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that class action lawsuits are not serv-
ing the people that they are supposed 
to serve. The lawyers get the cash, the 
plaintiffs get the coupons, the con-
sumers pay higher prices for goods and 
services, and it is an abuse. 

Tomorrow we have the opportunity 
to correct it once and for all, to pass a 
bill that will be identical to the bill 
passed by the Senate and send it to the 
President of the United States for his 
signature. He has been a champion on 
this issue. He has indicated his willing-
ness to sign that legislation. 

I urge my colleagues to get the job 
done, to pass this legislation and re-
form the abuses in our class action 
lawsuit industry that have taken place, 
and let us return it to class action jus-
tice for plaintiffs who deserve it. 

f 

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER TO 
COMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
JINDAL). Pursuant to section 2 of the 
Civil Rights Commission Amendments 
Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 1975 Note), the 
order of the House of January 4, 2005, 
and upon the recommendation of the 
minority leader, the Chair announces 
the Speaker’s appointment of the fol-
lowing member on the part of the 
House to the Commission on Civil 
Rights to fill the remainder of the term 
expiring on May 3, 2005: 

Mr. Michael Yaki, San Francisco, 
California. 

f 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to reclaim my 5 
minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

f 

LET US KEEP SECURITY IN 
SOCIAL SECURITY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, Social 
Security, our Nation’s largest retire-
ment insurance program, is supposed 
to be one leg of a three-legged stool of 
retirement security for all Americans. 

The other two legs are private sav-
ings, private savings like certificates 
of deposit, for example, and private 
pensions like IRAs and 401(k)s, or de-
fined benefit and contribution plans. 
However, in an age when personal sav-
ings are virtually nonexistent, and 
company pensions are being scaled 
back or often stripped away, Social Se-
curity has become the basic retirement 
insurance plan for most Americans, 
and surely for women. 

That is one reason why we have to 
protect it from those who would harm 
it. Unfortunately, President Bush 
wants to dismantle the one guaranteed 

element of retirement income that 
Americans have, by privatizing Social 
Security, by making retirement secu-
rity a gamble. 

In fact, he is borrowing down the So-
cial Security trust fund to mask huge 
shortfalls in other places in his budget. 
So he is creating the real problem in 
the Social Security trust fund, because 
it will not be able to meet future obli-
gations. 

I ask, how can the President defend 
his plan in the face of the statistics re-
garding the diminishment of personal 
savings by most Americans and numer-
ous recent news reports regarding the 
collapse of pension plans? 

Over the past 31⁄2 decades, personal 
savings, as a percentage of disposable 
income, has trended downward in our 
country. During the 1970s, the average 
rate of savings was about 10 percent. 
Then it kept going down, downward to 
the last first three quarters of last 
year; it was less than 1 percent per 
family. 

Meanwhile, consumer credit card 
debt is going through the roof and has 
up-trended from an average of $41.8 bil-
lion in 1955 to $2 trillion in November 
of 2003. 

Even as the savings rate has plum-
meted, pension plans too are becoming 
less reliable. In Southern California, 
Abbott Labs recently spun off a divi-
sion and cut the retirement benefits for 
employees of the so-called new com-
pany. 

Shortly after the spin-off, employees 
were told that Hospira would be freez-
ing their accrual of pension benefits 
and eliminating retiree health care for 
many of them. Several of those em-
ployees are now suing the companies in 
an attempt to get back their promised 
benefits, accusing the companies of 
plotting the spin-off specifically to de-
prive the oldest workers of their bene-
fits. 

In my own district, Owens-Illinois, 
one of the world’s leading producers of 
glass and plastics packaging, recently 
announced that it would be cutting 
prescription drug coverage for its retir-
ees in favor of forcing the retirees to 
participate in the Medicare prescrip-
tion drug plan. The company will cover 
the $35 premium for this plan, but will 
not guarantee that the dollar amount 
will increase should the plan premium 
change. 

Another local company, Doehler-Jar-
vis, was a manufacturer of aluminum 
die cast automotive parts that had two 
plants in Toledo. The company went 
through many takeovers such as Har-
vard Industries, which then filed for re-
organizational bankruptcy. At that 
time, the company canceled retirees’ 
health benefits, but did not tell them. 
They just stopped paying claims over 
the weekend. Finally, they filed liq-
uidation bankruptcy and were unable 
to continue paying pension benefits, so 
the Pension Benefit Guaranty Corpora-
tion, the Federal insurer of the Na-
tion’s private defined benefit pension 
plans, had to step in. 

While this helped the situation some-
what, it was by no means perfect. Only 
actual retirees get benefits under the 
PBGC, not their survivors; and those 
who chose early retirement options 
previously offered by the company 
were unable to collect benefits at all 
until their regular retirement ages 
under the reorganization. 

In addition, given the flood of recent 
companies that have experienced pen-
sion problems or breakdowns, the Pen-
sion Benefit Guaranty Corporation is 
no longer failsafe as it once was. In 
fact, the General Accounting Office re-
cently placed it on the watch list of 
high-risk Federal agencies for the sec-
ond year in a row. In fact, the Pension 
Benefit Guaranty Corporation went 
from having an $11 billion surplus in 
fiscal year 2002 to a record deficit in 
2003 of $11 billion and a $23 billion def-
icit in 2004. 

Unfortunately, the President’s fiscal 
year 2006 Federal budget will only put 
more pressure on already-struggling 
pension plans under the PBGC. Buried 
under the fine print of his budget is a 
multi-billion dollar premium hike for 
the Nation’s underfunded defined pen-
sion plans. The weakest pension plans 
will be forced to pay almost $2 billion 
in new premiums next year and $3.3 bil-
lion for fiscal year 2007. 

The premium hike is in addition to 
billions more in make-up payments 
that companies with weaker pension 
plans must pay to become adequately 
funded. 

Yet through all of these turbulent 
times with private pension plans, retir-
ees have known that they had one 
guaranteed source of income that they 
earned as insurance against old age, 
one monthly check that would be com-
ing into them called Social Security. 

We must continue to ensure that the 
fundamental security of Social Secu-
rity remains in this vital and success-
ful program. There should be no gam-
ble with the Social Security guarantee, 
no roulette of our retirement earned 
benefits. Let us keep security in Social 
Security. Our people have earned it. 

f 

THE FEDERAL DEFICIT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

JINDAL). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 4, 2005, the 
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
SPRATT) is recognized for 60 minutes as 
the designee of the minority leader. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, we re-
ceived last week the budget of the 
United States, as requested by Presi-
dent Bush, for fiscal year 2006. And 
having looked at it to some extent, I 
have to say we regret that it continues 
the same bad choices that have led to 
huge deficits and mounting debt during 
the last 4 years. 

For the third year in a row, the Bush 
administration’s budget sets a record 
level deficit, $415 billion, and offers no 
plan to put the budget back in the 
black again. 

Unfazed by these deficits, the Bush 
administration proposes tax cuts on 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 02:20 Feb 17, 2005 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00059 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K16FE7.122 H16PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH692 February 16, 2005 
top of them which can only go to the 
bottom line and make the budget’s bot-
tom line worse. To offset a small por-
tion of these plans, the Bush adminis-
tration calls for cuts in services to stu-
dents and veterans, small business and 
law enforcement, environmental pro-
tection and urban and rural develop-
ment. And although most of these cuts 
are significant to those who will be 
taking the hit, they barely make a 
dent in the bottom line of the budget. 

Let us start and look at where we 
have been in order to appreciate where 
we are today. Just to show the Mem-
bers that the budget can be balanced, 
this chart shows that in the year 1992, 
the United States had a deficit of $290 
billion. This was the deficit inherited 
by President Clinton when he came to 
office January 20, 1993. By February 17 
he had on the doorstep of Congress a 
plan to cut that deficit by more than 
half over the next 5 years. That plan 
was ridiculed here on the House floor, 
only passed by one vote here, only 
passed by the Vice President’s vote in 
the Senate, but look at the results. 
Just to show that it can be done, the 
budget can be balanced, under the ad-
ministration of President Clinton over 
8 years, the bottom line of the budget 
got better year after year after year. 

