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Grand Forks, the city that was inun-
dated in 1997 and is clawing its way 
back now thanks to the strong support 
of Federal disaster aid, we would not 
have made it without disaster aid pro-
grams. 

I will listen closely to the description 
of the problems of my colleague. And if 
we can help, we need to help with a 
similar Federal response so that her 
brave constituents can similarly make 
the tough road back. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Mrs. 
CLAYTON).

FEDERAL DISASTER AID 
Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I 

thank the gentleman from North Da-
kota (Mr. POMEROY) for yielding and 
thank him for his offer to help. 

By the way, my citizens also are con-
cerned about Social Security spending. 
I want my colleague to know that. But, 
in addition to being fearful of how they 
will have Social Security or how we 
will manage it, they must now manage 
this disaster. 

My colleague knows well how this 
sort of disaster not only unsettles the 
community but frightens human lives. 
It puts everything in uncertainty and 
fear and the anxiety that prevails and 
the lack of hope. 

I have come to just raise with my 
constituents and I am so pleased that 
my colleague is willing to assist and I 
want to tell my constituents they need 
additional help. 

This is a picture of Tarboro taken 
some weeks ago. It is not flooded like 
that now. But I will have my col-
leagues know that 68,000 persons have 
now called the FEMA line for assist-
ance. 68,000. More than 46,000 homes 
have been damaged. The governor has 
now brought his figures thinking that 
maybe 10,000 of those homes will not be 
able to be built back again. 

So we are now wanting Congress to 
begin helping us just move beyond just 
the relief and have a recovery fund. 
And what we are doing, by the way, as 
Members of Congress, many of us are 
going to North Carolina to give a hand, 
to share our concern, but also to ex-
press our personal participation. Mem-
bers from Congress, on November 6, 
will be going on buses with their staff 
and other public officials to eastern 
North Carolina, working in five se-
lected communities helping to remove 
debris, clean up, give hope, have discus-
sion with the local leaders and, in the 
afternoon, to have a rally of hope. 

There will be gospel singers and in-
spirational singers, B.B. Weiner, C.C. 
Weiner, Shirley Caesar and our former 
Member. And Bill Hefner, who was a 
Member with us here who sings gospel, 
has agreed that he may come. We want 
to make sure Bill Hefner hears us and 
comes on down. And the Phelps broth-
ers. We have a Member from Illinois, 
and he is going down. 

So we have a strong delegation of 
American citizens for us, yes, 

Congresspersons, but American citizens 
too who want to identify and say, be-
yond just thinking about you or look-
ing at these pictures. Because you see, 
now the stories have ceased, we do not 
see the cameras, but the mud is there. 
The flood has done devastation. 

There is one other final piece I want 
to show my colleagues. This is showing 
the devastation to infrastructure 
where roads have been just devastated, 
bridges, the waterway, the environ-
ment. This is showing a hole in the 
road in 301. By the way, the railroad 
came across this way, too. So it has 
not only interrupted the water and the 
travel by car, but also the railroad sys-
tem had to be rebuilt. 

So the power of water first sustains 
life, but also we saw the power of water 
where it has taken life. 

Finally, more than I think now 51 
persons have died because of this. Life 
indeed is precious. But what we want 
to do is to make sure those who are liv-
ing and those who are struggling with 
that will have a sense of hope. 

So I am urging my colleagues to con-
sider a bill before we end this session 
so we can show a sense of passion, not 
only the resolution we passed, but hav-
ing the monies. We need the money to 
go build the houses. 

And my colleague is right, FEMA is 
that relief that the Federal Govern-
ment has, but we need those extra re-
sources to allow individuals to build 
their homes back, to have structure. 

By the way, more than 2.5 million 
chickens were killed, 120,000 hogs. I 
mean, the wildlife suffered just tre-
mendously. And the environmental im-
pact, we are still assessing that. We do 
not know what it will mean to our 
beaches and our waterways and our 
fishermen. Because if we do not miti-
gate this harm and do it very rapidly, 
we will be paying a severe price. 

I would say more than just have re-
lief, we need opportunity for a major 
recovery for more than 18 counties who 
are involved. 

I thank the gentleman for both shar-
ing his time but, more importantly, 
understanding the need for support for 
the people in North Carolina.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for her comments. 

Clearly, the initial disaster package 
added to the agriculture appropriations 
bill does not begin to compensate the 
economic loss that North Carolina has 
sustained. 

I just know from again my own flood 
experience in North Dakota, every-
thing that filthy water touches it de-
stroys. And so, once that water recedes 
it leaves your families’ belongings, 
some of their most treasured things, in 
a distorted, grotesque, and disgusting 
condition requiring removal. And then 
you build back starting from scratch. 
We are going to have to have a bigger 
Federal response helping your people 
off the floor, just as the Federal Gov-

ernment helped Grand Forks, North 
Dakota off the floor; and I stand to 
help my colleague. 

f 

ONE-PERCENT SOLUTION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
HAYWORTH) is recognized for 60 minutes 
as the designee of the majority leader. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my colleagues from North Da-
kota and North Carolina for the con-
clusion of their time on this floor as 
they renewed their calls for something 
quite needed. 

