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Mr. Speaker, we need to make a

change. We have taken a look at prior-
ities and we see that clearly, in the
wake of these expenditures, Washing-
ton’s priorities have totally gotten out
of whack.

Mr. KINGSTON. What is so impor-
tant is that the average family in the
1950’s paid 3 percent and today pays 24
percent in Federal income taxes. When
you add in the other taxes, State and
local taxes, the average middle-class
family pays about 25-percent taxes.

I had an opportunity to talk to a
driver with UPS, United Parcel Serv-
ice, in my district. He said, ‘‘My wife
works. She teaches school and has a
good job, and I get a lot of overtime
driving this truck. We have got three
kids, and at the end of the month we do
not have anything because it goes into
washers and dryers and taxes and regu-
lations and so forth.’’

That is the story of the middle-class
American family today. All they are
doing is working for the government.
Then we turn around and make them
fill out a tax form that is absurd,
which they cannot do.

Mr. Speaker, you are on the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means. I bet you most
Members of Congress cannot even fill
out their own tax form. I believe that
is real important. If we cannot do it,
we who are setting the law, what do we
expect of the American people?

Mr. HAYWORTH. If my friend would
yield, there is something fundamen-
tally wrong when the average Amer-
ican family pays more in taxes than on
food, shelter and clothing combined.
There is something wrong when Wash-
ington sends its resources to pay for
111,000 IRS employees, and yet can only
have 6,700 DEA employees and only
5,900 border patrol employees.

What does that say to the American
people? The Washington bureaucrats
are saying, ‘‘Oh, we do not have time
to staunch the flow of illegal drugs. We
do not have time to guard the borders,
though that is one of the prerogatives
of the Federal Government as man-
dated in the constitution. But we do
have time to audit you, Mr. and Ms.
America. We do have time to cast as-
persions on your honesty. We do have
time to try and find our way into your
pocketbook again and again and again
and again.’’

Mr. Speaker, there is nothing ignoble
or dishonorable about hard-working
American taxpayers hanging onto more
of their hard-earned money and send-
ing less here to Washington, DC. In-
deed, in the days to come once again, I
know my friend Georgia disagrees with
this notion, we extend our hand in co-
operation to the minority. We extend
our hand in cooperation to the Presi-
dent of the United States.

We have talked the talk for too long.
Now, Mr. Speaker, it is time for us to
walk the walk. We voted that way in
this Chamber. We hope that those who
would give lip service to these ideals
would join with us and get about the
business of governing. The American
people deserve no less.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, we have worked to re-
peal the 1993 Clinton tax increase on
Social Security recipients. We have
worked to increase the earnings limita-
tions for American seniors. We have
worked to increase the estate tax
threshold from $600,000 to $750,000, and
we have worked to end the marriage
tax penalty and the capital gains tax,
and the President vetoed that. Along
with that, he vetoed a $500 per child
tax credit for middle-class families.

Right now in America households all
over this land, from Maine to Miami to
California, you can reach in your pock-
et and say here is $500 that was a divi-
dend for my work this year, but it was
vetoed by this President of the United
States.

We are not going to stop, Mr. Speak-
er, and talking about taxes is going to
take a lot more time. We have with us
the gentleman from California who
wants to talk about another waste of
manpower and money, and that is ille-
gal immigration, so I want to yield to
him.

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, I would
first like to echo my colleagues’ com-
ments. My wife runs our family busi-
ness which happens to be an income
tax business. I heard a lot of talk in
1993 that the Clinton tax increase was
only going to be a tax on the rich and
the seniors who were wealthy. Well, I
do not think the Members of the House
really realized what they were doing. I
will say this, and I need to say this so
that I can go home to my bride in Cali-
fornia this weekend.

The fact is that she showed me one
individual and talked to one individual
who was a classic example of the so-
called tax on the rich. This person
made less than $14,000 a year, but be-
cause he happened to be a Latino who
had very strong religious beliefs, he did
not divorce his wife. He was married
and filing separate. Eighty-five percent
of his Social Security is being taxed.

You remember in 1993 they told those
of my colleagues who were here, this is
only a tax on the wealthy Social Secu-
rity recipients; it is not on the poor.
Well, this man would like to ask:
Would somebody in Congress tell him
how rich he is?

I think that that is one issue that is
not discussed enough and we need to
start bringing it up. As somebody who
is involved in doing tax returns for the
working class in my community in San
Diego, Mr. Speaker, I hope to bring up
more of those items, talking with the
constituents who are being taxed by
this Congress under the guise of taxing
the rich, when it is the working class
that is getting harmed by this unfair
and unjust legislation.

Mr. Speaker, another item that is un-
fair and unjust is that we have been
trying to address this last week the
fact that this Government of the Unit-
ed States has in the past rewarded peo-
ple for coming across the border and
breaking our immigration laws and

then getting welfare, free education
and free medicine, to the point where it
is costing the State of California im-
mense amounts of revenue, and the
Federal Government has been walking
away from this expense. The people in
States across this country are paying
this expense because the Federal Gov-
ernment has ignored it.

Mr. Speaker, with the passage of H.R.
2202, Mr. SMITH’s bill, we are finally
now seeing this Congress recognizing
its responsibility under the constitu-
tion to address the fact of illegal immi-
gration. But there is one part of the il-
legal immigration issue, Mr. Speaker,
that has not been addressed.

Mr. Speaker, I will just ask that we
all consider the fact that giving auto-
matic citizenship to children of illegal
aliens is a problem we need to address.
My bill, H.R. 1363, will address that,
and we hope to work on that in the
very near future.
f

WOMEN, WAGES, AND JOBS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentlewoman from the Dis-
trict of Columbia [Ms. NORTON] is rec-
ognized for 60 minutes.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, this spe-
cial order on women, wages, and jobs
comes during Women’s History Month,
but more pertinently it comes because
finally the issue of declining wages in
our country has made it onto the na-
tional agenda.

The underlying discontent that has
been there for two decades have come
forward, and we see it in the Repub-
lican primaries. It is interesting that
at least since the early 1980’s many of
us have been pointing to this un-Amer-
ican phenomenon where the stock mar-
ket does well and people do poorly.
Somehow or other it never caught on.
There has been some attention paid to
it as it affects men because the manu-
facturing sector has been so decimated
as jobs have moved offshore. Now that
the country is beginning to recognize
that something different is happening,
it is important that we look at all of
those of whom something different is
happening, and that is why I choose to
raise it in relation to women.