Starting with a deficit the year be-
fore of $290 billion, the President low-
ered that to $255 billion; $164 billion a 
couple of years later; then $22 billion; 
and, finally, in the year 2000, due to the 
Clinton budget passed in 1993 and the 
Balanced Budget Act of 1997, the budg-
et was in surplus by $236 billion, 5 short 
years ago. The year before President 
Bush came to office, the budget was in 
surplus by $236 billion. 

President Bush came to office com-
mitted to substantial tax cuts. We 
warned him at the time to be careful 
about assuming that these surpluses 
would continue indefinitely and keep 
rising. He nevertheless pushed through 
his substantial tax cuts and his other 
spending policies, and we can see what 
has happened every year since. The 
bottom line of the budget has gotten 
worse and worse to the point where 3 
years ago, it was $378 billion in deficit, 
a record amount. That was 2003. In 2004 
it was $412 billion in deficit, another 
record level. And this year the Office of 
Management and Budget, the Presi-
dent’s budget shop, tells us recently 
that they expect a deficit this year of 
$427 billion. A dubious record, but that 
will be the third year in a row that the 
bottom line of the budget has reg-
istered a worse deficit than the year 
before, $427 billion. 

b 1645 

Now, the President set a goal last 
year looking at these dismal results for 
improving the bottom line of the budg-
et. He said over 5 years we are going to 
cut that deficit in half. In my book, 5 
years is not good enough. Nevertheless, 
that was the goal he set for himself, 
and he claims that the budget he sub-
mitted this year will achieve that re-

sult. But in truth, the budget he sub-
mitted this year is more notable for 
what it omits, excludes, than for what 
it includes. 

The President has not included in his 
budget for 2006 sent up last week any 
reasonable allocation of likely expense 
for the deployment of our troops in 
Iraq and Afghanistan in 2006. I would 
like to think they would not be there, 
but we have to be realistic. We know 
from 3 years’ experience approximately 
what it has cost to maintain those de-
ployments. They should be recognized 
in the budget, but they are not. 

The President proposes to privatize 
or partially privatize Social Security 
and he gives us a likely cost for the 
first few years of implementation of 
those privatization plans between 2009 
and 2015. His cost, OMB’s cost for that 
time period, is $749 billion. That is no-
where to be found in these numbers. 
Even though it falls within the 10-year 
time frame of the budget, it is not in-
cluded in the numbering. 

The President asks for additional tax 
cuts. He asks for the tax cuts that he 
passed in 2001, 2002, and 2003 that expire 
for the most part on December 31, 2010, 
to be renewed and made permanent. 
Even though we now know that given 
the bottom line of the budget, the red 
condition, the fact it is a historic def-
icit, $427 billion, the bottom line can 
only get worse if those tax cuts are ex-
tended and made permanent. The 
President says, ‘‘I want to do that.’’ In 
addition, there is another $383 billion 
of expiring tax cuts that will have to 
be handled as well. 

But there is one big item called the 
Alternative Minimum Tax. Over the 
next several years, this tax will affect 
more and more tax filers. Last year, to 
buy us a little time so we could repair 
that particular formula of the Tax 
Code so that it does not hit middle-in-
come taxpayers, for whom it was never 
intended but is hitting now because it 
is not indexed to inflation, we built a 
little patch in last year’s budget to at 
least leave the effect of it in constant 
status for 1 year. 

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, I thank the gen-
tleman for highlighting the huge budg-
et shortfalls we are facing, but one 
other item that seems to be masked in 
the budget numbers on the previous 
chart, does that include the amount of 
money that is currently being bor-
rowed from the Social Security and 
Medicare trust funds? Is that amount 
also reflected in those figures showing 
deficits? 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, the deficit is worse, and 
the gentleman makes an excellent 
point. When the surplus, and Social Se-
curity is running a surplus next year 
and this of $150 billion to $160 billion, 
that amount is actually offset against 
the gross deficit in the regular budget 
of the United States. So if you remove 
that offset, the surplus in Social Secu-
rity, which is netted out against the 
deficit, that number becomes $687 bil-
lion instead of $427 billion. 

Mr. KIND. If the gentleman will yield 
further, the current raid on both the 
Social Security and Medicare trust 
funds makes those budget deficit num-
bers much worse? 

Mr. SPRATT. That is correct. I had 
another chart up which the gentleman 
is familiar with which shows you on 
the back of an envelope in a simple 
form the net effect of the three Bush 
budgets sent up in 2002, 2003, and 2004. 

When the President sold his tax cuts 
to the Congress, his Treasury Sec-
retary and his Director of OMB both 
said, We will not need to come back to 
you until 2008 to ask for the debt ceil-
ing of the United States to be in-
creased. They were back the next year, 
2002. They said, We have incurred so 
much debt, despite our intentions, that 
we need to raise the legal ceiling on 
the debt of the United States by $450 
billion. 

The next year, 2003, they were back 
again. The tax cuts were beginning to 
be fully implemented, taking a toll on 
the bottom line, with other effects like 
a recession, like increased military ex-
penses. But all of this added up to a 
need to increase the debt ceiling by 
$984 billion. 

Let me put that in context. The en-
tire national debt of the United States 
before Ronald Reagan took office was 
less than $984 billion accumulated since 
the beginning of the Republic. Then 
last November, before we could ad-
journ, Treasury was back, the adminis-
tration was back, and they said, Before 
you can leave here, unless the govern-
ment is going to shut down, the ceiling 
on the debt of the United States has to 
be raised again by $800 billion. 

That means that this $984 billion in-
crease made on May 26, 2003, lasted 
only 16 months. We are in effect adding 
$1 trillion to our national debt every 18 
months. Nobody in his right mind 
thinks that that course can be contin-
ued. 

This is the net total by which Con-
gress had to raise, Republicans for the 
most part voting for it, had to raise the 
debt ceiling of the United States in 
order to accommodate Mr. Bush’s 
budgets for the first 4 years, $2.234 tril-
lion. That was the amount we had to 
raise the debt ceiling over 3 years in 
order to accommodate his budget. 

Let me go back to the things that 
were left out of the President’s budget, 
because, as I said, it is more notable 
for what it excludes than what it in-
cludes. As I said, there was nothing in 
the calculation of the taxes that he 
wanted to make permanent to fix the 
AMT, though all know this is a loom-
ing problem that politically has to be 
addressed in the next several years. 
There was not even money to patch it 
over for another year to study how to 
fix it. 

Secondly, there was not a dime for 
Social Security privatization. Ten 
years of budget, not a dime for Social 
Security privatization, even though 
the President has made it his number 
one agenda initiative. 
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Thirdly, there was nothing for the 

cost of the war in Afghanistan, the in-
surgency there, nothing for the cost of 
our deployment in Afghanistan or Iraq 
or enhanced security in North Amer-
ica. The Congressional Budget Office, 
recognizing that that is a number that 
is there and has to be somehow or an-
other estimated and included in the 
budget, captured, in order to have the 
budget be a complete and full account 
of what we are likely to spend, did a 
model. 

They said, assume we can reduce our 
forces beginning in 2006, between 2006 
and 2010, down to 40,000 troops in the 
theater, the CENTCOM theater, not 
necessarily Iraq, but in the CENTCOM 
theater, with 18,000 troops remaining in 
Afghanistan. What is the cost over the 
10-year period of this budget? The cost 
to do that is $384 billion. Let us hope 
we do not have to incur that, but some 
significant number has to be included 
in this budget to make it a realistic 
budget. 

Finally, when you add those three 
items, then we have less surplus. When 
you have less surplus, you have a big-
ger deficit, you have more debt service, 
because you borrowed more principal 
on which you have to pay interest. You 
add all of those items together, you get 
a $2 trillion adjustment to the budget. 

This, therefore, is what we see, ad-
justing for the four items that I have 
just outlined, the budget path that the 
Bush budget will take over the next 10 
years. $427 billion, third year in a row, 
it sets a record level, a deficit of $427 
billion for the year 2005. It goes up the 
next year and levels off in the range of 
$400 billion, and then comes out at the 
end of 10 years at $566 billion. 

We are not reaching to make this 
point; we are simply putting back in 
the budget costs we think are realistic 
and need to be captured in order to 
have a truthful portrayal of what the 
budget looks like. 

This is the course that the Bush ad-
ministration is plotting for us in the 
budget they have just submitted, and 
most people think that this is not a 
sustainable course. 

I yield to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. SCOTT). 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, on this chart the gen-
tleman shows the blue line as to the 
President’s promise to cut the deficit 
in half within 5 years. Cutting the def-
icit in half within 5 years is certainly 
a modest goal. 

