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The House met at 9 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mr. ARMEY].

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
January 26, 1995.

I hereby designate the Honorable RICHARD
K. ARMEY to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

We pray, O God, that our words of
hope and our vision for justice will con-
nect with our deeds, that our faith will
be active in love, that all that we say
with our lips, we will believe in our
hearts, and all that we believe in our
hearts we will practice in our daily
lives. Teach each person, O God, to re-
late words and deeds so may we have fi-
delity of character and sincerity of
purpose in what we say and in what we
do. This is our earnest prayer. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, without
objection, the Journal stands approved.

Mr. VOLKMER. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, and | did not
plan to ask for a vote or object, but |
would like to use this occasion to re-
serve the right to object to inquire of
the Chair as to whether or not there

will be a limit on the number of 1-min-
utes today. That is the only purpose.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. VOLKMER]
should be advised that the Chair will
entertain 20 1-minutes from each side
of the aisle.

Mr. VOLKMER. | thank the Chair,
and | withdraw my reservation of ob-
jection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule I, the Journal
stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Rhode Island [Mr.
KENNEDY] come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island led
the Pledge of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain 20 1-minutes per
side.

SENATE MESSAGE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed a bill of the
following title, in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested:

S. 273. An act to amend section 61h-6 of
title 2, United States Code.

The message also announced that
pursuant to sections 42 and 43 of title
20, United States Code, the Chair, on
behalf of the Vice President, reappoints
Mr. MOYNIHAN to the Board of Regents
of the Smithsonian Institution.

THE CONTRACT WITH AMERICA

(Mr. BONO asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BONO. Mr. Speaker, our Contract
With America states, on the first day
of Congress, a Republican House will:

Force Congress to live under the
same laws as everyone else; cut one-
third of committee staff; and cut the
congressional budget. We have done
that.

In the next 78 days, we will vote on
the following 10 items:

No. 1, a balanced budget amendment
and line-item veto;

No. 2, a new crime bill to stop violent
criminals;

No. 3, welfare reform to encourage
work, not dependence;

No. 4, family reinforcement to crack
down on deadbeat dads and protect our
children;

No. 5, tax cuts for families to lift
Government’s burden from middle-in-
come Americans;

No. 6, national security restoration
to protect our freedoms;

No. 7, Senior Citizens’ Equity Act to
allow our seniors to work without Gov-
ernment penalty;

No. 8, Government regulation and un-
funded mandate reforms;

No. 9, commonsense legal reform to
end frivolous lawsuits; and

No. 10, Congressional term limits to
make Congress a citizen legislature.

This is our Contract With America.

URGING PASSAGE OF THE BAL-
ANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT
WITH THE SUPERMAJORITY PRO-
VISION

(Mr. SOUDER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, we truly
have a historic opportunity today.
That is to pass a balanced budget
amendment. The time is finally here.
We can pass a balanced budget amend-
ment with a 60-percent supermajority
to pass a tax increase.

Mr. Speaker, | doubt if there is any
Member of this body who campaigned
on the right to increase taxes. In fact,
many of those who did raise taxes are
no longer with us in this body. The
Barton amendment gives Republicans
and Democrats the opportunity to
match their rhetoric with the reality
of their votes here in Washington.

Back home in Indiana, a 60-percent
supermajority to pass a tax increase
does not seem enough. In fact, in Indi-
ana they would like 100 percent of this
House to have to approve a tax in-
crease, maybe twice, and maybe if they
pass it, even an extra clause for a
caning for those who pass the tax in-
crease. At the grass roots they do not
understand why we cannot decrease the
size of Government rather than con-
stantly increase taxes.

Mr. Speaker, today we have the op-
portunity to pass that. The people of
Indiana, the people of this Nation, are
watching. | hope we can get the
supermajority necessary to pass this
protection for our children and our-
selves out into the future.

OPPOSITION TO THE MEXICAN
BAILOUT

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, | do
not think Congress gets it yet. Eighty-
one percent of the American people do
not support bailing out Mexico because
many of them are worried about losing
their job, worried about losing their
health insurance, worried about losing
their pension, and worried about losing
their homes.

Mr. Speaker, | have a question to
ask. When the steel mills closed in
Ohio and Pennsylvania, where was
Uncle Sam? When the farmers were los-
ing their land in the eighties and farm-
ers were literally committing suicide,
where was Uncle Sam?

The truth of the matter is the Amer-
ican people are not foolish. When peo-
ple overseas are in trouble, Uncle Sam
jumps in with all four feet, but when
the American people are in trouble,

Uncle Sam says ‘“‘Let Willy Nelson take
care of it.”” 1 am opposed to this bail-
out.

Let me say this, Mr. Speaker, While
Congress is debating bailing out Mex-
ico, the Federal Reserve is debating
raising the interest rates on our peo-
ple. Beam me up.
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URGING MEMBERS TO JOIN IN
SUPPORTING THE BALANCED
BUDGET AMENDMENT

(Mr. EHLERS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, 12 years
ago this month | was elected to the
State legislature in Michigan and en-
tered politics full time for the first
time in my life. At that time | opposed
the Federal balanced budget amend-
ment. Today | will be voting for the
balanced budget amendment.

Why did | have that change of heart?
It is because of my experience at the
State level, working with a balanced
budget amendment and a line-item
veto, and seeing that it works. Fur-
thermore, it came from observing that
over the past half century Congress has
not demonstrated that it has the col-
lective self-discipline to balance the
budget. It needs some outside impetus
to require it.

I have seen it work at the State
level. The fact that it exists forces the
State legislatures to balance their
budgets. If we have a Federal balanced
budget amendment, that will force our
Congress to balance the budget that
they submit to the President each
year.

Mr. Speaker, let us not forget our
children and grandchildren and our ob-
ligation to them. Let us join in sup-
porting the balanced budget amend-
ment.

CONGRESS MUST EXCLUDE PRO-
GRAMS FOR THE YOUNG AND
THE ELDERLY FROM BALANCED
BUDGET AMENDMENT CUTS

(Mr. HILLIARD asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HILLIARD. Mr. Speaker, haste
makes waste.

Mr. Speaker, | addressed the Com-
mittee on Rules in an attempt to get
an exemption to the balanced budget
amendment considered. That exemp-
tion would have provided that Aid to
Dependent Children would have been
exempted from any consideration on a
balanced budget.

It is very important that any society,
any country, realize that in order to be
a country that is civilized, it must pro-
tect two groups: Those who are unable
to protect themselves, the elderly and
the young. Unless some provisions are
made, we will fail to do that.

America is strong, not just because
of the fact that it is economically se-
cure. It is strong because over the
years it has made sure that it takes
care of those individuals that cannot
fend for themselves.

For Congress to do less would be re-
neging on the legacy of democracy, Mr.
Speaker, and | submit that haste
makes waste, that sometime in the fu-
ture we will regret the action that we
are about to do. We must give consider-
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ation to Americans who are not able to
give consideration for themselves.
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DAYS OF DEFICIT SPENDING NEAR
END

(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
are constantly asking us how are we
going to balance the budget by 2002.

But a more pertinent question is
when do my liberal, big-spending col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
plan to balance the budget? If you do
not think it should be done by the year
2002, 7 years from now, when do you
think it should be done? Isn’'t a $5 tril-
lion debt enough?

The Democrats do not want a bal-
anced budget amendment for one rea-
son. They want Americans addicted to
big Government because they are the
party of big Government.

You know, | think it is important to
address the moral dimension of deficit
spending. Thrift, frugality, and de-
ferred gratification are virtues. But
deficit spending is a vice that has been
used by big-spending politicians as just
another incumbent-protection device.
In the words of Harry Hopkins, they
would “‘borrow and borrow, spend and
spend, elect and elect.”

But those days are about to end, Mr.
Speaker.

HASTE MAKES WASTE

(Mr. WYNN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, good morn-
ing.

I rise today to clarify for the Amer-
ican people what this balanced budget
debate is all about. Make no mistake
about it, the Democrats want a bal-
anced budget. The difference is, we
want to do it right.

I am from the State of Maryland, 10
years in the State legislature. We had
a balanced budget. We are one of only
about seven States with a triple-A
bond rating, but we understand how to
do it right and that is what we need to
do on the floor of this assembly.

First we need truth-in-budgeting. We
need to know exactly what cuts will be
necessary in order to balance the budg-
et. You would not buy a house without
knowing the mortgage payments. We
need to know what we are going to
have to do in order to balance this
budget. It seems to me people are won-
dering will it really cause a 20-percent
cut in Medicare? Will it really cut out
veterans’ benefits, truth-in-budgeting?

Second, preserve Social Security.
Yesterday we went through a charade.
We passed a resolution. That is not the
force of law. We need to put in law that
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in addition to a balanced budget, we
are going to keep our original contract.
The original contract was with our sen-
ior citizens. We can have a balanced
budget but it is important that we do
it in the right way, not in the politi-
cally expedient way.

BUSINESS AS USUAL MUST GO:
CONGRESS MUST PASS THE BAL-
ANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT

(Mrs. MYRICK asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, on No-
vember 8, America’s voters sent us to
Washington to change the way the Fed-
eral Government does business. They
made it very clear that the tax-and-
spend mentality and business as usual
must end.

The people are aware of the ever-in-
creasing national debt of $4.5 trillion
and the need for a balanced budget
amendment. They are also aware that
too many here in Congress, do not com-
prehend the need, nor acknowledge the
people’s insistence, for it to be done.
Americans balance their own budgets.
They demand the same of their Govern-
ment.

The people are burdened by paying
over half of their income in taxes. So
they fully understand the need for a
vote by three-fifths of the Congress be-
fore taxes can be raised.

When the U.S. Congress enacts, and
38 States ratify, a balanced budget
amendment, it will ensure that the
Federal Government does not spend
more than it takes in. It will be a first
step toward achieving the changes that
the voters have demanded, and it will
contribute to the reweaving of the fab-
ric of America for future generations.

MEDIA’S ASSERTION OF
AMERICANS’ ANGER OFF BASE

(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, in his
State of the Union Address Tuesday,
President Clinton said the American
people were engaged in a shouting
match. This observation parallels the
liberal media’s assertion that the
American people are angry at each
other. This is light years from the
truth.

Americans are not angry and they
are certainly not shouting at each
other.

Mr. Speaker, if the American people
are shouting at anybody, they are
shouting at the Federal Government.
More precisely, they are sickened at
the level of irresponsible spending, the
bloated and inefficient bureaucracies
and the constant drumbeat for more
taxes.

The other night President Clinton
treated us to an interesting speech and
I am glad to see that he supports many
of the ideas Republicans have been
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talking about for years. But once again
I call on the President and my friends
on the other side of the aisle to put
aside the rhetoric and take action.

This week the President and this
Congress have an opportunity to re-
store faith with the American people
and put our financial priorities in
order.

We must pass the balanced budget
amendment and put an end to the dis-
grace of deficit spending. Remember,
Mr. Speaker, the American people are
not shouting at each other. They are
shouting at us.

A QUESTION OF PRIORITIES

(Mr. DURBIN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, | think
we all know that when it comes to tele-
vision ratings, the Simpson trial is
going to get a lot more viewers than
the proceedings of the House of Rep-
resentatives, but | hope that America
will tune in today to this debate on the
balanced budget amendment. It is
critically important to every American
who values Social Security and Medi-
care. What the Republicans are propos-
ing is literally to make certain that
Social Security will be vulnerable to
cuts for years to come. They will not
tell you, but | think the facts bear us
out.

They are going to call for a 30-per-
cent cut in Medicare as a result of to-
day’s debate, and senior citizens will
pay more out of pocket, have fewer
services, and we will see hospitals clos-
ing across America.

These are facts the Republicans do
not want to disclose but they are sim-
ple facts that are inevitable conclu-
sions from where they stand. We should
not be surprised.

Speaker NEWT GINGRICH wrote in
USA Today in 1987, “It’'s time to re-
place Social Security.”

It is no priority for the Republicans,
but it is a priority for America to pro-
tect our senior citizens, to protect So-
cial Security and to protect Medicare.

SUPPORT BBA WITH THREE-
FIFTHS REQUIREMENT

(Mr. JONES asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, last No-
vember the American people decided
that Congress must take responsibility
for their action and must be held ac-
countable for the taxpayers’ money.
The public has lost all faith in the job
that is being done by Congress. For the
public to regain their trust and respect
in our Government, we must pass a bal-
anced budget amendment including a
three-fifths requirement to increase
taxes.

When this requirement takes effect,
people will be reassured that Congress
cannot blindly raise their taxes. The
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amendment will help ensure a safe fi-
nancial future for our children and
grandchildren so they do not have to
pay for the spending mistakes of yes-
teryear.

0O 0920

Every day Americans strongly sup-
port a balanced budget amendment.
People understand the necessity of
paying bills, balancing checkbooks,
and living within their means. It is un-
fortunate that people struggle to make
ends meet but their Government does
not understand the concept.

Enough is enough. It is time for us to
reign in the out-of-control spending
habits of this Congress. | ask my fellow
Members, both Democrats and Repub-
licans, to support the balanced budget
amendment with the three-fifths pro-
tection for American citizens.

PROTECT SOCIAL SECURITY IN A
BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT

(Mr. BRYANT of Texas asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
today we will take up the balanced
budget amendment and | am one Demo-
crat who supports an amendment. But
| support an amendment that protects
Social Security. There is no reason
why we cannot pass a balanced budget
amendment that still maintains the
guarantee to senior citizens that Social
Security will not be touched.

We have heard some of these Repub-
licans raise questions about why we are
talking about Social Security. | will
tell Members why. It is because you
fellows elected a Speaker of the House
who has called for abolishing Social
Security. The Republican Speaker of
the House, NEwWT GINGRICH, in 1986
called for abolishing Social Security
and turning it into some kind of a
mandatory IRA program, and | am
quoting from the Atlanta Constitution,
November 1986.

Also because you Republicans elected
a majority leader, Dick ARMEY, who did
the same thing. He cosponsored a spe-
cial provision for a mandatory retire-
ment account that was supposed to
substitute for Social Security. He also
spoke out a few years ago about the
fact that we never should have started
Social Security in the first place.

Senior citizens have a good reason to
be afraid of what Republicans are going
to do to Social Security. Today when
we vote for an amendment to balance
the budget, we ought to vote for a pro-
vision to protect Social Security.

SINGING VERSUS SHOUTING

(Mr. CHRISTENSEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, in
his State of the Union Address Tuesday
night, President Clinton said that in
the 1992 and 1994 elections, we did not
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hear the people singing, we heard them
shouting. | could not agree with the
President more.

But what are the people shouting for?
Are they shouting for more of the big
Government, big spending, liberal
ideals that the Democrats championed
for the past 40 years? | think not.

The people are shouting for Congress
to clean up its act. They are shouting
for a Government that is smaller, less
costly, and more efficient. They are
shouting for us to pass legislation such
as the balanced budget amendment to
make us get our fiscal problems in
order.

I urge my colleagues from the other
side of the aisle to join me in voting
yes for the balanced budget amend-
ment with a three-fifths tax limitation
provision. It is what the people are
shouting for. It is what the people de-
serve.

PROTECTING SOCIAL SECURITY IN
THE BALANCED BUDGET AMEND-
MENT

(Mr. SCHUMER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, what is
the difference between the Democratic
balanced budget amendment and the
one proffered by the Republicans? Sim-
ple. Ours protects the elderly, Social
Security and Medicare and theirs does
not.

The new Republican majority is
afraid to tell the American people what
balancing the budget will mean to
their constituents, because their pro-
grams are like a noose around the
necks of the elderly, a noose that
tightens every day we get closer to
passing the Contract With America.

They say they will not cut Medicare,
but the fact of the matter is their
budget committee is considering huge
changes in Medicare that will end the
program as we know it.

They say they will not cut Social Se-
curity, but Speaker GINGRICH wrote
this article. Read it. It says replace So-
cial Security.

This does not sound like Social Secu-
rity is off the table; it sounds like So-
cial Security is the table setting for
the Republican Party’s balanced budg-
et amendment.

Dick ARMEY said that the American
people’s knees would buckle if they
knew what services would be cut to
balance their budget. When these cuts
hit, seniors all over this country will
be screaming, “‘I have fallen and | can’t
get up.”

VOTE FOR BARTON BALANCED
BUDGET AMENDMENT

(Mr. BAKER of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BAKER of California. Mr. Speak-
er, like many of my colleagues today, |
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am proud of what the Republicans have
done already under the banner of the
Contract With America.

We have made true fiscal responsibil-
ity in Congress the hallmark of our
legislative plan. And at the very heart
of this plan, we have placed the one
tool that is absolutely essential to re-
storing accountability—the balanced
budget amendment.

For too long, Congress denied its re-
sponsibility by using tax increases to
cover up its own lack of political will
to make tough budgetary decisions.
Limiting the ability of Congress to
raise taxes will force Congress to set
real budget priorities. If there is one
thing 40 years of Democrat rule should
have taught us, it is that their party
consistently lacks the will to make the
tough decisions. Yet we cannot trust
that fiscal conservatives will always
run the House of Representatives.

To safeguard our children from a re-
turn to the profligate ways of our con-
gressional past, we must enact a budg-
et balancing tool with teeth.

I urge this House to support the Bar-
ton amendment that will forbid in-
creases without both parties partici-
pating. Vote for the 60-percent rule.

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT

(Mr. MEEHAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, a few
weeks ago, | invited voters from my
district to a meeting in Concord, MA.
to try their hand at cleaning up the
budget mess. Roughly 260 people took
me up on the offer. They broke into
small groups, and went to work draw-
ing up plans to balance the budget.

With the full range of budget choices
laid out before them, the players were
asked to make the decisions needed to
balance the budget. Only 16 of the 25
groups had produced a plan 1% hours
later. Not one Democrat or Republican
managed to balance the budget without
raising taxes.

Let us face it, Congress needs a bal-
anced budget amendment to eliminate
the deficit. But it is not going to take
the rest of the country very long to fig-
ure out what the people in Concord,
MA, discovered last weekend: That the
Contract With America version of the
balanced budget amendment is a hoax.
If we are serious about balancing the
budget, we cannot take anything off
the table yet—not even tax increases.

Let us stop trying to fool the Amer-
ican people. Vote for the Stenholm-
Schaefer amendment today, and pass a
real balanced budget amendment.

PASS A BALANCED BUDGET
AMENDMENT

(Mr. BASS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BASS. Mr. Speaker, | had
planned to address the House today to
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talk about the fact that | cannot sup-
port a bailout of Mexico, that we have
got to treat our neighbors to the south
in the same way that we would treat
our neighbors down the street. But |
have been sitting here for the last 25
minutes listening to this discussion
about Social Security.

This is the same discussion that we
have heard year after year after year,
most usually in an election cycle be-
fore a general election, when Repub-
licans are accused of trying to cut So-
cial Security. But has it happened? No,
it never will, not in recent history, and
the fact is that the only time that So-
cial Security has been affected was
when the Social Security taxable in-
come was increased from 50 percent to
85 percent, and that was a proposal
that was backed by the then majority,
the Democrats.

So let us get the record straight here.
Let us pass a balanced budget amend-
ment today and send it on to the Sen-
ate.

NEW REPUBLICAN LEADERSHIP ON
RECORD AGAINST SOCIAL SECU-
RITY

(Mr. MILLER of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, there is a very good reason
that we on the Democratic side con-
tinue to talk about the balanced budg-
et and its implications for Social Secu-
rity, and there is a very real sense of
urgency about that this year as op-
posed to other years, because this is
the first time that we have had the
leadership of the House committed to
changes and to the replacement of the
Social Security system.

This is the article by Speaker GING-
RICH where he calls for the replacement
of Social Security, and we know others
in the Republican leadership that have
called that into question.

At the same time, they have refused
to protect Social Security in the bal-
anced budget amendment that they
want this Congress and this House to
vote on today. That is what is wrong
with their proposal and that is why
they refuse to tell the American people
what is in their proposal to balance the
budget.

They refuse to talk about the Medi-
care cuts that they have to make to
balance the budget under their propos-
als, they refuse to talk about the im-
plications for Social Security under
their proposal, they refuse to talk
about the Medicaid cuts for long-term
care for elderly people in this Nation.

That is what is wrong with their pro-
posal. That is why we have to keep re-
minding this Nation what is at risk,
when Republicans who want to cut So-
cial Security, replace Social Security,
are in control of the levers of the power
in this House.
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STOP THE BICKERING

(Mr. CREMEANS asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. CREMEANS. Mr. Speaker, let us
stop the bickering.

I urge my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle to reflect on what they
have done to reform this Government.
Have they come out in support of tax
limitation and the balanced budget
amendment? Have they fought to re-
form unfunded mandates? Have they
embraced the Republican-led changes
in the way that Congress has done busi-
ness, or have they fought the reforms
put forth? Have they tried to filibuster,
delay, and destroy the Contract With
America?

Mr. Speaker, many Democrats have
come the floor today and this past
week for one reason, to stop needed re-
form in this Congress. They attack the
Republicans on irrelevant issues. They
complain about their procedures. They
whine when we make necessary cuts.

Mr. Speaker, the time has come to
stop this silly bickering. Let us work
together to complete this contract
with the American people and restore
the people’s faith in this Congress.

THE BALANCED BUDGET
AMENDMENT

(Ms. MCcCARTHY asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Ms. McCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, this
week we consider legislation that is
the first step in a long process that will
lead to a balanced budget. While we all
know the litany of numbers surround-
ing the growth of the national debt,
the numbers are so staggering they are
worth repeating.

Over the past 12 years, it has tripled
in size. We are now saddled with a $5
trillion national debt and yearly inter-
est payments of over $200 billion.

I was elected to put an end to this
practice, and for that reason | support
the bipartisan, bicameral constitu-
tional amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. SCHAEFER]
and the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
STENHOLM].

| urge every Member to support it.

After we complete work on the bal-
anced budget amendment, we will then
turn to the budget and appropriations
process. During consideration of the
yearly spending bills, I will work hard
to cut wasteful and unnecessary Gov-
ernment spending. There are plenty of
programs to target, and | look forward
to the debate that will take place dur-
ing consideration of these bills.

There will be tough choices to be
made to reach our goal by 2002. How-
ever, as a former State legislator and
past president of the National Con-
ference of State Legislatures, there is
one thing I will not cut. 1 will not sup-
port balancing the Federal budget on
the backs of State and local govern-
ments.
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INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION
TO END WASTEFUL PRACTICES
IN CONGRESSIONAL OFFICES

(Mr. FOLEY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, today, |
rise to call attention to yet another ex-
ample of how Congress wastes tax-
payers’ hard-earned money.

A week or two ago, every new Mem-
ber received this letter from the Clerk
of the House encouraging us to order
our own personalized gold embossed set
of the United States Code book, a set of
223 volumes that | have since discov-
ered we can take with us when we leave
office.

After doing a little research, | have
learned that these books with each
Congressman’s name nicely engraved
in gold on the binder costs taxpayer
$2,500 a set. Thus, to provide every new
Member of the last two Congresses,
they have spent over $500,000; a half a
million dollars spent on books that are
available in every House office build-
ing, in the House counsel’s office and,
of course, in the Library of Congress
across the street.

Mr. Speaker, | invite my colleagues
to join me as an original cosponsor of
a measure that will end the practice of
ordering these books and demonstrate
to the American people that we are se-
rious about cutting the deficit and that
we are taking a small step in our indi-
vidual offices to make a difference in
the United States of America.

SENIOR CITIZENS, WAKE UP

(Mrs. MEEK of Florida asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, |
am a senior citizen. | am here to say to
senior citizens throughout this coun-
try, wake up, better smell the coffee.
They are getting ready to make some
very drastic changes here in this Con-
gress that will affect you. So you have
better call them, write them, and talk
them to slow this train down.

I realize that a balanced budget is
needed to control the runaway spend-
ing in this country, but as it is cur-
rently drafted, they are going to bal-
ance the budget on your backs, senior
citizens. You have felt the toil of this
country for all of these years. You paid
taxes all of these years. Now they are
going to cut Medicare, they are going
to cut Medicaid, they are going to cut
Social Security.

Do not let them fool you. There
should be truth in packaging here so
you can see the package that is being
put together, so you can know what
the cuts are.

Do not be fooled by what you are
hearing about a balanced budget. Sure,
it is good, but it is not what you can
see that is going to hurt. Look at the
massive cuts in Medicare. They are
using the Constitution to change the
fiscal policy. Let them do it. That is
what they are elected to do, to cut.
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Why use the Constitution to do that?
Wake up, call them write them, what-
ever is within your voice, because the
budget will be balanced on your back.

THE CREATION

(Mr. HOKE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HOKE. In the beginning there
was limited government and a sound
economy and abundance covered the
face of the land.

Then Johnson, leader of the
Spendites, looketh into the Treasury
and saw there was a surplus, and he
was sore afraid. So he called to the
high priests of the Spendites, who even
then had controlled the Congress for 10
years, and he spake thusly, ‘“‘Demo-
crats,” for that was the Spendites’
name, ‘“We must exhaust the Royal
Treasury, for there is a surplus, and |
am sore afraid.”

The Spendities heeded the call of lord
LBJ and spent as if there was no to-
morrow, creating foolish and wasteful
Spendite programs that promiseth
much but dideth not. And the Govern-
ment became big and bloated, and the
economy weak and burdened, and the
children and the grandchildren, and,
yea, even the great-grandchildren of
the subjects of the Spendites were sad-
dled with great debts. And the people
cried out, ‘‘Balenceth the budget.” But
the Spendites were sore afraid, so the
people cried our for the Thriftities to
lead them out of the wilderness of defi-
cit spending.