As a former chair of the Equal Oppor-
tunity Employment Commission, I
have long had an interest in discrimi-
nation against women. More is at work
here than simple discrimination, how-
ever. What is at work here is the na-
ture of our economy itself, some his-
toric changes that are underway that
reflect upon the kinds of jobs that are
being produced and who gets those
jobs.

The effect is felt in the widest gap in
incomes we have seen since we have
been keeping these records. We need to
look at how this phenomenon affects
women in particular because with the
change in the economy there have been
the greatest changes in women in the
work force.

I want to point to a bill I have intro-
duced, the Fair Pay Act, which in its
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own way is to the 1990’s or seeks to be
to the 1990’s what the Equal Pay Act
was to the 1960’s.

This body in 1963 passed the Equal
Pay Act in order to close the wage gap
between men and women, and the
Equal Pay Act has done a very good job
for its limited mandate. Essentially, it
was to look at people doing the same
job and being paid differently for it.
Some progress has been made, partly
because of the Equal Pay Act, so that
we have gone from about a 62-percent
gap now to something like a 71-percent
gap. That is the good news until we
hear the bad news.

The bad news is that the closing of
the gap itself reflects an alarming de-
crease in male wages as well as the new
presence of highly educated women or
highly skilled women in entry-level po-
sitions only. In other words, the aver-
age woman is just where she was. The
average woman is experiencing what
the average man is, stagnant or declin-
ing wages. But at entry levels, highly
educated women like doctors and law-
yers make the same as men, although
those women have a gap that develops
within their profession after the entry
level.

I am this evening interested in the
average woman, the silent worker out
there every day. The Fair Pay Act is
directed specifically to her and to part
of what she is experiencing.

The Fair Pay Act simply says if you
are doing comparable work you ought
to get paid the same. The Fair Pay Act
says if you are an emergency services
operator, that is a female-dominated
profession, you should not be paid less
than if you are a fire dispatcher, that
is a male-dominated profession.

Under the Fair Pay Act if you are a
social worker, you would not earn less
than a probation officer simply because
you are a woman and he happens to be
a man. Should not the market set the
rates? That is precisely what the Fair
Pay Act tries to do, even as the Equal
Pay Act intervened in order to have
the market set the rates.

Too often the habits of employers
over the decades have built in distor-
tions to the market. Women and mi-
norities paid the price in reduced
wages.

I want to emphasize that the Fair
Pay Act that is H.R. 1507, would not, in
fact, intervene into normal market
processes, and that has been the prob-
lem people thought they saw in com-
parable worth work.
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My bill would allow the extraction

only of the discrimination factor, and
the burden would be on the plaintiff, on
the woman, as is always the case in
discrimination cases, to show that the
difference in wage she is experiencing
is because of discrimination and not
because of unbiased market factors.

I offer that this evening for inspec-
tion as one approach to the problem I
raise in women and jobs.

I want to move to another remedy as
well. We are finally beginning to talk

about raising the minimum wage. Here
is a subject covered with my mythol-
ogy. If we are going to talk about
women workers, we must talk about
the minimum wage. Indeed, if we are
going to talk seriously about welfare
reform, we must talk about the mini-
mum wage. Who are we talking about
when we talk about a minimum wage
worker? Some Americans would say,
well, I think you are talking about a
bunch of teenagers working at McDon-
ald’s. The typical minimum wage
worker is a white woman over 20 years
of age, likely to live in the South, who
has not had the opportunity to attend
college and who works in a retail trade,
agriculture, or service job. That is who
the minimum wage worker is. She is
your wife and you daughter. She is
your aunt and your young friend who
has just graduated from high school.

Most minimum wage workers are
women; 5.75 million women are paid be-
tween $4.25 and $5 per hour. That
means 17 percent of all hourly paid fe-
male workers earn the minimum age
and only the minimum wage. Most fe-
male minimum wage workers are not
teenagers. They are adults. And when
we say women are earning the mini-
mum wage, we are talking about al-
most certainly the guardians of poor
children. Often, most often, these mini-
mum wage workers are women who are
raising the poor children.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I am not here
talking about the favorite subject of
this body, deficit reduction. The mini-
mum wage will add not 1 cent to the
United States deficit. What it will do is
take 300,000 children immediately out
of poverty, 58 percent, almost 60 per-
cent, of minimum wage workers are
women. Nearly half of full-time jobs,
and the statistics will show that many,
if not most, of the others wished they
could get full-time jobs, but of part-
time minimum wage jobs 15 percent are
black, 44 percent of minimum wage
workers are Hispanic. What would we
do, what would I have us do? Simply to
raise the minimum wage to $5.15 per
hour. Is there anybody in this body
who would think that is too much for
them to earn or too much for anyone
they know to earn, too much for any
constituent of theirs to earn? It would
not have to come in one fell swoop. It
could go to $4.70 an hour by July 5 this
year and to $5.15 an hour by July 1,
1997.

Understand who we are talking about
when we say the minimum wage work-
er. We are talking about the tradi-
tional way in which we have set a
marker of what it means to be an
American below which you shall not be
forced to work. We are talking about a
person who works typically 40 hours a
week, 52 weeks a year, and earns $8,840.
The impact of lifting the minimum
wage would be that immediately 300,000
people, I want to correct what I said
before, 300,000 people would be lifted
out of poverty; 100,000 would be chil-
dren. Only one-third of those affected
by such an increase would be teen-

agers, because almost 70 percent of
minimum wage workers are 20 years
old or older. They are adults going out
to work every day with less than a pov-
erty wage. That is who they are.

Since 1979, we have found that 97 per-
cent of the Nation’s increase in wealth
has gone to the wealthiest 20 percent.
The remaining 3-percent increase in
wealth is left to the other 97 percent of
the Nation’s workers, and who has
taken the brunt are those at the very
bottom.