Is it not true that the projected sur-
pluses that we started off this adminis-
tration with would have created $5 tril-
lion in surplus? Yet according to the 
first chart you had, we are very much 
in debt, and we come up with a promise 
to cut the deficit in half in 5 years. 
What kind of goal is that? Why are we 
not talking about returning to surplus, 
where we were, and not having all of 
these deficits? Is cutting the deficit in 
half not somewhat of a bizarre goal? 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, first of all, the gentleman 

is absolutely correct. When the Presi-
dent came to office, he had an advan-
tage that no President in recent times 
had enjoyed, a surplus projected to be 
$5.6 trillion between 2002 and 2011, over 
a 10-year period of time; $5.6 trillion. 
That surplus is now gone, vanished. In 
its place there is a deficit over the 
same time period of $3 trillion to $4 
trillion. This shows you how the $3 tril-
lion to $4 trillion accumulates over 
that period of time. 

We have had a swing of $8.5 trillion 
to $9 trillion in the budget over a 4- to 
5-year period of time, a swing in the 
wrong direction of $8 trillion to $9 tril-
lion. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I would say to the gentleman that one 
of the things when you run up all this 
deficit, you have to pay interest on the 
national debt every year. The interest 
on the national debt, you have a chart 
that shows what we spent in 2004, what 
we are going to have to spend. 

Mr. SPRATT. The big red bar is the 
amount of interest, or debt service, 
that we pay, first in 2004, and then to 
its right, 2010. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
if the gentleman will yield further, in-
terestingly enough, I remember when 
President Clinton left office that we 
expected to pay off the national debt 
held by the public by 2008, in which 
case we would be paying zero interest 
on the national debt. Here you show in 
2010 a $300 billion interest expense. 

Is it not true that with $300 billion at 
$30,000 each, you could hire 10 million 
Americans? That is even more than the 
number of people unemployed today. 

Mr. SPRATT. The gentleman is cor-
rect. When the President came to of-
fice, we had before us in Congress a 
novel idea, which would have been 
truly a conservative fiscal proposal, 
namely, that we would take the sur-
plus in Social Security alone and in-
stead of buying up new debt and fund-
ing new spending, we would use that 
surplus to buy old debt, retire that 
debt. We would add that money, $3 tril-
lion-plus, to net national savings, 
bringing down the cost of capital, 
boosting the growth of our economy; 
and then in 2020, when the Social Secu-
rity beneficiaries, the baby boomers, 
begin to press their claims for benefits, 
Treasury would be more solvent than 
ever to meet those obligations. 

That would have been the first long 
step we could have taken toward Social 
Security solvency. There was support 
for it on both sides of the aisle. The 
President rejected that in preference 
for his own budget, which has led us to 
the deficit which appears there now. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
if the gentleman will yield further, 
when we have all that interest on the 
national debt, that means that NASA 
will not have any money. NASA-Lang-
ley in my district is suffering cutbacks, 
laying off people. Shipbuilding, we 
would not be able to build the number 
of Navy ships, we are particularly try-
ing to cut back on aircraft carriers. 

Pell grants are not going up with infla-
tion. We are cutting back veterans 
health care. We are not keeping up 
with inflation to maintain present 
services and veterans health care in 
the middle of the war. 

Is that not the kind of thing that 
happens? 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, the gentleman is right on 
the mark. When you have an enormous 
increase in debt service like this, what 
it does is crowd off, trade off, other 
things that would normally be pur-
chased, defense and non-defense goods 
and services. 

Instead, the one thing that is truly 
obligatory in the budget is interest on 
the national debt. We cannot fail to 
pay it, or the credit of the United 
States collapses. So it takes prece-
dence over everything else. You can see 
it has become the big boy on the block. 
It eclipses other non-defense spending 
priorities. From education to health 
care to veterans health care, you name 
it, interest on the national debts will 
be crowding out these other priorities, 
and the American people will pay sub-
stantial taxes to service this debt and 
wonder why they get nothing in return. 

b 1700 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I had just one other question. On the 
first chart that the gentleman had up 
there, on the other side, the first chart 
the gentleman had, I remember we had 
something called pay-go during the 
Clinton years. 

Can the gentleman explain how that 
helped us keep the trend up, and then 
what happened? 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, we had 
two rules in the 1990s that applied from 
1990 through the year 2000, really until 
2002, and those rules effectively said, 
number one, the pay-go rule, if you 
want to increase an entitlement, liber-
alize the benefits of an entitlement 
program, you have to pay for them 
with an identified new source of reve-
nues, or you have to cut some other en-
titlement somewhere else of the same 
amount. 

Secondly, if you want to cut taxes, 
you have to have another tax to offset 
the revenue loss, or you have to cut en-
titlements enough so the bottom-line 
effect is neutral. Those two rules, with 
a discretionary spending cap, those 
rules that helped us put the budget in 
surplus for the first time in 30 years to 
a $236 billion surplus, what the Bush 
administration did was let those rules 
lapse, expire. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. So during 
those years, we had fiscal responsi-
bility. We could not spend money un-
less we paid for it; we could not cut 
taxes unless we cut spending; and 
maintaining that fiscal responsibility 
kept that line going up. And, at the top 
of that line, we stopped pay-go and we 
passed tax cuts without spending cuts, 
and we passed spending increases with-
out paying for them; is that right? 

Mr. SPRATT. That is correct. 
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Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. And that 

graph shows what happens. 
Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-

tleman will yield for a question, this is 
a little bit before my time, but correct 
me if I’m wrong; it was really a Demo-
cratic Congress, working with the first 
Bush administration, the current 
President’s father, that first instituted 
the pay-as-you-go rules back in the 
1992 budget; is that correct? 

Mr. SPRATT. That is correct. The 
Budget Enforcement Act of January 
1991, President Bush. 

Mr. KIND. It was President Clinton 
in his first budget that he submitted 
during his first administration that 
asked for maintaining and continuing 
the pay-as-you-go rules that Demo-
crats had to pass without one single 
Republican vote in the House of Rep-
resentatives; is that right? 

Mr. SPRATT. That is correct; and in 
the Senate. 

Mr. KIND. And, Mr. Speaker, not one 
Republican back then had supported 
the pay-as-you-go rules that required 
tough political decision-making, trade- 
offs, in essence, with the budget, which 
is something that the Democrats in 
Congress today are advocating in the 
alternative budget resolutions that 
were submitted, because it worked so 
well in the 1990s, the pay-as-you-go 
rules, which are very simple. If you are 
proposing a pay increase or a tax cut in 
one area, you have to find an offset in 
the budget to pay for it in order to 
maintain balance. 

And it led to the 4 years of budget 
surpluses, as the gentleman pointed 
out, 2 years of which the Social Secu-
rity-Medicaid trust fund was not even 
being raided but, instead, we could use 
that money for important debt reduc-
tion, starting to pay off the national 
debt. 

I was here during that first Bush tax- 
cut debate we had a few years ago 
where the big concern, on the Repub-
lican side at least, was that we were 
going to pay off the national debt too 
fast, if you could believe those days, 
which never materialized. But now 
today, we are back into chronic budget 
deficits, and one of the fastest growing 
areas in the budget today is interest on 
the national debt. 

I see two major problems with the 
huge budget deficits today that are un-
precedented and we did not face before. 
One is, who is owning that debt? Who is 
paying for our deficit financing? Right 
now, Japan is the number one pur-
chaser of our government debt, soon to 
be surpassed by China. I do not believe 
it is in our country’s long-term eco-
nomic interests to be so dependent on 
foreign entities, let alone China, to be 
the number one purchaser of our debt 
in financing these deficits. 

The other big difference we have 
today is ever since those long-ago 
years when the pound sterling was a 
viable currency, we have never had a 
rival currency up against the dollar in 
the international marketplace. That is 
changing today with the strength of 

the euro in the European Union and in 
the common marketplace. 

Now, if these countries that are cur-
rently investing in buying our bonds 
decide to take their investment some-
where else, such as in the euro, which 
is gaining in strength, and the dollar, 
which is declining in value, we are 
going to get caught holding the bag in 
trying to finance these deficits, and 
that could be the perfect financial 
storm being created. 