LET US HAVE THE TRUTH ABOUT
SOCIAL SECURITY

(Ms. PELOSI asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, today we
will vote on some version of the bal-
anced budget amendment. | rise in op-
position to it, and | do so because I
think that there is still the great unan-
swered question: Will this balanced
budget amendment exclude Social Se-
curity? If it does, why not say so?

We have an opportunity today on the
floor to support the Gephardt-Bonior
amendment which our Republican col-
leagues could join us in if they in fact
wish to exclude Social Security. And if
not Social Security, then what?

Disclose. Let us have truth in budg-
eting. We have an opportunity today to
support the Conyers amendment if, in-
deed, we want to be truthful and honest
with the American people.

We have reason to be doubtful about
the Republicans’ intention about So-
cial Security because of what they say.

My colleagues have pointed out this
article written by Speaker GINGRICH
which says, ‘“Replace Social Security
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with a stable permanent retirement
system.”” There is a picture of a Social
Security card being cut by scissors.

Perhaps my colleagues on the Repub-
lican side would like to read this, and
as recently as last evening, a senior
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means on this floor said in the debate,
““We cannot ask our children to support
a growing number of seniors who live
20 and 30 years past retirement.” The
gentlewoman from Connecticut [Mrs.
JOHNSON] said that.

If you do, in fact, wish to exclude So-
cial Security, vote to do so.

THE FIG LEAF THAT WAS GOOD
ENOUGH

(Mr. LAHOOD asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

(Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, | took a
special note today to go back to the
Cloakroom and find that 412 of our col-
leagues voted for the resolution offered
by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
FLANAGAN].

Now, given the fact that we do not
have 412 Republicans, apparently our
Democrat friends, in spite of the fact
that they called his resolution a fig
leaf, yesterday thought it was a good
enough fig leaf to vote for it . But yet
today they will come to this floor and
try and scare the senior citizens of our
country into believing that we want to
cut Social Security.

As | said yesterday during debate on
the resolution offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. FLANAGAN], |
do not know of any politician, Demo-
crat or Republican, who wants to cut
Social Security. | have never ever
heard one politician ever running for
anything from dogcatcher to Congress
who ever said they wanted to cut So-
cial Security. We do not want to do it.

Apparently the Democrats do not
want to do it, because the majority of
you voted for Mr. FLANAGAN’s fig leaf
resolution yesterday, because you
thought it was good enough to send a
message.

Do not try to fool. Do not try and
scare. Let us be honest with our senior
citizens. Nobody wants to cut Social
Security. We do not intend to do it.

THE 100-DAY NIGHTMARE

(Mr. WATT of North Carolina asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, the 100-day dream has become
a 100-day nightmare. The process by
which this balanced budget amendment
to the Constitution came to the floor
of this House is the classic example.
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I serve on the Committee on the Ju-
diciary out of which this balanced
budget amendment comes. Two weeks
ago on a Wednesday afternoon, with
over 20 amendments still unoffered in
committee, the committee closed down
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operation and went home. The Rules
Committee, with over 100 amendments
still pending, limited amendments on
the floor to 6.

To amend the Constitution, if we are
lucky in this body, we will get 2 days of
debate. This is not democracy, Amer-
ica; this is irresponsibility.

“IT'S THE MAJORITY, STUPID”

(Mr. FORBES asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, Members
of the House, as we listen to the rhet-
oric and the misinformation and the
scare tactics that are going to be on
this floor today, | think it is important
to remind people that it was the Demo-
crats who cut Social Security benefits
in the 103d Congress by $48 billion, and
not one Republican voted for it. And
there is no threat in the 104th Con-
gress.

Back in November the majority of
the American people spoke loudly and
clearly when they elected a Republican
majority to this Congress; a majority
of the people embraced the provisions
in our Contract With America, which
includes a balanced budget amend-
ment. A majority of the people de-
manded that we change Congress, and a
majority of the people sent a message
that they want a smaller, less costly,
more efficient Government. What my
colleagues from the other side of the
aisle seem to forget is that a majority
of the people did not elect the Demo-
crat President 2 years ago. In fact, only
43 percent of the electorate voted for
our current President.

I urge the President and the rest of
his party to join with the majority of
the people in supporting the balanced
budget amendment.

The majority has spoken; it is what
they want; it is what they deserve.

IN SUPPORT OF THE STENHOLM
BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT

(Mr. CLEMENT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of a constitutional
amendment to balance the budget. |
have had three opportunities to vote on
the balanced budget amendments since
I have been a Member of Congress. We
failed three times.

I do not think we will have a better
opportunity than now to pass one, fi-
nally.

I support the Charlie Stenholm bal-
anced budget amendment because it
has strength and it is realistic and it is
doable.

I also know that Members of Con-
gress, most of us, are well-intentioned;
we want to do the right thing; but the
fact is every one of us has a laundry
list of where we are going to cut costs.
The problem is that we all have a dif-
ferent laundry list of where to cut, and
therefore nothing is cut.
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Every day we spend $816 million in-
terest payments on the debt alone—
that is right, $816 million every day.
That is money that we could use to
control crime, make job training and
education available to more Americans
and immunize our children.

Interest payments are simply devour-
ing large portions of the Federal budg-
et and preventing the Congress from
funding programs that are important
to the American people. We know we
are accountable for our actions, we
know we are not doing the right thing,
we know we need some enforcement
powers. We need to do it by passing a
balanced budget amendment.

THE REAL AGENDA

(Mr. WALKER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, let us
talk about what the real agenda is and
what the real problem is with sticking
the term “‘Social Security’’ in the con-
stitutional amendment. What you do
then is you open a huge lobbyists’ loop-
hole in the Constitution, because what
would happen is that anybody who
wanted to bring some social welfare
spending approach to Capitol Hill
would simply call it ““Social Security.”
Do you want to have mighnight bas-
ketball? Fine, call it “Social Secu-
rity.”” Do you want to have the Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting con-
tinue to get money? Call it “‘Social Se-
curity.” Do you want to have the NEA
to continue to get its funding for por-
nographic art, just call it “Social Se-
curity.”

Every lobbyist coming to Capitol Hill
asking for more spending would simply
call it ““Social Security’ and say there-
fore it is not covered by the balanced
budget. That would destroy Social Se-
curity.

Do you want the surest formula for
destroying Social Security? Just put it
in the Constitution in a form that peo-
ple can use it to destroy the system.
That would be the wrong thing to do on
this floor today.

BALANCE THE BUDGET AND
REDUCE THE FEDERAL DEFICIT

(Mr. HINCHEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, like
many of my colleagues, | believe Con-
gress needs to work toward balancing
the budget and reducing the Federal
deficit.

I believe we must legislate in a more
fiscally responsible way that will en-
sure our Nation will remain financially
strong for our children and grand-
children.

Over the next several weeks, we will
debate many measures to achieve a
balanced budget.
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One measure, however, which | will
not condone and will not even consider
is any effort by this leadership to cut
Social Security.

Social Security is a covenant the
U.S. Government has made with its
citizens, a promise to support working
Americans when they are retired and
living on fixed incomes.

The working families of the Nation,
and of New York, want straight talk,
and they deserve to know whether or
not Social Security is on the table.

In the only opportunity we had to ex-
empt Social Security in the 104th Con-
gress, every Republican but one voted
against an amendment to exempt So-
cial Security during markup of the bal-
anced budget amendment in the Judici-
ary Committee.

Simply put, we cannot afford to bal-
ance the budget on the backs of work-
ing Americans who are living on fixed
incomes.

These are difficult economic times
for the people of New York’s southern
tier and the Nation. Senior citizens
should know for certain that their ben-
efits are not in danger.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. SAM
JOHNSON of Texas). The Chair would
like to remind all Members that there
is a limitation of 20 1-minutes. There
have been 16 on each side to this point.
The Chair will recognize Members in
order. The Chair would ask Members to
adjust their ranking so that we can get
on with the business of the morning.
Those who were here first, | presume,
will be recognized.

DEMOCRATS, NOT REPUBLICANS,
RAISED TAXES ON SOCIAL SECU-
RITY

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, all
right, let us talk about Social Secu-
rity. In 1993, the first year your Demo-
crat President was in office, the Demo-
crat Party, without one vote from the
Republican side, raised taxes on Social
Security.

Then in the same legislation, the
Democrat Party voted to put that
money, the new proceeds, not in the
Social Security trust fund but in the
general fund. Why? Probably so your
Democrat President could have more
money to pass out as largess when he
needs one of the bits and pieces of his
legislation passed.

For example, your President, when
NAFTA comes, he is so offended by $20
presents from lobbyists, teeshirts from
school groups, and baseball caps from
veterans’ organizations; he comes into
the House,

If you will want to help pass NAFTA, | will
give you a million dollars here. You want to
save your helium reserve plant? Let me give
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you a couple of million. Let me give you a
couple of million for your dam back home.
We want your vote.

You do not want a balanced budget
amendment because you want to pro-
tect Social Security; the fact is you do
not want a balanced budget amend-
ment because you do not want a bal-
anced budget; not to protect Social Se-
curity but protect your largess when
you need votes passed, and your Presi-
dent uses it the most.

HIGHER MINIMUM WAGE
PRODUCES ADDITIONAL JOBS

(Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, as a strong supporter of the
proposal put forth by President Clinton
to increase the minimum wage, | would
like to share with my colleagues the
findings of a survey in my home State
of New Jersey. Despite dire predictions
by some of gloom and doom, our New
Jersey businesses report that they ac-
tually added jobs to their payrolls after
the minimum wage was raised in our
State.

As Governor Christine Todd Whitman
acknowledged in an interview follow-
ing President Clinton’s State of the
union Address, New Jersey workers
could not make ends meet on the na-
tional minimum wage of $4.25. Our
State of New Jersey has a $5.05 mini-
mum wage.

Mr. Speaker, | am proud of the fact
that our State has led the Nation in
providing workers with the decent liv-
ing wage they deserve.

I support extending the increase in
the minimum wage to every worker in
our Nation. Let me point out that the
value of the current Federal minimum
wage, adjusted for inflation, has fallen
by about 50 cents an hour since 1991.
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It is about 27 percent lower than it
was in 1979. Let us make sure that the
economic recovery reaches all Ameri-
cans, and let us support President Clin-
ton’s minimum wage increase.

A SPECIAL CHALLENGE TO THE
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE SIXTH
DISTRICT OF GEORGIA

(Ms. McKINNEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. MCcKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, on
Tuesday evening the President stood in
this Chamber and called on the Amer-
ican people to join him in reforming
our Government. More importantly, he
issued a challenge to Members of Con-
gress to voluntarily refrain from tak-
ing lobbyists’ gifts.

I am proud to say that I rise to the
President’s challenge and will no
longer accept gifts from lobbyists.
From now on this sign will grace the
door of my office, and any Member who
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signs this pledge sheet will also get a
sign to hang on their door.

Mr. Speaker, | issue a special chal-
lenge to my colleague from the Sixth
District of Georgia to take this pledge
and illustrate his commitment to a gift
ban by abandoning, and | will have to
say it in piglet Latin, his ook-bay eal-
day.

All of us have accepted one gift or
another from lobbyists. However, as
the President reminded us, we cannot
change our yesterdays, but our todays
and tomorrows we can.

SUPPORT THE THREE-FIFTHS
AMENDMENT

(Mr. HEINEMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HEINEMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in support of the balanced budget
amendment with its three-fifths
supermajority. If we in this Congress
are sincere in voting for a meaningful
amendment, then we must put a clutch
on our ability to raise taxes to pay for
our inability to do our jobs.

People across this country are con-
stantly in a process of balancing their
personal budgets. The States and mu-
nicipalities across this country are bal-
ancing their budgets. Private enter-
prise is constantly trying to balance
their budgets. | ask, “Why can’t we
climb aboard by balancing our budget
without whimsically overtaxing the
people to do this?”’

We should be leaders. We should be
the generals who lead the parade, not
those who march behind it. Let us get
out front and demonstrate that we can
make tough decisions to keep our
house in order. We do not need to be
the parent who constantly raids the
children’s piggy bank to pay our way.

Support the three-fifths amendment.
Vote for the Barton amendment.

THE CONSTITUTION SHOULD NOT
ALLOW A MINORITY TO CON-
TROL THE BUDGET PROCESS

(Mr. OLVER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, we need to
pass a balanced budget amendment,
but amending the Constitution really
cannot be taken lightly. Our Constitu-
tion has only been amended 17 times in
over 200 years since the Bill of Rights.
Our Constitution is based on majority
rule, and we should not vote to put
budget control in the hands of a minor-
ity of Members.

In all the instances that are written

into the Constitution of a
supermajority, all of those are in-
stances are where the legislative

branch must approve or must override
the action of another coequal branch:
The affirmative vote to override a veto
by the President, the Executive, the
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leader of the executive branch; the re-
jection vote to impeach a judge, or a
President, a person in one of the other
branches; the affirmative vote to ratify
a treaty; the affirmative vote to ratify
an action by the President. The Con-
stitution includes also the allowance
for the Chambers to eject a Member
that has been voted by the people, the
ultimate kind of rejection.

The Constitution should not be
amended to allow a minority to control
the budget process.

COSIGNING A LOAN TO ONE OF
THE MOST CORRUPT REGIMES IN
THE WORLD IS WRONG

(Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. | hope
our Speaker is listening because the
American people would like to know
when he is going to schedule the vote
on the Mexican $40 billion bailout.

| say to the Speaker, ‘“You want to
call it a loan guarantee. Well, if you
want to loan one of the most corrupt
regimes in the world $40 billion, to
cosign a note personally, you’re wel-
come to do so.”

If the President of the United States
would like to do so personally, Mr.
Speaker, he is also welcome to do so.

However, Mr. Speaker, do not ask the
American people to cosign a loan to
one of the most corrupt regimes in the
world and be held accountable.

A couple of years back, in fact less
than 1Y%; years ago, the now Speaker
and President said we have to pass
NAFTA or the Mexican economy will
fail. Well, | voted against it, but the
majority voted for it. They passed
NAFTA, and now the Mexican economy
has failed. They said we have to pass
NAFTA or we will lose jobs in America.
Well, unfortunately the majority voted
for NAFTA, and we have lost 700 manu-
facturing jobs in my south Mississippi
congressional district alone.

I say, “Mr. Speaker, you all have
been wrong twice. Let’s don’t be wrong
three times. If you’re not going to have
a vote, then tell the American people
you will not schedule a vote. But if
you’re going to have a vote on this
bailout, tell the American people when
it’s going to be, and let’s don’t have it
in the middle of the night when the tel-
evision cameras and the reporters are
gone.”

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. SAM
JOHNSON of Texas). Further 1-minutes
will be in order after the close of regu-
lar business today.

PROPOSING A BALANCED BUDGET
AMENDMENT TO THE CONSTITU-
TION
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 44 and rule
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XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the joint resolution,
House Joint Resolution 1.

[0 0956
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the joint reso-
lution (H.J. Res. 1) proposing a bal-
anced budget amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States, with
Mr. WALKER in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole rose on Wednesday,
January 25, 1995, all time for general
debate had expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the Joint Resolution
is considered as read, is not subject to
amendment while pending, and is de-
batable for 1 hour, equally divided and
controlled by the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BARTON] and an opponent.

No further amendment shall be in
order except those designated in sec-
tion 3 of House Resolution 44. Each fur-
ther amendment may be offered only
by the named proponent or a designee,
may be considered notwithstanding the
adoption of a previous amendment in
the nature of a substitute, is consid-
ered read, is not subject to amendment,
and is debatable for 1 hour, equally di-
vided and controlled by the proponent
and an opponent of the amendment.

If more than one amendment is
adopted, only the one receiving the
greater number of affirmative votes
shall be considered as finally adopted.

In the case of a tie for the greater
number of affirmative votes, only the
last amendment to receive that num-
ber of affirmative votes shall be consid-
ered as finally adopted, except that if
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute recommended by the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary is one of the
amendments receiving the greater
number of votes, then it shall be the
amendment considered as finally
adopted.

The Clerk will designate the commit-
tee amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the joint resolution.

The text of the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute is as
follows:

H.J. REs. 1

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled (two-thirds of each House
concurring therein), That the following article
is proposed as an amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States, which shall be
valid to all intents and purposes as part of
the Constitution when ratified by the legis-
latures of three-fourths of the several States
within seven years after the date of its sub-
mission for ratification:

“ARTICLE —

““SECTION 1. Prior to each fiscal year, Con-
gress shall, by law, adopt a statement of re-
ceipts and outlays for such fiscal year in
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which total outlays are not greater than
total receipts. Congress may, by law, amend
that statement provided revised outlays are
not greater than revised receipts. Congress
may provide in that statement for a specific
excess of outlays over receipts by a vote di-
rected solely to that subject in which three-
fifths of the whole number of each House
agree to such excess. Congress and the Presi-
dent shall ensure that actual outlays do not
exceed the outlays set forth in such state-
ment.

““SECTION 2. No bill to increase tax revenue
shall become law unless approved by a three-
fifths majority of the whole number of each
House of Congress.

““SECTION 3. Prior to each fiscal year, the
President shall transmit to Congress a pro-
posed statement of receipts and outlays for
such fiscal year consistent with the provi-
sions of this Article.

““SECTION 4. Congress may waive the provi-
sions of this Article for any fiscal year in
which a declaration of war is in effect. The
provisions of this Article may be waived for
any fiscal year in which the United States
faces an imminent and serious military
threat to national security and is so declared
by a joint resolution, adopted by a majority
of the whole number of each House, which
becomes law.

““SECTION 5. Total receipts shall include all
receipts of the United States except those
derived from borrowing and total outlays
shall include all outlays of the United States
except those for the repayment of debt prin-
cipal.

““SECTION 6. The amount of the debt of the
United States held by the public as of the
date this Article takes effect shall become a
permanent limit on such debt and there shall
be no increase in such amount unless three-
fifths of the whole number of each House of
Congress shall have passed a bill approving
such increase and such bill has become law.

““SECTION 7. All votes taken by the House
of Representatives or the Senate under this
Article shall be rollcall votes.

““SECTION 8. Congress shall enforce and im-
plement this Article by appropriate legisla-
tion.

““SECTION 9. This Article shall take effect
of the fiscal year 2002 or for the second fiscal
year beginning after its ratification, which-
ever is later.”.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the amendment is not subject to
amendment while pending.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. BAR-
TON] will be recognized for 30 minutes
and a Member opposed will be recog-
nized for 30 minutes.

The chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. BARTON].

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, | ask unanimous consent that 15
of the 30 minutes that | control be al-
lotted to the gentleman from Fort
Worth, TX, Mr. PETE GEREN, for such
use as he may see fit.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON].

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, each
time | approach this podium with re-
gard to this subject, | say the words
“This is a historic debate,”” and it truly
is a historic debate because we are
about making a major change in the
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way this House does business, and to
the extent that the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BARTON] and the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. HYDE], the chairman
of the Committee on the Judiciary,
have led the way on this, to me they
are true American heroes in the his-
toric sense because it is very clear to
me that in looking at the history of
tax-and-spend policy and balancing the
budget, or our failure to do so, it is a
direct result of the fact that it is easier
to increase taxes than it is to cut
spending, and that is what this amend-
ment is about, providing an oppor-
tunity for the American people to ex-
pect us to vote by more than a simple
majority to increase taxes in order to
balance the budget.

In 1981, Mr. Chairman, there was a
major effort to balance the budget, and
we increased taxes. In 1983 there was a
major effort to balance the budget, and
the House increased taxes. In 1990 there
was a major effort to balance the budg-
et, and the House increased taxes. In
1993 there was a major effort to balance
the budget, and again the House in-
creased taxes.

Today we are facing in this fiscal
year a $180 billion deficit, and it is ex-
pected to grow.

Our expectations of what this House
will do to solve this problem cannot ig-
nore history because every time we
have gotten serious about it, we have
increased taxes, reached into the pock-
ets of American taxpayers, and said,
“Give us more.” And each time, we
have spent more. We still have a deficit
after all these tax increases.

So the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BARTON]
would simply put in place a new rule
that would require us to pass future
taxes by a three-fifths’ vote, and | com-
mend the gentleman for his amend-
ment.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

(Mr. CONYERS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in opposition to the Barton amendment
because it is a prescription for delay
rather than action, for ambiguity rath-
er than specificity, for abdication to
the courts rather than responsibility
that lies here in this Chamber. It could
turn economic recessions into depres-
sions, it fails to define very important
terms, and it creates a minority reign
over our fiscal and economic policy.

First and foremost, it refuses to
allow us to look under its hood the way
any family would if it were buying a
car before making a decision. There are
no numbers, no projections, no noth-
ing. One Republican Member yester-
day, in a moment of unexpected can-
dor, analogized the secret budget-cut-
ting plan to the San Francisco 49ers
football team, saying that they could
not make their game plan public. Well,
to continue the analogy, | guess the
American people would be the San
Diego Chargers, or, in other words,
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their adversary to whom this secret
budget cannot be disclosed. In the
name of responsibility, none of us
should support a budget amendment
with a secret plan.

Second, this amendment is an attack
on Social Security as sure as we are in
this Chamber. Currently, Social Secu-
rity is off budget. This amendment, in
one of its rare instances of clarity, says
clearly that Social Security outlays
and receipts are on budget, and if they
are on budget, they are up for grabs
when the budget balancing occurs. If
you buy the hortatory resolution
passed by the Republicans, then you
are going to be in for a big surprise if
you think that Social Security is not
on the table. This amendment refuses
to put an ironclad protection into the
text of the amendment that we on this
side of the aisle are insisting upon.

Then, with unfunded mandates being
considered already on the floor, the
constitutional amendment to balance
the budget is the mother of all un-
funded mandates. We are going to get
unfunded mandates coming down by
the dozens, and it will pass the respon-
sibilities but not the resources to the
States. Republicans will not put that
protection in the amendment as well.

So the other side has all the tools
needed to balance the budget now.
They are now the majority. They need
not wait 7 years and two Presidential
elections to balance the budget. What
tool or what power is missing today? In
the words of former Governor Weicker,
this amendment is like a quarterback
on a football field in the middle of a
huddle, going into the stands and then
yelling, ‘“‘OK, team, score a touch-
down.”’

Let us not wait for the Constitution
to do it for us years down the road. Let
us do it for ourselves.

We are still left with a troubling lack
of definitions on outlays and receipts,
on standing, and on what role the
courts would play. Here we are bring-
ing in the judiciary, and they have no
institutions whatsoever on how they
would indeed balance an unbalanced
budget.

So the Republicans now are clearly
scared of the big buckle, the buckle in
the Congress, the buckle among several
States, the buckle that could occur
among the American people.

Mr. Chairman, let us put those num-
bers on the table. Let us get on with
the real business of deficit reduction,
like the $500 billion already achieved
by Congress in the previous 2 years and
the new administration, because we
can make a difference by not support-
ing what | think is a very flawed plan
for the great document called the Con-
stitution that controls the laws of this
country.

Mr. Chairman, | ask the Members,
please do not support this amendment.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas, Mr.
PETE GEREN, who controls 15 minutes.
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Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 2 minutes and 15 sec-
onds to the gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr. TauziN].

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, yester-
day as we began this debate on the bal-
anced budget amendment, we heard a
lot of discussion about alternatives, in-
cluding the possibility of a capital
budget amendment, the idea being
that, ““Well, American families borrow
money, don’t they? And they get to
sign mortgages, don’t they? Why
couldn’t we here in Washington con-
tinue to borrow money and sign mort-
gages like American families do, and
then have a balanced budget built
around that concept?”’

There is only one problem with that
theory. That theory is based upon the
notion that American families do that,
so why not have the Government do
that? The difference is that when
American families sign a mortgage,
when they buy a home or when they
buy a car and sign on the dotted line on
that mortgage agreement, they agree
to pay the debt back. Here in Washing-
ton, when we mortgage the future,
when we accumulate debt year after
year after year and pile it on, there is
no agreement ever to pay it back. All
we ever do is pay the interest on the
loan. | ask you, ‘“Wouldn’t you love to
be a family that could borrow at will
from the bank and never be required to
do anything more than pay the inter-
est?”” Who in America gets that right
except the Federal Government? Who
in America gets away with that kind of
financing except the Federal Govern-
ment?

It just does not work that way. We
cannot continue to pile up debt and
think we can only pay the interest
when the interest is eating up the
money we need to spend on decent and
good American policies for our own
people and expect that this debt is not
one day going to cripple us. No Amer-
ican family can do it, not under any
capital budget plan that anybody has
suggested to this Congress in this de-
bate.

It is for that reason that | hope Mem-
bers will join with us and support the
Barton-Hyde-Geren-Tauzin constitu-
tional amendment that does three very
important things: It says, first, “That
we have to balance the budget, and we
have to get about it now and do it
soon’’; second, it says, ‘Do it without
taxing us anymore unless you do it
with a supermajority. Don’t tax us
anymore, please, because we can’t take
it”’; and, finally it says, “Quit borrow-
ing. Quit borrowing money on the
backs of our children, end this deficit
financing, and get us back into a posi-
tion where we are doing the honest
thing, spending only the money we
were sent up here to spend.”’

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, | am
delighted to yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Texas [Ms. JACKSON-
LEE], a member of the Committee on
the Judiciary.
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Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, at the conclusion of
the Constitutional Convention, Ben-
jamin Franklin was asked, “What have
you wrought?”” And he answered sim-
ply, “A Republic, if you can keep it.”

Those words sometimes fall in a deaf-
ening sound on our ears, trying to un-
derstand if Ben Franklin was talking
about Republican and Democratic poli-
tics. Simply, Ben Franklin was offering
the fact that we are a Republic, a rep-
resentative body, a body that should be
representative of all of the people of
the United States of America.