The value of the minimum wage has
dropped 30 percent, my colleagues,
since 1979. I want to put this graphi-
cally to you. I want us to face who we
are talking about. Let us look at a
family of four and consider what would
happen if the sole earner is a minimum
wage worker above the poverty line.
The current poverty line for a family of
four is $15,600. Now, if that family of
four has one worker earning the mini-
mum wage, $4.25 an hour, working full
time the year around, about $8,500 a
year, that worker would receive a tax
credit, thanks to legislation passed by
this body, if we do not cut it terribly
much, and there are proposals to cut it,
but today that worker would receive a
tax credit of $3,400 under the 1996 provi-
sions of the earned income tax credit.

That worker is so poor, that worker,
single wage earner in a family of four,
that she could collect food stamps
worth $3,516. She would nevertheless
still pay $650 in payroll taxes after
qualifying for benefits and paying her
payroll taxes. This family ends up $834
below the poverty line.

This is America, my friends. We can-
not continue to send people to work
every day, working hard, working in
work you do not want to do and I do
not want to do, and have them come
home below the poverty line. That is
dangerous. You are hearing the rum-
blings of it out there in the Republican
primaries. Answer the call now.

In every State there will be large per-
centages that will benefit from an in-
crease in the minimum wage. In my
own city, a fairly small percentage, 7.8
percent, would benefit, and as I look at
what would happen in some of the
States, I am simply amazed. Idaho, al-
most 14 percent of the workers would
benefit. In Louisiana, almost 20 percent
of the workers would benefit. In Michi-
gan, 10.5 percent; in Mississippi, 17 per-
cent of the workers would benefit. In
North Dakota, 18.2 percent of the work-
ers would benefit.

I see my good friend and colleague
from Georgia, Representative MCKIN-
NEY, here. In Georgia, 11.9 percent of
the workers would benefit. Very sub-
stantial percentages all across the
United States, regardless of sex, re-
gardless of your preconceptions about
the place, regardless of whether you
think of it as a poor State or a rich
State, you have substantial propor-
tions of the population that would im-
mediately benefit from a raise from the
minimum wage, not 1 cent added to the
deficit, a sharing of income of the kind



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH2944 March 27, 1996
that has been typical in the United
States that as companies become more
prosperous there is a greater sharing of
the profits with the workers. That is
what has not been happening. That is
why we are having a growing income
gap.

The number of African-Americans
who would benefit is important to
note. Seventeen percent of all hourly
paid African-American workers are
minimum wage workers, and most of
these low-wage workers are female.
Twenty-one percent of all hourly paid
Latino workers are minimum wage
workers. And Latino women are espe-
cially likely to be paid very low wages;
25 percent of hourly paid Latino women
earn at the minimum wage.

Now, I want to examine the critique
of an increase in the minimum wage
that is most often made, and that is
that you reduce job opportunities. The
answer is that that is not the case. I
refer to nearly two dozen independent
studies that have found that the last
two increases in the minimum wage
had a insignificant effect on employ-
ment. The Nobel Laureate economist
Robert Solow recently told the New
York Times that the evidence of job
loss is weak, and I am quoting him,
‘‘The fact that the evidence is week
suggest that the impact on jobs is
small.’’ Prof. Richard Freeman of Har-
vard said the following: At the level of
the minimum wage in the late 1980’s,
moderate legislative increases did not
reduce employment and were, if any-
thing, associated with higher employ-
ment in some locales. We remember
the 1980’s, do we not, when there was a
plethora of minimum wage jobs break-
ing out all over in this country? Mini-
mum wage seems not to do what the
conventional wisdom tells us. Kind of
look at the facts. We have got to look
at the studies.

There is also the myth that the blow
will be to small businesses. First of all,
90 percent of workers in small business
already earn more than the current
minimum wage. Do not think that peo-
ple in small businesses are simply
looking for the cheapest labor they can
find. They are looking for the best
labor they can find. They have got to
have people who give them the biggest
bang for the buck. In any case, the law
does not apply to businesses that do
not have annual sales in excess of
4500,000 or employees that participate
in interstate commerce. You have got
to be in that category even to be cov-
ered. That means that many small
businesses are simply not affected by
the minimum wage at all. Ninety per-
cent of workers in small businesses
earn more than the current minimum
wage. Indeed, half of minimum wage
workers work in firms with more than
100 employees. That is cheating work-
ers.

What this means is, we are giving a
break to moderate and larger employ-
ers, because we are allowing them to
hire people at minimum wage and keep
more of the profit for themselves and

they pass that on to us, ladies and gen-
tlemen, because those people qualify
for supplemental welfare, those people
qualify for the supplemental benefits,
food stamps and the rest. So go right
ahead the way you are doing it, be-
cause what is means you are doing
when you are allowing people to pay
the present minimum wage is your are
subsidizing that employer yourself.
That is us, we, the taxpayers.
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That is us, we, the taxpayers. Let
them pay for the labor. Business is
doing well. President Clinton has had
an extraordinary effect on the stock
market because of the way in which he
has reduced the deficit. That is one of
the factors that is yielding large gains
in the stock market.

Where are those gains reflected in
the pay envelope of the minimum wage
worker? Why should the taxpayers sub-
sidize that worker with food stamps or
other supplements, rather than have
the employer, who has profited from
that worker pay? Let that employer
pay.

This line is stark enough so that
even without it being a big poster, I
think I will make my point that a
higher minimum wage does not cost
jobs. This is the job level in 1991. This
is the job level in 1996 since the last
minimum wage increase. What we are
seeing is there has been an extraor-
dinary rise in jobs.

By the way, many of these are part-
time, temporary, low-wage jobs. What-
ever happened to the notion that if you
raise the minimum wage, you will not
make jobs? This is what has not been
proved. This is the myth that is help-
ing to sustain the minimum wage.

This is the myth that means the tax-
payers are supplementing people who
should be paid for their labor by the
companies, almost all of them larger
companies, or certainly medium-sized
companies at least for whom they
work.

Let me take a pause now, because I
am very pleased to see that the gentle-
woman from Georgia has come to the
floor. I am very pleased to welcome the
gentlewoman from Georgia, who al-
ways does her homework, and who has
joined me in this special order.

I yield to the gentlewoman from
Georgia, Representative CYNTHIA
MCKINNEY.