As a North Carolinian by birth, but 
now proud to represent the State of Ar-
izona, Mr. Speaker, I would assure 
those North Carolinians and all Ameri-
cans who have been affected by Na-
ture’s wrath and fury that we are 
acutely concerned for their plight. And 
I believe that we can work in a bipar-
tisan way to solve those problems of an 
emergency nature, although one can-
not help but note, Mr. Speaker, how 
much better it would have been if some 
$20 billion in American taxpayers’ 
money had not been used for foreign 
adventurism in the Balkans, but in-
stead that money remained in the 
Treasury of the United States to help 
Americans when they were put in 
harm’s way. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise this afternoon to 
respond to some of the other less bipar-
tisan statements made earlier by my 
colleagues on the left. I think it is im-
portant to offer straight talk, Mr. 
Speaker, to the American people about 
what we can call the 1-percent solu-
tion. 

First we must celebrate our achieve-
ment. And my former colleagues in 
journalism, as I spent many years in 
radio and television covering the news 
before I was honored to be sent by the 
people of the Sixth District of Arizona 
to this chamber, I would commend to 
my former colleagues and, Mr. Speak-
er, to the American people news that 
may have escaped the notice of the 
American people over the last 10 days 
as the budgeteers in both the White 
House and the Congress sat done and 
reevaluated what has transpired. 

The fact is there is very, very, very 
good news. Because, for the first time 
since 1960, for the first time since 
Dwight David Eisenhower served as our 
President, this Congress has not only 
balanced the budget, this Congress did 
so without using one penny of the So-
cial Security surplus. And moreover, 
Mr. Speaker, this Congress generated a 
surplus for the American people of $1 
billion over and above the reports we 
received today of close to $124 billion of 
Social Security surplus money. So that 
is indeed good news. 

But it does not change the fact, Mr. 
Speaker, that good people can disagree. 
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And even as we welcome former Presi-
dent Ford and his lovely wife, Betty, 
today to receive jointly the Congres-
sional Gold Medal and, in so doing that 
ceremony, we welcome the current 
President of the United States, it is 
worth noting that there are profound 
differences in our approaches. 

Even as we celebrate the achieve-
ment of not raiding the Social Security 
Trust Fund for the first time in 40 
years, we must remain steadfast in our 
resolve to stop that raid. And accord-
ingly, those of us in the common sense 
conservative majority have offered the 
1-percent solution. 

I am holding in my hand, Mr. Speak-
er, a shiny new penny, no doubt made 
with copper from my home State of Ar-
izona; and I hold this up, Mr. Speaker, 
to symbolize the 1-percent solution 
that we offer. Because we in the major-
ity, to preserve and make sacrosanct 
the Social Security Trust Fund, say to 
the American people, Mr. Speaker, we 
simply need to have savings of one 
penny out of every Federal dollar in 
discretionary spending, a 1-percent sav-
ings; and in so doing, Mr. Speaker, we 
will continue to protect the Social Se-
curity surplus. 

Now, sadly, from time to time in the 
discussion of public policy and dif-
ferent philosophical approaches, there 
is a casualty. The casualty is truth. 
And perhaps there were mistakes of-
fered unintentionally by the House mi-
nority leader earlier today. Perhaps 
there were mistakes, misunder-
standings offered by the White House 
press spokespeople today. But as 
former President Reagan used to say, 
‘‘Facts are stubborn things.’’
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Here are the facts with all due re-
spect to Education Secretary Dick 
Riley, a former governor of South 
Carolina who stated yesterday that 
there would be massive cuts in edu-
cation. Let us state for the record the 
fact, our majority budget plan spends 
$34.8 billion on education. The Presi-
dent’s proposal was $34.7 billion. In 
other words, Mr. Speaker, our common 
sense conservative majority is prepared 
to spend an additional $100 million on 
education but to put those funds in the 
hand of the people who can make the 
difference, teachers in the classroom 
locally. Because while we understand 
that education is a national priority, it 
fundamentally remains a local con-
cern. And again the math lesson is 
quite simple and unequivocal and ap-
parent to all. We are using more re-
sources and more dollars for education 
but we are using them at the local 
level. There is no cut. And quite frank-
ly, Mr. Speaker, I wish the fear and 
smear and the failure of the Education 
Secretary to apparently learn his own 
mathematical lessons, well, I wish he 
would simply pay attention to this par-
ticular lesson: More funds than the 

President even requested but spent 
where it counts, in local classrooms, in 
local school districts, by local teachers 
and local school boards. 

Mr. Speaker, I must also confess my 
surprise and remorse at the statements 
of General Shelton, Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. General Shelton, 
a fellow alumnus of North Carolina 
State University, Mr. Speaker, was 
quite simply wrong in his testimony to 
the Senate Armed Services Committee 
yesterday. I find it amazing that the 
minority leader claims that there 
would be military layoffs. Again, Mr. 
Speaker, facts are stubborn things. 