Sitting on the Judiciary, Committee
Mr. Chairman, that was the approach
which | took to be able to offer to the
American people a realistic statement
on where we wanted to go in balancing
the budget, strongly debating the issue
of amending the Constitution of the
United States, having been amended
only some 27 times in our history; of-
fering the thoughts of constituents
across this Nation, not to blind side
America, but to have a real debate in
the Judiciary Committee. Recognizing
that we had established a trust with
the American people, veterans benefits
for the likes of the gentleman in the
gallery who had thrown himself on a
grenade in World War 11, vested in this
Nation, we talked about veterans bene-
fits.

We talked about military prepared-
ness, because Democrats want national
security, and we asked the majority
party, what would happen in a time of
crisis when the military, your boys and
girls, had to be prepared? Why not join
us in a bipartisan way and exempt that
so that this Nation can be prepared for
the needs of national security?

Time after time we were voted down.
And then we come to Social Security,
and | have heard one of my colleagues
suggest, oh, we are protected by the
vote that was offered yesterday.

I come from a constituency that is
filled with hard-working senior citizens
who are now retired and hard-working
men and women who simply say, ‘““Hold
on to my Social Security.” SHEILA
JACKSON-LEE is not going to vote
against any measure that may help our
senior citizens. | voted for that yester-
day, with great fear and trepidation in
my heart. For any time in the next
week or year or two some small sen-
tence will say they have repealed that
resolution. There is no depth there.
But | am trying to help my constitu-
ents. There is no guarantee to say that
because you voted for that, then you
have to be assured or can be assured, if
you will, that Social Security is pro-
tected. It is not to the depth | would
like. Not for the hard-working citizens
that | see every day, rolling up their
sleeves, getting on Metro buses in the
city of Houston, working hard, long
hours.

But Ben Franklin said, “What have
we wrought.”” And he answered, ‘A Re-
public, if you can keep it.”’
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And | think we need to, in a biparti-
san way, keep a Republic that reflects
on the needs of Americans, reflects on
the needs of women and children, re-
flects on the needs of States who are
not recognizing, like the State of
Texas, that it will lose billions of dol-
lars for working men and women, mid-
dle class men and women, senior citi-
zens, who have invested their time and
their life in working for this country.

I wave the Constitution because it is
a sacred document. | do not come here
in a lack of spirit of cooperativeness. |
would have wanted the Judiciary Com-
mittee meeting to have gone on. But |
think that we must look at the Con-
stitution and try to keep it. We must
do a balanced budget amendment that
answers the concerns of the American

people.
Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-

tleman from Florida [Mr. MicA].

Mr. MICA. Mr. Chairman, during my
first 2 years in Congress as a freshman,
I had the opportunity to serve as the
coordinator for the balanced budget
amendment effort. During the last Con-
gress, unfortunately, our efforts to
pass any balanced budget amendment
were defeated.

On this historic day, however, the
question before us is not whether or
not we will pass a balanced budget
amendment. The question is which of
two balanced budget amendments will
be adopted. | personally favor a bal-
anced budget amendment that places
some limit on Congress’ ability to raise
taxes. However, quite frankly, | can
and will and intend to support any rea-
sonable measure that finally brings fis-
cal order to this body.

On the first day of this session of
Congress, Republicans kept their prom-
ise. We required Congress to live under
the same laws we impose for everyone
else. We cut committee staffs. We
opened meetings to the public. We
banned proxy voting. We required an
audit of this Congress. We eliminated
some of the wrongs of former Con-
gresses. And we also required by rule of
the House of Representatives a three-
fifths vote to increase taxes.

Now, as we move to the most impor-
tant item in the Contract With Amer-
ica, | urge my colleagues to first adopt
a balanced budget amendment, and,
second, to adopt it with a three-fifths
limit on raising taxes.

Now, as we amend this great charter,
let us hope that in the year 2002, people
look back and they say on this day we
did the right thing.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, | am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | would
urge that this proposition be defeated,
because | think it ought to do what it
pretends to do. But the fact is it does
not.

The American people are being told
that this is an amendment that would
require by constitutional edict that the
budget be balanced. That is absolutely
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not so. | defy anyone to show me the
language that requires that. All this
proposal does is to say that 7 years
from now, when Congress passes an un-
balanced budget, they simply have to
have 60 percent of the people on this
floor to agree to the deal, rather than
50 percent. That is all it says.

I would suggest to you all that does
is raise the price of getting the deal. |
have never yet seen a Member of Con-
gress agree to vote for a budget be-
cause something got taken out that
costs money. | have seen an awful lot
of Members with their hands out say-
ing to committee chairs or saying to
Presidents, ‘““Give me, Give me, Give
me. Put this in, | will vote for it.”
“Put this road in, | will vote for it.”
That is why | think this, as presently
drawn, will cost the taxpayers money.

Second, we ought not to make Mr.
Alan Greenspan President of the Unit-
ed States. The Federal Reserve has
enough power already. Yet what this
proposal says is that the Congress
could not do one blessed thing to save
one American job in the midst of the
most serious recession that we could
probably have. There is no flexibility
for the Government to do anything ex-
cept get on its knees and beg the Fed-
eral Reserve to loosen up on credit.

I thought that FDR a long time ago
taught us how stupid that idea is.

Third, if we are going to pass an
amendment, it ought to protect Social
Security. | defy you to show me the
language that requires that Social Se-
curity be protected. Oh, yes, there is
hortatory language in the fig leaf prop-
osition that was passed yesterday
which says “Oh, the committee ought
to see to it that it is protected.” But
there is nothing that guarantees that
they will be so. And as we all know, we
have heard the Republican leadership
of this House on national television
say, ‘“Well, we are not going to touch
Social Security for the first 4 or 5
years.”” Why should we allow people to
have a sneak attack on Social Security
down the line?

Lastly, they ought to have to tell us
where this baby is actually going to
cut, and they will not do that. They are
only going to show you after you vote
for it.

I think the American public has a
right to know which programs are
going to be cut, by how much, and if
they are not given the right to know, |
think every Member of this House has
a duty to demand the right to know.
Get real. Get about cutting spending.
This is a “*play’”’ act.
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Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 1% minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Texas
[Mr. LAUGHLIN].

Mr. LAUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of the Barton-Tauzin
balanced budget amendment. There are
some who say this is just a Republican
proposal. | would point out that there
are Democrats in this House that for



January 26, 1995

the entire 6 years | have been a Mem-
ber have been strong leaders, leaders
like the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
STENHOLM], the gentleman from Lou-
isiana [Mr. TauziIN], and others of us
who have signed discharge petitions to
bring the balanced budget amendment
to the House floor.

Our constituents demand that we op-
erate the Federal Government much as
they have to operate their family budg-
ets and our city councils and our State
governments and our county govern-
ments must do so. Consider that today
we are spending $816 million a day on
gross interest payments. Consider that
that is eight times higher than our
Federal expenditures on education.
Consider that those interest payments
are 50 times higher than our expendi-
tures on job training and 55 times more
than we are spending on Head Start
and 140 times more money than we are
spending on childhood immunizations.

So we are living on credit. And so as
I listen to my constituents, | hear
them saying, ‘‘we are paying enough
taxes. Impose restrictions so that you
who go to the Congress in Washington,
DC, will use the money that we have
given you already.”’

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. WATT], a member of the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, the amendment before the
House at this time would require a
three-fifths majority to raise taxes. |
want to spend a minute or two talking
about democracy, not taxes, not bal-
anced budget amendments, but democ-
racy, about due process, about equal
protection of the law, about majority
rule.

Every time we put a provision in our
Constitution that goes away from a
simple majority, what | want to submit
to my colleagues and to the American
people is that we are doing something
that is undemocratic.

There is diversity in this body. Four
hundred and thirty-five Members of
this body come from all parts of this
country: different colors, different gen-
ders, different perspectives, different
regions, personalities, and we reflect
the diversity of this great Nation.

Any time we upset that 50 percent
plus one majority rule proposition, we
take away the power or we give extra
power to some other part of this Na-
tion and some other view in this Na-
tion.

So | am here today to talk about ma-
jority rule and the importance of
standing up for majority rule. This is
not about a balanced budget amend-
ment. It is about my ability to have
the same right and the same respon-
sibility as my colleagues in this body.

This is counter democratic. It is
counter equal protection. It is counter
majority rule. And | encourage my col-
leagues to get real and defend the con-
stitution rather than amend the con-
stitution to give us their notion of
what fiscal policy ought to be.
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Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Washington [Mr. TATE],
one of the distinguished members of
our freshman class, who is a named
sponsor of the amendment.

Mr. TATE. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today to strongly encourage my col-
leagues to support the tax limitation
balanced budget amendment. | urge
support for this amendment because it
is the only one requiring a three-fifths
vote to raise taxes, to borrow money,
or to increase the deficit.

The tax limitation balanced budget
amendment is essential. For too many
years this Congress has funded its
bloated Federal programs on the backs
of our children. There has rarely been a
Federal program that Congress has not
liked—Washington, DC, has contin-
ually and relentlessly spent the money
of American families, and seemingly
with no regret. It is time we make the
nasty addiction of taxation a lot hard-
er to satisfy. Currently, the deficit is
over $4.5 trillion—over $13,000 for every
man, woman, and child in the United
States. Mr. Chairman, your grand-
children will be paying our debt. This
dangerous accumulation of debt must
be brought to an end. Congress has be-
come a fat-cat. It is time we put this
one on an Ultra Slim-Fast diet. By
making it harder for Congress to take
the working people’s money, we will
force, not ask, Congress to spend tax-
payers’ money responsibly. Every sin-
gle American lives on a budget, why
shouldn’t the Federal Government?
Forty-nine States operate under a bal-
anced budget, why shouldn’t the Fed-

eral Government? The answer is—it
should.
This amendment is bold. It will be

criticized. But it is needed. November 8
said something, Mr. Chairman. This
freshman class made a collective com-
mitment to come here and make a dif-
ference. | made a commitment—a com-
mitment to cut the size of the Govern-
ment—and let taxpayers keep more of
what they earn.

Americans work hard for their
money, and we need to make it hard
for the Government to take more of it.
This amendment is what the people
have asked for.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BENTSEN].

(Mr. BENTSEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extended his
remarks.)

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, | want
to thank the gentleman from Michigan
for yielding time to me.

My colleagues, again, | have to come
down here and oppose this amendment
and oppose the Barton amendment. |
have to tell my colleagues, I am not
going to discuss it from a constitu-
tional perspective because I am not a
lawyer.

I, like some of my new colleagues
from the other side, came from the pri-
vate sector. | am a banker. This is a
new business to me to be involved in.
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When | look at the arguments that
are before us, 1 think we see a little
transparency. Speaker after speaker
who has come down for this amend-
ment has come down to talk about how
the States balance their budgets. The
cities balance their budgets. The Fed-
eral Government should do the same.

But | would offer for the RECORD
something from the National Associa-
tion of State Budget Officers, which
shows the percentages of State budgets
that come from the Federal budget. So,
again, as | said yesterday, | do not
think we are being honest with the
American people when we are talking
about this issue. We are not being hon-
est about what the procedure is in this
amendment.

This will not take us to a balanced
budget.

ENOUGH STATE SUPPORT TO WIN ITS
RATIFICATION
MONEY FROM THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

The percentage of each state’s budget that
came from the Federal Government in direct
aid in the 1992 fiscal year, the latest for
which figures are available.

Percent

Alabama ... 58
Alaska ... 17
Arizona ..... 29
Arkansas ... 28
California .. 33
Colorado ...... 26
Connecticut .... . 16
Delaware ...... . 15
Florida ...... . 20
Georgia .. 28
Hawaii ... 15
Idaho . 31
Ilinois ... 21
Indiana .. 31
lowa ....... 21
Kansas ...... . 26
Kentucky ........cccoviiiiiiiiiiiiiiies 26
Louisiana ........ccoeeeeiiiiiiiiiiiieeen 33
Maine ........ 30
Maryland ........ 20
Massachusetts . 21
Michigan ......... . 27
Minnesota .... 20
Mississippi 39
Missouri .... 27
Montana ... 28
Nebraska ... 23
Nevada ............ N.A.
New Hampshire 34
New Jersey ..... 19
New Mexico .. N.A.

New York ........ 27

North Carolina ... 26
North Dakota . 32
Ohio ...ccovviiennnns 23
Oklahoma . 26
Oregon ......... 16
Pennsylvania .........cccooceviiiiiiiiinininnns 26
Rhode Island ...........cooooviiiiiiiiiiininnen, 26
South Carolina .. 31
South Dakota .... 38
Tennessee ....... 36
Texas ........ 26
Utah .......... 23
Vermont 31
Virginia ....... 17
Washington .. 20
West Virginia 32
Wisconsin .. 20
WYOMING -iviiiiiiiiiieiiee e 21

Source: National Association of State Budget Offi-
cers.

In the abstract, all’s fine. But what about
higher state taxes and lesser services? Ver-
mont and West Virginia are among a handful
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of states where the amendment does not
seem to stand a chance. In West Virginia, for
instance, the strong opposition of United
States Senator Robert C. Byrd means that
the matter will probably never come to a
vote. In Vermont, Gov. Howard Dean, a Dem-
ocrat, has taken the lead in warning office-
holders in other states that a balanced-budg-
et amendment might mean that the Federal
Government would simply foist obligations
onto the states.

In New York, the Legislature’s lower
house, the Assembly, will probably reject the
amendment if it ever reaches a vote there.
Sheldon Silver, the Democratic Speaker,
said he was ‘“‘concerned that in times of re-
cession, when deficit spending is used to
stimulate the economy, that particular
method would be lost to us.”

In most of the other large states, including
California, Pennsylvania and Illinois, which,
like New York, have full-time legislatures
with highly trained professional staffs, the
leading politicians are withholding judgment
on the amendment until they figure out the
degree to which it would require them to
raise their own states’ taxes or lower their
own spending.

In interviews, many officials agreed with
Robert C. Jubelirer, the President pro tem of
the Pennsylvania Senate. ““These guys aren’t
going to ratify a balanced-budget amend-
ment,” Mr. Jubelirer, a Republican, said of
his colleagues, ‘“‘and then be told you have to
raise taxes in Pennsylvania. If we’re told
that is not the case, | think ratification is
do-able.”

Officials in Connecticut took a similar
stance. In New Jersey, Gov. Christine Todd
Whitman, a Republican, strongly supports
the amendment in principle, her spokes-

woman said, and would like to lead the
charge for it.
The issue of a constitutional amendment

requiring a balanced Federal budget has been
before the states in one form or another for
years. Twenty-nine legislatures have voted
for a measure calling for a constitutional
convention to deal with the matter. But
most of those states acted before 1980, and
the legislatures of three states—Alabama,
Florida and Louisiana—subsequently voted
to rescind their votes on the convention.

Many state officials say they want any
constitutional amendment to include a pro-
vision prohibiting the Federal Government
from passing on new obligations to the
states without money to cover them. A
measure limiting, although not outlawing,
what are called unfunded mandates is now
pending in Congress and will almost cer-
tainly become law. But chances are remote
that such a provision would be written into
a constitutional amendment.

Once Congress approves a constitutional
amendment, there is no limit on how long
the states have to ratify it. But the prevail-
ing view among proponents and opponents of
the balanced-budget measure is that if 38 leg-
islatures do not adopt it in the first year or
two, it will never be added to the Constitu-
tion.

“The political momentum slides across the
country when time drags,” said George D.
Caruolo, leader of the Democratic majority
in the Rhode Island Senate. ‘‘People become
more interested in parochial concerns, and
the whole thing becomes more complicated.”

Parochial concerns are, indeed, the chief
enemy of the balanced-budget amendment.
“When it comes to that vote,” said David
Harris, the Republican Secretary of Finance
and Administration in New Mexico, the first
question legislators will ask will be, “What
does it do to us?

Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 1% minutes to the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. DEAL].
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(Mr. DEAL of Georgia asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman for vyielding
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, |1 would like to rise in
support of the Barton-Geren-Tauzin
constitutional amendment. Unfortu-
nately, for the last few days we have
heard a lot of partisan rhetoric about a
balanced budget. I would like to re-
mind my good friends on the Repub-
lican side of the aisle that no constitu-
tional amendment will be passed with-
out the assistance and the hard work of
Members like the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. PETE GEREN], the gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN],
and especially the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. STENHOLM], who have la-
bored long and hard in the trenches, in
fact, for more than 30 days.
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It is with our bipartisan support that
an amendment, which | think will pass
today, will come about. Mr. Chairman,
if a balanced budget amendment oc-
curs, there will then be hard decisions
that will have to be made to implement
it in this body.

I would remind Members that last
year we had the opportunity to vote on
trying to just slow down the largest-
growing part of our budget, that of en-
titlements, to slow them down to the
growth of inflation plus 1 percent on
top of that. 1 would remind Members
that 80 percent of the votes that came
for that proposal came from the Demo-
cratic side of the aisle.

Therefore, let us put aside partisan
politics and get on with it. Let us ask
the question: Will these two proposals,
the one we are talking about now and
the one that will follow, really make
any difference?

Since 1977 there have been 15 tax in-
creases approved by Congress. Had we
had the Barton-Tauzin-Geren amend-
ment in place, 9 of those 15 would have
been blocked.

BACKGROUND

Since 1977, Congress has passed 15 bills
increasing taxes:

Four received more than 60 percent votes in
the House and Senate in each vote and would
not have been affected by either Barton-Geren
or Schaefer-Stenholm.

Two were passed by voice vote once but re-
ceived more than 60 percent vote in every
other vote in the House and the Senate.

Two bills received less than 60 percent
vote, but more than a constitutional majority,
in at least one vote in the House or Senate.

Seven bills received less than a constitu-
tional majority in at least one vote in the
House or Senate.

CONCLUSION

Using recent history as a guide, both Bar-
ton-Geren and Schaefer-Stenholm will be ef-
fective in blocking tax increases. The tax limi-
tation in Barton-Geren would have been only
marginally more effective in blocking tax in-
creases than Schaefer-Stenholm since 1978.

If a three-fifths supermajority requirement for
tax increases had been in the Constitution
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since 1977, 9 of 15 tax bills would have been

blocked.

Seven bills raising taxes by a total of $558.9
failed to receive a constitutional majority and
would not have passed if the tax limitation pro-
vision in Schaefer-Stenholm had been in ef-
fect.

TAX BILLS THAT WouLD HAVE FAILED IF
HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 28, SCHAEFER-
STENHOLM AMENDMENT, HAD BEEN IN EF-
FECT

1. 1977—SOCIAL SECURITY TAX

Summary
Increased Social Security payroll tax rates
and the taxable wage base for both employ-
ers and employees.
Size of tax increase
$80.4 billion

Votes failing to receive constitutional majority

The Senate initially passed the bill by a
vote of 42-25 on November 4, 1977.

The House passed the conference report by
a vote of 189-163.

2. 1982—TAX EQUITY AND FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY
ACT
Summary

Made a variety of tax changes, including
repealing or curtailing several tax breaks
and other tax changes to increase revenues
by $99 billion and cut welfare, Medicare and
Medicaid spending by $17 billion.

Size of tax increase
$99 billion

Votes failing to receive constitutional majority
Senate initially passed the bill by a vote of
50-47 on July 22, 1982.

3. 1982—TRANSPORTATION ASSISTANCE ACT OF
1982
Summary

Authorized $71.3 billion for highway con-
struction over 1983 to 1986 and increased gas-
oline taxes.

Size of tax increase
$22 billion

Votes failing to receive constitutional majority

The House adopted the conference report
by a vote of 180-87 on December 21, 1982. (R
73-46, D 107-41.)

4. 1987—OMNIBUS BUDGET RECONCILIATION ACT

Summary
Made a variety tax changes to increase
revenues by $11.9 billion, made several spend-
ing cuts in entitlement programs and raised
several user fees.
Size of tax increase
$11.9 billion.

Votes failing to receive constitutional majority
The House initially passed the bill by a
vote of 206-205. (R 1-164, D 209-40.)
5. 1992—H.R. 4210 TAX FAIRNESS AND ECONOMIC
GROWTH ACT
Summary

Permanently increased top tax rate and
imposed a surtax on incomes above $250,000
in addition to other tax increases to offset a
two-year temporary middle class tax cuts,
expanded IRAs and other tax breaks.

Size of tax increase
$77.5 billion.
Votes failing to receive Constitutional Majority

The House passed the conference report by
a vote of 211-189 on March 20, 1992 (R 1-149, D
209-40.
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6. 1992—H.R. 11, URBAN AID TAX BILL
Summary

Created enterprise zones, changed passive
loss rules and made other changes in the tax

code. Increased taxes on securities firms,
owners of real estate, increased estimated
taxes for individuals and corporations,

capped the business deduction for moving ex-
penses and other tax increases.
Size of tax increase

$27 billion.

Votes failing to receive Constitutional Majority

The House adopted the conference report
by a vote of 208-202 on October 6, 1992. (R 39-
122, D 169-79).

7. 1993—OMNIBUS BUDGET RECONCILIATION

Summary

Increased taxes through an increase in the
top tax rate, an increase in the gas tax, taxes
on Social Security benefits and other tax
changes, made changes in entitlement pro-
grams and placed caps on discretionary
spending.

Size of tax increase

$241 billion.

Votes failing to receive Constitutional Majority

The Senate initially passed the bill by a
vote of 50-49 on June 25, 1993.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr. WISE].

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, | thank the
gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to
the Barton substitute for several rea-
sons. First of all, I will be offering one
later in the day that does two things:
It takes Social Security off budget, and
it says that the Federal Government
may be involved in capital budgeting
for physical infrastructure.

What that means is that we build for
growth in our balanced budget amend-
ment, and we permit those things that
help add to an economy, the roads, the
bridges, the airports, the water, the
sewer systems, the buildings. Those
things that are necessary for growth
can be accounted for and reflected and
encouraged, not discouraged.

Mr. Chairman, | also want to talk for
just a second about the provision of the
Barton amendment that does trouble
me. That is the supermajority. Yes, it
is a great bumper sticker, three-fifths
vote to raise taxes, 60 percent vote in-
stead of a 50-percent vote; 60 percent, a
supermajority, instead of a regular ma-
jority.

Where does this stop, Mr. Chairman?
Should we have a 60-percent majority,
for instance, to change Social Secu-
rity? Perhaps so. Should there be a 60-
percent majority required before a pro-
gram can be cut, whether it is welfare
or defense or something along those
lines? Should there be a 60-percent ma-
jority for just about anything that we
feel is important?

I guess what is most concerning to
me, Mr. Chairman, on this is that
where does the 60-percent majority
stop and what are the priorities? | get
concerned when somebody tells me
they want a 60-percent majority in the
Constitution to take money from a
mother and father. Laudable, yes.
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However, I am equally concerned, or
more concerned, when | know that the
toughest vote | will ever cast is wheth-
er or not to go to war, and yet it is
only a 50-percent majority to take the
son or daughter from the mother or fa-
ther to send them to war.

Certainly, Mr. Chairman, majority
rule is what has governed this country.
Majority rule is what should continue.
For those reasons, | oppose the Barton
substitute.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
announce that the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BARTON] has 9 minutes re-
maining, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. PETE GEREN] has 9% minutes re-
maining, and the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. CoNYERS] has 12 minutes
remaining.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield such time as he may
consume to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. BUNNING].

(Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky. Mr.
Chairman, | thank the gentleman for
yield time to me.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong sup-
port of the Barton substitute.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in strong support
of the balanced budget amendment. It is a
step that Congress should have taken before
now. The American people are depending on
us to take the necessary action to put our fi-
nancial house in order.

Almost exactly 1 year ago | signed a dis-
charge petition to force the Democratic leader-
ship to allow us to vote on a balanced budget
amendment that had been locked away. What
a difference an election makes.

| want to thank my good friend, the gen-
tleman from lllinois, Mr. HENRY HYDE the
Chairman of the Judiciary Committee, for mak-
ing sure that we will get to vote on the bal-
anced budget amendment in a timely manner
as the people have indicated that they want.

This is a measure that | have supported
since the day | arrived in Washington as a
freshman Member of this great body. It is a
measure that the American people have over-
whelmingly called on us to pass. And now, the
time has come for us to pass this amendment.

Every year we pass a budget that is not bal-
anced and every year we put our children and
grandchildren further in debt. No more.

Cutting the spending and establishing prior-
ities about how we spend the people’s money
are ideas whose time have come. In fact, they
are past due.

Why do we need a balanced budget amend-
ment to do that? We need it because it has
become crystal clear that the Congress is not
capable of making the cuts to balance the
budget without the discipline of a balanced
budget amendment.

Opponents of the balanced budget amend-
ment have resorted to the same old tired argu-
ments that we can make the tough choices
without the amendment. Well, we have not
made those choices in over a quarter of a
century.

Some of the enemies of the amendment
have even resorted to trying to scare our sen-
ior citizens into believing that a balanced
budget amendment would cut Social Security.

H 705

That simply is not true. As chairman of the
Social Security Subcommittee, | would not
support any measure which would jeopardize
the safety and soundness of the Social Secu-
rity trust fund and the longstanding contract
that we have with our senior citizens.

That contract was made long before the
Contract With America was ever conceived.
We must and we will honor it.

The balanced budget amendment is the
best insurance that | know for protecting the
long-term solvency of the Social Security trust
fund. Budget deficits and the need to borrow
and pay interest on that borrowing are the real
threats to Social Security.

| suspect that the reason that the
spendaholics have taken these low-road at-
tacks on the balanced budget amendment is
because they are afraid that their pet pork pro-
grams will be found lacking merit when we sit
down to decide what we need and what we
can live without.

What a shame that some would stoop so
low as to try to frighten elderly Americans to
protect programs that are likely to be found
unworthy of our support when deciding how to
spend the people’'s money.

We all know that the Social Security trust
fund operates in the black. It should not even
be a part of this debate. The real issue is
whether we will live up to our responsibilities
or not.

Anyone who does not have the guts to live
up to the responsibilities needs to find a new
line of work. And they need to stop trying to
scare senior citizens.