Ms. MCKINNEY. Thank you very
much. I certainly want to commend
you for the role that you play in terms
of being a role model for the newer
Members and for people like me who
have long looked up to you and now
find myself working right next to you.
I just want to say thank you for your
leadership.

I have got some posters that I think
punctuate what you have said. Here I
have a chart that shows how from 1979
to 1995 the wages of men have de-
creased. The wages of women in-
creased, and then began to decrease.
The gap that was closing between men

and women was basically because the
wages of men were dropping.

Then, of course, as you have pointed
out, the income gap. We have not seen
the kind of income gap that we are ex-
periencing now since the days just
prior to the Great Depression. Here we
see that the top 25 percent receive
more than 95 percent of the income
growth. The other 75 percent of Ameri-
cans receive less than 5 percent of the
income growth. Meanwhile, the top 5
percent of American families got more
than 40 percent of America’s growth.

Just as you so correctly pointed out
about the impact that the President’s
policies have had on the deficit, the de-
crease in the deficit, and Wall Street,
Wall Street sizzles, and Main Street
fizzles.

I have another chart. Again, as you
so correctly point out, the subsidies,
the social safety net that we have
painstakingly constructed or woven, is
there because there are some corpora-
tions that are getting away with not
paying their fair share. Certainly they
are not paying their workers what they
are worth. What we have seen here just
in terms of the corporate income tax is
that corporate income taxes have gone
down, and, of course, individual income
taxes have had to take up the slack.

In the previous special order we had
one of our colleagues discussing about
the diet that he was on, trying to lose
50 pounds, and he was going to lose 2
pounds and then save the other 48
pounds for the last 2 days of the diet.

Well, I think that is about the way
the Republicans have run this ship of
state, because they in their budget put
off the hard decisions until the out
years. But the Progressive Caucus has
come up with a budget plan that does
not put off the hard decisions into the
off years. It goes right in by cutting de-
fense spending and cutting corporate
welfare. We demonstrate that you can
have a downward trend, a steady down-
ward decline in the deficit, if you make
the hard choices, and you make them
early.

So basically I would just say that
when the economy is bad, nothing else
is good. The work that you have put to-
gether with the legislation will im-
prove the lives of working women all
over this country.

I come from a family where my
mother worked. She worked for 40
years at Grady Memorial Hospital as a
nurse. I am a single female head of
household, and I am a working woman.
I suspect that if my son grows up and
marries, as I suspect that he will, he
will also marry a working woman.

We just want to make sure that the
leadership of this country is aware and
sensitive of the needs of working
women, and that is what your legisla-
tion provides for.

I would also say, as the only one in
the Georgia delegation, that after we
were elected, we had women come to
our office for issues that ranged from
access to credit, to child support en-
forcement, to sexual harassment, and
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even something as simple as a role
model who showed to them that, yes, it
could be done.

So just as we plead with our col-
leagues to make sure that the plight of
working women is not forgotten, we
plead for ourselves, and I commend you
for your legislation and the work that
you do as a role model for the rest of
us.

Ms. NORTON. I want to thank the
gentlewoman not only for those very
kind remarks, and coming from her
they are treasured, but also for that
very compelling statement. I very
much appreciate her coming forward,
particularly this late in the evening.
But we have got to use what opportuni-
ties we have in order to make these im-
portant points at this critical time.

Let me continue then. What has hap-
pened to women? The gentlewoman
from Georgia indicated that women
were in fact beginning to improve, and
that is true. But women have now been
caught in the same spiral that has
dragged men’s wages down, and that is
why we have really got to step up and
take notice.

Until the 1970’s women came into the
work force drawn there by rising real
wages. In order words, they came into
the work force because they could earn
more money and they were drawn to
the work force by virtue of the lure of
greater income.

Since the 1970’s, there has been slug-
gish wage growth. Still they come.
They come because they must. They
come even though the wage gap for
them, for the average one of them, is
not closing.

Now, it is very interesting, in the
1980’s we did see a rather precipitous
narrowing of the wage gap. It is not al-
together clear why, but we do know
this, that 50 percent of the gap remains
unexplained. We believe that possible
explanations may be occupational seg-
regation, women’s jobs versus men’s
jobs, you are in a woman’s occupation.
That has typically had low-wage dis-
crimination. Women having secondary
rather than primary jobs, internal
labor market influences.

In any case, the figures tell you
about the creation of a whole new work
force in our lifetime. In the 1950’s, 30
percent of the work force was women.
Today, 45 percent of the work force is
women. In other words, we have come
to the point where half of the people
who go to work every day are men and
half of the people who go to work every
day are women. Yet the reward of
wages is simply not there for the aver-
age woman.

Indeed, if we look at where women
are employed, the lower the earnings,
the greater percentage of women in
that occupation. That is whether they
are making goods or performing serv-
ices.

Why are women working? I can tell
you this much, they must be working,
because there is no other choice, be-
cause half of all married women with
children under 3 are in the labor force.

Few women, unless they are highly
educated and making a lot of money,
and that is rather few, are going to go
to work if they have a child under 3. In
the 1970’s, it was not half of all married
women, it was a quarter. That means
we have doubled. They are there be-
cause they have to be there. They are
there because they are single head of
household, or they are there because
one wage earner cannot do it any
longer in a family of two wage earners.

Women are to the new service econ-
omy what men were to the economy of
the Industrial Revolution. Let us face
it. That is what women are. We have
fueled the new economy with women.
Except in a very real sense, they look
exactly like the male industrial work-
ers, low paid, poor benefits of the 19th
century. The conversion is itself re-
markable. The conversion I speak of is
in the economy itself, which has pre-
pared the way to accept women work-
ers.

In the 1960’s three-quarters of all the
nonfarm job creation was in services.
That is a lot. But by the 1970’s, 80 per-
cent of all the nonfarm job creation
was in services. By the 1980’s, 100 per-
cent of all the net job growth was in
the services. Four out of every five
women work in a service job.

What do I mean by a service job? Be-
cause what I mean by a service job is in
fact or tells in fact the story of declin-
ing and low wages.
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A service job for a woman is a fast-
food job. It is a job in a department
store. It is a job as a health aide. It is
a job as an insurance company clerk. It
is a job in residential day care. It is a
job as a beautician. It is a job as a cler-
ical. The next time you go into the de-
partment store, look at that woman.
Look at her closely, and you will know
what I mean.