Here are the facts. This common 
sense conservative majority in Con-
gress has sought time and time and 
time again to increase our spending for 
national defense and indeed a check of 
the budget requests will bear this out. 
Our majority has devoted $265.1 billion. 
The President proposed expenditures of 
$263 billion. Simple mathematics 
points out that our common sense con-
servative Congress offers more than 2 
billion additional dollars to keep 
America strong. It is unfortunate that 
those relied upon to lead our American 
fighting men and women have somehow 
descended into the realm of politics. I 
regret that, but I offer this criticism 
candidly and publicly to General Henry 
Hugh Shelton, Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs. Mr. Speaker, General Shelton is 
wrong. Mr. Speaker, the administra-
tion and the minority on the Hill is en-
gaged in a game of fear and smear. 

I mentioned earlier, Mr. Speaker, the 
President of the United States joined 
us for a ceremony in the Capitol Ro-
tunda just a few minutes ago. I appre-
ciate the bipartisan sentiment there, 
and I would ask the President in a true 
spirit of bipartisanship to join with us 
in leading through example. Because, 
Mr. Speaker, this House is prepared to 
reduce its salary, the men and women 
who serve in the Congress of the United 
States within our common sense con-
servative majority, have pledged to re-
duce salaries by 1 percent. Constitu-
tionally, we cannot do that for the ex-
ecutive branch at this juncture, but, 
Mr. Speaker, I would ask the Presi-
dent, does he share that commitment? 
Will he voluntarily reduce his salary 
by 1 percent? Will he ask his Cabinet 
secretaries and other employees of his 
administration to reduce their salaries 
by 1 percent? Indeed, the 1 percent so-
lution while we are intent on wiping 
out Washington waste, fraud and 
abuse, there are actions we can take to 
lead by example. How refreshing it 
would be, how truly bipartisan it would 
be if the minority in this House, Mr. 
Speaker, if our President at the other 
end of Pennsylvania Avenue would in 
fact join with us. We are happy to hear 
legitimate criticism. We took the re-
marks to heart, Mr. Speaker, and we 
hope the President would join us. 

While I was meeting the press along 
with many of my colleagues who will 

join me here in short order in this spe-
cial order, White House spokesman Joe 
Lockhart was meeting with the White 
House press at the other end of Penn-
sylvania Avenue. Let me quote from 
his press briefing today. The question 
comes on Social Security. The question 
for Mr. Lockhart is as follows: 

‘‘Just to be clear, the third option, 
you would under no circumstances ac-
cept going to the Social Security sur-
plus at this point, is that correct?’’ 

Mr. Speaker, listen to Press Sec-
retary Lockhart’s answer: 

‘‘We have put forward a better way. 
We hope they’ll consider it. We’ll be 
here. They understand what our ideas 
are.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, the ideas are encap-
sulated in the President’s budget plan. 
The ideas have been borne out in a veto 
of some of our appropriations bills. In-
deed, Mr. Speaker, we have the sad and 
sorry spectacle of the President of the 
United States vetoing a foreign aid bill 
because he says it does not spend 
enough money. He wants to increase 
those foreign expenditures by 30 per-
cent, by some $4 billion, and, Mr. 
Speaker, he offers no plan of where to 
find that money. Quite the contrary. 
The implication is clear, Mr. Speaker, 
for all to see. He has made a choice to 
take those funds out of Social Secu-
rity, to take the retirement funds of 
American taxpayers who have paid into 
that system for years and years and 
years and use those funds, not for 
Americans but for others around the 
world. Facts are stubborn things. And 
in this day and age where we have to 
parse statements, where we fail to see 
a clear answer to the questions, we 
have to parse the statements. Again let 
me repeat the question from a member 
of the fourth estate from the journal-
istic fraternity at the White House: 

‘‘Just to be clear, the third option, 
you would under no circumstances ac-
cept going to the Social Security sur-
plus at this point, is that correct?’’ 

Lockhart’s answer: 
‘‘We have put forward a better way. 

We hope they’ll consider it. We’ll be 
here. They understand what our ideas 
are.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, it would be refreshing if 
those who seek to offer variations on 
the definition of what ‘‘is’’ is, if those 
who parse so many different state-
ments could simply offer to the Amer-
ican people what President Ford gave 
us in his time of healing, what he in his 
first televised address to the American 
people called ‘‘A Little Straight Talk 
Among Friends.’’ How refreshing it 
would be if this White House could say 
‘‘yes’’ means ‘‘yes’’ and ‘‘no’’ means 
‘‘no’’ and ‘‘is’’ means ‘‘is.’’ The sad 
fact, Mr. Speaker, is clear. There is a 
clear and present danger to the Social 
Security funds of America’s retirees 
because this administration in its 
budget pronouncements, in its veto 
messages, is prepared once again to 
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raid the Social Security trust fund. Mr. 
Speaker, ‘‘no’’ means ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, I am honored to be 
joined on this floor for this hour by 
three hardworking Members of Con-
gress. I would yield at this point to a 
gentleman who has served capably as 
an educator, who understands edu-
cational administration, who comes to 
this Chamber from the great State of 
Colorado, I yield now to the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO). 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I am a 
freshman Member of the Congress. I 
have been here all of 10 months. I must 
say that in that time, I have witnessed 
a number of strange things, of course. 
I am sure that has been the case of all 
of my predecessors who came in. In 
their first time around this particular 
hall they saw things that were as-
tounding to them. Recently, we put 
forward a plan, what I consider to be a 
very modest plan to achieve a very im-
portant goal. That goal, of course, is to 
hold inviolate the Social Security trust 
fund. In order to do that, we have to re-
duce some spending of the Federal Gov-
ernment. About $600 billion worth of 
spending that the Federal Government 
now undertakes in discretionary pro-
grams alone, that is what we are going 
to have to reduce, by about 1 percent, 
or $6 billion, in order to achieve the 
laudable goal that I described earlier. 
And the amazing thing that I have seen 
as a freshman is this reaction, the re-
action of the administration, the reac-
tion of my colleagues on the other side 
of the House, the reaction to a proposal 
to save 1 percent. Because people use 
the term ‘‘cut,’’ and we get into that 
weird sort of definition of what a cut 
is. Are we really cutting any agency of 
the Federal Government if we were to 
reduce the budget by 1 percent? No, of 
course not. Because all of them, what 
we are talking about is next year’s 
budget and all of the budgets have been 
increased fairly dramatically. So to 
cut from a proposed increase is not 
truly a cut. It is a savings. So we are 
talking about a savings of 1 percent. 