So again, I think it is a reason why 
we need to work together in a bipar-
tisan fashion and, at the very least, 
reach agreement in reinstituting some-
thing that worked in the 1990s, the pay- 
as-you-go rules. 

I commend the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT), our 
Ranking Member on the Committee on 
the Budget, for the leadership and the 
honesty that he has shown in pre-
senting the figures so that we can, at 
the very least, agree on the facts and 
the challenges that we are facing, and 
then coming up with some common-
sense solutions that have a proven his-
tory of working in the past. I am going 
to continue to work with the gen-
tleman and the rest of my colleagues 
here in trying to put together an hon-
est and reasonable budget in order to 
get us back on that glidepath of fiscal 
discipline and fiscal responsibility 
again. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, let me 
turn to the gentleman from Virginia, 
but if I could briefly demonstrate, be-
fore I yield. This chart right here 
shows something else that is left out of 
the budget for 2006. The President, ac-
knowledging that he has a deficit in 
2005 of $427 billion, and it is likely to be 
at least that large in 2006, nevertheless 
asked for renewal and making perma-
nent tax cuts that total 1 trillion, 7 bil-
lion dollars. 

As for the effect of these tax cuts, 
this chart right here is pretty simple, 
but pretty instructive. This blue line 
at the top indicates the level that the 
administration told us projected the 
individual income tax revenues would 
follow if their tax cuts were passed. As 
my colleagues can see, it projected 
that revenues for last year would be 1 
trillion, 118 billion dollars from the in-
dividual income tax. In truth, they 
were $804 billion. That is more than 
$300 billion short of what was pro-
jected. Do it on the back of an enve-
lope. It is simplistic accounting. 

But we cannot avoid the conclusion: 
that is three-fourths of the deficit in 
the year 2004. This is the effect, undeni-
able effect that tax cuts have had on 
the bad bottom line that we are look-
ing at now. 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I would like to ask the gentleman if 
the revenue numbers also include the 
surplus that is coming in from FICA 
taxes, from Social Security. Because 
what this administration has been 
doing is really masking the seriousness 
of the deficit that they have created, 
because they have been taking the So-

cial Security surpluses and offsetting 
it against the actual deficit to make 
the deficit appear much smaller. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, we dis-
cussed this a bit earlier, and the gen-
tleman is absolutely right. The num-
bers we are talking about are the uni-
fied deficit numbers. That is to say, we 
consolidate all of the accounts of the 
budget. Social Security is actually in 
surplus now and will be for some years 
to come, so the surplus of about $160 
billion in Social Security is offset 
against the deficit and the rest of the 
budget, making that deficit appear 
smaller than it truly is. 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, what I am getting at is, I remem-
ber, as the gentleman does, when the 
Clinton administration acquired a sub-
stantial surplus and was projecting at 
the end of the year 2000 about $5.5 tril-
lion of surplus. To meet the Social Se-
curity obligations for the next 75 years, 
what they were going to do is to take 
the Social Security surplus and put it 
back into the Social Security trust 
funds, so we would not have this issue 
with regard to supposedly bankrupting 
Social Security. All of that could have 
been avoided if we had followed 
through on those policies. Unfortu-
nately, what this administration did 
was to promptly pay out that money in 
tax cuts. 

We have been talking about these 
high numbers, trillions and billions; in 
fact, I wish the people, if there is any-
one watching at home, they might 
write down what $1.7 trillion rep-
resents. It is 1 comma 7, and then 11 ze-
roes. 

Mr. Speaker, $1 trillion is a thousand 
billion; a billion is a thousand million. 
This is an enormous amount of money 
that we have reduced our revenue by as 
a result of tax cuts, most of which 
went to the people who needed it the 
least. 

Now, what is most troubling, I think 
to many people that we represent, is 
the cuts that are going to occur in the 
lives of people dependent upon pro-
grams. I want the gentleman to con-
clude his points, but when we talk 
about cutting $60 billion out of Med-
icaid nursing home costs and health 
costs for children and eliminating vo-
cational education, all of it relates 
back to this policy, and it seems al-
most as though it is an excuse to cut 
domestic social programs that rep-
resent only 16 percent of the deficit, 
and yet almost 100 percent of the cuts 
are coming out of these domestic social 
programs. 

But I would like to address that, and 
I would like to elaborate on that in a 
bit. I know the gentleman wants to 
conclude his comments and hear from 
our friend, the gentleman from Maine, 
as well. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I thought I 
would say a few words about an event 
I did not so long ago, just before the 
election, or right after the election in 
my district in Maine. I went to 
Windham High School, which is not so 
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far outside of Portland, and talked to a 
group of students, civics students and 
their teacher, Bruce Bowers. They had 
asked me to come and talk to them 
about the Federal deficit, the Federal 
debt, the growing national debt, and 
what it means to them, because I had 
said on numerous occasions during the 
course of the campaign that the Repub-
lican budgets which have been passed 
here are immoral. We are passing on 
our current expenses, our current 
choices, to our children and grand-
children. 

Well, they had studied the issue. 
They knew more than people in this 
House did, in many cases, I think, and 
they held up these signs. They had 
these signs in back of where I was 
speaking, and believe me, I got a grill-
ing. But here were some of the signs: 
‘‘Pay as you go.’’ ‘‘No taxation without 
representation.’’ ‘‘Fiscal mismanage-
ment should not tax our future.’’ 

These kids understood what is not 
immediately obvious; that they were 
going to pay the bills for tax cuts that 
had been passed today or in the last 4 
years, and for the war in Iraq, because 
essentially we are borrowing money to 
do those things. And they know that 20 
years from now, when they want to be 
sending their kids to college, they will 
be paying taxes to the Federal Govern-
ment, and there will be less of that 
money to pay for education, there will 
be less of that money to help them get 
job training, there will be less of that 
money to help their kids find the as-
sistance they need to go to college, 
there will be less of that money to pay 
for their own national defense, because 
they will be paying exorbitant interest, 
levels of interest on the national debt; 
much more of what our tax dollars pay 
for 20 and 30 years from now will be 
just interest, interest on today’s obli-
gations. 

Let us talk just about a couple of 
those. We are spending $1 billion a 
week in Iraq. Remember Paul 
Wolfowitz, the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense, who came before the com-
mittee and said, this is a case where 
Iraq can pay for the cost of its recon-
struction, and reasonably quickly at 
that. Wrong. Not just wrong about 
weapons of mass destruction, not just 
wrong about the connection to al 
Qaeda, but wrong about what we would 
be paying. We are paying over and over 
again, and we are borrowing that 
money and our kids will pay the bill, 
eventually. 

But it is also true that in 2005, $89 
billion would go to people in tax cuts, 
$89 billion would go to people for tax 
cuts from households earning $350,000 a 
year or more; $89 billion. And those 
kids in Windham understand. They 
know that that is going straight to add 
to the annual deficit, the overall Fed-
eral debt that they are going to pay in-
terest on that bill for years to come. 
Not just the $89 billion in 2005 that go 
to tax cuts for the rich, but probably 
$100 billion in 2006 and on and on and 
on. 

The Republicans in the House and 
the Bush administration are bank-
rupting this country. They are impos-
ing a burden on our children and grand-
children that is unconscionable, and 
they will sit and tell us, oh, well, we 
will grow our way out of this. These 
revenues will simply vanish. And the 
truth is, now, after all they have done 
to hurt the American middle class in 
the last 4 years, they have now come 
up with these cockamamie private ac-
counts in Social Security idea that 
will, by itself, double the national debt 
in 20 years. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I have 
just put up a chart to show exactly 
what the gentleman was just saying. 
Privatization means that tax funds 
that are now put in a public trust fund 
will instead go into private accounts 
that will cause the government to bor-
row more and more and more over 
time. The Bush administration ac-
knowledges that between 2009 and 2015, 
when it first implements this par-
ticular proposal, that the cost will be 
$754 billion. We have obtained, using 
the Social Security actuary numbers, 
the true impact for the first 10 years of 
implementation and for the second 10 
years of implementation, fully imple-
mented. The cost right there, that lit-
tle blue bar chart, bar on the graph 
there, the plan that the President is 
proposing adds $4.9 trillion to the uni-
fied deficit of the United States by 
2028. 