Mr. Speaker, the interesting thing is
that historically, women tended to be
in school and hospital jobs. There are
proportionally few workers there be-
cause there are so many other workers
in these other service jobs now that
they have overwhelmed these school
workers and the hospital workers, but
watch out.

The school workers and the hospital
workers very often were teachers and
nurses, and those are relatively high-
paid women’s jobs, compared with
health aides, insurance company
clerks, fast-food clerks and department
store clerks. These are honorable jobs.
These are often good jobs. They just do
not pay well. They do not pay what
they are worth.

Listen to your constituents. They are
hurting. They are hurting because they
are not earning what they are worth.
We have the only answer, is to get a
greater sharing of the benefits of the
labor with those who perform the
labor. That is the American way, and
unless it works that way, you get a dis-
gruntled working class. There is no
getting around it. You cannot continue

to have a democratic society with a
greater and greater share of the wages
going to the top and almost none going
to those at the bottom.

Now, do we have a situation where
the money simply isn’t there, that is
the problem? That, my friends, is not
the problem. You need only open your
paper and look at what the stock mar-
ket is doing, and you will see that the
money is there. If anything, downsizing
should have resulted in workers who
were there getting paid more. It did
not. That is why many companies are
taking a second look at downsizing, be-
cause they have done it on the cheap.
They have done it at the expense of
workers and have not, in fact, in-
creased productivity, have not done it
the old-fashioned way, the American
way.

Mr. Speaker women have become the
indispensable new workers who are fod-
der for the new economy. The last time
the country needed the kind of labor
supply we have gotten from women in
the last two decades were, No. 1, at the
time of the great immigration from
Europe in the late 19th and early 20th
century and No. 2, at the time the
black workers in the South left and
came North. Today, instead of asking
workers to come from Europe or Asia
to the United States, and of course
there are many immigrants who come,
instead what we are saying is, look at
your own household and send a worker
out for the new economy. If you are
going to send a worker out for the new
economy from your own household,
then should not that new worker be
paid what that new worker is worth?

Listen to your constituents now.
Hear the cry. I say to my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle, listen to
your own primary. I never thought I
would live to see a Republican sound
like a labor Democrat, but I think that
is what I heard Pat Buchanan sounding
like. Now, that is not his tradition, and
that is not the way he has run his po-
litical life, but I do think he heard
something out there. We all better lis-
ten to it.

Whenever we have listened, we have
found a remedy. This is not susceptible
to yesterday’s ideology or even tomor-
row’s. This is a new problem in the
United States. When wages are low, the
economy is bad. When wages are high,
the economy is good. What is this new
phenomenon? The economy is good and
wages are low. Should not work that
way.

Mr. Speaker, one of the things we can
do, if it is working that way, is to look
at the minimum wage, which has sim-
ply lost its value, and say pay people a
little more to work. If you do not, you
discourage work and then, of course,
my friends get up on the House floor
and say why do they not work? If it
does not pay to work, how can we ex-
pect people to work?

This is America. This is America at
the turn of the century. This is a coun-
try that must not send people to work
only to have them come home poor.
That is what is happening.
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Economists tell us that there are a

number of explanations for the low
wages of women in particular. Typi-
cally, we are told that a reason for
these low wages is crowding or con-
centration in traditional women’s oc-
cupations. There may be some of that,
but recent studies look to other an-
swers. There was crowding in men’s oc-
cupations. They had low skills, and yet
in manufacturing, they had high
wages. Why? My friends, the econo-
mists say it was because they were
unionized. When the company would
not share the profits, men went out and
unionized. Women have not done that,
and that may be part of the reason the
economists tell us that they have not
been able to extract a fair share of the
profit of their labor from their employ-
ers.

We are also told that a reason is low
capital investment in the industries in
which women work. Even though we
may not find the real answer any time
soon, we need to look for a remedy
very soon. We cannot allow the United
States to become a place where you de-
velop a permanent working class or,
God forbid, what appear to be the case
in many of the inner cities, a
permentnt lumpenproletariat, people
who never move up. Those would be the
homeless, the people who are chron-
ically or constantly unemployed. A
greater and greater proportion of our
population falls into this category.

This has never been that kind of Eu-
ropean-class society. It has been a soci-
ety where, however poor you were, you
could look forward to being better off
than your father. You may have been
poor, but not as poor as he was. So
there was steady progress, and a man
could live to see a man who picked cot-
ton live to see his son or daughter go
to college. Today, people go to college
on college loans and come back home
to live because they cannot afford to
strike out on their own, the way their
parents did.

Mr. Speaker, this is a new America.
This is not our America. We do not
have all the answers to this America,
but we do know this. Surely one of the
answers, not maybe, but one of the an-
swers surely is to give back at least
some of the value to the minimum
wage. It will have an effect, not only
on those low-income workers, but it
will have something of a ripple effect
on those who are nearly as badly off,
and you will not know the difference.
You will not know it in the deficit. The
businesses is question will hardly know
it, because a few cents from their profit
will go to their workers instead. Who
among us would wish for any less?

Mr. Speaker, I recognize that the no-
tion of the minimum wage, or for mat-
ter, my Fair Pay Act, are matters that
have tended to divide Republican from
Democrat, but it was in a Republican
primary that one heard this cry first,
and it was a Republican candidate that
has tried to respond to it. He has re-
sponded to it in ways which many, not
only in his own party but in mine, sim-

ply cannot agree. But he has heard
something real. This body must hear
something real. It is there. Do not deny
it.

Do not tell low-paid workers who go
to work every day that something will
happen if you only wait for the econ-
omy to fit my paradigm, whether it is
your flat-tax paradigm, your national
sales tax paradigm or, for that matter,
paradigms from my side of the aisle,
such as stimulation paradigms. People
need hope and relief now.

The minimum wage is traditional to
American life. Even on the other side
of the aisle, few say we should abolish
it. There are some, but few. If we put
to a vote today to abolish the mini-
mum wage, I believe those of us who
say keep it would prevail. The real
question is, are you going to keep it at
a level that is worthy of the name min-
imum wage? So far, we have not, and
we are going to pay very severe con-
sequences if we do not.