We must reject the business-as-usual ap-
proach by the naysayers who have run us into
debt over the last quarter century. We have
tried it their way and we have huge debts,
yearly deficits and interest payments on the
debt that eat up 18 percent of each year's
budget.

It has been a long time coming; but, the
time has finally come. | ask my colleagues to
let us make this change that will turn our
wagon away from the valley of debt and head
back toward the economic high ground.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. CANADY], a subcommittee
chairman of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

(Mr. CANADY of Florida asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in strong support of the
Barton amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | am pleased to rise in sup-
port of the Barton balanced budget amend-
ment to the U.S. Constitution.

The enactment of a balanced budget
amendment is a top priority of the American
people and it is very fitting that this amend-
ment is among the first matters to be taken up
by the House during the 104th Congress.

The balanced budget amendment is a top
priority for the American people because they
are frustrated and dismayed by the inability of
Congress to do business in a responsible
manner and to balance the Federal budget.
The American people are rightly fearful that
our children will pay dearly in the future for our
imprudence and lack of discipline today.
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We have all heard the statistics concerning
the national debt. But those statistics bear re-
peating. During the past decade the national
debt has tripled. The Federal Government now
owes a staggering $4.7 trillion. Interest alone
on the debt is over $200 billion annually. We
now spend more on interest than we do on
many major functions of the Federal Govern-
ment.

The massive and mounting Federal debt
threatens to severely damage our economy
and to undermine the soundness of all govern-
mental programs and activities.

Congress has engaged in extended efforts
to control Government spending and to reduce
and eliminate the Federal deficit. Those legis-
lative efforts have been—by any reasonable
standard—a total failure.

Placing limitations on debt is a time-honored
tradition in the Congress. Unfortunately, it has
also been a time-honored tradition regularly to
increase the statutory ceiling on the Federal
debt. Indeed, since 1960 Congress has on 64
separate occasions acted to raise the limit on
the debt.

The Gramm-Rudman Act of 1985 estab-
lished steadily declining deficit targets sup-
posedly culminating in a balanced budget for
1991. But Congress has continually revised
this law, circumventing its goals and indefi-
nitely postponing the illusive balanced budget.

In the past 10 years, Congress has passed
five balanced-budget statutes. But we are no
closer to balancing our budget. With its insa-
tiable appetite, Congress continues to spend
money—borrowing and taxing more and more.

The history points up a basic institutional
failure on the part of both the legislative and
the executive branches of the Federal Govern-
ment—and a failure that has involved Mem-
bers of both political parties. And this history
points unavoidably to the conclusion that we
must take a fundamentally different approach
to the budget process.

In short, we must provide for external dis-
cipline to rein in the deficit. Adoption of the
balanced budget amendment will impose—by
constitutional mandate—the requisite discipline
on Congress.

The Barton amendment would discourage
the Congress from deficit spending, increasing
taxes, and raising the limit on the national
debt. It would force Members of Congress to
make tough necessary and long-avoided legis-
lative choices about how to spend the hard-
earned dollars of American taxpayers.

The three-fifths vote required to raise taxes
is a vital part of the amendment. It discour-
ages Congress from relying on tax increases
rather than spending cuts to balance the
budget—and forces Congress to limit the
growth of the Federal Government.

We should only amend our Constitution
when there is no other means to deal with an
urgent need. A constitutional amendment
should be adopted only as a last resort.

But | would submit to this House that we are
faced with an urgent need to balance the
budget, and with a long, disgraceful history of
failed legislative attempts to force a balanced
budget. We must move beyond these failed
legislative approaches. We must reject the
scare tactics of those who oppose a balanced
budget. We must amend the Constitution to
require a balanced budget.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. IsToOK], one of
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our more thoughtful Members on the
subject of constitutional issues.

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, as we
move to balance the budget, pressure
to raise taxes will intensify. Even with
taxes as high as they are, we currently
raise only about $3 in taxes for every $4
we spend.

Faced with equalizing taxes and
spending, big spending groups will
lobby us with more fervor than ever be-
fore, trying to scare folks into believ-
ing that taxes must go up rather than
have spending come down.

Mr. Chairman, Congress is not known
for resisting such pressure. We need a
safeguard to make it tougher to raise
taxes than to cut spending. We need a
two-thirds supermajority of 60 percent
on proposals to raise taxes.

Mr. Chairman, in Oklahoma, continu-
ous tax increases prompted the people
to pass a restriction. Oklahoma now re-
quires that to raise taxes there must be
a 75-percent supermargin in the legisla-
ture or a statewide vote approving it.
It worked. Taxes in Oklahoma have
stopped going up.

Mr. Chairman, we need similar pro-
tection for the American people. The 60
percent requirement is tame. It is rea-
sonable. We need it. We need the Bar-
ton amendment.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, | am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to our dis-
tinguished colleague, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KANJORSKI].

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, |
rise today in opposition, of course, to
the amendment of my friend, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. BARTON]. |
have had the occasion to express my
concern on the House floor on past oc-
casions on the balanced budget amend-
ment.

I have always, Mr. Chairman, and I
say with pride, voted to defend the
Constitution of the United States as it
presently exists, as opposed to the sug-
gestions that we solve our fiscal prob-
lems in this country, and we solve our
lack of intestinal fortitude in this Con-
gress, by changing permanently the
one instrument that 5 billion people in
this world envy the most, the Constitu-
tion of the United States.

At this point in the history of the
United States, more than 10,000 amend-
ments have been offered to the Con-
stitution of the United States in more
than 208 years. Of those 10,000, only 27
have been enacted.

Mr. Chairman, it is clear to me that
as a result of the change of the struc-
ture of the House and the makeup of
the House today on both the majority
side and the minority side, that there
will likely be a two-thirds majority of
this House for some form of a balanced
budget amendment to the Constitu-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, | fear the destruction
of the Constitution, and | think that,
as we learned from Prohibition in the
1920’s, we may realize that what we
think is a good solution and a fast so-
lution to inject intestinal fortitude
into this Congress and into this Gov-
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ernment, that we may instead wreck
havoc on the Constitution.

I think particularly the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BARTON] requiring a three-fifths
majority to either raise taxes or to run
a deficit is particularly egregious. It
indicates the lengths to which we are
going to put into place an amendment
to our sacred Constitution. The Barton
amendment is an irresponsible proposal
that must be rejected. | urge my col-
leagues to vote against this proposal.

Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, | yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. RoB ANDREWS], one of the
real leaders for fiscal responsibility.

(Mr. ANDREWS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in support of the Barton amendment.

Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. CONDIT].

(Mr. CONDIT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of the balanced budget
amendment.

As we all know, the greatest and
gravest problem confronting our Na-
tion is our skyrocketing budget deficit
and national debt. In the last 14 years,
the national debt has quintupled. In-
terest on this debt is now one of the
largest portions of the Federal budget.
If we do not take decisive action we
will condemn our children and grand-
children to pay for our excesses. For
the sake of future generations, we
must correct this situation and passing
the balanced budget amendment will
do just that.

| do not take the step of supporting a
balanced budget amendment to our sa-
cred Constitution lightly. | would pre-
fer that we not have to take this step.
But the fact of the matter is that we
have adopted, time and again, statu-
tory measures to balance the budget
and they have all failed because Con-
gress has failed to live up to the letter
of the law.

After careful consideration and anal-
ysis, | am convinced that a balanced
budget amendment is the only way
that we can instill the discipline need-
ed to balance the budget. With a con-
stitutional amendment, there can be
no escape from fiscal accountability.

This morning, the American people
have heard a lot of horror stories and
gloom and doom scenarios about what
will happen under a balanced budget
amendment. The real truth, however,
is that these scare tactics are not an
argument against a balanced budget
amendment—they are instead an argu-
ment against a balanced budget. So if
you are opposed to what we are trying
to do here today—fine. But, | wish that
the opponents of a balanced budget
amendment would quit trying to scare
the American people with these gloom
and doom scenarios.
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When we vote this morning, | will
support the three-fifths tax limitation.
Should the three-fifths fails to receive
the requisite number of votes for pas-
sage—and | think it will—I will then
support the Stenholm version. | will
oppose the other substitutes, which |
believe are nothing more than an at-
tempt to water-down and diminish the
full effectiveness of a clean balanced
budget amendment.

0O 1040

Mr. Chairman, | would be remiss if |
did not close and say that the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. PETE GEREN]
and the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
TAuUzIN] have worked very hard on this
issue and we would not be standing
here today debating this issue had it
not been for all the work the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM] has
done. He is the unquestioned leader in
this Congress on the balanced budget
amendment.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Colorado [Mr. SCHAEFER], another
of the outstanding leaders in the bal-
anced budget effort, who is also, as
manager, the leader of the congres-
sional Republican baseball team.

(Mr. SCHAEFER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SCHAEFER. Mr. Chairman, this
morning | rise in strong support of the
contract version of the balanced budget
amendment and that three-fifths vote
requirement for tax increases.

The Federal budget can and should be
balanced through spending cuts and
not through tax increases. That was
the message of the voters last fall: Cut
spending first. That preference for
spending cuts even if only effective
after the year 2002 should be embodied
in the U.S. Constitution.

I thank very much my friend from
Texas [Mr. BARTON] for his leadership
on this particular issue. We have
worked long and hard on this. | encour-
age each and every one of my col-
leagues to support the Barton sub-
stitute.

My colleagues, let us do this for our
children and for our grandchildren.
Vote for the Barton amendment.

Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the gen-
tlewoman from California [Ms. HAR-
MAN].

(Ms. HARMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, | come
to the issues involved in a balanced
budget amendment cautiously, mindful
that many who support strong deficit
reduction, as | do, still oppose amend-
ing the Constitution. Like so many
other issues we deal with, the consider-
ations are not black or white but, in
the words of Bill Joel, ‘“‘shades of
gray.”

On balance, | vote yes because | be-
lieve the tough choices to reduce our $5
trillion debt will not be made without
the constitutional requirement to bal-
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ance receipts and outlays. So | will
support the Stenholm-Schaefer amend-
ment as | did in the last Congress. But
I will also support for the first time the
Barton-Tauzin-Geren amendment to
raise the threshold for raising taxes to
a supermajority of 60 percent.

Constitutional amendments are dif-
ferent from laws or House rules for rea-
sons carefully cited in this debate. But
having watched Congress’ frequent in-
ability to rein in spending and to face
tough choices, | feel that to be effec-
tive the amendment must put maxi-
mum pressure on us to reduce spending
first and that is what raising the tax
threshold will do.

A related and critical issue is the treatment
of Social Security in any budget balancing
process. Valid issues about fairness and via-
bility of our Social Security system need to be
addressed at a future time, but the Social Se-
curity trust fund which is funded by a 15-per-
cent annual flat tax on America's workers
must be protected. | support the Wise amend-
ment because it takes Social Security off-
budget and support House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 17.

Let me add two final thoughts. First, by tak-
ing clear action today the House is standing
up to its responsibility to start the debate. No
doubt what we finally do will be further ampli-
fied in the Senate, in conference, and in our
statehouses. Everyone must participate in the
national debate on the best form of the bal-
anced budget amendment, and the blueprint
to achieve a balanced budget.

Second, deficit reduction cannot wait on rati-
fication of a balanced budget amendment. |
will continue to support responsible bipartisan
measures to cut spending now—in the interest
of my constituents, our children, and our fu-
ture.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished majority whip, the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. DELAY], a strong sup-
porter of tax limitation.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, | want to
congratulate the gentleman from
Texas for all the hard work that he has
put into this amendment and | hope
that Members on that side of the aisle
will recognize that this is the constitu-
tional amendment that really has
teeth in it. We try to play these games
back and forth about the Constitution
and what kind of balanced budget it
should be.

This amendment is the real amend-
ment. Congress, for instance, passed a
law requiring a balanced budget in 1981,
1985, 1987, and in 1990, and we never get
there.

The most important part of this is
that the Government is too big, it
spends too much, and it is too intrusive
in our lives. We have to make it very
difficult for anyone in this Congress to
raise more money from the American
people. Right now they pay over 53 per-
cent of their income, which goes to the
cost of government. It ought to be very
hard to raise any more taxes. We ought
to look at spending first and cutting
that spending.

Ladies and gentlemen, | urge you to
vote for the Barton amendment.
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Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of the
amendment offered by my good friend from
Texas, Mr. BARTON.

The Barton amendment would require Con-
gress to balance the Federal budget by the
year 2002. It would require a three-fifths vote
of Congress to run a budget deficit, and a
three-fifths vote to increase the public debt.
Most importantly, it would require a three-fifths
vote to raise taxes.

Since 1930, the Federal budget has been
balanced only eight times. The last time the
budget was balanced was 1969—26 years
ago. During the 8 years in which the budget
was balanced, Federal spending averaged
16.2 percent of gross domestic product [GDP]
and revenues averaged 17.5 percent.

According to the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, spending will be 21.7 percent of GDP this
year and revenues will be 19.2 percent.This
means Federal spending is 34 percent higher
today than it was on average during the 8
years in which the budget was in balance.
Revenue is 10 percent higher today than it
was on average during those 8 years.

Clearly, the problem is not that taxes are
too low, the problem is spending is too high.

Let me briefly review the dismal record of
past efforts to increase taxes in order to re-
duce the deficit. In 1982, Congress increased
taxes by $98 billion; in 1984, Congress in-
creased taxes by $49 billion; in 1987, Con-
gress increased taxes by $28 billion; in 1989,
Congress increased taxes by $14.2 billion; in
1990, Congress increased taxes by $164 bil-
lion; and finally, in 1993, Congress increased
taxes by $241 billion. Despite a decade of tax
increases, the deficit is still projected to ex-
ceed $200 billion a year for the rest of this
century.

Raising taxes to solve our deficit problem
hasn't worked in the past, and there’'s abso-
lutely no reason to think it would work any bet-
ter in the future. Indeed a study by the Joint
Economic Committee shows that since the
end of World War 1l, Congress has increased
spending by $1.59 for every dollar of addi-
tional taxes.

The Democratic leadership insists that a
constitutional amendment to require a bal-
anced budget is a copout. They claim that
Congress already has the power it needs to
balance the budget. This may be true, but it
should be abundantly clear by now that in the
absence of a constitutional amendment Con-
gress will never make the tough choices. Con-
gress has not only failed to balance the budg-
et in 26 years, it has systematically passed
and then ignored four separate laws requiring
it to balance the budget.

In 1978, Congress passed a law requiring a
balanced budget by 1981. In 1985, Congress
passed a law requiring a balanced budget by
1991. In 1987, Congress passed a law to re-
quire a balanced budget by 1993. In 1990,
Congress passed a law to balance the budget
by 1995. None of these laws have produced
the intended result.

Unlike the failed statutory efforts of the past,
a constitutional amendment will force Con-
gress to set budget priorities and make the
tough decisions. Congress will finally have to
choose between the special interests and the
national interest.

| urge my colleagues to support the Barton
amendment.
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BALANCED BUDGET LAWS

Law Goal Result

Public Law 95-435 ... 1981 1981

October 10, 1978 ....... $0 —$79

billion
Public Law 99-177 ... 1991 1991
December 12, 1985 ... $0 —$269

billion
Public Law 100-119 . 1993 1993
September 29, 1987 .. $0 — $255

billion
1995 (est.)
—$176
billion

Public Law 101-508 .
November 5, 19901 ...

1995
+$31
billion

1While the 1990 law excludes Social Security from its deficit calculations,
on a unified budget basis, meeting the original — $83 billion deficit target
would have resulted in a +$31 billion surplus in 1995.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 2 minutes.

Ladies and gentlemen, may | review
with you the impact of the balanced
budget amendment and the Contract
With America on Social Security re-
cipients.

The cuts in the Old-Age and Survi-
vors and Disability Insurance under
the balanced budget amendment would
have a total cut of $73.2 billion. The av-
erage cut in each of the congressional
districts would be $168 million. The av-
erage cut per each recipient would be
$1,556.

When you add in the cuts in Old-Age
and Survivors and Disability Insurance
under the Contract With America, the
total spending cuts in Social Security
would then jump to $100.3 billion with
an average cut per congressional dis-
trict of $229 million and an average cut
per recipient of $2,130. | refer you to
the Economic Policy Institute figures
on this subject.

I think that is too much. | protest
that a constitutional amendment
would do this to the seniors in Amer-
ica. | am totally at a loss to give any-
one any explanations of how they
would give an explanation to their con-
stituents about a matter of this mag-
nitude.

Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. HAYES].

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Chairman, | agree
with those who say it should not be
necessary to amend the Constitution
and it should not be. If the Founders
had ever thought that we would so dis-
regard public service as to spend more
than we got, they would have put it in
there in the first place. We owe them
an obligation to use their flexibility of
the amendment process to change it,
for surely from their graves they would
wish they could change us.

Second, | am going to vote for both
the Barton amendment and the Sten-
holm amendment because the dif-
ference is that one requires a
supermajority in raising taxes. | can
support that. Nine States already do
and they are still able to have their
taxpayers believe they would like to
cut spending.

But the message of both of those
votes is to cut spending first. That is
an easy message to deliver. My only
admonition to my friends on both sides
of the aisle is, make sure you pass one
of the two out of here. That is still the
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continuing obligation that you have on
public service.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from New
Hampshire [Mr. BAss], another out-
standing Member of the freshman
class.

(Mr. BASS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BASS. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of the Barton amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of the bal-
anced budget amendment with the three-fifths
tax limitation. And | do so as a freshman
Member of this body. | have only been here
for 3 weeks and | don't know all the tricks of
the trade and what all the Washington insiders
say and think. But | do know what the people
of New Hampshire say and think.

They say they want a balanced budget, not
more debt for their kids.

They say they want smaller Government,
not more Federal mandates in their lives.

They say they want less Federal spending
to balance this budget, not more taxes for
them to pay.

That is what the November election was
about and that is what this amendment is
about. The three-fifths limitation not only en-
sures a balanced budget, but helps ensure
that it is done through a shrinking of Govern-
ment and not a growth in taxes. That is what
the people want and that is what this amend-
ment delivers.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. CRANE], who year in
and year out gains the most outstand-
ing ranking as the most conservative
Member of Congress.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

I salute his efforts in trying to get a
balanced budget amendment finally
passed in this Congress that imposes
some discipline with regard to the
question of escalating taxes.

I came here in 1969. The last time we
had a balanced budget was that year.
In the years since, we cut taxes once,
very significantly, in 1981. Ironically, it
produced almost a doubling of revenues
in the course of the ensuing decade, but
the spending has been out of control,
and | hear a lot of good rhetoric on how
we have got to discipline ourselves on
spending. But we must remember that
when you do not have some discipline
from the standpoint of imposing re-
strictions on constantly raising taxes,
we could be confronted with what we
went through in 1993 with passage of
the biggest tax increase in the history
of civilization, and it still was not ad-
dressing that question of spending.

We are being overtaxed currently. We
have got to get it under control. The
supermajority requirement is a perfect
way of approaching it. | urge my col-
leagues to support Barton.
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Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, | am
delighted to yield 2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from New York
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[Mr. JOoSE SERRANO] a member of the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, this
whole issue of the balanced budget
amendment and the three-fifths super
majority is one that if you really ana-
lyze it can confuse you a lot.

First of all, we all come here with an
equal vote and now we are being told in
order to accomplish something legisla-
tively we have to get a special super
majority.

How is it going to end? Any time we
find an issue we do not have the cour-
age to deal with ourselves we are going
put forth a super majority so that ev-
erybody can deal with it that way and
then throw it off to someone else?

The other issue that seems to create
a problem here is that we cannot still
get the truth from the other side, from
the proponents of this bill, what it is
they intend to do once they balance
the budget the way they want to bal-
ance the budget.

This whole issue of Social Security
that some people think we are trying
to scare some folks here, this is a hon-
est issue. This is a truthful issue.

Why will people not tell us what is
going to happen to Social Security and
Medicare once this constitutional
amendment takes effect?

When | was much younger the airline
industry went out to try to get new
customers and they said ““fly now; pay
later.”” What | am being told to do now
is vote now and find out later. If we
vote now we are going to find out later
that we are going to be in deep trouble
on the real contract, besides the Con-
stitution, which is the only contract
we have with America. The real con-
tract was with senior citizens about
their Social Security and their Medi-
care and now we are going to sell them
this approach: We will balance the
budget hopefully someday, and then
next year and the year after we will
tell you how we hurt you.

I think that is not right and that is
not fair. We do not need a balanced
budget amendment. We need to balance
the budget and | am for that. We do not
need a three-fifths super majority. We
need to respect each individual vote in
this House. We should not be afraid to
exercise our right here. We should not
support this amendment.

Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, 1 yield 1 minute and 15 sec-
onds to the distinguished gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. PARKER].

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, when |
first came to this body in 1989, | was
not in favor of a balanced budget
amendment. Since that time, | have
reached the conclusion that the only
way that the U.S. Congress will exer-
cise true fiscal responsibility is
through a balanced budget mechanism
that forces us to reduce spending and
set new budget priorities.

For 6 years, | have listened to the op-
ponents of a balanced budget amend-
ment say that we should exercise our
current constitutional responsibility,
and achieve deficit reduction through
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the regular authorization and appro-
priation process. And yet, we don’t do
it.

I have listened for the last few weeks,
and today, as the opponents say that
we should tell the American people
where the cuts are going to be made be-
fore we pass a balanced budget amend-
ment. If you support a balanced budg-
et, if you support deficit reduction,
that argument is irrelevant. No one is
disputing the fact that this amendment
will require painful cuts.

But, that is what the American peo-
ple are demanding. True, many people
may not be aware what a balanced
budget will mean in terms of cuts in
programs. But, the people want re-
duced Government spending and an end
to deficit spending. It is time for us to
give the people what they want.

The Barton-Geren amendment is the
most fiscally conservative proposal be-
fore us—which is why | support it.

I urge you to show courage, and do
what the people demand.

| believe that today we will finally pass a
balanced budget amendment. Once we do,
and we have to begin to make the tough cuts
in spending that it will require, there will be a
tendency by the Congress to avoid the painful
choices we will have to make. Only the Barton
amendment makes it more difficult to resort to
tax increases to avoid the pain of spending
cuts. We need such a mechanism.

The only way to really reduce the size of the
Federal budget is to reduce spending. The
only way to justify politically unpopular but
necessary cuts is with an amendment that
makes it more difficult to turn to the option of
more taxation. The only way to avoid future
budgets like we got in 1992, is to pass the
Barton-Geren balanced budget amendment.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 2 minutes.

(Mr. CONYERS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, |1
would like to review the important fac-
tor of judicial review under the pro-
posed amendment. As currently draft-
ed, the Barton substitute is totally si-
lent on the issue of judicial review, cre-
ating what could be a serious legal
quagmire.

One potential uncertainty concerns
the applicability of the political ques-
tion doctrine, which is designed to re-
strain the judiciary from inappropriate
interference in the business of other
branches of the Federal Government.
We will not have to worry with that
doctrine anymore because we are invit-
ing the judiciary to come into the leg-
islative business of Government, and
we are not even giving any direction as
we amend the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States to create this exception.

Many scholars have indicated that
the political question doctrine is un-
likely to limit judicial intervention in
the present case.

An additional area of confusion re-
lates to judicial limitations concerning
standing. While a taxpayer may not be
able to show sufficient injury to have
standing to bring suit in Federal court
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that would allow him to challenge con-
gressional failure to comply with the
balanced budget amendment, standing
may be far more compelling if sought
by a Member of Congress or an entire
House of Congress or an entitled recipi-
ent who has been denied benefits as a
result of the questionable impound-
ment of funds. This is certain to be a
thicket of confusion and tangled litiga-
tions and appeals.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
HYDE], the chairman of the Committee
on the Judiciary. | wish it could be
more.

(Mr. HYDE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, | just want
to say to my friend from Michigan, the
first amendment is silent on judicial
review. All of the amendments are si-
lent on judicial review. The courts will
review or not. They have been doing it
since 1791, and unfortunately or fortu-
nately we have limited control over
them.

As to my friend from North Carolina,
the Constitution provides many inter-
esting examples of supermajorities.
One of the most interesting is the 25th
amendment where the President and
his advisers, his Cabinet, have a dis-
pute over whether he is able to con-
tinue serving as President, and that
dispute can finally be resolved by a
two-thirds vote of Congress.

We have overriding vetoes, we have
treaty ratifications, and so on.

The 14th amendment is very interest-
ing. That requires a two-thirds vote to
rehabilitate, to remove disqualifica-
tions from someone who had engaged
in rebellion.

Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Texas [Mr.
BARTON], a cosponsor of the amend-
ment.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield that 1 minute to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Illinois,
Mr. DENNY HASTERT, our chief deputy
whip.

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Chairman, today,
the American people will see who
wants to do their business and who
wants to give them the business.

Today, we vote on the balanced budg-
et amendment. Since any amendment
requires two-thirds of the final vote,
the fate of the balanced budget amend-
ment lies in the hands of our friends on
the other side of the aisle.

I urge my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle to join with Repub-
licans and those who are supporting
this to pass a tax-limitation balanced
budget amendment.

The reasons to vote for the Barton
substitute are clear.

The American people want their Gov-
ernment to be fiscally responsible.
They want us to balance the budget in
order to lower our debt and make our
children’s futures brighter.
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But they want us to cut spending
first, not raise taxes even higher. The
Barton substitute makes it more dif-
ficult for the Government to balance
the budget on the backs of middle-class
taxpayers by requiring a three-fifths
vote on tax increases.
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Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues
to pass the Barton substitute. It is the
best alternative for the middle-class
taxpayer.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM].

