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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 64, CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE BUDGET, FISCAL YEAR 1994
(House of Representatives - March 17, 1993)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, we are here now in chapter 11.

Members of Congress are official trustees presiding over the greatest reorganization of any bankrupt entity in world history, the U.S. Government.

We are setting forth hopefully a blueprint for our future. There are some who say it is a coroner's report that will lead to our demise.

I am going to support the rule. I am not sure yet if I will support this budget. I want to hear an awful lot more, not being a member of the committee, and I
am not going to vote for things I do not understand or do not like, but let there be no mistake. After 12 years of Ronald Reagan and George Bush, we are
standing here.

Let me say this to the minority party. Every program that Ronald Reagan wanted in 1981, he got. Reagan got it. There was a Republican Senate majority and
there were 70 Democrats in this House that might as well have been Republicans, and we have the program.

The major assumption was very simple. We are going to cut taxes, put money in the pockets of the American people, and when they spend this money our
gross national product is going to rise so great that even though we reduced your tax liability on a percentile basis, we will balance the budget, quoting Ronald
Reagan, in 1982. It is going to take the fall of our Congress, I think, for that to happen.

Mr. Speaker, let us give this new administration a chance. Democrats gave Ronald Reagan a chance.

But let me give one word of caution here today. America already has race wars, let us be honest about it. We already have gender wars, let us be honest about
it. We already have age wars, let us be honest about it.

One thing this Congress had better not get involved in and get trapped into is a class war on money. In America, if you can not earn all that you can, there is
something wrong and there is no more a spirit of free enterprise.

I want to say this to the Members. We may talk about taxing the rich, but the rich people have already taken their companies and their jobs out of America. Be
careful that the rich people do not take their money out of America, because the government already raises our kids, defends our families, educates our kids,
feeds our kids, houses our kids, and the government it doing a very poor job of it. I think mom and dad would be better utilized there once again.

So I am going to listen to the debate. I do not know if I will vote for this budget.

Finally, I do not know if the budget makes one damn bit of difference, because we waive it all the time and I do not think we have ever followed it. I think we
have an excellent chairman who worked hard. If we are going to have budget, we should follow it. If not, we once again as Members waste both our time and
the people's time.

Let me say this just in closing. Today is not the mother of all debates and the mother of all decisions. When that tax package comes, you will have the mother
of all votes on the floor.

Let me say this, I am not for voting any more taxes on the backs of the American people, because I believe the tax of 1990 put on right here today, and I am
very concerned about the tax package being discussed in this Congress.

I am one Democrat who believes we should stimulate the private sector. We already have more government jobs than factory jobs, and I think that is an
indictment of our Congress.

One basic tenet to this Constitution is life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness, and there can be no life, liberty, or pursuit of happiness in America without job.

I would like to see the mother of all debates center around the jobs bill.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Gingrich], the distinguished minority whip.

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the opportunity to speak, and I appreciate my friend, the gentleman from Florida, yielding me this time.

Let me say first of all, the American people apparently today and tomorrow are going to see a very, very sad spectacle of the Democratic leadership attempting
to pass two rules that are as restrictive, as narrow, as tight and deprive Members on both sides of any opportunity to offer legitimate amendments. I think that
is sad. I think it is the opposite of what Ross Perot ran on. It is the opposite of openness. It is the opposite of allowing every citizen to see what is going on. I
think that as a procedure is sad.

[TIME: 1200]

Second, people are going to see a choice between a $31 billion, unpaid for deficit increase for pork barrel with things like $4 1/2 million for a municipal garage,
and $3 1/2 million to take care of some politician's theater that needs to be renovated, and another $5 million to take care of swimming pools for another
politician that needs to have a good press conference and, apparently, will be no opportunity for any Member in either party to offer to cut spending, which I
think people will find fairly amazing.

And then, finally, they will be offered a choice between the budget which raises taxes on virtually every American except the homeless. It says, `If you use
electricity, have a light bulb, use air conditioning, use heating oil, if you warm your house, cool your house, drive a car, or buy any product carried by a truck
anywhere in America, you're, in fact, going to pay higher taxes under the Democratic budget,' and I think that is a mistake.