Among other things, any welfare re-
form bill we pass will come back to hit
us in the face because the people on
welfare will come back to claim other
benefits because they will not be able
to earn enough to pay the rent and to
put food on the table.

So I come forward this evening to
talk about women’s wages in particu-
lar, and that is not because I think the
problem of men’s wages is any better.
In fact, it is worse. Men have fallen out
of the labor force at an astounding rate
because of the decline in the manufac-
turing sector. Men have experienced an
extraordinary reduction in their an-
nual wages over the last quarter of a
century.

Mr. Speaker, I have come to the floor
this evening to talk about women be-
cause I do not intend for women to be
lost in this debate. Because if you do
not speak up for women, they surely
will be lost in this debate. The Wom-
en’s Caucus found them lost in the
health debate before we spoke up, as we
did today when we introduced the
Women’s Health Equity Act. Before we
spoke up about breast cancer and
osteoporosis and, for that matter, clin-
ical trials for women with heart dis-
ease, before we spoke up, they got lost
in the health debate. We do not intend
them to be lost now that the country
has heard some voices that say we
work every day and it is getting worse.

I come to the floor this evening to
say I hear you and I believe that many
on both sides of this body hear. They
heard it on the other side in their pri-
mary. We hear it on this side, as well.
Doing something about it through the
minimum wage, as a first step, is a
good-faith way to say we hear you. We
are going to respond not in a radical
departure from what we have always
done, but in the tradition that we have
always used, in an increase in the mini-
mum wage that will give you a small
raise in your pay envelope.

Remember that these minimum-wage
workers pay the same social security
taxes that the rich do, and the dif-

ference in the impact on their pay en-
velopes is gargantuan. They need a
break. They need a raise. Many of them
are women, and the majority, the great
majority, of those who earn the mini-
mum wage are women, and they are
the people who take care of your chil-
dren. They are the people of the next
generation. Hear them. Receive them.
Respond and remedy.

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I take this op-
portunity, as organized by my valued col-
league, Congresswoman ELEANOR HOLMES
NORTON, to address the economic condition of
women, the jobs that they do and have, and
the wages that they receive in relation to the
general pool of wage earners. Some of us
have been deeply concerned by the deteriorat-
ing economic status of the vast majority of
workers, citizens, in this country. Although this
fall from economic grace began about 16
years ago, the cumulative effects of this
steady drop are now beginning to be painfully
felt by the majority of job holders.

The experience and story of one of my con-
stituents, whom I shall call Geraldine Mason,
is descriptive of many other people in my dis-
trict and throughout the United States.

Ms. Mason has one pre-school child. She
works in a produce market and tries to work
at least 40 hours a week, 50 weeks a year,
but can only get about 32 hours of work a
week. She gets more than the minimum wage,
$5 an hour. Her wage is a bit higher because
the San Francisco bay area is one of the most
expensive places to live in the United States.
When she is lucky and works a steady 50
weeks in the year, her total income is $8,000
a year. After taxes, her take home pay is
$7,710.

She shares an apartment with her sister;
Betty’s share of the rent is $250 a month or
$3,000 a year.

Of course she needs child care. Although
she is on several lists for the few subsidized
child care slots in the area, there are needier
cases than hers—women who have even less
income. So she pays something nominal,
$100 a month, $1,200 a year to members of
family who are available. Her share of the utili-
ties, telephone, and garbage comes to $55 or
$660 a year.

Her job is 5 miles from home and she uses
public transport. She can’t afford the monthly
pass, so she pays $1.25 per trip which adds
up to $625 a year. Her food comes to $900 a
year; supplementary medical care $299 a
year; incidentals, $600 a year. Total: $7,710 a
year. This income is augmented by the
Earned Income Tax Credit which is under at-
tack.

We are citizens of the United States and are
indeed blessed and fortunate to be in a land
of agricultural wealth, with human and other
resources of which we are justifiably proud. Al-
though we suffer natural calamities—floods,
droughts, and earthquakes—we are large
enough so that by pooling our national re-
sources we have been able to absorb such
shocks better than most nations. We have in-
deed been blessed to not be in permanent
drought as is an increasing band of land in the
sub-Sahara region or in the frozen tundra of
Russia. We are a wealthy nation.

Why then, should Geraldine Mason, who
wants to work and does work; who is a re-
sponsible mother and a tax-paying citizen,
pushed up against an impossible wall to
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scale? What do we, the lawmakers and the
law implementers tell Geraldine Mason how to
survive in this economy?

‘‘Between 1979 and 1991, families headed
by people under 25 years old saw their in-
comes drop $7,200 a year from $24,000 to
$16,800 * * *.’’ Even the better established
25–34-year-olds suffered an income drop of
$4,000 going from $35,600 to $31,500 during
this period. There are about 20 million workers
in the United States in Betty Mason’s situation.

We know that at differing levels, college
graduates, postgraduate, and professionals
are beginning to feel the simultaneous crunch
of income maldistribution, loss of jobs, and job
insecurity.

On maldistribution, 1 percent of American
households, with net worth of at least $2.3 mil-
lion each, owns nearly 40 percent of the Na-
tion’s wealth; the top 20 percent of American
households, with net worth of $180,000 or
more, have more than 80 percent of the Na-
tion’s wealth; this figure is the highest of all in-
dustrial nations.

At the bottom end of the scale, where Ger-
aldine Mason is stuck, and many single, di-
vorced women with children are, the lowest
earning 20 percent of Americans earn only 5.7
percent of all the after-tax income paid to indi-
viduals in the United States.

According to Marion Anderson, as published
in ‘‘Running Up the Down Escalator,’’ an Em-
ployment Research Associates report,

ENTRY LEVEL WAGES 1979 AND 1991

High school graduates College graduates

All Men Women All Men Women

1979 ................ $8.32 $9.39 $7.12 $11.32 $12.57 $10.07
1991 ................ 6.48 6.90 6.02 11.30 11.39 10.75

Here is another worker: Susan Casavant
lives in Vermont, in Congressman SANDERS’
district. She presented her story to the Pro-
gressive Caucus panel at the March 8, 1996,
hearing on ‘‘The Silent Depression, the Col-
lapse of the American Middle Class’’ on her
work in Vermont. She states

I feel as if I am a good worker, I’ve been
quite flexible and displayed responsibility
and honest work. I have learned how to work
in almost every department. Other employ-
ees depend on me in order to receive their
work. I believe I pull a heavy load, both in
and out of work.