(Mr. STENHOLM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, | first want
to stand and commend my colleague and fel-
low Texan for the yeoman’s work he has done
in promoting his proposal to amend the Con-
stitution to require a balanced budget. JOE has
worked tirelessly for an ideal he believes in
passionately, not only this year but for most of
his career here in the House of Representa-
tives.

| also want to say, as | have before, that |
know JOE is sincere about his desire to move
us toward a balanced budget. | have seen JOE
cast the hard votes which both opponents and
supporters of a constitutional amendment say
must occur if we are ever to reduce our deficit.
For example, last July, when | offered my enti-
tlement cap proposal on the floor, which CBO
scored as saving approximately $150 billion
over 5 years, JOE was one of the 37 Mem-
bers, 9 Republicans, who got onto my good-
guy list by supporting this amendment. | know
that whatever the ultimate conclusion of this
debate may be, we can count on JOE to be
there in the future for the hard votes.

| do want to take this opportunity to clarify
one issue which has become somewhat con-
fused in the rhetoric over the past few weeks.
It is true that JOE's amendment has a stronger
restriction against raising revenues, the three-
fifths vote requirements, but to say that
Schaefer-Stenholm is absent on tax restraint
is simply wrong.

After years of wrestling with various formula-
tions, in June 1992 the principal sponsors of
the leading Senate and House versions came
together and arrived at the bipartisan, bi-
cameral consensus version of the BBA em-
bodied in Senate Joint Resolution 41/House
Joint Resolution 103 of the 103d Congress. As
my colleagues know, this language is now em-
bodied in H.J. Res. 28, as well as the Schae-
fer-Stenholm amendment to be considered
today or tomorrow. This is the strongest ver-
sion—indeed, the only version—with a realistic
possibility of obtaining two-thirds majorities in
both bodies.

H.J. Res. 28 is not a simple balanced budg-
et amendment; it does contain a meaningful
tax limitation. If this balanced budget amend-
ment had been in effect since 1977, 7 of the
15 tax increases which were approved would
not have been possible, at least in the form in
which they passed. Interestingly enough, the
three-fifths supermajority requirement for tax
increases would have blocked only two addi-
tional tax increases.

Therefore, recent history indicates that
some of the hysteria about the differences be-
tween these leading constitutional proposals is
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not founded in fact. Although the debate on
tax limitation has made it appear that Barton-
Geren and Schaefer-Stenholm are dramati-
cally different, the practical effects would have
been very similar.

| also want to point out that a balanced
budget requirement itself would promote tax
limitation. As long as the power to deficit
spend remains unrestrained, the deficit will be
used as an excuse to raise taxes. A civic-
minded public will be at least somewhat sus-
ceptible to this appeal for “shared sacrifice,”
while the higher taxes actually pay for more
spending. In contrast, once a balanced budget
becomes the norm, the public will see the
clear, $1-for-$1 relationship between higher
taxes and bigger Government and reject those
taxes. Therefore, even if it did not contain ex-
plicit tax limitation language, the amendment
would operate to limit tax increases.

It also should be noted that a balanced
budget requirement itself would promote
spending restraint. Currently, Federal spend-
ing escalates because the special interest po-
litical rewards for spending outweigh the gen-
eralized public interest in spending restraint.
Without a balanced budget amendment, there
is no clear procedural or political barrier to
ever-spiraling spending—because it is the un-
limited ability to borrow that creates the unlim-
ited ability to spend without immediate con-
sequence. In contrast, the amendment would
perfect the democratic process, by Vvisibly
reconnecting the demand for new spending
with its true costs to taxpayers and the econ-
omy.

Finally, | would like to emphasize that the
experience of the States proves how requiring
a balanced budget also promotes restraint in
taxing and spending. In 1992, the CATO Insti-
tute noted that 49 State governments have
balanced budget requirements and found that:

From 1940 to 1990, State and local spending
climbed from 12 to 14 percent of national in-
come [while] Federal spending climbed from
13 to 28 percent. * * * It is inconceivable that
Federal spending would have skyrocketed as
it has if Congress had had to raise taxes
every year to pay for its spending, as the
States do. (National Review, June 8, 1992.)

Clearly, the most effective amendment is
the one that passes. The bipartisan bicameral
language offers the best opportunity to effect
a change that is good for the country. Votes
in 1986, 1990, 1992, and 1994 and the whip
counts that many folks have conducted this
year demonstrate that, in both bodies of Con-
gress, support for the bipartisan, bicameral
balanced budget amendment is plus or minus
the necessary two-thirds majority by a
hairsbreadth

This is a situation that must not be wasted.
Vote for the constitutional amendment in
which you most sincerely believe. But if you
believe in a balanced budget amendment, do
not squander this rare opportunity.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. ScoTT], a
member of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today to state my opposition to the
Barton amendment.

Mr. Chairman, if you actually read
the bill rather than read the title, you
will find that the amendment does not
require a balanced budget. It only re-
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quires a three-fifths vote to pass an un-
balanced budget. It requires nothing
before the year 2002.

So since there is no plan and since
the sponsors propose no plan to get to
a balanced budget, we can assume,
based on the testimony, that unless
you are going to cut Social Security,
you are not going to have a balanced
budget.

If we use our past experience to guide
us, we can find that Congress is unwill-
ing to make the tough, necessary cuts
to bring the deficit down, but we have
been very willing to add pork to a
budget to get the extra votes needed to
pass it.

Mr. Chairman, if we actually look at
that history, we will see that the
three-fifths vote may make it more dif-
ficult to pass an unbalanced budget,
but it is also going to make it more dif-
ficult to pass a budget with a lower def-
icit, so either you are faced with no
budget at all or a budget with a higher
deficit.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, this should
be called the pork protection plan rath-
er than the balanced budget amend-
ment. Simply put, it will allow a mi-
nority of Members in either the House
or the Senate to hold out for the spend-
ing projects in their district.

The way you reduce the deficit, Mr.
Chairman, is the tough decisions. Mak-
ing the tough decisions ought to re-
quire only a majority of the vote, be-
cause we have seen no evidence that we
can get a majority of the Members to
step up to the plate to make those
spending cuts.

Mr. Chairman, if the Barton amend-
ment passes, we will find we will need
a three-fifths vote to pass a budget
only, and the only way to do that is to
pork it up to make sure we can get the
requisite votes.

Mr. Chairman, | would hope that the
Barton amendment would fail.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield such time as he may
consume to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. BOEH-
LERT].

(Mr. BOEHLERT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in opposition to the pending amend-
ment.

Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, | yield myself such time as
I may consume.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has
3%a minutes remaining.

Mr. PETE GEREN of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, we would not be here today
if it were not for the tireless efforts of
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. STEN-
HoLM] and the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BARTON], and | think it is so im-
portant that we recognize their tireless
efforts over the last decade to bring us
where we are on the verge of this vic-
tory. The taxpayers of America, future
generations, and this Congress owe the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]
and the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
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BARTON] a thank you for their hard
work.

Mr. Chairman, if you listen to the op-
ponents of this amendment, you would
think that this is going to bring about
the end of Western civilization. They
talk about these cuts; they talk about
the disaster that would come if all we
do is only spend what we take in.

Mr. Chairman, right now, if we do
not do anything, our Government will
increase in spending, between now and
2002, 50 percent. Mr. Chairman, all we
need to do to balance the budget is
limit that increase to 30 percent, not
increase by 50 percent, limit. Let me
repeat that point: Right now, if we do
not change anything, spending in this
Government will increase by 50 percent
between now and the year 2002. To
bring our budget into balance, all we
need to do is limit that increase to 30
percent rather than 50 percent.

| raise that point to those who talk
about the draconian side effects of liv-
ing within our means. Mr. Chairman,
people say that this is not fair.

Spending somebody else’s money,
spending other generations’ money
year after year, decade after decade,
Mr. Chairman, that is not fair.

Let me quote Thomas Jefferson on
this point:

The question whether one generation has
the right to bind another by the deficit it
imposes is a question of such consequence as
to place it among the fundamental principles
of government. We should consider ourselves
unauthorized to saddle posterity with our
debts and morally bound to pay them our-
selves.

Mr. Chairman, | believe strongly that
we are morally bound to pay them our-
selves, and that is why our balanced
budget amendment is so critical.

Why three-fifths? Many people ask
that. You can look over the last 15
years of the experience of our Govern-
ment. In the best of times and in the
worst of times, Government grew. In
spite of all the rhetoric about what

happened in the 1980’s, Government
grew. Government grew by almost 50
percent.

Mr. Chairman, in our legislative

process, there is a bias toward growing
Government. The power of the bureauc-
racy to influence legislation, the power
of the bureaucracy to frame issues
gives them influence in the legislative
process that needs to be checked, that
needs to be offset. That is why we need
this three-fifths limitation.

Mr. Chairman, | urge our colleagues
to support this important initiative,
this historic initiative. It is fair. It is
reasonable. And it is most importantly
a practical response to a real-world
problem that we can use this year to
document last year, to document in
every year but 2 years in the last half
of the century to document. This insti-
tution is not going to live within its
means unless we do this.

It is a fact. Anybody who says they
want us to do without it, | applaud
that, but it is not going to happen.
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The CHAIRMAN. All time of the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. BARTON] has
expired.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. BERMAN], a member of the
Committee on the Judiciary.

(Mr. BERMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, | rise
to express my strenuous opposition to
the balanced budget amendment.

This debate is about far more than
the critical task of balancing the Fed-
eral budget. The amendment strikes
me as a dangerous and insidious means
of fundamentally altering articles 1, 2,
and 3 of the Constitution, upsetting the
separation and balance of powers that
has served this Nation so well for two
centuries.

Has our confidence in our ability to
make the tough choices ebbed so dra-
matically that we would cast away for
all time the carefully wrought balance
among the three branches of Govern-
ment?

At a time when U.S. constitutional
law experts have fanned out around the
globe, advising brand-new democracies
on how to write their constitutions, it
is a bitter irony that we find ourselves
on the verge of forsaking the very
model so many seek to emulate.

Many of my colleagues who support
this amendment have done so out of re-
luctance to saddle future generations
with the burden of our national debt.

I concur. But | am equally loathe to
consign our children to relive the ter-
rible constitutional crises of our past:

A Supreme Court nullifying acts of
Congress designed to pull the United
States out of the Depression and to
ease the pain of our fellow citizens; and

The Congress and the President locked in
combat over the President’s efforts to impound
appropriated funds.

And unless the amendment before us is
merely hortatory, a suggestion | am certain its
proponents would roundly deny, our children
face the prospect of an unelected judiciary
plunging into the adjudication of patently politi-
cal questions they have strenuously and wise-
ly sought to avoid for over 200 years. | fear
that we face the unprecedented prospect of
the courts ordering cuts in fundamental Fed-
eral programs in order to effect compliance
with the amendment.

Even for those who believe that achieving a
zero budget deficit is the paramount objective
of our times, | would contend that this provi-
sion does not belong in our Constitution.

For the entirety of U.S. history, our Constitu-
tion and the very small number of amend-
ments we have adopted thereto have served
two key functions: allocating power within our
democracy, and protecting fundamental indi-
vidual rights.

The amendment under consideration today
has a strikingly different purpose: enshrining a
particular fiscal policy in the Constitution. |
would submit that article 1 already provides
ample authority to the Congress to hew to that
fiscal policy. But it dishonors our sacred Con-
stitution to clutter it with a particular view of
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budgeting and economics that has not stood
the test of time.

In fact, economists on both sides of the po-
litical spectrum have raised serious concerns
about forcing the Federal Government to al-
ways adopt a balanced budget. Herb Stein, a
senior fellow at the American Enterprise Insti-
tute and an adviser to Presidents Nixon, Ford,
and Reagan, objects to a balanced budget be-
cause it would result in “needless confusion,
evasion, and litigation” and ultimately would
be very “unfair.”

The balanced budget amendment has been
mischaracterized as a way to protect the
American people’s pocketbook. The Contract
With America heralds it as “keeping Congress
from passing the bill on to you, the American
people.” Who do you think will foot the bill if
not the American people?

No matter how you disguise it the American
people will end up footing the bill. It's just a
question of which Americans. Aside from De-
fense, which the Republicans have vowed not
to increase, more than 80 percent of Federal
spending consists of payments to individuals.
Wealthy individuals and corporations get their
Government benefits from tax subsidies.

A three-fifths vote requirement for tax in-
creases serves to enshrine a principal of pro-
tecting the rich and burdening the poor. Al-
though the middle class will end up bearing
the brunt of any effort to balance the budget,
the mix of tax increases to payment cuts will
determine whether it is the rich or the poor
who must make the greatest sacrifices.

However, even conservative economists
who are not concerned about this equity issue
and who believe that draconian spending cuts
are necessary, recognize that a balanced
budget amendment is simply bad fiscal policy.
They know that a constitutional amendment
would risk making recessions more frequent
and deep.

In years of slow growth or recession reve-
nues rise more slowly while costs for pro-
grams such as unemployment insurance in-
creases more rapidly. Consequently the deficit
will be larger during recessions and smaller
during expansions. Under the fiscal straitjacket
of a balanced budget amendment greater defi-
cit reduction would be required during a reces-
sion while less deficit reduction would be re-
quired during an expansion. This is precisely
the opposite of what most economist feel
should be done to stabilize the economy and
avert recessions.

Also, the balanced budget amendment is
bad fiscal policy because, unlike most State
balanced budget amendments, the amend-
ment before you today fails to distinguish be-
tween operating budgets and long-term invest-
ments. Businesses and homeowners know the
difference between borrowing to consume and
borrowing to invest. It is ludicrous to enshrine
a fiscal policy that forces the Federal Govern-
ment to be shortsighted and that makes long-
term investments more difficult.

Finally, the balanced budget amendment is
premised on a faulty notion that all debt is
bad. Government bonds represent wealth to
their holders—in large part the American pub-
lic. When the Government spends more than
it takes in, it adds to their wealth. This does
not mean that the Government should always
run a big deficit, but rather that our Govern-
ment should choose carefully whether a deficit
is wise at any particular time. As a govern-
ment that makes fiscal policy we must be free
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to decide whether achieving a balanced budg-
et is really in the best national interest of the
United States.

Mr. Chairman, | urge all my colleagues to
protect the Constitution, support sound fiscal
management, and get down to the business of
making the hard choices we were elected to
make. | urge my colleagues to oppose the bal-
anced budget amendment.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
the balance of my time, 1 minute, to
the gentlewoman from California [Ms.
LOFGREN], a member of the Committee
on the Judiciary.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, | urge
that we step back from this amend-
ment today and take the time that is
necessary to analyze what this amend-
ment would do to our Constitution.

You know, as a member of the board
of supervisors in Santa Clara County, |
am mindful we spent more time analyz-
ing the impact of a use permit for a
golf course than this body has spent
analyzing the impact of this amend-
ment.

Whether you are for or against the
amendment, our people sent us here to
make sure that we avoid the law of un-
intended consequences, and | do not
think we can honestly say that we un-
derstand the unintended consequences
of this amendment today.

What is an outlay under the amend-
ment? Is it a Federal loan program?
Would it include guaranteed loans?
Would it include working capital for
the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora-
tion? Does it include the Postal Serv-
ice? Does it include the Federal Re-
serve and Fannie Mae? We do not
know. What about tax compliance?
Does it include a bill that raises taxes
for some and not for others?

| urge that we take our time and do
the job people sent us here for.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired for the minority.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. BAR-
TON] is recognized for 4 minutes to
close the debate.
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Mr. BARTON of Texas. | thank the
distinguished chairman. Let me say
what a pleasure it is to have the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK-
ER] presiding over this historic debate.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thanks
the gentleman from Texas.

(Mr. BARTON of Texas was asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, let me thank the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. HYDE] for his leadership in this ef-
fort.

Mr. Chairman, | would also like to
thank the new Republican majority
leadership for their support. Special
thanks to LAMAR SMITH, the task force
leader on this item in the Contract
With America, for his excellent work
to get the three-fifths’ vote in the con-
tract.
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I would like to thank the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM], the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. GEREN], the
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. SCHAE-
FER], the gentleman from California
[Mr. ConNDIT,] and the gentleman from
Louisiana [Mr. TauziN], and all the
other strong Members who, in a bipar-
tisan way, have been pushing for a bal-
anced budget amendment to the Con-
stitution.

We have won the debate that there
needs to be an amendment. The ques-
tion is what kind of an amendment?

Opponents have spoken on this floor,
talked about the mechanics. They have
talked about issues that are not the
principal issue. The principal issue is
how are we going to amend the Con-
stitution? How are we going to get
spending under control?

It is not whether the Committee on
the Judiciary is going to have over-
sight capability. The basic premise is
we have simply got to stop spending as
much money as we have been spending.

Since 1965, which was the last year
Federal spending went down, spending
has gone up every year for 29 straight
years: an amazing percentage of 1,300
percent.

We are going to spend more money
this year on interest on the debt than
we spent for the entire Federal budget
in fiscal year 1971. It is amazing.

We do not have the backbone in the
Congress of the United States to say
no. We have to amend the Constitu-
tion, and if we are going to do it, let us
look at the problem. The problem is
not lack of revenue. The problem is too
much spending. If you want to limit
spending, what do you do? You limit
revenues. How do you limit revenues?
By limiting the ability to raise taxes.
That is what generates the revenue.

There are nine States that have tax
limitation provisions either in their
constitutions or on their statutes. The
chart to my left shows that those
States that have tax limitation provi-
sions, they work. Taxes go up less in
those States. They still go up, but they
go up less. When the taxes go up less,
spending goes up less. That means
there is a greater likelihood that the
budget will be balanced.

My brother, Jay Barton, is a history
teacher in Mt. Pleasant, TX. He is not
a political expert.

He called my staff this morning, and
the said, “Tell Joe Congress is like an
addict. They are addicted to spending.
They say give us one more spending
fix, one more year, and then we will do
the right thing.”” We have not balanced
the budget since 1969.

We have not had spending go down
since 1965. Unless we do go into a cold
turkey withdrawal by passing a con-
stitutional amendment with a tax limi-
tation provision, spending is going to
spiral out of control and when that
happens society as we know it today is
simply going to collapse.

The plain and simple solution is a
balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution, with a three-fifths’ tax
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limitation provision in it. This three-
fifths provision is not overly difficult.
We have three-fifths to borrow money
in the Stenholm/Schaefer amendment,
three-fifths to increase the debt ceil-
ing; let us go the third leg, put the
three-fifths’ provision to actually pre-
vent tax increases.

As has been pointed out since 1970,
there have been 16 major tax bills on
the floor of the House. Seven of those
did pass with more than 60 percent.
Seven failed, and two passed by voice
vote. The largest tax increase in his-
tory passed this body a year-and-a-half
ago by 2 votes, by 2 votes, 218 to 216. It
would have failed if we had had the
three-fifths’ provision in. Would we
have not addressed the budget prob-
lem? No. We would have done it by cut-
ting spending, not raising taxes. Please
vote for the tax limitation balanced
budget amendment.

The chart follows:

DO YOU REALLY THINK THE PROBLEM IS THAT TAXES ARE
TOO LOW? SPENDING IS SIMPLY TOO HIGH

[In billions of dollars]

Federal
Year spend- | Increase
ing

1964 1185 | oo
1965 118.2 (0.3)
1966 1345 16.3
1967 157.5 230
1968 178.1 20.6
1969 183.6 55
1970 195.6 12.0
1971 210.2 14.6
1972 230.7 20.5
1973 2457 15.0
1974 269.4 237
1975 332.3 62.9
1976 3718 39.5
1977 409.2 374
1978 458.7 49.5
1979 503.5 448
1980 590.9 87.4
1981 678.2 87.3
1982 745.8 67.6
1983 808.4 62.6
1984 851.8 434
1985 946.4 94.6
1986 990.3 439
1987 1,003.9 13.6
1988 1,064.1 60.2
1989 11432 79.1
1990 12527 109.5
1991 1,3238 711
1992 1,380.9 57.1
1993 1,408.1 212
1994 1,461.0 52.9
1995 (projected) 15310 70.0

Spending increase since 1965—1,300 percent.
Average spending increase—$65 billion.

Source: Congressional Budget Office.

Cut spending, don’t raise taxes. Support
the tax-limitation balanced budget amend-
ment.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, | rise today in
strong opposition to the balanced budget con-
stitutional amendment sponsored by my col-
league, Mr. BARTON.

Three substitutes to the Barton amendment
will be considered later today, each of which
specifically exempts Social Security from bal-
anced budget calculations. The Barton amend-
ment, taken from the Republican Contract with
America, does not specifically exempt Social
Security from cuts. Now, | know that the Re-
publican leadership has said that “Social Se-
curity is off the table,” but we're about to set
the table, and Social Security is still on it. |
think when we are talking about a program
that means as much as this one does to ordi-
nary Americans, it is not unreasonable to ask
for this commitment on paper. Like they say in
the long-distance business, “put it in writing.”
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Let's compare how the Republicans handle
a question they really care about. In their bal-
anced budget amendment, they put in a line
that says, to raise taxes, even on the wealthi-
est 1 percent of Americans, a supermajority of
House Members would have to vote for the in-
crease. This means that a tax increase, no
matter how necessary, how targeted towards
the wealthy, could be blocked by a minority in
the House. So, there are specific protections
written into the Republican amendment—but
those protections aren’t for the elderly. When
it comes to taxes, they want the protection en-
shrined in the Constitution. When it comes to
Social Security, they want it shunted off to a
concurrent resolution.

Today’s vote will divide this body into two
groups: those who are serious about protect-
ing Social Security by law, and those who are
not. No amount of rhetoric will change that.

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, when
the American people gave the Republican
Party and its Contract with America a mandate
on November 8, they were telling Congress to
give them the change that had been promised,
but not delivered, in 1992. They liked what
they saw in the Republican contract; so they
overwhelmingly voted in the first Republic
House in 40 years.

So what have we done the first 20 days of
the 104th Congress? We passed the Congres-
sional Accountability Act, something that was
a long-time coming, that simply makes Con-
gress live under the same rules as all Ameri-
cans. Now, today, we have a historic oppor-
tunity to do one more thing the American peo-
ple want: To pass a real balanced budget
amendment. That is why | urge all of my col-
leagues, Republican and Democrat, to support
the bipartisan Barton-Tauzin amendment with
the tax limitation that three-fifths of each
House of Congress must approve a tax in-
crease before it can be enacted. This long
overdue step will restore fiscal control to the
Federal budget and prevent politicians in the
future from increasing spending and leaving
the bills to the future generations.

To simply require a balanced budget would
not be the proper cure to this lingering virus
because, unfortunately, many politicians then
would simply try to use the amendment as an
excuse to raise taxes after failing to keep
spending under control. We need to cut the
Federal budget, not the family budget, to bal-
ance our budget.

This debate today should be a foregone
conclusion. For 25 consecutive years, Ameri-
cans have been saddled with budget deficits
and it continues to happen. Meanwhile, our
deficit and our debt continue to rise astronomi-
cally. The requirement to have three-fifths ap-
proval to raise taxes is not something new.
There are already 10 States that require
supermajorities to raise tax revenue. Seven of
these States that have lived under this re-
quirement for a significant amount of time
show substantial savings to the taxpayers.

Mr. Chairman, Americans are getting tired of
broken promises to cut the deficit that never
materialize. As a result, we have seen strong
voter support for real budget reform. We have
seen what has happened in the absence of
the balanced budget. If supermajorities are re-
quired for both taxes and borrowing, legisla-
tors in the future will find it difficult to increase
spending as rapidly as it has grown in recent
years.
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Mr. Chairman, we did the right thing by
passing the Accountability Act to require Con-
gress to live under the same laws it imposes
on the American people. Today, let's continue
this positive, productive approach to governing
and pass the Barton-Tauzin balanced budget
amendment.

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of the Barton balanced budget
amendment. Irresponsible Federal spending
and the resulting high taxes and annual Fed-
eral deficits affect us all, in terms of lower pro-
ductivity, stifling investment and economic
growth while inhibiting U.S. competitiveness
abroad.

A balanced budget amendment would re-
quire close scrutiny of Federal spending hab-
its—and unless we start looking at every dollar
of Federal spending, spiralling interest pay-
ments on the Federal debt will continue to
compete with other Federal spending and lead
us to economic ruin.

Annual interest payments on the Federal
debt are expected to reach nearly $300 billion
by the end of the decade. That's $300 billion
a year that could be going towards real invest-
ment in our Nation’s future.

The Congressional Budget Office and most
economists warn that continued deficit spend-
ing will lead to lower productivity, deteriorating
living standards, and a sharp decline in U.S.
competitiveness.

On the other hand, if we act promptly and
use reasonable restraint to cut programs
which are not essential, rather than tax in-
creases that leave less and less real dollars in
the pockets of hardworking Americans, we
could reach a balanced Federal budget within
a relatively short timeframe.

| support the Barton balanced budget
amendment; we must have this tool to stop
out of control spending.

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today in strong support of House Joint Resolu-
tion 1, the Barton-Geren tax limitation bal-
anced budget amendment. The Federal Gov-
ernment must learn to live within its means.
Now more than ever, we must take respon-
sibility for this dilemma and work to pass a
constitutional amendment requiring a balanced
budget.

The astounding national debt is not an over-
night disaster—it is the result of a generation’s
worth of bipartisan irresponsibility and thus,
should be handled in a bipartisan manner. It is
time for Congress to stop putting off until to-
morrow what we can do today. We must act
now to reduce this enormous Federal deficit,
which is threatening to drain America’'s sav-
ings and cripple the American dream. Meas-
ures must be taken to protect future genera-
tions from inheriting an insurmountable debt.

For too many years the Federal Govern-
ment has asked the taxpayers to pick up the
tab for its bloated budget. In fact, just 2 years
ago, we asked American citizens to pay up
again, and they have. Now, those same citi-
zens are asking us to balance the Federal
budget. | believe it is time for us to return the
favor.

