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proposal. Everyone understands that.
There is going to be a legitimate de-
bate about whether it takes 7 years to
get to that goal or 8 years or 10 years.
We all understand that.

There is going to be a lot of partisan-
ship on this floor. That is a given. But
it does seem to me that where we can
find bipartisan solutions to meet this
challenge of balancing the budget, we
ought to be about that business.

Capital budgeting has been advanced
very ably by Republican leaders such
as the chairman of the Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
CLINGER], the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture, the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. SHUSTER], the ranking member,
the gentleman from California [Mr. MI-
NETA], myself, and others. Capital
budgeting is truly a bipartisan solution
to many of the problems that face this
Federal Government and its budgeting
concerns.

Once again, Mr. Speaker, and the rea-
son we have written the President is
where else can you bring the Federal
Government in line with every other
accounting entity, bring the Federal
Government in line with every busi-
ness, with every family, with every
State and local government? Where
else can you get the Federal Govern-
ment on an accounting system that is
entirely appropriate? Where else can
you get the Federal Government on a
system that encourages investment,
not discourages growth? Where else can
you get the Federal Government actu-
ally moving faster toward a balanced
budget and at the same time encourag-
ing the growth that we think is so im-
portant?

The reality is we are going to have to
encourage growth in any balanced
budget proposal. You cannot simply
cut your way to fiscal nirvana. Capital
budgeting offers that. It is appropriate.
Every CPA can tell you that. I hope
that the President will follow up on
this suggestion.
f

U.S. FOREIGN POLICY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. HAYWORTH] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, like
so many other Americans, I listened
with great interest Sunday afternoon
to the dialog between the President of
the United States and the Speaker of
the House of Representatives in New
Hampshire. I believe that for the most
part, it reaffirmed an observation that
I have made on this floor many times,
that good people can disagree.

I think there are candidly some pro-
found points of disagreement. But
there was one characterization from
the President with which I take issue
and I thought I would share with you
today. During the course of his re-
marks, the President characterized the

new majority in this House as isola-
tionists. Let me humbly suggest that
there is nothing isolationist about put-
ting legitimate American interests
first on the world stage. Indeed, our
foreign policy should be one that oper-
ates under the principle of enlightened
self-interest, working together with
the international community, through
the United Nations, not to place some
international creed in a position of pre-
eminence to American policy but to
work in concert with other nations, un-
derstanding full well our role in the
world community as indeed perhaps
the world’s lone remaining superpower.

I thought the Speaker was very gra-
cious in characterizing the President’s
efforts in many ways. I think quite
frankly, Mr. Speaker, it is a tribute to
our fighting men and women that they
can take on missions of great dif-
ficulty, such as the one in Haiti, when
in essence our fighting men and women
were called upon to be social workers
in olive drab. They were placed in
harm’s way not to defend the legiti-
mate interest of the United States but
to try and referee a potentially explo-
sive situation.

I thought the Speaker put it suc-
cinctly when he described the dif-
ficulty in the Bosnian theater con-
fronting the U.N. peacekeeping force.
As the Speaker pointed out, military
troops are not introduced into a thea-
ter to become hostages. They are there
to free hostages. They should be there
to liberate, not to find themselves
enslaved. Indeed, I believe it was that
great internationalist President and
that great war leader Dwight David Ei-
senhower who recognized the reality of
operating in an international setting
within the international community
but also said, and it was reflected in
his actions in the White House, that we
should define our legitimate self-inter-
ests.

I applaud the fact that a young pilot,
Captain O’Grady, is back out of harm’s
way. I applaud the efforts once again of
our Armed Forces to free him. But
again putting Americans in harm’s way
is not the answer to the problem.

Mr. Speaker, lest there are some who
think this is a partisan harangue, let
me pause at this juncture to welcome
what I believe to be the bipartisan ini-
tiative of one of my preceding speakers
this morning, the gentleman from
Maryland, who once again renewed his
call for a lifting of the arms embargo
in Bosnia. For in the final analysis, it
is the oppressed who must rise against
the oppressor to fight for freedom. In
the final analysis, it is the legitimate
national self-interests of others that
help define their place in the world.
Again, I take issue with the notion
that it is somehow isolationist or
xenophobic to always insist that the
United States should execute its for-
eign policy with its legitimate national
interests preeminent in the formula-
tion of same.

HOUSE DEFENSE BILL SEEKS TO
ADD FAT TO DOD BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] is recognized
during morning business for 5 minutes.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
wanted to take the floor to talk about
the great debate that is going to be be-
ginning today on the defense bill. We
are going to start today on the defense
bill, but the real problem is we are not
going to be able to do much about the
defense bill.

I find this a remarkable situation
that we are in really for the first time
since I have been here. You see, the
President asked for a number, the Pen-
tagon asked for a number, the Senate
came up with about the same number.
But in the House, they have added $9.5
billion to that number. We are going to
force-feed the Pentagon with all sorts
of things they do not even want. The
problem is, we are going to get exactly
1 hour to debate on this and this is
going to be during the rule, because the
rule does not allow any amendments to
take that fat out. Seventy-three per-
cent of the amendments offered to the
Committee on Rules were denied. Sev-
enty-three percent.

I had an amendment that brought the
number back down to the Pentagon
number, the President’s number, the
Senate’s number, and that was denied.
When this rule is passed today, it is
going to hermetically seal the fat in
this DOD budget.

I suppose you can say, if you want to,
there should be different criteria for
the Pentagon than there are other
places. But the Pentagon is not even
asking for this different criteria. They
are saying they can do very well on $9.5
billion. I think from the example of the
last few days with the celebration of
O’Grady coming home and being so
generous in showing how well trained
he was as well as the Marines that
picked him up, the Pentagon knows
what it is doing, and so why are we in-
sisting we have to add all these pet
rocks to the budget at a time when
funding is so dear around here?

You have seen all of the pain that
has gone on with this cutting in many
other areas. If you look at the budget
and look at where we are really cut-
ting, we are cutting the things that af-
fect real people, real people, like my
family, people who need educational
loans, people who need housing, people
who need health care, people who want
school lunches. Those are the kinds of
things we are cutting. Then we are giv-
ing the Pentagon things they do not
even ask for. Go figure. It does not
make any sense at all.

I was looking at some of the things
we could do if we had this $9.5 billion.
One of the first things that jumped up
is $9.5 billion would double the amount
of biomedical research at the National
Institutes of Health. Double it.

Think. What does the average Amer-
ican fear the most? Are they more
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