You would think, of course, that we 
had proposed the end of civilization as 
we know it. You would think that the 
results of a 1 percent savings in the de-
partments of the government that 
spend $600 billion, you would think 
that it would mean blood in the streets 
if it were to be accomplished. That is 
what is incredible to me as a freshman, 
to observe something like this. Then 
you see statements, statements of the 
President’s Cabinet, members of the 
President’s Cabinet. This one is just 
another amazing thing. Here is a state-
ment by Interior Secretary Bruce Bab-
bitt just yesterday. Pool reporters 
asked Secretary Babbitt, ‘‘Can I just 
say based on your answers generally 
that there really, as a practical mat-
ter, there is no more waste in govern-
ment in your department?’’ To which 
Secretary Babbitt replied, ‘‘Well, it 

would take a magician to say there was 
no waste in government, we are con-
stantly ferreting it out, but the answer 
otherwise is yes, you got it exactly 
right, that there is no waste in the De-
partment of Interior.’’ 

Now, what is really incredible about 
this, on its face it is idiotic, that is for 
starters, but beyond that, at the same 
time that the Secretary of the Interior 
was telling the pool reporter that there 
was no waste in his department, a 
member of his department was telling 
the Committee on Resources that in 
fact they had lost $7 million. The Com-
mittee on Resources heard testimony 
by Assistant Secretary Don Barry of 
the Fish and Wildlife Service explain-
ing that his department could not ac-
count for $7 million. Beyond that, the 
Department of Interior officials in the 
Department of Insular Affairs have 
used Federal property. Right now there 
is a major investigation going on be-
cause government employees in that 
department have used time and re-
sources to assist the campaigns of 
Members of the Congress, Democrat 
Members of the Congress. I would say 
to my colleague, is that not a waste? 

Mr. HAYWORTH. If the gentleman 
will yield on that point, I think, Mr. 
Speaker, that this bears amplification. 
What the gentleman from Colorado is 
telling this House at this hour, based 
on investigations by the House Com-
mittee on Resources, officials within 
the administration, on government 
time, using taxpayer dollars, were in-
volved in partisan political campaigns. 

Mr. TANCREDO. That is exactly 
what has happened. And it has hap-
pened to an extent that is quite ex-
traordinary. I think we see these kinds 
of things periodically where someone 
might put up a poster in their office or 
something like that and maybe that is 
a technical violation but in fact it is no 
big deal and there is not a major case 
made.
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What has happened in this particular 
department is egregious, the violations 
are egregious, and there are certainly 
going to be ramifications to it, and 
there is an ongoing investigation. But 
already people have left the govern-
ment. 

As my colleagues know, they have 
seen this happen before when somebody 
accuses this administration, when facts 
are uncovered about what this adminis-
tration does. All of a sudden people 
start leaving the country, are no 
longer to be found. Well, that is what is 
happening now in this particular case. 

Remember this is the same gen-
tleman, Secretary of Interior, telling 
us there is no waste in his department. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. It would seem to 
me that the gentleman from Colorado 
has not only pointed out wasteful 
spending, but something that is equal-
ly, if not more, troubling, the blatant 

disregard for simple ethics and honest 
stewardship of the organs of govern-
ment. 

Indeed my friend from Colorado men-
tions his experience now as a freshman. 
I can harken back to my first term in 
office, honored to come here as part of 
a new majority, also serving at that 
point in time on the House Committee 
on Resources; and let me tell you this 
waste notion is nothing new. I can re-
member our first hearing on the sub-
committee dealing with parks. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, government does 
this, and my friend from Colorado can 
bear this out with his past administra-
tive experience because government 
gives an interesting name to account-
ants. The Federal Government calls 
them inspectors general. 