I have such a hard time making a living
because Peerless Clothing pays poverty-level
wages!! Why?

She makes $5.25 an hour, up 25 cents an
hour from the $5-an-hour starting wage.

. . . I work 40 hours per week plus over-
time and Saturdays. My less than $200 a
week check makes me feel like a fool. . . .
It’s still hard to make a good living. I still
live with my family because I can’t afford to
pave my own road. . . . The insurance pro-
vided to us costs $41.70 per week for me and
my son, that’s about $168 per month and the
worst part is that it doesn’t cover half of the
things me and my son need. I never thought
my future could look so uninviting, I am
twenty-one years old and I still depend on
my parents; my mother cares for my son be-
cause I can’t afford a good, safe day-care.

I live in America, the land of freedom, so
how do big companies like these get away
with bringing down honest people and their
hometowns too? I would like to live in secu-
rity instead of doubt.

When Susan Casavant and other workers
tried to form a union, the company said that it
would close or move.

What does the 104th Congress say to her?
This is what we can say: American workers

need a raise. American workers, who are
among the world’s most efficient and produc-
tive, need to have some sense that they can
learn, work, and make a living wage. This Na-
tion needs our workers, and our economy
needs their work and needs their buying
power.

In this Congress, I am proud to be a co-
sponsor of three bills raising the minimum
wage: Mr. GEPHARDT’s H.R. 940 which raises
the minimum wage to $4.70 an hour; Mr.
SANDERS’ H.R. 363 which raises the minimum
wage to $5.50, and Mr. SABO’s H.R. 619,
which raises the minimum wage to $6.50 an
hour. It is clear from the rosy picture of our
economy that the growth is on the increasingly
bowed back of our increasing pool of low-paid
workers—a disproportionate share of whom
are women.

Franklin D. Roosevelt understood the expe-
rience, the lives, the misery of the people
struggling to find work and income in the
1930’s. As Roosevelt led this country to vic-
tory by successfully calling on our sense of
national pride, by calling on our sense of fair-
ness and democracy, our sense of justice, he
was proud to declare in 1944, and much of
the Nation thrilled to hear him declare, his
Economic Bill of Rights.

Section 2 of this declaration states the U.S.
policy of ‘‘The right to earn enough to provide
for an adequate living.’’

Space limits me from quoting the other sec-
tions which gave Americans in 1944 and later,
such a sense of empowerment and self-re-
spect, empowerment and self-respect that we
are now losing, and with it our sense of pride
in ourselves and each other.

Twenty three of us in the 104th Congress
can say and have said that we can make a liv-
ing wage and that there can be jobs at decent
wages for all who want to work and can work.
This statement is embodied in H.R. 1050, A
Living Wage, Jobs for All Act, which I was
proud to introduce with 22 cosponsors; among
them ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON.

It will represent a new contract with our peo-
ple—one that answers Geraldine Mason and
Susan Casavant as to how they can have
pride in their work and share equitably in the
benefits of our wealthy Nation.

During the 104th Congress many of the
ideas can be developed, improved upon,
sharpened, critiqued, and openly discussed
around the country in public meetings, and by
the end of the year brought together into a
whole legislative package to be reflected in a
new budget for the 105th Congress.

I respectfully urge my distinguished and
hard-working colleagues to join me in develop-
ing a process which will give our citizens new
opportunities for economic security and which
will hold out hope for women that they can be
made full partners in this economic security.

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I would like to thank my colleagues in the
Women’s Caucus for calling attention to the is-
sues facing women in the work force and the
difficult work they have done to celebrate this
year’s Women’s History Month celebration. I
am delighted to participate in this discussion
of women, wages, and jobs, because it is an
issue that has become increasingly important
to us all, as women are now an integral part
of the American work force.

First of all, let me commend the millions of
women who juggle the dual role of home-

maker and breadwinner, as well as those who
choose homemaking as a career—for in our
society every woman has a crucial role to
play.

From the beginning of time, women have
performed tasks which were crucial to the eco-
nomic and social development of our society.
At one time, we were only allowed to become
educators nurses, seamstresses, and hair-
dressers, yet today we have expanded our
roles to include doctors, lawyers, judges, ad-
ministrators, and yes we have conquered the
sciences as well. And so I say to the women
of America, ‘‘you’ve come a long way.’’

Yes, we have come a long way, and my col-
leagues and I serving in the 104th Congress
bear witness to that fact, yet we have so much
farther to go.

On Friday March 8th, women across the
globe celebrated International women’s Day. A
day which was set aside to mark the begin-
ning of the struggle for equality and rights for
women. In many countries, it was a day mixed
with celebration and protest. Celebration for
the many economic, social, and political obsta-
cles we have successfully overcome, and pro-
test for the ongoing inequalities and barriers
that continue to deny us full participation in so-
ciety. Yet in America, International Women’s
Day went literally without notice. Did we fail to
recognize this day because we have con-
quered all the obstacles or is it because we
have fallen down on the job?

Mr. Speaker, I submit to you that in spite of
the strides that have been made, until we
eradicate pay inequalities, the glass ceiling,
sexual discrimination and the myriad of other
problems facing working women, our battle is
far from over.

A recent report from the U.S. Department of
Labor’s Glass Ceiling Commission shows that
women represent over half of the adult popu-
lation and nearly half of the work force in
America. Women compose half of the work
force, yet we remain disproportionately, clus-
tered in traditionally ‘‘female’’ jobs with lower
pay and fewer benefits. These studies show
that women who make the same career
choices as men and work the same hours as
men often still advance more slowly and earn
less.

Women remain underrepresented in most
nontraditional professional occupations as well
as blue collar trades. Consider the following:

Women make up 23 percent of lawyers but
only 11 percent of partners in law firms,
women are 48 percent of all journalists, but
hold only 6 percent of the top jobs in journal-
ism, women physicians earned 53.9 percent of
the wages of male physicians, women are
only 8.6 percent of all engineers, women are
3.9 percent of airplane pilots and navigators;
and in dentistry, women are over 99.3 percent
of hygienists, but only 10.5 percent of dentists.