It has been said that knees will buckle if the
national budget is to be balanced. Many citi-
zens' knees buckle every April 15 and every
month when they are forced to make the dif-
ficult choices required when they balance their
own family budgets. Additionally, every year
State and local governments are forced to do
the same.

| urge you to support the Barton-Geren tax
limitation balanced budget amendment, which
will allow future generations to have the op-
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portunity to enjoy the American dream.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-

pired.

The question
amendment

stitute.

The question was taken;
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-

peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE
Mr. BARTON of Texas.

is on the committee
in the nature of a sub-

Mr. Chair-

man, | demand a recorded vote.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 253, noes 173,

not voting 9, as follows:

Allard
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker (CA)
Baker (LA)
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass

Bevill
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blute
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brewster
Browder
Brown (OH)
Brownback
Bryant (TN)
Bunn
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Chenoweth
Christensen
Chrysler
Clement
Clinger
Coble
Coburn
Collins (GA)
Combest
Condit
Cooley
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis

de la Garza
Deal
DeLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn

[Roll No 41]
AYES—253

Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fields (TX)
Flanagan
Foley
Forbes
Fowler

Fox
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gingrich
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke

Horn
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Istook
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly

Kim

King
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette

Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Longley
Lucas
Manzullo
Martini
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Montgomery
Moorhead
Myers
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Paxon
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pombo
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Royce
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays

and the
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Shuster Tate Watts (OK)
Skeen Tauzin Weldon (FL)
Skelton Taylor (MS) Weldon (PA)
Smith (MI) Taylor (NC) Weller
Smith (NJ) Thomas White
Smith (TX) Thornberry Whitfield
Smith (WA) Tiahrt Wicker
Solomon Torkildsen Wolf
Souder Upton igﬂzg Eé:f))
Spence Vucanovich Zeliff
Stearns Waldholtz Zimmer
Stockman Walker
Stump Walsh
Talent Wamp

NOES—173
Abercrombie Hefner Pastor
Ackerman Hilliard Payne (NJ)
Baldacci Hinchey Payne (VA)
Barrett (WI) Holden Pelosi
Bateman Hostettler Peterson (FL)
Becerra Houghton Pickett
Beilenson Hoyer Pomeroy
Bentsen Jackson-Lee Porter
Bereuter Jacobs Rahall
Berman Johnson (CT) Rangel
Boehlert Johnson (SD) Reed
Bonior Johnson, E. B. Reynolds
Borski Johnston Richardson
Boucher Kanjorski Rivers
Brown (FL) Kaptur Rose
Bryant (TX) Kennedy (MA) Roukema
Cardin Kennedy (RI) Roybal-Allard
Clay Kennelly Sabo
Clayton Kildee Sanders
Clyburn Kleczka Sawyer
Coleman Klink Schroeder
Collins (IL) LaFalce Schumer
Collins (MI) Lantos Scott
Conyers Levin Serrano
Costello Lewis (GA) Sisisky
Coyne Lipinski Skaggs
DeFazio Lofgren Slaughter
DeLauro Lowey Spratt
Dellums Luther Stark
Deutsch Maloney Stenholm
Dicks Manton Stokes
Dingell Markey Studds
Dixon Martinez Stupak
Doggett Mascara Tanner
Doyle McCarthy Tejeda
Durbin McDermott Thompson
Engel McHale Thornton
Eshoo McKinney Thurman
Evans McNulty Torres
Farr Meehan Torricelli
Fattah Meek Traficant
Fazio Menendez Tucker
Filner Mfume Velazquez
Flake Miller (CA) Vento
Foglietta Mineta Visclosky
Ford Minge Volkmer
Frank (MA) Mink Ward
Frost Moakley Waters
Furse Mollohan Watt (NC)
Gejdenson Moran Waxman
Gephardt Murtha Williams
Gibbons Nadler Wilson
Gonzalez Neal Wise
Green Oberstar Woolsey
Gutierrez Obey Wyden
Hall (OH) Olver Wynn
Hamilton Ortiz Yates
Hastings (FL) Owens

NOT VOTING—9

Bishop Fields (LA) Morella
Brown (CA) Jefferson Rush
Cox Matsui Towns
0 1131
The Clerk announced the following
pair:
On this vote:

Mr. Cox for, with Mr. Brown of California
against.

Mr. GORDON changed his vote from
““no” to “‘aye.”

So the committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, |
would like the RECORD to show that be-
cause | gave a speech at the Carnegie
Commission Symposium on Science,
Space and Technology with Governor
Thornburgh and others throughout the
Nation, | unfortunately missed the Ist
vote, rollcall No. 41. Had | been here, |
would have voted ‘‘no.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Chairman,
on rollcall 41, | am recorded as not vot-
ing. Had | been present, | would have
voted ‘“‘aye.”

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 44, further amendments
may be offered in the following order:

First, amendment No. 4 by the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. OWENS];

Second, amendment No. 1 by the gen-
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. WISE];

Third, amendment No. 25 by the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS];

Fourth, amendment No. 29 by the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. GEP-
HARDT]; and

Fifth, amendment No. 39 by the gen-
tleman from Colorado [Mr. SCHAEFER].

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MR. OWENS

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, | offer an
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. OweNs: Strike all after the re-
solving clause and insert the following:

That the following article is proposed as an
amendment to the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States, which shall be valid to all intents
and purposes as part of the Constitution
when ratified by the legislatures of three-
fourths of the several States within seven
years after the date of its submission for
ratification:

“ARTICLE —

““SECTION 1. Prior to each fiscal year, Con-
gress shall, by law, adopt a statement of re-
ceipts and outlays for such fiscal year in
which total outlays are not greater than
total receipts. Congress may, by law, amend
that statement provided revised outlays are
not greater than revised receipts. Congress
may provide in the statement for a specific
excess of outlays over receipts by a vote di-
rected solely to that subject in which three-
fifths of the whole number of each House
agree to such excess. Congress and the Presi-
dent shall ensure that actual outlays do not
exceed the outlays set forth in such state-
ment.

““SECTION 2. Prior to each fiscal year, the
President shall transmit to Congress a pro-
posed statement of receipts and outlays for
such fiscal year consistent with the provi-
sions of this Article.

““SECTION 3. Congress may waive the provi-
sions of this Article for any fiscal year in
which a declaration of war is in effect. The
provisions of this Article may be waived for
any fiscal year in which the United States
faces an imminent and serious military
threat to national security and is so declared
by a joint resolution, adopted by a majority
of the whole number of each House, which
becomes law. The provisions of this Article
may be waived for any fiscal year for which
the President notifies the Congress that the
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national unemployment rate is projected to
exceed 4 percentum and is so declared by a
joint resolution, adopted by a majority of
the whole number of each House, which be-
comes law.

““SECTION 4. Total receipts shall include all
receipts of the United States except those
derived from borrowing and total outlays
shall include all outlays of the United States
except those for the repayment of debt prin-
cipal.

““SECTION 5. The amount of the debt of the
United States held by the public as of the
date this Article takes effect shall become a
permanent limit on such debt and there shall
be no increase in such amount unless three-
fifths of the whole number of each House of
Congress shall have passed a bill approving
such increase and such bill has become law.

‘“SECTION 6. All votes taken by the House
of Representatives or the Senate under this
Article shall be rollcall votes.

““SECTION 7. Congress shall enforce and im-
plement this Article by appropriate legisla-
tion.

“SECTION 8. This Article shall take effect
for the fiscal year 2002 or for the second fis-
cal year beginning after its ratification,
whichever is later.”.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the gentleman from New York
[Mr. OwenNs] will be recognized for 30
minutes, and a Member opposed will be
recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York [Mr. OWENS].
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Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 4 minutes.

(Mr. OWENS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, this is a
full employment substitute for the
main amendment, and it makes unem-
ployment equal in importance to a
military threat. That is one of the con-
ditions on which the balanced budget
amendment requirements are waived.

I want to first than the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SoLomoN] for his
wisdom, and the members of the Com-
mittee on Rules for their wisdom in
making it possible for us to have the
opportunity to place the discussion of
unemployment on the table at this
time. It is just as important as any
other element of our national security.

Unemployment is the best measure of
the status of one of the most vital ele-
ments of our economy, and that is job
creation and job security. Unemploy-
ment, underemployment, and the anxi-
ety about losing jobs, all add up to a
hidden time bomb threatening our na-
tional security and sowing the seeds of
division and unrest.

The unemployment rate answers the
following question: Is our society pro-
viding minimal opportunities for citi-
zens to earn the wages needed for sur-
vival with dignity? But that is not the
only question that should be explored.
Underemployment and employment
anxiety, that is, fear of losing one’s
job, are closely related illnesses which
also should be regularly measured
along with the unemployment rate.

Presently these combined illnesses
are having a negative impact on the
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sense of security felt by the majority
of the Nation’s wage earners. We are
fortunate that we do regularly report
the unemployment rate, and we should
make greater use of this official meas-
urement in our fiscal and economic
policy making.

Given the fact that the economy is
fragile, the Federal Reserve Board
keeps threatening to raise interest
rates and the public is jittery. Any
plans to balance the budget must be ac-
companied by a plan to bolster people’s
confidence in our economy.

Mr. Speaker, the 32-member Progres-
sive Caucus has such a plan, which we
call the Fiscal Fairness and Full Em-
ployment Act. This substitute being of-
fered today is the first installment of
11 bills that comprise the progressive
promise, the Progressive Caucus’ re-
sponse to the Contract with America.

Our substitute differs from House
Joint Resolution 1 in two ways. First,
it allows a majority of Congress to
waive the balanced budget provisions
in any fiscal year that the national un-
employment rate exceeds 4 percent.

Second, it does not require a three-
fifths majority to impose a tax in-
crease.

The unique point that we are making
with this substitute is that jobs must
be the No. 1 priority in all fiscal and
budgetary deliberations. While the bal-
anced budget amendment attempts to
address the budget deficit, it does not
address the jobs deficit. Our substitute
will address the fears of American
workers by using the Humphrey-Haw-
kins Act’s goal of 4 percent unemploy-
ment as a hallmark of a stable econ-
omy.

When unemployment rises above 4
percent, Congress could waive the bal-
anced budget requirements in order to
implement policies and programs
which provide jobs for American wage
earners. This exception has been placed
immediately after the exception which,
“An imminent and serious military
threat to national security’” that is
contained in the bill already.

We contend that high unemployment
also is an imminent and serious threat
to national security. All governments
have an obligation to manage their
economies in ways that provide oppor-
tunities to earn a living. More specifi-
cally the U.S. Constitution requires
that Congress act to promote the gen-
eral welfare. The 4 percent Humphrey-
Hawkins goal has been forgotten in re-
cent years, due to the complacency
about the severity of recessions and
the weakness of ensuing recoveries.

To illustrate my point, | would like
to offer recent economic information
about past recessions. In these past re-
cessions, we have been left after the re-
cession with large unemployment
rates, and this kind of amendment to
the main bill would allow us to take
action as a Congress, provide the nec-
essary funds to stimulate the economy,
and provide jobs when necessary.
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Mr. Chairman, unemployment is the best
measure of the status of the most vital ele-
ments of our economy—job creation and job
security. Unemployment, underemployment,
and anxiety about losing jobs all add up to a
hidden time bomb threatening our national se-
curity and sowing the seeds of division and
unrest.

The unemployment rate answers the follow-
ing question: Is our society providing minimal
opportunities for citizens to earn the wages
needed for survival with dignity? But that is
not the only question that should be explored.
Underemployment and employment anxiety,
the fear of losing one’s job, are closely related
illnesses which also should be regularly meas-
ured along with the unemployment rate. Pres-
ently, these combined illnesses are having a
negative impact on the sense of security felt
by the majority of the Nation’s wage earners.
We are fortunate that we do regularly report
the unemployment rate, and we should make
greater use of this official measurement in our
fiscal and economic policymaking.

Given the fact that the economy is fragile,
the Federal Reserve Board keeps threatening
to raise interest rates, and the public is jittery,
any plan to balance the budget must be ac-
companied by a plan to bolster people’s con-
fidence. Mr. Chairman, the 32-member Pro-
gressive Caucus has such a plan which we
call the Fiscal Fairness/Full Employment Act.
This substitute being offered today is the first
installment of 11 bills that comprise the “Pro-
gressive Promise,” the Progressive Caucus’
response to the “Contract With America.”

Our substitute differs from House Joint Res-
olution 1 in two ways: first, it allows a majority
of Congress to waive the balanced budget
provisions in any fiscal year that the national
employment rate exceeds 4 percent; and sec-
ond, it does not require a three-fifths majority
to impose a tax increase. The unique point
that we are making with the substitute is that
jobs must be the No. 1 priority in all fiscal and
budgetary deliberations.

While the balanced budget amendment at-
tempts to address the budget deficit, it does
not address the jobs deficit. Our substitute
would address the fears of American workers
by using the Humphrey-Hawkins Act's goal of
4 percent unemployment as the hallmark of a
stable economy. When unemployment rises
above 4 percent, Congress could waive the
balanced budget requirements in order to im-
plement policies and programs which provide
jobs for American wage earners.

This exception has been placed immediately
after the exception for “an imminent and seri-
ous military threat to national security” which
is contained in the bill. We contend that high
unemployment also is an imminent and seri-
ous threat to national security. All govern-
ments have an obligation to manage their
economies in ways that provide opportunities
to earn a living. More specifically, the U.S.
Constitution requires that Congress act to pro-
mote the general welfare.

The 4 percent Humphrey-Hawkins goal has
been forgotten in recent years due to compla-
cency about the severity of recessions and the
weakness of the ensuring recoveries. To illus-
trate my point, | would like to compare recent
economic recoveries to the recoveries of past
recessions.

There were five recessions between 1949
and 1973. During the years following each of
these recessions, unemployment rates aver-
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aged 3, 4, 5.5, 4.6, and 5.5 percent, respec-
tively. But during the years of recovery follow-
ing the four recessions that have occurred
since 1973, unemployment rates have aver-
aged 6.7, 7.6, 6.7, and 7 percent. When com-
paring the recent figures to the 3, 4, and 5
percent figures of earlier years, it becomes
clear that we face an unemployment problem
which is quite vexing.

Yes, we must have sound fiscal policies, but
certainly we can afford to tackle the problem
of unemployment. a full employment economy
is an economy that grows and can afford to do
more. People with jobs produce goods and
services, generate income, buy goods and
services, pay taxes, and consume less Gov-
ernment transfer payments such as Aid to
Families with Dependent Children [AFDC] and
unemployment insurance. Even the Congres-
sional Budget Office [CBO] has acknowledged
that a 1 percent reduction in the unemploy-
ment rate leads to a net gain in the U.S.
Treasury of $40 to $50 billion. Therefore, our
substitute improves House Joint Resolution 1
by helping to achieve its mission of raising
more revenue for the Federal Government.

In fact, right now there are 7.2 million Amer-
icans who are unemployed, or 5.4 percent of
the workforce. If we allow ourselves to spend
just enough money to stimulate the economy
to employ another 2 million people, thereby
lowering the unemployment rate to 4 percent,
then we will have saved $60 to $100 billion.
The Progressive Caucus jobs bill, another part
of the “Progressive Promise” which Congress-
man SANDERS and | will introduce on Monday,
would achieve such savings by creating at
least 2 million jobs in 2 years.

Safeguarding American jobs is central to all
of the other problems that plague this country
today. Without jobs, many people will turn to
crime to put food on the table. Without jobs,
many people will not have access to medical
care unless it is through a hospital emergency
room. Without jobs, more people will remain
on the welfare rolls. And without jobs, families
will be weaker as they buckle under the stress
that poverty breeds.

American voters have spoken loud and
clear about their job fears and anxiety. In the
interviews at the exit polls on November 8,
working people explained their anger. Wages
are too low. Corporate downsizing, streamlin-
ing, and the pursuit of slave labor in Mexico
and China have intensified the fears of those
who are working today about losing their jobs
tomorrow. And among the millions who have
been unemployed for many months, and some
for years, all hope of ever getting a decent job
in fading fast.

The voices of fear and anger are loud and
clear, but nobody in power is listening. This
substitute is designed to send a message to
the working families of America. We are listen-
ing. Members of the Progressive Caucus are
listening. We are fighting to have your con-
cerns and priorities recognized. When the jobs
crisis becomes more obvious to our col-
leagues here in Congress, the speeches we
are making today will shape the policies of to-
mOorrow.

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

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, 1| rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
recognized for 30 minutes.
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Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

(Mr. HYDE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, | take this
opportunity to commend the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. OWENS] for
offering a substitute that includes a
number of the features in House Joint
Resolution 1 as reported by the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. But | am con-
strained to speak in opposition to this
pending version of the balanced budget
amendment for a couple of reasons.

First, it includes a waiver mecha-
nism that will undermine the effective-
ness of the amendment. And second, it
omits any special voting requirements
to increase taxes. Section 3 of the
pending substitute permits a waiver of
the proposed constitutional amend-
ment’s provisions based not only on a
declaration of war or an imminent and
serious military threat to national se-
curity, which are features of the joint
resolution as reported by the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary, but also based on
a projected national unemployment
rate exceeding 4 percent.

In view of the fact that the national
unemployment rate has not fallen
below 4 percent since the late 1960’s,
when the United States was involved in
the Vietnam war, making a waiver
available based on unemployment ex-
ceeding such a low threshold permits
Congress whenever it chooses to dis-
regard the amendment.

The current unemployment rate of
approximately 5.4 percent is viewed by
economists as approaching what is con-
sidered the natural unemployment
rate, namely, a rate that can be sus-
tained without generating inflationary
pressures. A waiver based on the cri-
terion of over 4 percent projected un-
employment effectively can turn this
constitutional amendment into a dead
letter.

The pending substitute also fails to
include a tax limitation section. House
Joint Resolution 1 requires a three-
fifths vote of the whole number of each
House to increase taxes, and the ra-
tionale for a tax limitation provision is
to discourage excessive reliance on tax
increases rather than spending cuts to
achieve a balanced budget.

Tax increases, as we have learned
from historical experience, often prove
harmful to the economy by depressing
economic growth. We need to encour-
age spending cuts and discourage tax
increases if we hope to put our econ-
omy on a sounder financial footing.

So | urge the defeat of the pending
substitute.

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

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Ver-
mont [Mr. SANDERS], the chairman of
the Progressive Caucus.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, | am delighted to
work with the gentleman from New
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York [Mr. OWENS] on this amendment,
which is fully supported by the Pro-
gressive Caucus. This is the first of 11
amendments which the Progressive
Caucus intends to offer in opposition to
the Republican Contract With Amer-
ica.

Mr. Chairman, the Republican pro-
posal for a balanced budget amendment
is wrong for a number of reasons. It is
wrong because within the context of its
offering, there will be major tax breaks
for the wealthiest people in America.
There will also be significant increases
in defense spending.

0O 1150

Every economist, therefore, under-
stands that if we move toward a bal-
anced budget within that context in a
period of 5 years there will be devastat-
ing cuts in Social Security, Medicare,
Medicaid, veterans programs, college
loan and grant programs, and nutrition
programs for hungry children.

When my friend from Illinois talks
about spending cuts, in essence that is
what he is talking about, savage cuts
which will impact horrendously on
some of the weakest and most vulner-
able people in this country.

But there is another reason why the
Republican balanced budget amend-
ment is wrong. And that is, it does not
deal with the economic crisis which
this country is currently experiencing.
Despite articles in the newspapers
which tell us how the economy is
booming, many of us in the Progressive
Caucus do not believe that. We see that
the rich are getting richer, but we also
see that poverty is growing, that the
middle class is shrinking, and that the
new jobs being created in this country
are very often low-wage, part-time,
temporary jobs without decent bene-
fits.

What the Republican balanced budget
amendment would do is make it vir-
tually impossible for this country to go
forward with a major jobs program to
put millions of people to work, rebuild-
ing this country at decent wages.

Mr. Chairman, all over the world, in
Japan, in Europe and in Canada, gov-
ernments are rebuilding their physical
and human infrastructure, their mass
transportation systems, their sewer
systems, their roads, their bridges,
their child care needs. And in the proc-
ess, they are putting large numbers of
people to work making those countries
more competitive, more efficient, and
paying their workers good wages in
doing that work.

What our amendment does is say, let
us not tie the hands of the Federal
Government in rebuilding our infra-
structure and putting Americans back
to work at decent wages, making this a
better country for all people.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, | reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. CLAY], the ranking Democrat on
the Committee on Economic and Edu-
cational Opportunities, a gentleman
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who was here when the Humphrey-
Hawkins bill was passed.

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, | certainly
want to commend the gentleman from
New York for offering this substitute.

I rise in strong support of it and com-
mend him for bringing it to the floor, a
balanced budget amendment, a sub-
stitute that acknowledges the need to
protect unemployed Americans from
the harsh consequences of the balanced
budget amendment.

I support this amendment for two
basic reasons: first, the Owens sub-
stitute strips from the bill of three-
fifths supermajority provision for rais-
ing revenue. That provision is uncon-
stitutional and has no place in the bill.
Second, and just as important, the
Owens substitute seeks to preserve the
full employment policies maintained
by the Congress for more than 50 years.

Other versions of this amendment
constitute a de facto repeal of laws
such as the Humphrey-Hawkins Act
that seek to guarantee jobs for all
Americans who desire to work. As the
Humphrey-Hawkins law states, and |
quote, “Without full employment we
deprive workers of job security and
productivity to maintain and advance
their standards of living.”’

Mr. Chairman, | urge support of the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, by waiving the balanced
budget requirement when the unemployment
rate exceeds 4 percent, the Owens substitute
is the only version of the balanced budget

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Geor-
gia [Ms. MCKINNEY].

Ms. MCKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, many
of my colleagues on the other side of
the aisle have advanced the argument
that because families and States must
balance their budgets, so too should
the Federal Government.

Well, we can cite many examples of
acceptable and necessary deficit spend-
ing done by both families and States.
Anyone who has bought a home the old
fashioned way knows this all too well.
And anyone who has supported a bond
referendum for their State and local
government knows that this is nec-
essary.

Advancing the personal pocketbook
metaphor, while simple and innocently
appealing, just is not accurate. We
should not hamstring ourselves be-
cause of a marketing slogan for bad
policy cooked up in some think tank.

The Owens substitute allows an ex-
emption from the balanced budget re-
quirement in the case of national disas-
ter and war. The Owens amendment
adds an exemption for a less than full
employment economy. If it is in the
national interest to win a war and to
rebuild from national disasters, it is
not also in our national interest that
every able-bodied American have a pri-
vate sector job.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Owens amendment.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York [Ms. VELAZQUEZ].
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Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in strong support of the Owens sub-
stitute. Like several other measures
introduced today, the Owens amend-
ment rejects the three-fifths majority
straight jacket that the majority has
sewn for the balanced budget amend-
ment.

However, only this substitute will
maintain our national commitment to
economic opportunity and full employ-
ment. Under its provisions, Congress
retains authority to enact emergency
measures necessary to help every man
and woman in this country take their
place in the work force.

This body has affirmed its obligation
to maximize employment opportunities
on several occasions since the Great
Depression. With the Full Employment
Act and the Humphrey-Hawkins bill,
we established full employment as a
national priority.

Today, Congress threatens to repeal
that oath. With passage of an
unamended balanced budget amend-
ment, we severely restrict our ability
to respond to economic downturns, and
resulting job losses. We forgo our abil-
ity to invest in the labor force through
skills development, job creation, and
income support. We tell the unem-
ployed and the underemployed, ‘““Sorry,
we can’t help, our hands are tied.”

This is precisely the wrong time in
our Nation’s history to hamstring Con-
gress. The current recovery compares
poorly with those that followed the
previous two recessions. Fewer jobs are
being generated. Much of the current
economic growth is taking place in
lower wage industries. Moreover, work-
ers least able to weather economic
downturns have fared poorly. Between
1991 to 1994, the unemployment rate
fell only two-tenths of one percent for
African Americans. The number of
Latinos without jobs increased by 13
percent.

The response from the other side of
the aisle might be that nothing in the
balanced budget amendment or their
so-called Contract With America pre-
cludes Congress from helping to in-
crease job prospects for the unem-
ployed or the under employed.

True enough, but does their party’s platform
inspire confidence? This after all is the party
that will keep the books closed to the people
denying them the details as to how billions of
dollars will be trimmed from the budget in 7
years. Will the party that proposes capital
gains giveaways to the rich cut back on cor-
porate welfare, in favor of labor force invest-
ment? Will the majority trim the $51 billion in
direct subsidies that corporations will pocket
this year? Will they draw down from the $53
billion corporate tax breaks to balance the
budget? I think not.

Blind faith is too much to ask of our working
men and women. They deserve our commit-
ment to a strategy of investment and oppor-
tunity. That is what this amendment will pre-
serve. | urge my colleague to join me in voting
for the Owens substitute.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. FATTAH].
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Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of the Owens substitute by way
of an example.

In 1983, as a freshman member of the
State assembly in Pennsylvania under
the leadership of Gov. Dick
Thornburgh, during a recession at that
time the State legislature and the Gov-
ernor moved forward on a borrowing
program called Penn Pride that in-
vested over $160 million at that time in
job training programs like the Penn-
sylvania Conservation Corps, employee
ownership programs, business incuba-
tors and the like.

The State took the opportunity in a
time of economic downturn to invest in
business and job training activities to
benefit the citizens of the Common-
wealth.

This amendment would give the U.S.
Government the same opportunity so
that when there is a downturn in the
economy and unemployment is unrea-
sonably low, that we would have that
opportunity.

I would hope that the House would
seriously consider the Owens amend-
ment.
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Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. BROWN].

(Mr. BROWN of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, 1 minute is not nearly enough for
me to say all | want to say about this
amendment or this bill, but I will do
the best | can.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in support
of our balanced budget amendment
substitute being offered by my good
friends, the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Owens] and the gentleman from
Vermont [Mr. SANDERS].