And so the Inspector General for the 
Interior Department was seated besides 
at that time the Director of the Na-
tional Park Service, and the audit of-
fered by the Inspector General at that 
time said that the National Park Serv-
ice could not account for over 70 mil-
lion dollars of taxpayer funds; and in-
deed, as we have seen from the latest 
study offered by our budgeteers and the 
General Accounting Office, the folks 
who do this to check on the business of 
government, if you will, there is waste 
and a lack of accountability to the 
tune of $800 billion, and yet there are 
those in this administration who refuse 
to stand up and offer straight talk, who 
sadly, as agents that are in essence po-
litical provocateurs, abuse government 
property and taxpayer funds for polit-
ical endeavors and still cannot seem to 
come to grips with a 1 percent solution 
that we need now more than ever to 
save Social Security and make sure 
that the raid is not renewed, a raid 
that will come based on the insistence 
of this President who vetoed a foreign 
aid bill saying he wanted to spend $4 
billion more on non-Americans. One 
penny out of every dollar of discre-
tionary spending is all we ask. 

And I appreciate the service of the 
gentleman from Colorado who will 
offer us more thoughts on his past ex-
perience in a moment, but I must turn 
now to a gentleman in his second term 
in office who honors us and honors the 
people of the Lone Star State of Texas. 
I yield now to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. BRADY). 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. I appreciate 
the gentleman’s leadership in trying to 
cut the waste and fraud and abuse from 
our government, working hard as a 
Member, esteemed Member, of this 
body that has tried to get more bang 
for the buck, to be the first Congress to 
balance the budget without using the 
Social Security Trust Fund to rebuild 
the defense we all know has us so vul-
nerable today and to start, finally, 
after so many decades of deep digging 
such a deep hole for Social Security, 
being the first Congress to stop 
digging, to stop digging a deeper hole 
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and to start rebuilding it; and I thank 
the gentleman from Arizona for his 
leadership. 

During the Civil War, President 
Abraham Lincoln received a report 
from one of the generals that the Presi-
dent suspected was probably exag-
gerating the damage that he had in-
flicted upon the confederate soldiers in 
battle. Lincoln said the report re-
minded him of a man he knew who used 
to lecture about his travels abroad, but 
in his lectures often played sort of fast 
and loose with the facts. Well, the lec-
turer, knowing he was prone to exag-
geration, asked a friend of his to yank 
on his coattails every time he drifted 
from the truth. 

Well, soon after that, the other was 
telling an audience about a tall build-
ing he had seen in his recent trip to 
Europe. He was describing it, and he 
said, ‘‘and this building must have been 
a mile high and a mile and a half 
long.’’ 

Now just then, feeling a tug on his 
coattails, someone in the audience 
called, ‘‘And how wide was the build-
ing?’’ 

Scrambling, the lecturer replied 
quickly, ‘‘Oh, about a foot wide.’’ 

There must be a lot of coattails being 
tugged over at the White House these 
days as the President, his dutiful mili-
tary leaders and agency heads scramble 
to outdo each other in exaggerating 
the impact of our tiny 1 percent sav-
ings in this large and growing Federal 
budget. America, I think though, 
knows best because here is the real 
question we are facing: 

Is there anyone in America who does 
not think Washington cannot become 1 
percent more efficient? Is there a tax-
payer anywhere who believes that we 
cannot work 1 percent smarter, 1 per-
cent better? Because these taxpayers 
know they have, and even government 
employees we have got, well, we have 
got a big bureaucracy. We have got 
some very good people in these agen-
cies, and even they are frustrated with 
the money they see wasted at work 
each day. 

As my local constable, David Hill of 
Magnolia, told me Monday following a 
drug awareness program we had before 
one of our schools for Red Ribbon 
Week, he said, ‘‘One percent is nothing. 
Anyone can do that and especially to 
save Social Security.’’ Well, David Hill 
is right; 1 percent is nothing. Anyone 
can do that, Mr. Speaker, and espe-
cially because we have Social Security 
at stake. 

Look at some of the duplication we 
have. As my colleagues know, just look 
at some of the duplication we have 
here in Washington. Despite our best 
efforts, and I think we are just getting 
started, we still have more than 500 
inner-city programs, 500 different 
urban aid programs, more than 300 dif-
ferent economic development pro-
grams, more than 200 education pro-

grams, and recently people were con-
gratulating us because we had consoli-
dated down to only 100 different job 
training programs. That duplication 
has a real cost to taxpayers, Mr. 
Speaker; and it means that we are not 
helping the people the way we can. 

In the Committee on Resources, 
which I serve on, it is the House Sub-
committee on Energy and Mineral Re-
sources, I was shocked recently to 
learn that each year government 
spends about 1 billion, that is with a 
‘‘B,’’ $1 billion, helping about 5,000 
salmon swim upstream, back upstream 
each year. The Federal Government 
share for each fish each year is between 
2,000 and $20,000 each year. Literally it 
is cheaper for us to rent a limousine for 
each fish or to put them in a first-class 
airplane seat and fly them to the top of 
the river each year. That would be 
cheaper than the way we go about sav-
ing these fish today, if indeed we need 
to.

The bottom line, as we all know, 
there is enough money for defense and 
health care and Social Security and 
the essentials here in Washington. 
There is not enough money for the 
foolishness. Despite our best efforts, we 
still have pork barrel projects, and 
they are real stinkers that we want to 
root out. 

People want money left here in 
Washington so that votes can be trad-
ed. Well, last year during the Fast 
Track debate, one of the Democratic 
Members of Congress went to the White 
House to have his arm twisted to sup-
port Fast Track, and as he left, he 
quipped to reporters, ‘‘Well, the good 
news is I have six new bridges. Now if 
I only had a river.’’ 