But we are only halfway up the slope 
at this point. The borrowing in the tril-
lions goes on and on and on until the 
year 2055 to the mid-2050s, an enormous 
increase in the national debt. 
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So we even if the budget were to be 
cut in half, the deficit were to be cut in 
half by 2009, which it will not, the num-
bers simply will not support that out-
come, there is a huge change in the 
budget deficit looming on the horizon 
at that point in time which means that 
the deficit will not be balanced again 
or anywhere close to it in our lifetime 
when this debt is added to it. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. Speaker, I want to be 
clear that I understand exactly what 
the gentleman is saying. 

I appreciate very much the oppor-
tunity to have this opportunity to 
learn from the gentleman. I want to go 
back to the context that we are talking 
about for just a second because I did 
take the opportunity to read the budg-
et that came out of this administra-
tion. 

More specifically, I took the oppor-
tunity to read the historical tables be-
cause I think it is important for us to 
see what has been before we can talk 
about what is coming up in the future. 
And we have talked already quite a bit 
about the total debt, and I am very 
happy that the gentleman is focusing 
on debt because we can talk about defi-
cits, annual deficits every single year, 
but it is not as if annual deficits are 
static. If you have got deficits every 

year, you are borrowing it from some-
where; that means that debt goes up. If 
you have a deficit of $300 billion this 
year, that is borrowed money. Another 
deficit the next year, $600 billion. 

Mr. SPRATT. Your debt service goes 
up, too. 

Mr. CASE. Yes, that is absolutely 
right. The gentleman has an excellent 
chart that demonstrated that earlier, 
that under this President’s own budget 
the interest on the national debt will 
double or more in the next 5 years 
while every other program is remain-
ing basically at the same level of fund-
ing. 

So the question that I have got, I am 
looking here at the President’s own 
budget, noting that in 2004 we had a 
total national debt of $7.3 trillion. That 
was just a year ago and that was up, as 
the gentleman pointed out earlier, by 
$2 trillion just over a few years. So we 
are going up pretty darn fast. 

I am looking here at the President’s 
budget. This is the President talking; 
this is not us talking. It shows here in 
2010, just 5 short years from now, we 
will have, according to this President’s 
budget, a national total debt of $11.1 
trillion. So $7.3 trillion last year. 
Under this budget, we are going to $11.1 
trillion and, of course, that is the ag-
gregate, is it not? 

Mr. SPRATT. In 4 years. 
Mr. CASE. Absolutely, in 4 years. 

And the point that the gentleman is 
making now, and by the way, that is a 
60 percent increase in the total na-
tional debt in just a few short years, so 
obviously something is out of whack. 

Now what the gentleman is pointing 
out in the chart that he is pointing us 
to right now is that essentially when 
we talk about this national debt, we 
are not talking, we are not including 
some very key aspects here. We are not 
talking about the cost of the privatiza-
tion plan, right? 

Mr. SPRATT. No, it is not included. 
And what I am saying here is this addi-
tional debt will be stacked on top of 
what is already monumental statutory 
debt of the United States growing 
every year because of the deficit in our 
regular budget, growing every year. 

Mr. CASE. In the same spirit, we are 
not talking in this budget about any 
fix to the Alternative Minimum Tax, 
right? 

Mr. SPRATT. No. 
Mr. CASE. Nor are we talking about 

the costs of the war which are now pro-
jected to be astronomical if we project 
out over a reasonable period of time. 
That is additional debt. 

Mr. SPRATT. When those adjust-
ments are made, the numbers the gen-
tleman just gave will only get worse. 

Mr. CASE. We are not talking about 
additional debt service on the addi-
tional debt that will be incurred as a 
result of the first three. Those do not 
enter into the additional interest pay-
ment. 

So what we are really talking about, 
I guess the point I am trying to make 
and trying to get clarity from the gen-
tleman, is that when we are talking 
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even under the President’s own budget 
of an increase of 60 percent in the na-
tional debt, assuming we agree to this 
budget straight out, we will assume if 
the President gets his way on privat-
ization and on the Alternative Min-
imum Tax which we all want to do on 
the reasonable costs of the war, on 
other initiatives, not to mention fur-
ther cuts in any taxes or continuation 
of any tax reductions, we are talking 
about trillions of dollars of additional 
debt during that same period. 

Mr. SPRATT. No question about it. 
When you add this on top of it, it be-
comes almost irreversible. I do not see 
how you can add this and ever expect 
to see the budget close to balance 
again. 

Mr. CASE. Let me conclude by mak-
ing one other point that came out of 
our Committee on the Budget hearings 
just a week ago when I asked Office of 
Management and the Budget Director 
Bolton, hey, I have not heard much 
about debt. I have heard plenty about 
deficits, but I have not heard much 
about debt. Of course, frankly, I specu-
late that the reason is it is a lot easier 
to talk about reducing the deficit in 
half. But if we only reduce the deficit 
in half every year, we are still talking 
about compounded total debt because 
that is borrowed every single year. So 
it is not good enough to talk about re-
ducing the deficit in half. It is a matter 
of balancing our books. 

Mr. SPRATT. Absolutely correct. 
Mr. CASE. I thank the gentleman for 

his good work, and I am happy to learn 
at his feet. 

Mr. SPRATT. The gentlewoman from 
Pennsylvania (Ms. SCHWARTZ). 

Ms. SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania. I 
would like to make a few comments, 
and I ask for some of the gentleman’s 
comments on some of my observations 
as a new member of the Committee on 
the Budget. I really sought to get on 
the Committee on the Budget. It is 
something I wanted to do because I 
know that my constituents sent me 
here to speak up for them, to look out 
for them and really to be an advocate 
for fiscal discipline, fiscal responsi-
bility and for wise Federal spending. 

As a former State legislator, as a 
State senator for 14 years, I know how 
important Federal Government invest-
ments are, that they do allow our 
State and local governments to meet 
their obligations without assuming the 
costs and responsibility for Federal 
shortfalls. They allow for shared re-
sponsibility of new initiatives aimed at 
promoting economic growth, quality 
education, access to health care, pro-
tecting the environment, and providing 
for a safe and secure homeland. 

To do this, I want to mention three 
principles; and I would appreciate com-
ments on it. I believe that we have to 
first recognize our obligations. The 
gentleman has talked about this, a 
good bit about our obligations that we 
already have. We have to work within 
our budgetary limits to meet them, 
and we have to make smart invest-

ments focused on the Nation’s current 
and future fiscal well-being. 

Unfortunately, as the gentleman has 
been pointing out with his charts, the 
President’s budget does not meet any 
of these three simple rules. 

Similar to his previous budgets, the 
President’s fiscal year 2006 blueprint 
prioritizes the tax cuts for wealthiest 
Americans over meeting our obliga-
tions to all Americans, failing to ade-
quately invest in keeping and creating 
new jobs, failing to expand affordable 
health insurance, failing to meet the 
health care needs of our veterans, and 
some of the other speakers talked 
about that, and failing to protect those 
who were working on our front lines to 
keep our Nation safe from terrorism. 

As the gentleman’s chart points out, 
one of the greatest failings of this 
President’s proposal is his intention to 
change our commitment to older 
Americans. 

Just last week, the President visited 
my district. He came to Montgomery 
County to promote his plan to change 
Social Security. Now, my constituents 
listened pretty carefully. Quite a few of 
them turned out. And they were anx-
ious to know some of the details, some 
of the things the gentleman has on the 
charts, and what it would mean to 
them and to their families. 

I am going to just mention a few, and 
maybe the gentleman can help us with 
some of the answers. 

They wanted to know exactly what 
the term ‘‘private account’’ means. 
They wanted to know how private ac-
counts would affect the value of their 
guaranteed benefit. They wanted to 
know whether it would provide more or 
less security for their retirement. They 
wanted to know how much they would 
really be able to control these ac-
counts. 

And they wanted to know how the 
proposal would impact disability and 
survivor benefits. They wanted to 
know how this proposal could possibly 
strengthen Social Security for the long 
term. And, moreover, they wanted to 
know how we as a Nation could afford 
to pay that $4.9 trillion that it would 
cost to create these private accounts 
out of Social Security. 

I ask the gentleman to comment on 
some of these questions because before 
we can begin to talk at all about some 
of the long-term fiscal health of Social 
Security, we have to give the American 
people some of the answers the Presi-
dent has not given. 