As most of my colleagues know, I
have consistently opposed the balanced
budget amendment over the years. In
the current form that is proposed, |
will vote against it again, but | will
defy my own history and vote for this
substitute, because this version of the
balanced budget amendment puts the
American people first and upholds one
of the most basic American values, the
value of work.

Mr. Chairman, this version of the
balanced budget amendment is like
every other, except it gives us, the
Members of this body, the flexibility
we need to do the work of the Nation.
This version contains a provision that
would allow Congress to waive the re-
quirement in any year that unemploy-
ment exceeds 4 percent.

Mr. Chairman, this makes perfect
sense. If we achieve 4 percent unem-
ployment or less, balancing the Federal
budget will be easier and possible. We
will have fewer people receiving bene-
fits, such as unemployment and wel-
fare, and more people in the workplace.
It is a fairly simple formula. Revenues
increase and expenditures decrease.
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However, if we enact a balanced
budget amendment that does not give
us this flexibility, we will not be able
to help those who will need our help in
future recessions.

Imagine the shape our Nation would
be in today if we had this constitu-
tional provision during the Great De-
pression when the employees, the peo-
ple of this country, were being crushed
by depression. The New Deal programs
could not have been passed, and of
course, many of you would praise that.

In the past 60 years, Congress has
passed emergency job bills to pull our
economy out of recession, the most re-
cent of which was the 1982 Reagan re-
cession. However, even in times of
great prosperity there has been a con-
tinued commitment to the idea of put-
ting people to work.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. WATERS].

(Ms. WATERS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Owens substitute. It is
very simple. It would waive the amend-
ment if unemployment exceeds 4 per-
cent.

Mr. Chairman, | do not think the
American people realize the devasta-
tion that this constitutional amend-
ment could cause in our society. Aside
from doing away with services that are
so desperately needed, aside from per-
haps dismantling Social Security, Head
Start programs, Medicare, veterans’
services, all of the jobs that are associ-
ated with those services will be lost.
Unemployment could plummet.

Let me just tell the Members, Mr.
Chairman, it is time for us to focus on
what we have been doing to the Amer-
ican people. We have allowed our in-
dustries to export jobs to Third World
countries for cheap labor.

I just heard the other day that
Reebok is going to move its operations
to India. They are going to get that
cheap labor. They are going to give
them the jobs. Then they are going to
send those sporting goods back here for
us to pay $125 and $150 for tennis shoes,
but we will not be able to have the jobs
making those goods.

Mr. Chairman, when are we going to
stop taking jobs away from Americans?
When are we going to draw the line?
Mr. Chairman, we have to draw the line
with this constitutional amendment.

It may pass. The Contract With
America says they are going to do it. It
may happen, but for God’s sake, let us
have a safety valve. Let us put in this
amendment so that if it reaches above
4 percent, we will be able to suspend it.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia [Ms. WoOLSEY].

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, today
the American people are learning some
very important things about the Con-
tract With America. They are learning
that many people in this Chamber keep
saying they want to balance the budg-
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et, but that they will not muster the
political will to lay out a plan. They
will not protect Social Security from
future budget cuts. And they will not
give jobs and full employment the pri-
ority they deserve.

And this is only the beginning of the
Contract With America, Mr. Chairman.
As we debate other items in the con-
tract, it will become clear that star
wars has priority over student aid, and
that maintaining the CIA budget is
more important than preventing crime
on out streets.

That is why the Progressive Caucus
is offering an alternative to the Con-
tract With America which replaces the
contract’s voodoo economics with a
restoration of fairness to this country.

The Owens-Sanders amendment is
the important first step in a progres-
sive plan which waives the provisions
of the balanced budget amendment
when unemployment exceeds 4 percent.

Too often these days, conservative
economists fail to consider the employ-
ment rate as a serious indicator of eco-
nomic health. Well, Mr. Chairman, the
Progressive Caucus believes that it
doesn’t matter how fast America is
growing if people are not working.

We must invest in jobs. We cannot
tell unemployed people throughout this
country that, ““We’re sorry, but the
Constitution of the United States of
America does not allow us to invest in
job creation that will put you back to
work and help you feed your family.”

Mr. Chairman, we now have the op-
portunity to correct the contract’s
mistakes—by voting in favor of the
Owens-Sanders amendment to protect
working people of this country.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 4 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to take 1
minute to make an urgent appeal to
the other side that they give us some
more time. | have a long list of speak-
ers who would like to talk about this
subject.

Right now there are 7 million Ameri-
cans who are unemployed. It we allow
ourselves to spend just enough money
to stimulate the economy to employ
another 2 million people, thereby low-
ering the unemployment rate to 4 per-
cent, we will save $60 billion to $100 bil-
lion. The Congressional Budget Office
has indicated that every 1l-percent re-
duction in unemployment leads to a
net gain in the U.S. Treasury of $40 to
$50 billion.

This is an item that we would like to
have at least an hour to discuss, if the
opposition is not going to use their
time. Let us speak for those American
voters who have a great deal of anxiety
about jobs.

Americans voters have spoken loud
and clear about their fears about losing
their jobs. In the interviews at the exit
polls on November 8, working people
explained their anger: Wages are too
low. Corporate downsizing, streamlin-
ing, and the pursuit of slave labor in
Mexico and China, have intensified



H718

fears of those working today about los-
ing their jobs tomorrow. Among the
millions who have been unemployed for
many months, and some for years, all
hope of every getting a decent job is
fading fast.

The voices of fear and anger are loud
and clear, but nobody in power in
Washington wants to listen. | regret it
very much that nobody wants to listen.

This substitute is designed to send a
message to the working families of
America: We are listening. Members of
the progressive caucus are listening.

We are fighting to have your con-
cerns and your priorities recognized.
When the jobs crisis becomes more ob-
vious to our colleagues here in the Con-
gress and other powers in Washington,
then the speeches we are making today
will be used to help shape the policies
of tomorrow.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York [Mr. OwWeNs] has 9%
minutes remaining.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 8
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM.]

(Mr. STENHOLM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, |
voted against the previous amendment
because of my belief of the unintended
consequences that could happen with
the language of the three-fifths in-
crease in taxes. The arguments that
were made were many, but there were
tremendous unintended consequences
that | believe could happen.

Mr. Chairman, | want to commend
my colleague, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. OwenNs] for his proposal to
this debate. | am pleased that he had
joined the growing number of Members
who support the principle of amending
the Constitution to mandate a bal-
anced budget. However, | must oppose
his amendment also because of what I
believe are unintended consequences.

Under the Owens amendment, the
balanced budget requirement could be
waived by a simple majority if the
President notifies Congress that the
national unemployment rate is pro-
jected to exceed 4 percent. Unemploy-
ment has exceeded 4 percent for 36 of
the last 40 years.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr.
the gentleman yield?

Mr. STENHOLM. | am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman makes the point that unem-
ployment is, as my friend says, 5, per-
haps 5% percent now.

Does the gentleman really believe,
forgetting the official statistics, that
with the growth of jobs at 20 hours a
week, is he aware, sir, that if one
works for 20 hours a week for $4.50 an
hour they are considered employed,
even if they had a post-graduate de-
gree?

Mr. STENHOLM. No, sir, | am not.

Mr. SANDERS. If the gentleman will
yield further, Mr. Chairman, that is in

Chairman, will
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fact the case. Part-time workers are
considered as employed workers.

The gentleman is aware of the fact
that if you have a job for 3 months, a
temporary job, you are considered fully
employed?
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You are aware of the fact that if in
your community there are no jobs and
you give up actively searching for a
job, that you are not considered part of
the unemployed.

The point that | am trying to make
to my friend from Texas is that while
the official statistics may say 5.5 per-
cent, what serious economists will tell
us is that real unemployment in terms
of people wanting to work 40 hours a
week is probably double that.

That is the point that | wanted to
make. | thank the gentleman for yield-
ing.

Mr. STENHOLM. | thank the gen-
tleman for making that point. 1 would
just point out that is not relevant to
the debate that we are talking about
today in my opinion.

I will be joining with the gentleman
and the lady sitting behind him who
will be chairing a task force on welfare
reform in which we begin to look at
how we solve that problem in the prop-
er course, in the proper place in the
legislative effort. Just as | have argued
also with those that suggest that we
ought to lay out our plan before we
pass a balanced budget constitutional
amendment, that is getting the cart
before the horse. We all know that this
year’s budget resolution is when we are
going to put the plan out, and unless
we do a credible job in the first year
with projections for 7 years, we will, in
fact, not have the credibility that this
Member of Congress wants to see that
we do. And | answer the same way on
both your question and your point as |
do on the point | am making.

Going back to the point | was trying
to make on the amendment before us,
in other words, the Owens amendment
would have prevented us from accumu-
lating $4.3 trillion in debt over the last
25 years.

So many of the arguments we are
hearing today seem to be arguing
against balancing the budget. | am ar-
guing for balancing the budget. The
debt that we have piled up is the great-
est threat to our economic well-being,
including specifically the people the
gentleman from Vermont has talked
about just a moment ago.

The General Accounting Office has
warned us that if we continue on our
current course, we will doom future
generations to a stagnating standard of
living, damage U.S. competitiveness,
and hamper our ability to address
pressing national needs. The interest
on this debt crowds out other spending
and prevents us from making the in-
vestments we should make to strength-
en our economy.

We spend 5% times as much on inter-
est on the debt as we do on all Federal
education, job training, and employ-
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ment programs. This will only get
worse until we stop accumulating debt.

Requiring Congress to bring the
budget under control will improve our
ability to respond to recessions. The
existing deficit problem prevents Con-
gress and the President from effec-
tively responding to recessions. We
currently run deficits in good times as
well as bad.

Large annual deficits provide a polit-
ical and economic impediment to en-
actment of tax cuts or investment
spending to stimulate the economy
during economic downturns. We are al-
ready stimulating the economy to the
tune of $150 to $200 billion in deficit
spending each year today.

In this climate, the short-term eco-
nomic impact of any stimulus package
enacted by Congress would be minimal
at best and the long-term impact is
simply an addition to the economic
drag of the deficit. The political cli-
mate will be unfavorable for tax cuts
or spending increases that are not off-
set until the budget is balanced.

| agree that Congress must have the
flexibility to respond to recessions. The
Schaefer-Stenholm amendment pro-
vides this flexibility. In the event of a
serious economic downturn or other
national emergency, Congress would be
able to muster a three-fifths majority
to enact a countercyclical package of
tax cuts or investment spending as rap-
idly as it does currently. If Congress
cannot obtain three-fifths support to
respond to unbalance the budget, the
situation probably is not a true emer-
gency.

What the Schaefer-Stenholm amend-
ment will do is stop us from spending
and borrowing in good times as well as
bad. The automatic stabilizers such as
unemployment insurance would con-
tinue to operate under the balanced
budget amendment. If CBO projects
that increased spending and lower tax
revenues resulting from the automatic
stabilizers may cause outlays to exceed
receipts, we will be able to determine
the reason for the deficit and act ac-
cordingly.

The Schaefer-Stenholm amendment
will force Congress to acknowledge the
impending deficit and decide whether
the economic circumstances justify
deficit spending.

For the sake of our economic future,
I urge you to vote against the Owens
amendment and for the Schaefer-Sten-
holm amendment.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. STENHOLM. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. SABO. | do not wish to ask the
gentleman from Texas a question. |
would like to direct a question to the
chairman of the committee, if | might.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. STENHOLM. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois for a response to
the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. HYDE. | thank the gentleman for
yielding. |1 will engage in a dialog with
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the gentleman from Minnesota if he
wishes to commence it.

Mr. STENHOLM. 1| yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. SABO. | thank the gentleman.

My question to the chairman of the
committee through the gentleman
from Texas is, | am curious how your
basic amendment deals with our unem-
ployment compensation program in
this country.

Mr. STENHOLM. | will be happy to
yield to the gentleman from Illinois to
respond to the question of the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. SABO. Let me explain.

Mr. STENHOLM. 1 yield back to the
gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. SABO. It is a Federal program.
However, the benefits are established
by States. The unemployment tax is
decided by the States. Those revenues
then flow into what is a Federal fund.
Those revenues are considered part of
our revenues. The expenditures are also
considered Federal expenditures. Dur-
ing times of higher employment, the
States accumulate surpluses, but those
are also counted in the Federal budget.

In time of recession, in a downturn of
the economy, the State balances go
down, but that also is reflected in the
Federal budget. If the States, as | un-
derstand it, their fund goes to zero,
they then borrow from the Federal
Government, and | recall that happen-
ing when | was in the State legislature.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self 1 minute to say that the amend-
ment does not deal with that specific
subject as the gentleman knows. Out-
lays and revenues are still computed
under the amendment as they are
today.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HYDE. | yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. SABO. The outlays, then, of the
State unemployment comp funds, even
though they are really State funds,
would be considered Federal outlays.

Mr. HYDE. How are they considered
now?

Mr. SABO. They are counted as out-
lays in the Federal budget.

Mr. HYDE. Then they would be out-
lays——

Mr. SABO. Even though they are
funds collected at the individual State
level.

Mr. HYDE. CBO has answered that
question, that outlays and receipts will
be treated under the amendment such
as you are speaking of exactly as they
are treated now. There will be no
change.

I am running out of answers, | tell
the gentleman. The same treatment
that exists now will exist under the
amendment insofar as outlays and re-
ceipts. If it is considered a Federal out-
lay, then it will be a Federal outlay
and will count against the ceiling of
the balanced budget amendment.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
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gentleman from California
BROWN].

(Mr. BROWN of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, my remarks are in connection
with the Barton amendment which was
previously passed.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to the
Barton version of the balanced budget amend-
ment. To expect the Federal Government to
operate with a minimum of budget deficits and
national debt, is only common sense.

It is also only common sense to expect citi-
zens to drive safely, or to engage in safe sex.
Yet we know that many do neither. The short-
term thrill of reckless driving, or reckless sex,
overcomes the perception of obvious risk.

The Reagan administration, which ran up
the largest annual deficits and the biggest in-
crease in national debt in U.S. history, knew
that it was wrong to do so. But it took the risk.
And a Democratic Congress cooperated.

These risks were undoubtedly rationalized
on many grounds. There was the short-term
thrill of major tax cuts and large military build-
ups, including star wars. There was the short-
term thrill of economic stimulation and rapid
job growth built on Federal spending. There
was the unfounded economic dogma that tax
cuts and increased spending would generate
offsetting revenues that might bring the budget
into balance. And there was the hidden ration-
ale that budget stringency could be used to
better justify reducing or eliminating programs
that did not fit into Reagan’s ideological frame-
work. That too was thrilling to the idealogues
of that administration.

And for the Republicans, the final thrill, after
the pain of unbalanced budgets became obvi-
ous to all, was to be able to blame all that
pain on a Democratic Congress, and to take
credit for all those thrills.

Mr. Chairman, we do not need new risk-as-
sessment legislation to know that reckless
budgets, as with reckless driving and reckless
sex, are dangerous to our economic or per-
sonal health. We also should know that a con-
stitutional amendment is neither necessary or
desirable as a strategy to prevent reckless sex
or reckless driving. Why do we believe that
such a constitutional amendment will present
reckless budgets?

Why not try common sense?

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. SABQ].

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | say to
the gentleman from [Illinois [Mr.
HYDE], | think you have major prob-
lems with how this amendment treats
the unemployment comp fund, which
are funds that are accumulated at
times when the economy is working
better, spent out in times of recessions.
The natural countercyclical impact of
the unemployment comp program,
which is a unique Federal-State pro-
gram, | think there are serious com-
plications for that program under the
language of these amendments.

Another question that | frankly have
is because the revenues which are lev-
ied by States as unemployment pre-
miums or taxes, | do not know if they
are considered taxes under the bill.

[Mr.
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I do not know that the relationship is
of the new requirements of any revenue
being passed by whatever percentage it
is in Congress and the relevance of that
to when the actual decision currently
is made by State legislatures. It clear-
ly is a different type, but clearly a
complicated legal question.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self 30 seconds.

Under section 8 of the proposed
amendment, implementing legislation
is proposed—or there is the oppor-
tunity for legislation to help imple-
ment the amendment, and these dif-
ficult problems of definitions can be
addressed when we legislate pursuant
to section 8.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York, [Mr. HINCHEY].

(Mr. HINCHEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, | think
we have just had some very important
and useful insight into the difficulties
of this problem resulting from the con-
versation that has just been had be-
tween the former chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget and the now
chairman of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. We are beginning to see in that
window, and others which will be pro-
vided, the serious deficiencies in this
proposed constitutional amendment
dealing with establishing a
supermajority to raise taxes and to
deal with the necessities of this coun-
try.

I am opposed to amending the tam-
pering with the Constitution in this
way, but if we are to do it, we ought to
at least to do it in a way that recog-
nizes the basic needs of the people of
this country. We have just seen, for ex-
ample, that such basic needs as unem-
ployment insurance are going to be
threatened as a result of passage of
this constitutional amendment, should
it pass.

We ought to at least adopt the kind
of safeguards that are proposed in the
Owens-Sanders amendment. First of
all, it removes the obnoxious provision
requiring a three-fifths or
supermajority to do the important
work of this Congress. Once you estab-
lish the need for a supermajority, you
put into power a minority and you es-
tablish a situation, contrary to the 206-
year history of this country, which will
allow a minority of the Members of
this House of Representatives and the
Members of the Congress to make im-
portant decisions and, in fact, guide
and rule the country. That is a very se-
rious mistake. The Owens-Sanders
amendment does away with that.

Second, it does something else that is
very important. It recognizes that we
have now a constitutional responsibil-
ity to not only provide for the common
defense, but also to promote the gen-
eral welfare, and we promote the gen-
eral welfare in many ways, not the
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least of which is by attempting to pro-
vide honest opportunities for employ-
ment for the people of this country.
That is why this amendment is so im-
portant and ought to be passed.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Colorado [Mr. SCHAEFER].

Mr. SCHAEFER. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the chairman for yielding to me
and | just want to make one basic
point. As | understand, this constitu-
tional amendment would be waived,
should it become law, any time that
the unemployment rate goes above 4
percent, and if we look at this, the
amendment, should it be passed, would
have been waived every year since 1969.
So | am not really sure what we are
trying to accomplish here. Particularly
in the time element | have been in Con-
gress, the national debt has gone up $3
trillion in about 11 years. So | would
just say that | strongly oppose this
amendment and support the Schaefer-
Stenholm amendment.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. PAYNE], the chairman of
the Congressional Black Caucus.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. PAYNE] is recog-
nized for a total of 3 minutes.

(Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, | appreciate the gentleman
yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to
the balanced budget amendment as it
currently stands and urge my col-
leagues to support the Owens sub-
stitute. The Owens substitute does not
include the provision requiring a
supermajority vote to raise taxes and
more importantly adds a provision
stating the terms of the constitutional
amendment may be waived for any fis-
cal year for which the President noti-
fies the Congress that the national un-
employment rate is projected to exceed
4 percent. Mr. Chairman, the Owens
substitute offers a very feasible alter-
native to House Joint Resolution 1, be-
cause it recognizes the need to balance
the budget without being fiscally irre-
sponsible.

It allows the Congress to balance the
budget so long as the jobs and liveli-
hood of hard-working Americans are
not jeopardized. Without the fiscal
flexibility provided in this substitute,
the Congress will be stripped of our
power and obligation to help provide
jobs to unemployed Americans at least
during bad economic periods. Our coun-
try would have never pulled out of the
Great Depression 50 years ago if Con-
gress had not been able to enact job
programs such as the WPA and CCC
Program. Since that time Congress has
repeatedly needed to enact emergency
jobs bills to pull our Nation out of re-
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cessions, such as the deep recession of
1982.

Mr. Chairman, | strongly urge my
colleagues to understand the impor-
tance of fiscal flexibility in regard to
the budget. That is one of the reasons
I oppose House Joint Resolution 1. It is
fiscally irresponsible as well as deceiv-
ing to the American people. | call on
the leaders of the majority to explain
to the American people how you intend
to balance the budget without touching
Medicare and Social Security and with-
out raising taxes. | would also ask the
majority leadership to explain what it
intends to do when America is faced
with an economic crisis and the hands
of Congress are tied due to the lan-
guage of House Joint Resolution 1. Mr.
Chairman, Congress cannot afford to
approve legislation that may be popu-
lar or sounds good but has devastating
consequences in the future. Let us put
people before politics. Support fiscal
responsibility; support the Owens sub-
stitute.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, | reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. BECERRA].

(Mr. BECERRA asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman from New York
and the gentleman from Vermont for
bringing forward what | believe is a
prudent and real life circumstance sub-
stitute amendment to this balanced
budget amendment we have before us. |
say real life because we are always told
to look at what a family does to bal-
ance its family budgets. | think that is
what we need to do.

In my family, when | think back to
the times | was in college, to get
through school | had to borrow money.
My parents worked to help pay, but
could not pay for it all, so | worked as
well, and | could not pay all of my ex-
penses just by working as well. My fa-
ther happened to be a day laborer
where he worked all his life out in the
streets. He built roads. During rainy
seasons he worked less and would have
to find a second job, so his income fluc-
tuated. In the less rainy season he
worked quite a bit more than in the
rainy seasons where it rained a lot and
he would have to find a second job.

If my parents had had to live under
the current budget amendment pro-
posed by the majority party, | would
not have been able to make it through
school. Under the Owens amendment |
could have done so, my family could
have done so. That is why | think we
have to take into account real family
circumstances, and | urge Members to
vote for this Owens amendment.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ver-
mont [Mr. SANDERS].

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ver-
mont [Mr. SANDERS].
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(Mr. SANDERS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, |1
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, let me conclude my
thoughts by making just several
points.

The balanced budget amendment ap-
proach being brought forth by the Re-
publican majority, within the context
of asking, as | understand it, for a $60
billion increase in military spending,
and major tax breaks for the wealthi-
est people in this country, leads all se-
rious economists to the conclusion
that the balanced budget amendment
will be a disaster for working people,
for elderly people, for low-income peo-
ple.
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It will mean, in my view, the destruc-
tion of the Social Security system as
we know it. It will mean savage cuts in
Medicare, in Medicaid, in the oppor-
tunity of young people to get grants
and loans to go to college. It will mean
major cutbacks in nutrition programs
for hungry children. It will tamper
with the unemployment compensation
program, as we heard earlier. It will be
a disaster for the vast majority of the
people in this country.

The gentleman from New York [Mr.
OWENS] and | and members of the Pro-
gressive Caucus furthermore do not ac-
cept the belief of some that our econ-
omy is booming and doing well. We
think, in fact, that if you look at part-
time jobs, if you look at temporary
jobs, if you look at people who would
like to work but have no jobs in their
communities, that unemployment is
probably 10 percent or higher, and we
think it would be devastating to the fu-
ture of this country and the needs of
middle-income and working people if
we took away the ability of the U.S.
Government to go forward with jobs
programs, and we believe, especially
right now, we need to go forward in
that direction.

The essence of what we are saying is
that the economy is not booming. The
standard of living of Middle America
and working people is in decline. Un-
employment is far higher than the offi-
cial statistics indicate.

It seems to us to be very foolhardy to
take away an option, an option of the
Federal Government that we may wish
to use which says that when our phys-
ical and human infrastructure is in col-
lapse, when our mass transportation
system is in so much need, when our
roads are falling apart, when our
bridges are collapsing, that it does not
make sense to take away the option
that the U.S. Congress may wish to use
and which the Progressive Caucus be-
lieves is necessary to rebuild the phys-
ical and human infrastructure of Amer-
ica and, in the process, put a million
people to work.
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Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 1% minutes, the remainder of
my time.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
additional minute to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. OWENS].

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman.

Mr. Chairman, to close out, | would
like to urge a vote for this substitute,
because it addresses a very deeply root-
ed and urgent problem in our economy.

There were five recessions between
1949 and 1973. During the years follow-
ing each of these recessions, unemploy-
ment rates averaged between 3 and 5.5
percent respectively. But during the
years of recovery following the four re-
cessions that have occurred since 1973,
unemployment rates have averaged 6.7,
7.6, 6.7, and 7 percent, higher, far high-
er, than before.

We have a deep structural problem.
People who are unemployed have been
just left out there to suffer. No Govern-
ment policies have been designed to lift
them out of unemployment. They have
just been ignored, and they are still
being ignored.

The American workers, those who
are working, are being ignored, because
they have wages at much lower levels
than they ever had before. Those who
are working and are fearful of losing
their jobs because the companies are
picking up to go to Mexico or to China
are concerned, and they have expressed
their anger. They are now the vast ma-
jority of people who are unemployed
who are not even counted because they
have stopped looking for work.

So we have a problem. To promote
the general welfare is as much the re-
sponsibility of our Government as any
other responsibility. We are ignoring
the people who need help the most. We
are ignoring the fact that the manage-
ment of the economy is one obligation
of all of those who are in power.

Those who govern must govern in a
way to guarantee that there is at least
an opportunity to earn a living with
dignity, to earn an income which al-
lows a person to survive with dignity.
We are ignoring that at our own peril.

The advice we are giving today, the
jobs bill that will be sponsored by the
Progressive Caucus and offered on
Monday, will offer an alternative to ig-
noring this phenomenon. It will offer
an alternative to the indifference.

We have heard the voice of the Amer-
ican wage earners. We are listening. We
intend to do a great deal about it, and
we would like to have in the future the
option to do whatever is necessary,
whatever is necessary by promoting
those fiscal policies and economic poli-
cies which will increase the opportuni-
ties for employment.

Job-creation programs are as impor-
tant as any other activity of the Gov-
ernment. No balanced budget amend-
ment should close off the option to de-
prive us of the opportunity of providing
jobs for the American people.