The fact of the matter is that if we 
leave these dollars in Washington, they 
are going to go for pork barrel projects, 
they are going to go for trading votes, 
and again families and businesses have 
had to trim their budgets, set prior-
ities. In Texas we all made it through 
a recession recently. It was not much 
fun. We all hunkered down, and we did 
it. 

But government in Washington has 
never had to make the tough decisions. 
In government, Washington does not 
want to have to tell no to anyone. We 
do not want to make those tough deci-
sions. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. I thank my col-
league from Texas (Mr. BRADY) because 
he points out something that there are 
so many examples of, and some of these 
examples, quite frankly, you laugh to 
keep from crying, Mr. Speaker. 

For example, the Agency for Inter-
national Development. Now remember, 
the President has just vetoed a foreign 
aid bill saying we are not spending 
enough on other folks around the 
world, we need to take $4 billion of the 
Social Security Trust Fund, or I guess 
he is suggesting we ought to raise 
taxes, to take care of this. But here is 

an example of international develop-
ment, the Inspector General, the ac-
countant, checking that from the re-
port. 

Ben and Jerry’s Ice Cream, the folks 
up in Vermont; they have a few stores 
in Arizona, a couple of stores in the 
Sixth District, but also they have an 
interest in the former Soviet Union, 
the Russian Republic. In fact, the 
Agency for International Development, 
Mr. Speaker, gave Ben and Jerry’s 
$850,000 to develop and distribute ice 
cream in Russia. Now the folks at Ben 
and Jerry’s wrote our majority in Con-
gress and told us, ‘‘Oh, this is a pretty 
good idea to use taxpayers’ money for 
ice cream going to Russians, and in-
stead of following the free market 
route, to have taxpayers pay for the 
marketing of Ben and Jerry’s ice 
cream.’’ 

Oh, there was something else, Mr. 
Speaker, that the Ben and Jerry’s folks 
added in their letter; their belief, Mr. 
Speaker, that we should completely 
zero out defense spending and defense 
capabilities.

Mr. Speaker, I hope I can arrange an 
introduction of General Henry Hugh 
Shelton, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, 
to Ben and Jerry and their ice cream, 
and I would just like to clear up any 
rumor, Mr. Speaker. There apparently 
is no truth to the rumor that Ben and 
Jerry want to develop a new flavor in 
honor of their pacifist leanings, even as 
they are happy to take American tax 
dollars to market ice cream in Russia. 
There was some talk going around that 
they had developed a new flavor: sur-
render sarsaparilla. But I do not think 
that is going to happen. 

I gladly yield to my friend from 
Texas. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. I agree so much 
with what you are saying and examples 
of duplication and waste that we have 
here in Washington. Let me conclude 
with this: 

My constable back in Magnolia, 
Texas, is right: 1 percent is nothing, 
and we can do that especially to save 
Social Security. It seems to me that 
this is kind of a hopeful start, to start 
to trim the fat here in Washington, to 
start to eliminate obsolete agencies 
and duplication, just to give people a 
better bang, a bigger bang for the buck 
that they send up here because 1 per-
cent savings is so small. And I am con-
vinced that because we are dealing 
with Social Security and our kids’ fu-
tures, their retirement, and our neigh-
bors’ future and retirement, I guess I 
would ask that the President rather 
than the President acting like a Demo-
cratic President and perhaps trying to 
make us just conduct ourselves a Re-
publican Congress, I am convinced that 
if we acted as an American President, 
an American Congress, worked to-
gether on this, that would solve this. 

So I ask, Mr. President, join us in 
cutting wasteful spending that tiny lit-
tle bit, 1 percent; and we will join with 
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you together, Republicans in Congress 
and a Democratic President, to save 
Social Security. But let us stop digging 
now. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. I thank my col-
league from Texas, and I think, Mr. 
Speaker, the American people reflect 
the sentiment expressed by my friend 
from Texas (Mr. BRADY). We need to 
approach this not as Republicans or as 
Democrats, but as Americans; and yet 
even as we celebrate that notion of 
nonpartisanship, we cannot help but 
note a difference that, Mr. Speaker, we 
need to inform the American people 
about. 

You see, to us we have taken the 
commitment. No means no, hands off 
Social Security funds, Social Security 
funds should be used exclusively for So-
cial Security. No means no to this 
common sense conservative majority, 
and yet to my friends in the minority 
and the folks at the other end of Penn-
sylvania Avenue no means maybe. 

Here is the minority leader, the gen-
tleman from Missouri, on ABC’s This 
Week last Sunday. The gentleman from 
Missouri says, quote: 

‘‘We need to save the Social Security 
surplus as much as we possibly can.’’

b 1730

Again, Mr. Speaker, why can he not 
join with us to say let us save 100 per-
cent of the Social Security surplus? 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased now to 
yield to another newcomer to this 
Chamber, the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois (Mrs. BIGGERT). 

Mrs. BIGGERT. I thank the gen-
tleman from Arizona and appreciate 
the opportunity to join him here to-
night to discuss waste, fraud and 
abuse. 