We have a budget that the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Kasich] and the Republicans of the Committee on the Budget have developed which both the New York
Times and Washington Post have praised as intellectually more honest than the Democrat budget, a budget which gets $25 billion higher in deficit reduction
without a penny in new taxes, does not have an energy tax, does not tax senior citizens, does not tax people getting Social Security, does not tax small
business, does not tax agriculture. It is a much better budget than the Democratic budget.

But that is not why I got up to speak.

We are able to talk about dramatic changes in the cost of Government because on the Republican side, frankly, we are trying to learn what General Motors,
what Ford, what Chrysler, what Xerox, what IBM, and what Sears Roebuck are learning, and that is that we have to have a fundamental transformation of the
way we do business. There is dramatic downsizing going on in private business. We are trying to become more competitive. We are recognizing the need for
real change.

Mr. Speaker, this morning we had the privilege of having Dr. Edwards Demming visit with the House Republican conference and then have a meeting with a
number of Members. Dr. Demming is the man who, over 40 years ago, taught the Japanese the concept of quality and of profound knowledge. He is the man
who helped revolutionize productivity in the modern world. He is today, at 93, as an American citizen born in Cody, WY, passionately committed to renewing his
own country. He spent several hours with us here today, and I would urge every Member, Democrat and Republican, to come to a series of seminars that we
hope to set up with Dr. Demming to look at the techniques of changing, not just cutting, not just increasing, but changing the whole process of Government.
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Mr. Speaker, there is no reason we in the Congress cannot be as smart, as aggressive and as effective as the best of American management. There is no reason
we cannot study profound knowledge under Dr. Demming and apply the ideas to the government that have been so powerful in Japan and have been so
powerful at some American companies.

Let me say that requires rethinking how we spend money, not raising taxes on the American people. We got $1 trillion 75 billion in revenues this last hear. We
will have about a $55 billion increase in revenues because of economic growth.

Now it may be a sign that I am a radical, but I believe with $1 trillion 128 billion, under Dr. Demming's concept of profound knowledge, we should be able, in
fact, to control the government and not raise taxes.

[Page: H1304]

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from New York [Mr. Schumer].

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

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, the American people elected Bill Clinton. Now it is our imperative to give the Clinton budget plan a chance. It is put up or shut up
week in the House of Representatives.

After over a decade of sitting idly while our deficit roared out of control--after over a decade in which Congress and the President have graphically defined
gridlock by rarely choosing to make the difficult choice--decision time has arrived.

This week we will be voting on a budget resolution that is far better, far gutsier, far more specific than anyone in this House could have imagined 6 months
ago.

The budget bill cuts $150 billion from the deficit over 5 years. Under the resolution, not a single penny of tax increases or mandatory savings will be used for
new spending. All discretionary increases above baseline are offset by discretionary cuts.

It is a very good budget blueprint.

The American people voted for Bill Clinton and they support his budget plan. They may not agree with every single item of the Clinton plan, but they all agree
that the deficit must be cut and that gridlock must end--right here, right now.

And this week we can end the gridlock.

No more partisan bickering for the sake of partisan bickering. No more finding political excuses not to solve real problems. No more choosing delay over than
action; argument over solution.

This week Members have a choice. They can smugly play the role of naysayer, continue business as usual, aspire to the least common denominator, grasp for
gridlock.

Or they can support the most far reaching budget package that the Congress has ever considered.

The President did his job, and the Budget Committee made the package even better. The American people overwhelmingly want Congress to give the
President's plan a chance.

So, now it is our turn. It is put up or shut up time for Congress.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to my senior Member, the gentleman from Claremont, California, [Mr. Dreier].

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank my Rules Committee colleague, the gentleman from Florida [Mr. Goss], for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, it is fascinating to see where we have come in this process. We had this great speech given to us by President Clinton in his address to the joint
session of Congress in which he charged us with being specific when it comes to the question of cuts, and yet the proposals which he has brought forward and
the proposals that have been brought forward from my good friends on the other side of the aisle lack all specifics. In fact, his proposal has spending cuts
without specifics, but there are $112 billion simply labeled `from defense.' We have proposed spending cuts from Democrats on the Committee on the Budget:
$63 billion, but where are the specifics?