The report found that although the pay gap
for women narrowed significantly in fields such
as computer analysts, it widened in others.
They show that in 1993 women earned only
72 percent of the wages paid to men. This
wage gap is worse for women of color. White
women earn 72 cents per every dollar made
by white men while African-American women
earn 64 cents and Latino women earn a mere
54 cents.

Mr. Speaker, working women in this country
have been fighting for equal pay for equal
work for over 20 years now, and although the
gap is closing, it is not happening at the rate
any of us should be pleased with. When this
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government exposes civil or human rights vio-
lations in other countries, we are quick to im-
pose sanctions to encourage people to rem-
edy their behavior, yet when companies within
our own borders continue to violate these
same rights, we turn our heads, and say,
‘‘these things just take time.’’ Well, how long
will it take before working mothers can actually
support their children, without the extra assist-
ance from family, or government.

In closing, I would thank to Rep. NORTON for
allowing me the opportunity to speak on this
issue.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude therein extraneous material on
the subject of my special order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. COL-
LINS of Georgia). Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
the District of Columbia?

There was no objection.
f

REPUBLICAN PRIMARIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
this evening to talk about a couple of
Republican Presidential candidates
who are not leading the polls and have
not just won in California and other
States. Of course, the gentleman who
has done that is BOB DOLE. But I want-
ed to talk a little bit tonight about two
friends, because I think that they have
a great deal to offer the Republican
Party and to the Nation, and I think it
would be very unwise for our party and
for the leadership that will be emerg-
ing from the convention in my home-
town in San Diego to ignore either
these candidates or the many millions
of people whom they represent.

b 2300

Mr. Speaker, those two candidates
are my great friend and near-seat mate
from California [Mr. DORNAN], who sits
on the Armed Services Committee with
me and whom I have endorsed for
President, and another good friend, Pat
Buchanan who has made a very spirited
run at the Presidential nomination and
not quite made it, but, nonetheless,
has, I think, touched a nerve with
many, many Americans and attracted
many Americans to his agenda.

Let me start off by saying, Mr.
Speaker, that I listened to my father in
the past talk to me about political
smear campaigns and how people were
denigrated by the press, by the liberal
media, to the point where they had no
chance of winning an election. I re-
member him first showing me those
evidences of such campaigns back in
the Barry Goldwater days when Barry
was denounced as someone who would
get us into nuclear war, and was unfit
to serve in the White House, and was

supposed to be a very dangerous per-
son. After he concluded an excellent
career in the Senate, he was then re-
garded by the same pundits and liberal
media people as a, quote, conservative
statesman, but in those days he was
bashed a lot.

And I noticed that Pat Buchanan has
taken a lot of bashing, and I think very
unfairly, because I look at his positions
with respect to free trade. He opposes
President Clinton’s NAFTA, so there is
something wrong with that position
from the liberal media standpoint. He
supports the right to life of unborn
children, a traditional Republican
opinion and position, and of course
that is opposed by the liberal media.
He supports a strong military, and of
course that is opposed by the liberal
media which watched with dismay as
President Reagan’s strong military
posture dismantled the Soviet Union
and ended the cold war.

Mr. Speaker, on a personal note Pat
and Shelly are wonderful people. They
are fine people, they care about the Na-
tion, they have great compassion for
their fellow Americans. And to see the
media come out and imply that Pat
Buchanan was anti-Semitic, and when
you ask why they thought that, they
said, well, it is the way he pronounces
terms like Goldman Sachs. I thought,
my gosh, we live in an age where the
media can denounce somebody and call
them names because of the way they
pronounce a word. I have not seen
McCarthyism, but I guess that is prob-
ably as close as we will come in these
times.

So, Pat Buchanan has a great deal to
offer the Republican Party. He really
has the traditional Republican posi-
tions of fair trade, not free trade. Re-
member that, when John Kennedy of-
fered one of the first free trade bills
back in 1962, it was opposed mainly by
three Senators: Barry Goldwater,
STROM THURMOND, and a Senator
named Prescott Bush, the father of the
future President, George Bush. Con-
servatives opposed free trade because
we thought that, if you gave away
pieces of the American market and did
not get anything in return, you were
disserving millions of American work-
ing people and small businesses, and
that is exactly the case today. And Pat
Buchanan has been exactly right about
NAFTA, and President Clinton, who fa-
thered NAFTA, has been exactly
wrong.

There was a $3 billion trade surplus
over Mexico before NAFTA. Today
there is a $15 billion trade deficit. That
means billions of dollars gone that
would have been coming to Americans
who are working in America making
those components and those products
that now are made in Mexico. We have
now a $30 billion trade deficit with
Communist China, which even now is
building short-range and long-range
missiles, has a big weapons market in
the Third World, selling weapons to
Libya and Iraq and other nations.

So Pat Buchanan has traditional Re-
publican principles, and I think it is a

tragedy that he was smeared so thor-
oughly by the American media. I hope
that BOB DOLE will open wide his party
door and the door to the convention to
Pat and to my other great friend, the
gentleman from California [Mr. DOR-
NAN].
f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

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

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania (at the
request of Mr. ARMEY) for today and
the balance of the week, on account of
eye surgery.

Mrs. FOWLER (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today and the balance of
the week, on account of medical rea-
sons.

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois (at the re-
quest of Mr. GEPHARDT) for today and
the balance of the week, on account of
medical reasons.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

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

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. CANADY of Florida) to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:)

Mr. MCINNIS, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, for 5 min-

utes, today.
Mr. MCINTOSH, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BILBRAY, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. SALMON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. SAXTON, for 5 minutes each day,

today and on March 28.
Mr. LATOURETTE, for 5 minutes, on

March 28.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Ms. DELAURO) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. SKELTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. DELAURO, for 5 minutes, today.
Mrs. SCHROEDER, for 5 minutes,

today.
(The following Member (at his own

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

Mr. DOOLITTLE, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. HAYWORTH) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. TORKILDSEN, for 5 minutes, on
April 15.

Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania, for 5 min-
utes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. FARR of California) to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:)

Mr. FARR of California, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE, for 5 minutes,
today.

Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Member (at his own

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