Yesterday House Minority Whip TOM 
DELAY and Republican Conference 
Chairman J.C. WATTS gave the Amer-
ican people specific examples of waste-
ful spending in the Federal Govern-
ment. These examples included the 
construction of a $1 million outhouse 
in Glacier National Park and the De-
partment of Defense misplacement of 
two tugboats. 

Continuing with this theme of pro-
moting and advancing better and more 
efficient government by rooting out 
waste, fraud and abuse in Federal agen-
cies, I come to the floor this evening to 
speak about management’s problems 
that permeate the Federal student loan 
program. 

American taxpayers currently pro-
vide through the Department of Edu-
cation more than $48 billion annually 
in Federal finance aid to roughly 8.5 
million students. Unfortunately, the 
Department has serious problems mon-
itoring these dollars and the individ-
uals to whom they are awarded. 

For almost 10 consecutive years, the 
General Accounting Office has put the 
Department of Education on its high 
risk list for waste, fraud and abuse be-

cause of its management shortcomings. 
Among other things, the GAO has re-
ported that, first, the Department does 
not adequately oversee schools that 
participate in student loan programs; 
second, that the Department uses inad-
equate management information sys-
tems that contain unreliable data; 
third, that the Department has too lit-
tle information on the program’s effec-
tiveness to meet the information needs 
of Congress and other decision makers; 
and, finally, it cannot determine the 
taxpayer liability associated with al-
most $150 billion in outstanding stu-
dent loans. 

These problems were outlined in a re-
port released earlier this year by the 
Department’s own Inspector General. 
The Department’s Inspector General 
found that the Department of Edu-
cation has forgiven over $3.8 million in 
loans to individuals who were reported 
dead, but in fact were alive. The De-
partment’s Inspector General also 
found that roughly $73 million in loans 
were forgiven to individuals who 
claimed to be permanently disabled 
when in fact they were not. That is 
what I call fraud. 

Congress and the Department have 
taken steps to correct problems in this 
program by creating the Federal Gov-
ernment’s first performance-based or-
ganization within the Office of Student 
Financial Assistance. While I applaud 
this effort and recognize the progress 
made by the Department, problems 
persist. A recent Associated Press arti-
cle outlined errors made by the Depart-
ment on 3.5 million college financial 
aid forms, 100 of which were distributed 
to colleges across the country. 

Fixing this problem, which included 
recalling, destroying and reprinting 
these forms, will cost the American 
taxpayer another $480,000, a half a mil-
lion dollar mail mistake. That is what 
I call waste. 

At a time when Congress is strug-
gling to find the dollars needed to fund 
so many important programs, waste 
and mismanagement similar to the ex-
amples mentioned are unacceptable. 
Not only do the Department’s manage-
ment deficiencies hurt the taxpayer, 
but they also take away from the par-
ents and students who legitimately 
need this aid. The millions lost by the 
Department’s mismanagement might 
have been used to fund other critical 
programs such as educating homeless 
children and youth. This is a program 
that has not seen so much as a dollar 
increase for the past few years. Yet the 
$4 million the Department lost by for-
giving loans to the living dead would 
have gone a long way to helping home-
less children across the country to suc-
ceed in school. 

The millions lost by the Depart-
ment’s mismanagement could have 
been part of the saving of the 1 percent 
across the board efficiency we are look-
ing for, not the wasteful spending that 
has occurred. 

Mr. Speaker, we all understand the 
difficult funding circumstances under 
which this Congress and the adminis-
tration are working. We can begin to 
ease these problems by working with 
the Federal agencies to identify and to 
root out and then correct the problems 
that waste hundreds of millions of dol-
lars of taxpayer money. 

While the Federal student loan pro-
grams would be a good place to start 
this process, every other area of spend-
ing needs to be looked at as well, which 
we are doing tonight on several of the 
issues. But the education of our chil-
dren is one of our top priorities, if not 
the top priority, and, as a matter of 
fact, this side of the aisle is spending 
$34.8 billion on education in our appro-
priation bills versus the President’s 
proposal of $34.7 billion. So there will 
be no cuts to our children’s needs. In 
fact, there will be more money than 
the President even requested. But we 
must be ever-vigilant to ensure that 
there is no fraud, waste and abuse so 
that we will have the money to spend 
on those critical programs that are 
necessary. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman from Illinois, 
because she points out the vital human 
equation at stake here. Not a mere 
recitation of facts and figures, though 
they are important, but the question 
becomes not only how much is set 
aside in terms of funding, and a sub-
stantial amount more by this common 
sense conservative majority in Con-
gress than even proposed by the Presi-
dent in his budget when it came to edu-
cation, but more how it is spent in 
local communities, for more account-
ability at home, and also honoring the 
commitments this Congress made when 
it was in the hands of the left back in 
the mid-seventies with reference to 
special education, the IDEA program 
that was left unfunded for so many 
years. This Congress stepped up. That 
is true compassion, when you couple a 
sense of commitment with account-
ability, and we are indebted to the gen-
tlewoman from Illinois for sharing 
those very cogent points about inac-
curacies, and, yes, fraud in terms of 
student loans and a breach of trust 
that goes beyond simple inefficiency, 
simple negligence, to in essence be a 
crime against the American taxpayer. 
We are indebted for her point. 