I urge a ‘“‘yes” vote on this sub-
stitute.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York [Mr. OWENS]
has expired.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment in
the nature of a substitute offered by
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
OWENS].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, | demand
a recorded vote, and pending that I
make the point of order that a quorum
is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman re-
quests a recorded vote and makes the
point of order that a quorum is not

yield

present. Evidently a quorum is not
present.
Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, | with-

draw my point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has al-
ready indicated a quorum is not
present and so, therefore, the Chair,
pursuant to the provisions of clause 2,
rule XXIII, announces he will reduce to
a minimum of 5 minutes the period of
time within which a vote by electronic
device, if ordered, will be taken on the
pending question following the quorum
call. Members will record their pres-
ence by electronic device.

The call was taken by electronic de-
vice.

The following Members responded to
their names:

[Roll No 42]

ANSWERED ““PRESENT"—424
Abercrombie Bunning DeFazio
Ackerman Burr DelLauro
Allard Burton DelLay
Andrews Buyer Dellums
Archer Callahan Deutsch
Armey Calvert Diaz-Balart
Bachus Camp Dickey
Baesler Canady Dicks
Baker (CA) Cardin Dingell
Baker (LA) Castle Dixon
Baldacci Chabot Doggett
Ballenger Chambliss Dooley
Barcia Chapman Doolittle
Barr Chenoweth Dornan
Barrett (NE) Christensen Doyle
Barrett (WI) Chrysler Dreier
Bartlett Clay Duncan
Barton Clayton Dunn
Bass Clement Durbin
Bateman Clinger Edwards
Becerra Clyburn Ehlers
Beilenson Coble Ehrlich
Bentsen Coburn Emerson
Bereuter Coleman Engel
Berman Collins (GA) English
Bevill Collins (IL) Ensign
Bilbray Collins (MI) Eshoo
Bilirakis Combest Evans
Bliley Condit Everett
Blute Conyers Ewing
Boehlert Cooley Farr
Boehner Costello Fattah
Bonilla Cox Fawell
Bonior Coyne Fazio
Borski Cramer Fields (TX)
Boucher Crane Filner
Brewster Crapo Flake
Browder Cremeans Flanagan
Brown (CA) Cubin Foglietta
Brown (OH) Cunningham Foley
Brownback Danner Forbes
Bryant (TN) Davis Ford
Bryant (TX) de la Garza Fowler
Bunn Deal Fox
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Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa

Frost
Funderburk
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden

Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inglis
Jackson-Lee
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Johnston
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee

Kim

King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink

Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio

Leach

Levin

Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln

Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mcintosh
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mfume
Mica
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Mineta
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey

Olver
Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Regula
Reynolds
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
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Rose

Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Sabo
Salmon
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Stokes
Studds
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thornton
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Tucker
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Walsh
Wamp
Ward
Waters
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Williams
Wilson
Wise

Wolf
Woolsey
Wyden
Wynn
Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer
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NOT VOTING—10

Bishop Frank (MA) Rush
Bono Istook Stark
Brown (FL) Moran
Fields (LA) Portman
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The CHAIRMAN. Four hundred twen-
ty-four Members have answered to
their names, a quorum is present, and
the Committee will resume its busi-
ness.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand of the gentleman
from New York [Mr. OwWENS] for a re-
corded vote. Five minutes will be al-
lowed for the vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 64, noes 363,
answered ‘“‘present’ 1, not voting 6, as
follows:

[Roll No. 43]

AYES—64
Abercrombie Gephardt Payne (NJ)
Becerra Gonzalez Rahall
Beilenson Gutierrez Rangel
Bonior Hastings (FL) Reynolds
Borski Herger Richardson
Brown (CA) Hilliard Roybal-Allard
Brown (FL) Hinchey Sanders
Clay Jackson-Lee Scott
Clayton Jefferson Stark
Clyburn Johnson, E.B. Stokes
Collins (IL) Kennedy (RI1) Thompson
Collins (MI) Lewis (GA) Torres
Conyers Martinez Towns
Coyne McKinney Tucker
Dellums Meek Velazquez
Dixon Mfume Waters
Engel Miller (CA) Watt (NC)
Evans Mineta Wise
Fattah Mink Woolsey
Flake Mollohan Wynn
Ford Olver
Frank (MA) Owens

NOES—363
Ackerman Callahan Doolittle
Allard Calvert Dornan
Andrews Camp Doyle
Archer Canady Dreier
Armey Cardin Duncan
Bachus Castle Dunn
Baesler Chabot Durbin
Baker (CA) Chambliss Edwards
Baker (LA) Chapman Ehlers
Baldacci Chenoweth Ehrlich
Ballenger Christensen Emerson
Barcia Chrysler English
Barr Clement Ensign
Barrett (NE) Clinger Eshoo
Barrett (WI) Coble Everett
Bartlett Coburn Ewing
Barton Coleman Farr
Bass Collins (GA) Fawell
Bateman Combest Fazio
Bentsen Condit Fields (TX)
Bereuter Cooley Filner
Berman Costello Flanagan
Bevill Cox Foglietta
Bilbray Cramer Foley
Bilirakis Crane Forbes
Bliley Crapo Fowler
Blute Cremeans Fox
Boehlert Cubin Franks (CT)
Boehner Cunningham Franks (NJ)
Bonilla Danner Frelinghuysen
Bono Davis Frisa
Boucher de la Garza Frost
Brewster Deal Funderburk
Browder DeFazio Furse
Brown (OH) Del.auro Gallegly
Brownback DeLay Ganske
Bryant (TN) Deutsch Gejdenson
Bryant (TX) Diaz-Balart Gekas
Bunn Dickey Geren
Bunning Dicks Gibbons
Burr Dingell Gilchrest
Burton Doggett Gillmor
Buyer Dooley Gilman

Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Green
Greenwood
Gunderson
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hancock
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jacobs
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, Sam
Johnston
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennelly
Kildee

Kim

King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink

Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Lucas

Luther
Maloney
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (FL)
Minge
Moakley
Molinari
Montgomery
Moorhead
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey

Ortiz
Orton
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Reed
Regula
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rose

Roth
Roukema
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Sabo
Salmon
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MlI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Studds
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thornberry
Thornton
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torricelli
Traficant
Upton
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Vucanovich
Waldholtz
Walker
Wamp
Ward
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Williams
Wilson
Wolf
Wyden
Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)
Zeliff
Zimmer

ANSWERED “PRESENT”’—1

Bishop
Fields (LA)

So the amendment in the nature of a

Neumann

NOT VOTING—6

Hunter
Moran
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substitute was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Chairman, | inad-
vertently voted

“‘yes”” on the

Rush
Walsh

amendment, the Owens amendment.

“no.” | would ask that

meant to vote ‘‘no

last
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my statement appear in the RECORD di-
rectly after the vote.
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, on roll-
call vote 43 | meant to vote ‘““yes.”” | am
recorded as voting ‘‘no.” | ask that the
RECORD reflect my intent to vote
“yes.”

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to
consider amendment No. 1 offered by
the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr.
WISE].

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MR. WISE

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, | offer an
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute that has been made in order and
printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. WISE: Strike all after the re-
solving clause and insert the following:

That the following article is proposed as an
amendment to the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States, which shall be valid to all intents
and purposes as part of the Constitution
when ratified by the legislatures of three-
fourths of the several States within seven
years after the date of its submission for
ratification:

“ARTICLE—

““SECTION 1. Total outlays of the operating
funds of the United States for any fiscal year
shall not exceed total receipts to those funds
for that fiscal year plus any operating fund
balances carried over from previous fiscal
years.

““SECTION 2. The Congress may waive the
provisions of this article for any fiscal year
in which a declaration of war is in effect.
The provisions of this article may be waived
for any fiscal year in which the United
States is engaged in military conflict which
causes an imminent and serious military
threat to national security and is so declared
by a joint resolution adopted by a majority
of the whole number of each House of the
Congress, that becomes law. If real economic
growth has been or will be negative for two
consecutive quarters, Congress may by law
waive the article for the current and the
next fiscal year.

“SECTION 3. Not later than the first Mon-
day in February in each calendar year, the
President shall transmit to the Congress a
proposed budget for the United States Gov-
ernment for the fiscal year beginning in that
calendar year in which total outlays of the
operating funds of the United States for that
fiscal year shall not exceed total receipts to
those funds for that fiscal year.

““SECTION 4. Total receipts of the operating
funds shall exclude those derived from net
borrowing. Total outlays of the operating
funds of the United States shall exclude
those for repayment of debt principal and for
capital investments in physical infrastruc-
ture that provide long-term economic re-
turns but shall include an annual debt serv-
icing charge. The receipts (including attrib-
utable interest) and outlays of the Federal
Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund
and the Federal Disability Insurance Trust
Fund shall not be counted as receipts or out-
lays for purposes of this article.

““SECTION 5. This article shall be imple-
mented and enforced only in accordance with
appropriate legislation enacted by Congress,
which may rely on estimates of outlays and
receipts.



January 26, 1995

““SECTION 6. This section and section 5 of
this article shall take effect upon ratifica-
tion. All other sections of this article shall
take effect beginning with fiscal year 2002 or
the second fiscal year beginning after its
ratification, whichever is later.”

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the gentleman from West Virginia
[Mr. Wise] will be recognized for 30
minutes, and the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. CANADY] will be recognized in
opposition for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. WISE].

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, we are going to talk
about an amendment before us, a bal-
anced budget amendment to the Con-
stitution, that has an element in it we
are not going to hear in any of the oth-
ers, and that deals with public invest-
ment capital budgeting.

We have heard a lot of statements
here today, and the statements are
that the Federal Government ought to
balance its budget like States and busi-
nesses do or the Federal Government
ought to balance its budget just like
families do. Both of those statements
are correct, and that is what this
amendment does. It balances the Fed-

eral budget just like families, busi-
nesses, and every local government
would do.

We have two main elements. First of
all, we take Social Security off budget.
People have been vowing not to affect
Social Security. We give Members the
chance to say, ‘““We are not going to do
that, it’s off budget, it’s out of the pic-
ture.”

But let us talk about the public in-
vestment part of it, because that is
what distinguishes this amendment
from any of the others that have come
before and will come after.

Basically, every family balances its
budget, but it recognizes something
important. The family in Berkeley
County, WV, one of the fastest growing
areas in our State, that looks to buy a
new home knows that it cannot pay for
the house in 1 year, but it enters into
a mortgage over 10, 20, or 30 years. The
family in Kanawha County that needs
to buy that car to get to work knows
that it cannot pay for the car in 1 year,
so it borrows for that car because it is
a long-term investment and pays for
that car over several years.

So the family in Berkeley County
that is buying the home, the family in
Kanawha County that is buying the
car, and the family in Lewis County
that is trying to send their son or
daughter to college and borrowing to
do it know that they have a long-term
investment, and they budget accord-
ingly. So it is that we would say that
the Federal Government must balance
its operating income but could borrow
for physical infrastructure, for the
roads, the bridges, the airports, the
water systems, the sewer systems, the
buildings, and the other capital invest-
ments, physical construction, physical
investments that make it strong.
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I think here, too, we will hear a word
we are not going to hear too much in
other debates. It is called ‘“‘productiv-
ity.” The fact of the matter is that
while cuts must be made to balance the
budget, we have got also to have to
grow to get ourselves out of this ditch,
and we cannot simply grow our way
out by only cutting; we have got to put
into place those policies that promote
growth.

This chart tells the story. Those
countries that have the most public in-
vestment in physical infrastructure
have the greatest productivity. This
first chart is a chart that shows the
public infrastructure investment ratio
in regard to gross domestic product of
the G-7 nations, the most powerful in-
dustrial nations.

The United States is in the brownish
line, and as we can see, it is basically
in a flat line from the year 1978 to the
year 1992. But look at the others, how
they have invested in their roads and
bridges, in their physical infrastruc-
ture. Now, let us look at the result ac-
cording to this following chart. The
correlation is quite clear.
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If you look at the second chart, it
tells a story as well. Along here is the
percentage investment in relation to
gross domestic product that a country
makes in its public infrastructure. You
can see where Japan is way out here,
Italy, and so on.

The chart on the left, going up, shows
you productivity increase. So what you
have is a direct correlation between
the more you invest in your physical
infrastructure, the more your produc-
tivity increases. There is a reason that
the United States from 1978 to 1990 was
basically 1 percent productivity in-
crease, and that is because our invest-
ment in infrastructure just about
trended out at about that level of gross
domestic products. But Japan, with
half the population and 60 percent of
the economy, spent more in real dol-
lars than the United States on physical
infrastructure and you see the cor-
responding growth in productivity.
Productivity growth equals growth,
equals more tax revenues, equals a
stronger economy, equals a whole lot
of things, and it also gets you to a bal-
anced budget. So we urge that we put
these policies into effect.

Let me say in conclusion, Mr. Chair-
man, that you will be following then
what every State does. Every Member
in this hall represents an entity, a
State or delegate, district, whatever,
that has capital budgeting in place.
The only entity that does not is the
Federal Government. So let us do what
our families do, let us do what our
businesses do, let us do what our States
do, and let us encourage public invest-
ment and include capital budgeting and
make this balanced amendment public
investment friendly and growth friend-
ly.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. WISE] reserves
one-half minute from the time he allo-
cated himself.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. HYDE], the chairman of the
Committee on the Judiciary.

(Mr. HYDE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, |
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, | want to salute the
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr.
Wisg]. Coming from West Virginia, as
he does, he possesses a peculiar exper-
tise about infrastructure, and | yield to
his superior familiarity with that sub-
ject. However, | do oppose the Wise
substitute because it is too weak to fa-
cilitate efforts to facilitate a balanced
budget.

The absence of a provision making it
harder to increase the debt ceiling re-
moves a major deterrent to deficit
spending. The lack of special voting re-
quirements to increase taxes can lead
to excessive reliance on tax increases
rather than spending cuts to achieve a
balanced budget. Such a course of ac-
tion can only be harmful and frustrate
what we are trying to do with the bal-
anced budget amendment.

The exclusion of capital investments
in physical infrastructure from total
outlays allows substantial deficit
spending that can undermine the objec-
tive of protecting future generations
from progressively higher interest pay-
ments.

The exclusion of Social Security
from receipts and outlays will be harm-
ful rather than helpful to older Ameri-
cans. Including Social Security in com-
putations will not put the Social Secu-
rity surplus at risk or divert it to other
purposes as several Members have erro-
neously suggested. You include Social
Security for computation purposes,
which we do now, today, to compute
the deficit. That does not mean it is in-
cluded for invasion purposes.

The reality is that older Americans
will suffer unnecessarily if we ignore
the surplus—for calculation purposes—
in Social Security, because the con-
sequences will be greater pressure to
cut, or to cut more substantially, pro-
grams such as Medicare and Medicaid
that older Americans rely on so heav-
ily.

In the years ahead, Social Security
recipients will be protected because the
congressional leadership and the Mem-
bers of the House and the Senate are
committed to preserving and protect-
ing this vital program, not because of
the formula we use for determining the
extent of cuts in other budgetary pro-
grams.

Excluding Social Security from com-
putations of receipts and outlays is
also a shortsighted response to a sur-
plus in the fund that is temporary in
nature. Demographic changes in our

thank
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population will cause the Social Secu-
rity program, in the absence of con-
gressional action, to begin running a
deficit approximately a decade after
the amendment’s effective date. A bal-
anced budget amendment that ignores
a Social Security deficit for computa-
tion purposes, which is the corollary of
ignoring a surplus, will be less effec-
tive, a fact that will not be overlooked
by financial markets. Higher interest
rates as a consequence can be antici-
pated, which will crowd out other es-
sential expenditures and exacerbate
pressure to cut Social Security.

Including specific reference in the
Constitution to Social Security creates
a loophole for Congress to define any-
thing as Social Security in order to
avoid a balanced budget. Such a course
can render a balanced budget constitu-
tional amendment ineffective and un-
dermine the integrity and viability of
Social Security by weighing it down
with other extraneous programs.

Finally, we must not overlook the
fact that the greatest threat to Social
Security is the continued growth in the
national debt, which is expected to re-
sult in higher and higher interest pay-
ments in the years ahead. The vulner-
ability of Social Security is the result
of our failure to adhere to balanced
budget principles. By providing the fis-
cal discipline to get our economic
House in order, the balanced budget
constitutional amendment will protect
the value of the Treasury securities in
which Social Security surpluses are in-
vested, and facilitate our national ca-
pacity to honor its commitment to
older citizens.

This substitute, offered in all good
faith by the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia, does not substantially advance
balanced budget objectives. In fact, it
impedes them. | therefore urge my col-
leagues to defeat it.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from North
Dakota [Mr. PoMEROY] who has been
active in this amendment, both this
time and the last session.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, | am a
cosponsor of this balanced budget ver-
sion. I am proud to speak for its pas-
sage. Like so many in this Chamber, I
have concluded it is time for this Con-
gress to send the States a balanced
budget amendment. The long-term
prospects of this country absolutely re-
quire us to get our financial house in
order, and | reluctantly have come to
the conclusion it will take a balanced
budget amendment to the Constitution
to get us to do it.

The balanced budget debate under
way, however, is not a conceptual exer-
cise. We are talking about amending
the governing charter of our country.
If there is ever a moment for us to rise
above petty partisanship or ideological
extremism, it is now. We are about to
approve a balanced budget amendment
to the Constitution. For the sake of
our children, our grandchildren, and
their children and grandchildren, we
have got to get this right.
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Of all the amendments to be consid-
ered on this question, this is the one
that will work. It contains the essen-
tial components for honest, prudent fi-
nancial discipline. It imposes a bal-

anced budget requirement. It is the
most stringent of all the balanced
budget proposals we will consider.

When it comes to exceptions, it only
allows them for war and recession.
That is it.

It implements the successful lan-
guage used by State governments in
their balanced budget proposals by pro-
viding for a capital budget for physical
investment in infrastructure. After all,
a highway has a long, useful life. There
is no budget rationale requiring the
complete charge off of that investment
in 1 year.

The final provision vital to this
amendment is the exclusion of the So-
cial Security trust fund. Make no mis-
take about it: The only way to safe-
guard the security of the trust fund is
to take it off budget in the text of the
amendment. Other language about pro-
tecting Social Security that does not
put it in the amendment are words
only and cannot bind this or a future
Congress.
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I commend the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr. Wisg] for advancing this
amendment and urge its support.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. FOGLIETTA].

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in favor of the Wise substitute be-
cause it is the one balanced budget
amendment which would accomplish
four important goals:

It would allow us to keep the safety
net for the poor alive and keep pro-
grams that encourage economic
growth. It would allow us to preserve
this Nation’s infrastructure. It will
also be consistent with the way States,
cities, and families achieve a balanced
budget. And it could achieve a Federal
balanced budget.

Now | hear my colleagues saying that
borrowing money for capital is a gim-
mick. But if it is a gimmick, then
every family who tries hard to retain
the American dream of home owner-
ship, a capital investment, is engaging
also in a gimmick, unless they are
wealthy or one of those families who
get $4.5 million on a book deal and who
can put cash money down. They, there-
fore, have to borrow money.

Most Americans are not in such a fi-
nancial position, nor is the Federal
Government. So let us support the wise
Wise amendment.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER].

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, looking at the text of the amend-
ment that has been offered by the gen-
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. WISE],
it provides an exclusion for ““capital in-
vestments in physical infrastructure
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that provide long-term economic re-
turns.”

That can include aircraft carriers
and space stations, elevated freeways
in Boston and national monuments at
Lawrence Welk’s birthplace in North
Dakota, sewage treatment plants in
Wisconsin, and bridges in West Vir-
ginia. And this is a loophole that is
wide enough to drive practically any-
thing through. About the only thing
that would be put under that balanced
budget amendment are payments to in-
dividuals, whether they would be enti-
tlement programs, except Social Secu-
rity, or salaries or other types of pay-
ments that are given both to Federal
employees as well as to citizens of the
United States.

Now, the argument advanced by the
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr.
WISE] in support of this amendment is
that investments in physical infra-
structure increase productivity and in-
ferentially increase prosperity.

Well, there has been a lot of infra-
structure built in West Virginia over
the past several decades. And if that
were the case, West Virginia would be
the most productive and the most pros-
perous State in the Union. And yet, all
of the statistics that | have seen indi-
cate that that is not the case and that
is why the eloquent West Virginia con-
gressional delegation repeatedly comes
before this Congress and asks for more

investment in infrastructure in their
own State.
Now, | do not fault them for that.

But | think that shows the argument
advanced on behalf of this amendment
by the very eloquent member from
West Virginia [Mr. WISE] is a fallacious
argument and thus this amendment
should be rejected.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self 30 seconds to reply.

Mr. Chairman, there may be a need
for more infrastructure. 1 might add
capital budgeting might be an improve-
ment. There might be a need for more
sewage treatment plants in Wisconsin
as well as many of the other areas that
the gentleman mentioned. Our produc-
tivity happily is increasing. As we have
made the transition in West Virginia
from a basically mining and manufac-
turing economy, one reason is because
of roads.

I might add that a lot of studies dem-
onstrate that a four-lane highway in a
rural county increases job growth and
productivity about three times that of
areas where they are not. So there is a
clear gain, and we need to focus on in-
frastructure, not just in my State but
nationwide.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Oregon [Ms.
FURSE] a cosponsor of this amendment.

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today in strong support of the Wise-
Furse-Pomeroy balanced budget
amendment. | have had the honor of
co-authoring this for 2 years and of all
the amendments before the House
today, this is the toughest one which
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also gives Social Security ironclad pro-
tection.

Now, | believe we need a constitu-
tional balanced budget amendment to
hold Congress’ feet to the fire on exces-
sive and unnecessary spending. But
keeping Social Security in the budget
masks the true size of the deficit and
puts all of us, including our seniors, at
risk.

I say to my colleagues that if it is
true that Social Security is not on the
table, then put it in the law. Vote for
the Wise amendment. The Wise amend-
ment protects Social Security as a pen-
sion plan. It puts that protection in
law. It is honest. It keeps the promises
we have made.

Now, Oregon, like many other States,
has a balanced budget amendment that
very wisely allows for capital invest-
ment. And this Wise-Furse-Pomeroy
amendment is the only one that is
truly based on a State model. The Gov-
ernment should operate like our busi-
nesses and our family budgets. And
this is really the only one that has that
commonsense approach.

Mr. Chairman, let us today do as our
States do and as our families do, let us
have wise budgeting. Support the
toughest amendment before the House
today, which also gives the only iron-
clad protection to Social Security.

I urge my colleagues to pass the
Wise-Furse-Pomeroy amendment.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, | yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Virginia. [Mr.
GOODLATTE].

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

I rise in strong opposition to this
amendment because it would certainly
defeat the efforts of those who truly
want to bring about a balanced budget
and bring it about in a sensible fashion.

As the gentleman from Wisconsin
pointed out, this exception for capital
investment is a gigantic loophole, one
large enough to fly the space shuttle
through or a space station. | would sug-
gest that not only is it wrong because
capital investment is not tightly de-
fined, but it also cannot be accepted
because of the fact that while it is true
that some States having balanced
budget amendments do have exceptions
for capital investment, there is a big
difference between them and the situa-
tion we have now. And that is that
they did not start out with a $4.7 tril-
lion national debt growing at the rate
of $200 billion a year. This is a way to
continue to grow that debt which costs
right now more than $225 billion a
year, even at lower interest rates. If in-
terest rates go up, it is going to be an
even more serious problem. It is simply
not acceptable to create that kind of
exception when we need to go about
getting this budget balanced.

Second, this balanced budget waives
the balanced budget requirements in
case of a recession, even though it does
not specify that there would have to be
any harm to the budgeting process by
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granting it during the time of a reces-
sion.

Finally, 1 think the argument that
this amendment, as has been offered by
several on the other side, that this
amendment protects Social Security,
is entirely fallacious. | would suggest
that the contrary is in fact true, that
this amendment will endanger Social
Security for several reasons.

First of all, we have taken numerous
steps on numerous occasions as a Con-
gress to protect Social Security. And
we will continue to do that. But if we
put into the constitution only an ex-
ception for the Social Security trust
fund, then that Social Security trust
fund will become the vehicle for all
manner of abuse, because any type of
social spending program, from housing
programs to food stamps to Medicare
or Medicaid, could be put into the So-
cial Security Act.

This does not take away from the
Congress the right to change the Social
Security Act. All it does is put the
trust fund in there.

If we want to protect a particular
program from the budgetary require-
ments, a future Congress could put an
item that they wanted to protect into
the Social Security fund and dilute
that fund and tamper with the intent
of the Social Security Act.

In addition, as the chairman of the
committee, the gentleman from Illi-
nois, pointed out, the pressure on other
programs for senior citizens, like Medi-
care, will be so great, if because of
computational purposes the level that
needs to be reached in order to achieve
a balanced budget is changed by the
purposes of this amendment.
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As a result, not only will there be
greater pressure on Medicare, not only
if that pressure becomes so great, this
amendment does not protect Social Se-
curity from future Congresses going in
and changing the level of payment, the
age of retirement, the amount of con-
tribution by employees and others in
this country. As a result, Mr. Chair-
man, this endangers Social Security. It
does not protect it.

Mr. Chairman, | would strongly urge
the Congress to reject this amendment.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes and 15 seconds to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. MR.
ToORRICELLI]. | would note that the pre-
vious speaker is from a State that has
capital budgeting.

Mr. TORRICELLI. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding time to me, and for
bringing this most thoughtful of
amendments to the floor of this insti-
tution.

Mr. Chairman, for as long as this
Congress has been debating the prob-
lems of debt in American, | have heard
Members say, why is it the States bal-
ance their budgets and we do not? Why
does every American family balance
their checkbook and we cannot, and
why can we not run the Federal Gov-
ernment more like a business?
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If Members have made one of those
speeches, this is their amendment, be-
cause every one of those corporations,
every one of those States, and indeed,
most American families have arranged
their finances on a 