Mr. Speaker, what we have heard from President Clinton time and time again is: `No more hot air. If you don't like my plan, show me where.'

Mr. Speaker, Republicans on the Committee on the Budget have come up with several packages. Every single one of the proposals that have come from
minority members of the Committee on the Budget and other non-Budget Committee members of the minority side have been specific.

It is not easy to be specific, and we had a debate on that. Did we want to alienate certain constituencies by proposing specific cuts? Well, those of us on our
side of the aisle decided, yes, we would step forward and make those hard choices. Tragically the President and Members of the majority have failed to do that.

Now this rule under which we are considering this measure as we proceed with general debate is a very bad precedent. It is not unprecedented. What it is is a
two-part rule. What we are doing is we are simply allowing for general debate, but, Mr. Speaker, as general debate proceeds, Members will not know what
amendments are going to be considered when we get to the process of actually debating those individual proposals. So, this is a very bad pattern.

Also, Mr. Speaker, once again we are waiving this 3-day layover. We have proceeded in the last 20 years with larger pieces of legislation for Members to read,
and yet we have given them less time to consider it because we have consistently waived this 3-day layover provision.

So, I think this is a very bad procedure under which we are considering this, and I think it remains to be seen as to whether or not we are going to have very
firm opportunities to propose these minority options. But I hope very much that we will vote down this rule so that we cannot continue with waiving the 3-day
layover provisions and tragically proceeding with these two-part rules.

[Page: H1305]

[TIME: 1210]

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, for purposes of debate only, I yield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman from New York [Ms. Slaughter].

(Ms. SLAUGHTER asked and was given permission to revise and extend her remarks.)

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for yielding this time to me, and I rise in strong support of the House budget resolution for fiscal year
1994.

Last year, the American voters sent a powerful message to the White House and to the White House and to the Congress. They called for an end to politics as
usual, challenging us to take bold actions to reduce the Federal deficit that threatens our economic security, and challenging us to invest in America again.

Mr. Speaker, this budget resolution we are considering today answers those challenges.

By adopting this resolution, the Members of the House will take a critical step along the path of long-term deficit reduction.

There is no question that we must get the Federal deficit under control. Left unaddressed, the deficit will climb to more than $600 billion over the next 10
years.

We know that inaction will continue to sap our wealth, drain our national savings, intensify our dependence on foreign capital, and severely limit any
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productivity-enhancing investments by the private sector.

Because our economic security and prospects for continued economic growth are inextricably tied to the reduction of the Federal deficit, we must take action
now.

As a member of the Budget Committee, I can assure the Members that this plan is bold, fair, and real.

The plan is bold. The Budget Committee included $63 billion more in spending cuts than the President called for. In all, the Federal deficit will be reduced by
$510 billion over the next 5 years.

The resolution meets the spending caps established in the 1990 Budget Enforcement Act for fiscal years 1994 and 1995.

In addition, this resolution freezes discretionary spending for the next 5 years by capping outlays at the level enacted last year for 1993.

The plan is fair. The sacrifices called for in the resolution do not fall disproportionately on any one group. And this resoluton restores progressiveity in our Tax
Code, which was eroded during the past decade, by requiring a fair share from those most able to pay.

The plan is real. The CBO has certified that this resolution meets the President's objective and, furthermore, the reconciliation process included in the resolution
will ensure that the pay-as-you-go requirement and spending caps are extended and strengthened.

At the same time we are reducing the deficit, the resolution enables us to invest in America again.

It supports President Clinton's new strategic investment agenda that puts people first. It creates new jobs and develops human capital. The resolution includes
these initiatives to stimulate small business expansion, to rebuild our transportation infrastructure, to expand educational opportunities for our children, and to
rebuild our cities.

The implementation of the resolution will require the House to make difficult choices this year and in future years.

