bill that spent 700-plus 
billion dollars on the Medicare pre-
scription drug program and did abso-
lutely nothing to control the costs of 
drugs by allowing for reimportation 
from Canada that would drive the costs 
down, or allow for the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services to nego-
tiate with the drug companies on be-
half of the Medicare recipients. Both of 
those provisions were Democratic pro-
visions that went to drive down the 
costs of the prescription drug bill be-
cause we would be able to control the 
costs. 

Now, my friends on the other side 
who have spent the last hour being so 
critical, I find their names on the 
‘‘aye’’ column. There were only 25 Re-
publicans who voted against the pre-
scription drug bill. So the Republicans 
passed a prescription drug bill full of 
pork that did not control costs. 

Before I yield to the gentleman, let 
me first give him a formal 30-some-
thing welcome. Do not let the gray 
hair fool you. This guy is 391⁄2. I would 
be happy to yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. DELAHUNT). 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my friend from Ohio. Before I 
begin to comment, let me say that over 
the past several months I have had a 
chance to observe the gentleman and 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. MEEK) 
and the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ). They have done 
an extraordinary job in reviewing what 
is happening in America. 

It is an honor to join the 30-Some-
thing Group. I think in terms of hon-
esty, I would have to disclose that I am 
a bit over 30. In fact, if you allow me, 
I am two members of the 30-Something 
Group because in one body you get 30 
times two and maybe a little more. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. We are going to 
have to implement the same rule that 
we had to implement when the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) 
came. The gentleman is going to have 
to pay dues twice to the 30-Something 
Group. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. I see. I know the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PALLONE). We share the same alma 
mater, Middlebury College in Vermont. 
I know that I graduated a decade or so 
before the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. PALLONE). 

Mr. PALLONE. Is the gentleman sure 
about that? 

Mr. DELAHUNT. I think so. 
Mr. PALLONE. The gentleman looks 

good. 
Mr. DELAHUNT. Because we are here 

to be honest, because in the previous 
hour I think what we heard tonight 
from our friends on the other side an 
attempt at humor. I do not think that 
they were being dishonest. I think that 
they were just demonstrating a great 
sense of humor because I heard the 
term ‘‘fiscal responsibility’’ as I was 
watching their conversation, and I 
really laughed out loud. 

I do not know if the gentleman from 
New Jersey saw it like I did, but if the 
Republicans in this House and in the 
other branch and the White House rep-
resent fiscal responsibility, we are in 
serious trouble. Because I remember 
when the gentleman and I were here 
during the Clinton administration 
when President Clinton left. My mem-
ory is, and the gentleman can help me 
because I am a little older, there was a 
surplus in excess of $5 trillion. And 
maybe the gentleman can tell us, is 
there still a surplus after the Repub-
licans have run this government? 

What we have today is a single-party 
state, and what has happened? It cer-
tainly is not, in my judgment, and I 
think we probably share this conclu-
sion, it does not reflect fiscal responsi-
bility. What it does reflect is an appe-
tite to borrow money and then to spend 
it. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman is absolutely right. The amaz-
ing thing to me when I was listening to 
the Republicans in the last hour is 
when they were trying to make the 
analogy to their households and talk-
ing about their kids. And one of the 
Republican Members talked about how 
he went down to the candy store and 
you could only spend what was in your 
pocket, and that is what we want to do 
here. And I was saying, these guys on 
the Republican side of the aisle have 
been building up deficits ever since 
President Bush came into office. 

How do they have the nerve to even 
talk about making the analogy with 
their households and going to the 
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