What we do know, and I think the 
gentleman has some charts on this, is 
that the President’s proposal will do 
two things. It will dramatically reduce 
guaranteed benefits, and it will signifi-
cantly add to the Nation’s growing 
debt. So I ask the gentleman to con-
firm these, and I will say one third 
thing that I know it does, and that is 
that it does nothing to promote the 
long-term solvency of Social Security. 

Mr. SPRATT. The gentlewoman has 
touched upon major impacts. One of 
our problems is the President’s budget 

is lacking in detail as to all of the pro-
gram, project and activity cuts that 
they would actually propose in the 
years after 2006. It is hard to tell. We 
have a chart here that shows what we 
know about the reduction in what is 
called nondefense domestic discre-
tionary spending. And we can see here 
that we expect a reduction below pur-
chasing power of about $180 billion over 
a 5-year period of time. That is edu-
cation. That is veterans health care. 
That is highways. That is the govern-
ment as we know it. Everything that 
people tend to identify the government 
with is included in these accounts. 
They have only come all together to 
$350 billion. 

So you can, of course, out of $350 bil-
lion achieve some cost reduction, but 
there is only so much that can be 
achieved there. And keep in mind, this 
is not the source of the problem. These 
accounts have not increased in the last 
3 years, but this is where the adminis-
tration is going to squeeze as much as 
they possibly can, but there will never 
be enough in these accounts to eradi-
cate a deficit of $427 billion next year. 

Nevertheless, there will be deep pits, 
student loans, Pell grants, all of these 
things that matter to American fami-
lies, kitchen-table issues. 

Ms. SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania. I 
have heard from many of my constitu-
ents, just some of the initiatives and 
some of the deep cuts that the Presi-
dent is talking about, even though 
they are not going to affect the savings 
that we need to provide these private 
accounts. It does not equate. I have 
nurses asking me about loan forgive-
ness programs, teachers asking me 
about education. 

Mr. SPRATT. This is before the pri-
vate accounts. When the private ac-
counts are layered on top of this, they 
add so much to the deficit it is hard to 
predict what will be left of the ac-
counts and items and projects that 
were just referenced. 

Ms. SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania. It 
is true the private accounts really do 
not have the details from the President 
about how they would work, what they 
would really mean; and it is true that 
they do not strengthen the fiscal via-
bility of Social Security unless what 
we are really talking about is deeply 
cutting benefits. Is that right? 

Mr. SPRATT. Exactly. 
Ms. SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania. Mr. 

Speaker, I can say as someone new to 
the Committee on the Budget, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s wisdom on this. 
If we are going to meet some of our ob-
ligations to families and communities 
and to local governments, we have to 
be able to correct this budget, work to-
gether. I think the President has sug-
gested that. I know that the gentleman 
has always worked closely with Repub-
lican counterparts. 

As a new member of the Committee 
on the Budget, I know that we as 
Democrats and Republicans want to be 
honest with the American people, tell 
them the real consequences of what we 
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are doing, and come to a budget resolu-
tion that will meet the obligations of 
the American people. 

I thank the gentleman very much for 
his detailed information. I look for-
ward to working with him to accom-
plish that goal. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
CUELLAR). 

Mr. CUELLAR. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the leadership the gentleman has 
shown in the Committee on the Budg-
et. 

I want to focus on one part of the ad-
ministration budget and that deals 
with education. When I looked at this 
3,000-page budget proposal the other 
day, I was quickly struck by the fact 
that out of the 150 programs that are 
slated for elimination, 48 of them, that 
is one out of three, were in education. 

Education has the power to break the 
cycle of poverty. Education has the 
power to change lives. As millions of 
Americans have proven, education has 
the power to change the future. It has 
changed mine. 

I think the gentleman will agree with 
me that if we would call, or any Mem-
ber would call, any economic develop-
ment foundation in their district and 
ask them about the importance of a 
broad-based comprehensive education 
system, I think they would get the an-
swer, an answer that we all know, that 
is, there is no greater resource today in 
our great Nation to attract better jobs 
with better wages to our communities 
than a strong education program that 
we have. 

Mr. SPRATT. There is no other indi-
vidual in the Congress I could point to 
who is a better testament to that prin-
ciple than the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. CUELLAR), who I believe has four 
degrees. Am I correct? 

Mr. CUELLAR. I thank the gen-
tleman very much. 

I think the gentleman agrees with 
me that educational programs alone 
are no guarantee. These programs are 
successful only with the inspiration of 
our parents, the support of our commu-
nity, and the hard work of our stu-
dents. Many educational programs are 
threatened by this budget which in-
cludes the Upward Bound Program, the 
Talent Search, the GEAR UP among 
other programs. But I think today, if 
the gentleman would allow me just a 
few minutes to talk about one pro-
gram, and that program exemplifies 
what it means to offer opportunity to 
an individual, what it means to offer 
opportunity to a family, a community 
and a country. 

I think the gentleman is familiar 
with this program called Even Start. 
The budget calls for a $225 million cut 
from the Even Start program. That is a 
cut that would basically eliminate this 
program. In my own State, there are 90 
Even Start programs in the State of 
Texas serving more than 5,500 families. 
In my part of the district, Seguin, 
Texas, there are 60 families that de-
pend on this. 

This is a very remarkable program 
that allows the parents to learn along 
with the children, where they are able 
to get their GED, where they are able 
to pull themselves up and not only edu-
cate their children but also to get 
trained, educated so they can get a job. 
It provides a sense of pride that makes 
them better parents, and that is what 
we are trying to do through our edu-
cational system. 
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I think the gentleman from South 

Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) would agree 
that if we have these budget cuts in 
education, as is proposed, this will not 
make our families stronger, this edu-
cation will not make our Nation 
stronger, and I believe these cuts in 
education will make it very hard on 
thousands of families that are working 
hard, playing by the rules to make this 
transition from poverty to prosperity. 

You know, now as we are talking 
about providing the tools to break this 
cycle of poverty and provide more 
home and opportunity for the children, 
I think we need to talk about some-
thing you have been talking about, Mr. 
SPRATT, and I would ask you this par-
ticular question. We agree that we need 
to have budget discipline. And, yes, we 
need to preserve educational programs 
like the Even Start program. So how 
do we do both? 

And I think, just like you have said 
before, in order for us to do this, just 
do it just like we do the budget at 
home, we set priorities. We set prior-
ities. We need to decide in Congress 
what are those priorities? Is it spend-
ing $280 million to study the icy moons 
of Jupiter, or do we educate our chil-
dren? Is it spending $480 million to sup-
port the states of the former Soviet 
Union, or are we going to save Amer-
ica’s farms? 

I think, like you have been saying, 
Mr. SPRATT, it is a time to set prior-
ities for our Nation, and now it is the 
time to make sure that we set those 
priorities, not only for our Nation, but 
for our own individual districts. And I 
ask you to continue the efforts and the 
endeavor to make sure that the Amer-
ican public understands that we can 
have a budget, balance the budget, but 
at the same time, the way we lower the 
deficit is to set the priorities, the pri-
orities in education and health care, 
and economic development. 

Mr. SPRATT. We can balance the 
budget and also balance our priorities. 
In 1997 when we did the Balanced Budg-
et Agreement of 1997, we had the big-
gest plus-up in education in 15 or 20 
years. We will have a budget resolu-
tion, a Democratic budget resolution 
on the floor, and it will adequately 
fund education. That will be the last 
thing that we will cut. Certainly we 
will not have 38 educational programs 
eliminated in our budget. 

Now, in the time remaining let me 
recognize the gentlewoman from Geor-
gia. 

Ms. MCKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, to con-
tinue the discussion about the budget, 

let me just say that the purpose of a 
budget, the budget is the most impor-
tant legislative document that the 
Congress will produce; and in fact, all 
legislative bodies produce a budget, be 
it the school board, city council, coun-
ty commission, the legislature, and of 
course us here in Washington, D.C., in 
the Congress. 

And the budget is our statement of 
values. It is a statement of values, be-
cause we look at the definition of poli-
tics, and it is the authoritative alloca-
tion of values in a society; and how are 
those values authoritatively allocated? 
They are reflected in the decisions that 
we make with respect to how we are 
going to spend our money. 

And so when the President sends his 
budget to the Congress, the budget of 
the President then reflects the values 
of the President. And so this President 
has talked about an American pros-
perity, an America of prosperity and 
opportunity. But the America that the 
President seems to value is a very nar-
row America indeed. 