But, it demands that our Federal spending priorities reflect post-cold-war realities by shifting our resources from weapons of destruction to new investment for
long-term economic growth.

Every dollar we allocate must be invested wisely. We cannot afford to continue to spend for weapons that do not shoot or for planes that will not fly, and
certainly we have to look at science projects that have enormous cost overruns. This budget resolution provides the discipline we need to get Federal spending
under control and our country on a sound economic course. I urge its adoption.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to close with just one paragraph that appeared in my paper this morning. A citizen who wrote in to the paper said this, and I quote:

Let your elected officials know that if President Clinton's plan is tried and fails, we will blame him, but if the plan gets hacked to pieces and never gets a
chance, we will blame them. Let's take responsibility for this mess like adults and keep after our children in Washington so they know it's OK for them to grow
up too.

It is time for that, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, may I inquire as to how much time remains on each side for debate?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Montgomery). The gentleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] has 16 minutes remaining, and the gentleman from California [Mr.
Beilenson] has 16 minutes remaining.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to my friend and colleague, the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Gekas].

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

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, let me say to the Members that everywhere I go in my district the subject is the same: the President's economic package. Almost
unanimously, the people are horrified by the massive new taxes that will be imposed thereby.

They are equally horrified when they learn that when the new taxes are imposed, the first thing that will be done with these moneys is to engage in new
spending. Then when they get over that horror, then we start to talk about spending cuts.

Some people even venture to say to me, `I would be willing to pay new taxes and more taxes if only I could be assured that spending cuts, an end to waste in
Government, and a slowdown in the excesses of Government will take place, and if all these spending cuts were put in place, then I would be willing to consider
new taxes. It is cut now and tax later, if you must tax at all.'

But the rule of debate that is being fashioned here and forced upon us will not permit us to propose reasonable plans for doing exactly that, to demonstrate to
our citizens that we are willing to cut down to the barest bone, and then, if we have a shortfall in our targets for reducing the deficit, then and only then should
we engage in the exercise of imposing new taxes.

This is a simple message, and it is heartfelt by the masses of people back home. We owe it to them to at least allow debate on the floor on the various
proposals for this type of an approach--cut now and tax only later, if you must. If you cannot even permit reasonable, promising types of proposals of that
nature to form part of the debate, then the debate rounds out to one thing--all or nothing at all, the President's proposal or the Democrats' proposal, all or
nothing.

Mr. Speaker, I cannot subscribe to that.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he may wish to consume to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Sabo], the very distinguished chairman of
the Committee on the Budget, who has done an excellent job under difficult circumstances.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Speaker, I thank my good friend, the gentleman from California [Mr. Beilenson], who also serves on our Committee on the Budget.

I simply want to say to him and to the members of the Committee on Rules that they have produced a rule that is fair for general debate. We will debate the
substance of our resolution later today.

I think we have a budget resolution that clearly moves this country forward. This rule is fair. It gives ample opportunity for debate.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I have no further speakers on the floor at this time, and unless it develops that other Members require time, I will close by yielding
myself such time as I may consume.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] is recognized.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I think it is clear that we have a rule for this part of the debate on this very critical subject of our budget and our country's economic
future that is reasonable. As I said previously, I am going to support that, and indeed I am supporting it.

But I also think it is true that the budget resolution is an integral part of President Clinton's economic program for our Nation's future, and I think we have to
view what is in that total package. From my perspective, though I wish the President well, because I wish our Nation well, as we all do on this subject, I do not
believe that this budget resolution is going to lead to the hopeful conclusions that the advocates of its advertise. I believe it is going to add the biggest tax bite
ever that this country has had. The facts would indicate that in terms of the figures.

It does not balance the budget. It does not balance the budget in the next 5 years. In fact, 5 years from now, we will still have a budget deficit close to $200
billion by conservative estimates, and climbing. And that is the sad part of it.
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It does not necessarily produce jobs efficiently at all. We are talking about somewhere around 220,000 jobs in this period at a cost of $90,000 per job. We can
do better without Government manipulation at that level in the job market.
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