In other words, our mantra ought to 
be leave no American behind in our 
quest for opportunity and prosperity 
for all. But, sadly, many Americans 
have indeed been left behind. And the 
situation is not getting better, it is 
getting worse. 

A very few Americans are doing ex-
tremely well. But many of us are being 
left behind, and, in fact, too many of us 
are being left behind. For the latest 
statistics available, it takes 100 million 
Americans at the bottom to equal the 
share of national income received by 
the top 2.7 million Americans. 

And this budget does not even begin 
to address the widening income gulf in 
our country. In fact, it exacerbates it. 
The employment and income picture 
has gotten worse for people of color, in 
particular, since 2000, eroding the tre-
mendous progress that was made dur-
ing the decade of the 1990s. 

And in fact, since 2000 more than one- 
third of the progress made in reducing 
poverty among African American fami-
lies has been completely, totally, abso-
lutely 100 percent erased, as 300,000 Af-
rican American families fell below the 
poverty line just from the year 2000 to 
the year 2003. 

I would like to bring your attention 
to the product of an organization, a 
product that I have become dependent 
on as I try and travel around the coun-
try and educate folks about the true 
conditions faced by people in this coun-
try. 

It is the State of the Dream from 
United for a Fair Economy. And every 
year they produce a report, ‘‘The State 
of the Dream 2004,’’ ‘‘The State of the 
Dream 2005,’’ about the inequalities, 
the disparities that exist in our coun-
try along the racial divide. 

Now, I have got a couple of charts 
here that I would just like to show. 
Now, on the index of income, can you 
imagine that from 1968 to 2001, the av-
erage black income was 55 cents com-
pared to that for white income, and 57 
cents in 2001? 
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found is that since the murder of Dr. 
Martin Luther King, Junior, on some 
of those most important indices, the 
situation has gotten worse, not better, 
for people in our country. 

And here over the span of 33 years, 
we have only increased the well-being 
by 2 cents. And at the current rate, it 
would take 581 years to even out the 
black-white gap in income. 

Or we can look at poverty. Overall 
poverty to close the gap, 150 years to 
close the gap, the poverty gap as expe-
rienced by black Americans and white 
Americans. 

Or we can look at child poverty. The 
President says he wants to leave no 
child behind, but sadly, if we look at 
the numbers, and these numbers rep-
resent real children, it will take us 210 
years to close the child poverty gap. 

The President talked about housing, 
and we all know that homeownership is 
the cornerstone for the beginning of 
the accumulation of wealth, and look 
here at homeownership. It will take us 
1,664 years to close the homeownership 
gap. Is that not incredible? 

What does that tell us about our 
country’s values and priorities? Our 
President talks about making this an 
opportunity, making this a prosperity 
society for all Americans, but if the 
President’s budget does not deal with 
these very real differences in the way 
real Americans live, then the President 
has talked to us but he has not really 
backed his words with a policy state-
ment that will change the way the 
bulk of Americans live in this country. 
The President cannot create an owner-
ship society without addressing these 
disparities, and sadly, his budget pro-
posal falls short of even his stated 
goals. 

I look forward to actually being able 
to call the gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr. SPRATT) Mr. Chairman and 
have folks on the other side of the aisle 
call him Mr. Chairman, too. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today to vehemently state 
my disappointment, frustration, and objection 
to the FY 2006 budget submitted by President 
Bush. 

When President Bush submitted his 2006 
budget to Congress recently, he said, ‘‘The 
taxpayers of America don’t want us spending 
our money into something that’s not achieving 
results.’’ I couldn’t agree more. 

The President’s 2006 budget cuts money 
from America’s veterans, America’s first re-
sponders, students, small businesses, health, 
urban and rural development, and environ-
mental protection. 

Is the President saying our veterans, first re-
sponders, students, and small businesses are 
not achieving results? 

The unnecessary tax cuts for the rich and 
an optional war with Iraq are not producing re-
sults. 

The President’s budget does not contain a 
single dime of money for war effort in Iraq or 
his proposed reforms to privatize Social Secu-
rity. 

How is this possible? How can the budget 
for the country omit the two most important 

issues mentioned during the President’s ad-
dress to the Nation on the State of the Union? 

Instead, those costs are hidden from the 
American people in the form of an $80 billion 
emergency supplemental request to Congress. 
A request that was not mentioned during 
prime time coverage on national television. 

This budget continues the same bad 
choices of this administration and will lead to 
the same bad results—huge deficits and in-
creasing debt. 

This President and this administration has 
squandered an inheritance of a 10-year sur-
plus of $5.6 trillion and has replaced it with 
deficits that our children may have as their re-
sponsibility. 

This budget will severely impact Texas citi-
zens negatively as well as other American citi-
zens. They deserve better. 

Never before has America faced such an 
array of issues that demand creative, com-
petent leadership. 

But the Bush administration has pursued so-
lutions that serve only to escalate the prob-
lems we are facing. 

We should be making progress, but in too 
many areas we are either backsliding or sim-
ply holding the line. 

Programs and policies that not only provide 
assistance for the poor but for a large portion 
of the American people who need help to 
keep their heads above water are under at-
tack. 

To cut the Medicaid program for the poor of 
$60 billion over 10 years, to cut the Small 
Business Administration’s technical assistance 
program to small businesses by 37.9 percent, 
and to cut community policing programs up to 
95.6 percent is not only immoral but irrespon-
sible. 

Eight million Americans are unemployed. 
But Republicans passed a new set of tax 
breaks that reward corporations who send 
jobs overseas. 

About 45 million Americans have no health 
insurance. But Republicans have proposed 
Health Savings Accounts that benefit a 
wealthy few, encourage employers to drop in-
surance coverage and will increase the num-
ber of uninsured by 350,000. 

Over 8 million children nationwide are 
struggliing to meet new national education 
standards. But Republicans refused to provide 
promised help to our schools, leaving millions 
of children without the help they need in read-
ing and math. 

America needs a budget that reflects the 
morals of this country, a budget the American 
people can trust and support, one that sup-
ports the national security policy that is as 
strong and brave and as decent as the heroes 
who serve to protect us. 

America needs a budget that includes all its 
citizens and a budget that is fair and bal-
anced. 

The President needs to do for all of America 
what he is asking the rest of the world to do— 
to treat all its people with decency and re-
spect. 

Mr. BISHOP of New York. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to express my opposition to the 
President’s FY06 budget—a budget that I be-
lieve goes against our values as a society. If 
the proposed budget passes, it would be a 
disaster for constituents in my home district on 
Long Island and districts nationwide, forcing 
working families to make up for many of the 
cuts in the form of higher State and local 
taxes. 

The American people deserve honesty, and 
this budget is dishonest by omission, and dis-
honest in how it portrays the overall budget 
projections. The President claims that the 
steep budget cuts he advocates are necessary 
to cut the deficit in half in 5 years. This is sim-
ply not true, and the budget the President pro-
poses fails to accomplish his stated goal. 

First, the budget is dishonest by omission. 
Nowhere in the FY06 budget does the Presi-
dent account for significant costs, including: 

Fails to account for the enormous costs of 
privatizing Social Security as proposed by the 
President; a whopping $6 trillion over the next 
20 years; $754 billion over the period from 
2009–2015; 

Fails to account for the continuing presence 
of our troops in Iraq—the administration knows 
we are going to approve an Iraq supplemental 
upward of $80 billion for the first part of this 
year alone—and an estimated $384 billion 
over 10 years—yet still omits it in the budget; 

Fails to account for growth in interest costs; 
Fails to reform the Alternative Minimum Tax 

that is disproportionately burdening middle in-
come families in my district on Long Island. 

As troubling as the glaring budget omissions 
is the knowledge that the deficit is largely a 
self-inflicted wound. The President inherited a 
record annual surplus of $236 billion—which 
now, 4 years later, has tanked into a deficit in 
excess of $400 billion. Any attempt at honest 
accounting suggests that we are looking at a 
decade or more of similar deficits. 

The reason we are faced with an unethical 
budget is because the President refuses to ac-
knowledge the fiscal irresponsibility of his 
choices, and will not entertain even the most 
moderate suggestions, such as repealing only 
the portion of the tax cuts that benefit the top 
1 percent of taxpayers. 

Unfortunately this budget builds on a dis-
turbing trend. This administration and the lead-
ership in Congress appear to be intent on val-
uing wealth over work, thereby placing work-
ing families at a distinct disadvantage. The tax 
policies the President advocates disproportion-
ately advantage the wealthiest to the detriment 
of working Americans, and working families 
will continue to bear the brunt of the rising in-
flation spurred by the rising interest rates. 

The Bill Gates’ of the world pocketed their 
tax cut at the insistence of the President. 
However, this President sees no problem 
eliminating funding for Perkins Loans in his 
budget, even though the cost of tuition is ris-
ing and will continue to rise as the administra-
tion’s policies force inflation. As a result of the 
decision to eliminate Perkins, this year more 
than 670,000 student borrowers could lose out 
on loan forgiveness if they become teachers, 
law enforcement officers or if they serve in the 
military. This is just one of many examples of 
valuing wealth over work. 

In my district, the budget scales back and 
eliminates several long-term shore protection 
projects important to the safety and economic 
security of Long Island. 

The President has no problem zeroing out 
the Fire Island to Montauk Point Study, just as 
it nears completion. 

The President eliminates funding to dredge 
the Patchogue River, even though this creates 
a huge safety hazard for boaters. 

The President does not hesitate to slash 
funding for the Long Island Sound Study Of-
fice from $7 million to less than $500,000, 
even though this is vital to the livelihoods and 
economy of the east end of Long Island. 
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under the No Child Left Behind bill, even 
though this means that taxpayers will have to 
foot the bill at the local level to pay for edu-
cation. 

Finally, the President does not seem to 
mind taxing veterans’ health care at $250 per 
year, and doubling copayments for veterans’ 
prescription drugs, at a time when we should 
be saluting our veterans. 

Our values as a society are not reflected in 
this budget. We must ban together in Con-
gress to force an honest accounting, and insist 
upon the restoration of long-term fiscal re-
sponsibility to our Nation. It’s not enough to 
talk about compassion—it is high time that we 
refocus our priorities and show some compas-
sion. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material 
on the subject of my Special Order 
today. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

SETTING THE RECORD STRAIGHT 
ON THE COST OF THE MEDICARE 
PRESCRIPTION DRUG BILL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Mrs. JOHN-
SON) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, the landmark Medicare Pre-
scription Drug and Modernization Act 
that this body passed in 2003 was the 
subject of heated rhetoric and partisan 
attacks at that time. Most recently, we 
have heard the claim that the costs of 
this wonderful Medicare prescription 
drug benefit have skyrocketed far 
above the estimates relied upon when 
we passed the bill in 2003. Allow me to 
set the record straight. 

The cost of the Medicare prescription 
drug benefit that will guarantee every 
senior in America affordable prescrip-
tion drug coverage has not changed. In 
November of 2003, the Congressional 
Budget Office estimated that the costs 
of the drug benefit from 2004 to 2013 
would be $408 billion. Today, they esti-
mated it at $410 billion. 

In December of 2003, the Centers for 
Medicaid and Medicare Services, using 
different assumptions, estimated that 
the cost of the bill over the same 10- 
year period would be $511 billion. 
Today, they are saying it will cost $518 
billion. So, whatever estimates we use, 
whichever set of assumptions we wish 
to rely on, CBO’s or CMS’, the answer 
is the cost estimates have not changed. 
They varied about plus or minus 1 per-
cent. 

So what is the issue? What is the big 
uproar over? The answer is simple. New 
estimates just released by the adminis-

tration are for a 10-year period that 
begin in 2006, not 2004. These estimates 
cite a cost of $724 billion. That is be-
cause they drop 2 years when there was 
no drug program and add 2 years when 
millions more Medicare beneficiaries 
are going to enjoy the benefits of our 
Medicare Modernization and Prescrip-
tion Drug Act. It is just that simple. 
The 10-year estimating period changed. 
So, of course, the estimates went up. 

But it is easy for the estimators to 
count the new number of people who 
benefit from the program in the 2 addi-
tional years and drop the 2 years when 
there was no program. It is more dif-
ficult for them, and so they do not do 
it, estimate the saving that the Medi-
care modernization and prescription 
drug bill will enable Medicare to enjoy 
while at the same time improving the 
quality of care we will be able to de-
liver to our seniors. 

The Medicare Modernization Act fun-
damentally changed the way Medicare 
delivers care to our seniors. By offering 
welcome to Medicare physicals and dis-
ease management programs, we have 
transformed Medicare from simply an 
illness treatment program to a 
wellness and preventative health pro-
gram. 

Medicare has always been good at 
treating our seniors once they got sick, 
but did nothing to prevent them from 
getting sick. Worse, Medicare did noth-
ing to help seniors with chronic ill-
nesses to prevent that chronic illness 
from worsening. 

America’s seniors deserve the 
changes we made in the Medicare Mod-
ernization Act. That act modernized 
the delivery system of care to enable 
Medicare to deliver the most recent 
medical advances to our seniors, par-
ticularly to those with chronic dis-
eases. 

b 1745 

By moving from an illness model to a 
preventive care model, we can keep 
seniors out of high-cost care settings, 
like hospitals and emergency rooms. If 
you are looking for a sensible way to 
control costs, this is the way to do it. 
Disease management programs, like 
the ones the Medicare Modernization 
Act have introduced into Medicare, 
have proven they save health care dol-
lars and they improve health care qual-
ity. 

PacifiCare has already saved $244 
million through existing disease man-
agement programs to their 720,000 
Medicare beneficiaries. They have 
saved $75 million through medication 
management for patients with conges-
tive heart failure and reduced hos-
pitalizations by 50 percent. They have 
saved $185 million by improving blood 
sugar and cholesterol levels in dia-
betics. They have saved $72 annually 
through their congestive heart failure 
program, which has served 15,000 pa-
tients. 

McKesson, which will bring Medicare 
seniors into the Medicare Moderniza-
tion Chronic Care Improvement Pro-

gram this year, currently saves $3,089 
per patient each year in their disease 
management programs. They have re-
duced emergency department visits by 
61 percent. They have reduced hos-
pitalizations by 66 percent. 

XLHealth, which operates a Medicare 
Chronic Care Improvement Program, 
has reduced medical costs in 2,500 
Medicare patients since 2000. Their dis-
ease management program has reduced 
hospitalizations by 25 percent, amputa-
tions by more than 50 percent, and 
heart bypass surgery by 65 percent. 

The bottom line: disease manage-
ment programs save money and im-
prove health care quality. And thanks 
to the Medicare Modernization Act, 
these programs will create a better 
quality of life for seniors with conges-
tive heart failure, diabetes, chronic ob-
structive disease, and other chronic ill-
nesses and bend the curve of Medicare’s 
cost growth. 

These recent estimates we have been 
hearing so much about simply do not 
include any consideration of the power 
of disease management programs to re-
duce the cost of chronic disease and to 
improve the quality of care in Medi-
care. Twenty percent of our seniors 
have five or more chronic conditions 
and account for two-thirds of Medicare 
spending. Twenty percent. Of course 
disease management will reduce the 
cost of Medicare. 

MMA also initiated another new, though re-
lated, development in Medicare that will create 
significant savings while improving quality, but 
isn’t reflected in cost estimates drawing atten-
tion today. For the first time, electronic pre-
scribing will become routine in the Medicare 
program, with electronic medical trends com-
ing along thereafter. 

Electronic prescribing technology will save 
lives and money by eliminating adverse drug 
interactions, eliminating handwriting errors, 
and by notifying physicians when a lower cost 
generic alternative is available. As we all 
know, generic drugs often far cheaper than 
brand name drugs. Electronic prescribing will 
save money, and while this technology called 
for in the MMA, the cost savings are not re-
flected in the cost estimates. 

Repealing the MMA would be the wrong 
medicine for America’s seniors. Doing so 
would deprive them of prescription drugs and 
the high level of coordinated and preventive 
care that will keep our seniors healthier and 
control Medicare spending by improving the 
quality of our health delivery system. 

f 

CODEL TO PAKISTAN AND 
AFGHANISTAN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CONAWAY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 4, 2005, the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. PENCE) is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, I am glad 
to have the opportunity this evening to 
address you on a subject that is both a 
meaningful memory for me, as the 
elected representative of the people of 
eastern Indiana’s Sixth Congressional 
District, but also, as I believe we will 
hear not only from my recollection but 
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