Again, we should reaffirm this. We 
are talking about a 1 percent solution. 
One penny out of every dollar, one 
penny out of every Federal dollar spent 
will keep the budget balanced, stop 
this raid on Social Security and pay 
down $2 trillion in public debt. 

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues, can we 
not save a penny for grandma, because, 
in so doing, Mr. Speaker, we are help-
ing her grandchildren. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to be 
joined by another newcomer to Con-
gress. He is a gentleman who has 
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learned his lessons well in the field of 
business, a noted restaurateur and a 
capable new representative from the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. I 
yield now to my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
TOOMEY). 

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague from Arizona for yield-
ing. I want to commend the gentleman 
for the effort he has made consistently 
to establish and reiterate the impor-
tance of fiscal discipline and the oppor-
tunity we have before us, which is 
truly remarkable. But I wanted to sug-
gest that we consider that there are 
three alternatives, really, to resolving 
this dispute that we have with the cur-
rent administration versus Congress in 
how we are going to end up in this ap-
propriation process this budget proc-
ess. 

The first is the easy way out. The 
first way would be to follow the sugges-
tion, the budget that the President pre-
sented back in February. The easy way 
out, that has been done for the last 
three decades at least, and that would 
be simply raid that Social Security 
trust fund. That is what has happened 
so many times in the past. That would 
be the easy and, I would argue, irre-
sponsible and the wrong way out. We 
have made it such an important pri-
ority of this Congress that we are not 
going to take that easy, irresponsible 
way out, that I am delighted to see 
that it appears that the President has 
come around to our point of view on 
this, and it appears that the President 
recognizes that it would be wrong to 
spend that Social Security surplus. 

There is another way that Congress 
could get out of this apparent dilemma. 
That would be to raise taxes. Let us 
consider this for a moment. This year 
Federal spending will be higher than it 
has ever been in the history of this 
great Nation. This year Federal taxes 
are higher than they have ever been in 
the peacetime history of this Nation. 
The Federal tax burden on working 
Americans is consuming almost 21 per-
cent of the entire output of our econ-
omy. 

Now, even after we set aside all the 
Social Security funds for the next dec-
ade, for the purpose of either reforming 
Social Security or retiring debt, with-
out a penny of that being in the cal-
culations, we still have unprecedented 
surpluses, projected as far as the eye 
can see by administration budget fore-
casts, Congressional budget forecasts, 
private forecasts. 

Mr. Speaker, it strikes me that when 
taxpayers are paying more than it 
takes to fund the biggest Federal Gov-
ernment in history, and in addition to 
that taxpayers are paying Social Secu-
rity benefits for the next 10 years and 
then $2 trillion above and beyond that, 
which is going to be used for the Social 
Security trust fund and for retiring 
debt, when in fact taxpayers are paying 

$1 trillion above and beyond all of that 
over the course of the next 10 years, it 
seems obvious to me that taxes are 
simply too high. For the President or 
anyone else to seriously consider rais-
ing taxes in that context is an out-
rageous infringement upon the freedom 
of working Americans. 

We need to lower taxes, and I am 
happy that yesterday this body voted 
on a resolution which I authored which 
expressed the sense of Congress that we 
will not raise Federal taxes. That reso-
lution passed with a vote of 371 to 48. I 
think it is worth noting, however, that 
there were 48 Members of this Chamber 
who felt that despite a record high tax 
burden on the American people, we 
should make it an even higher tax bur-
den. 

Well, we do not have to worry about 
that, I do not think, because an over-
whelming majority said no, we are not 
going to raise taxes. So we have estab-
lished that we are not going to spend 
that Social Security money on the 
President’s spending wishes. 

I think we have established that we 
are not going to raise taxes to do it. 
How else do we deal with this issue? We 
do it from the spending side. This is 
the common sense solution that we 
have before us. 

Frankly, the fact that a 1 percent 
across-the-board reduction in waste 
and fraud and abuse that is in so many 
of our government programs can solve 
this problem, can solve this entire 
budget problem, makes it the obvious 
solution to me. 

As my colleague from Arizona point-
ed out, my background is in business. I 
am to this day an owner of two res-
taurants. Prior to getting in the res-
taurant business I was in the business 
of finance. 

I can tell you that despite the incred-
ibly intense pressures in the private 
sector, the pressure that comes from 
competition, the pressure that comes 
from another operator, whether it is a 
restaurant or a shoe store or you name 
it, despite enormous pressure to be effi-
cient, to lower your costs, any halfway 
decent business manager can find 1 per-
cent of his budget to trim when he has 
to. That is despite the enormous ongo-
ing pressures that he already faces. 

Now, the government, of course, does 
not live under the same kind of eco-
nomic pressures. The Department of 
Energy, for instance, does not have a 
competitive Department of Energy 
down the road against which it has to 
compete, against which it has to dem-
onstrate consistently that it can lower 
its costs. The government just does not 
face those kinds of pressures, which 
only means it is even easier in govern-
ment to find out opportunities to 
eliminate some waste, some excess 
costs. 

That is the opportunity before us. 
This is a no-brainer. This is an easy op-
portunity for us to do the right thing, 

not the irresponsible thing, but to go 
ahead and allow 1 percent, just 1 per-
cent across the board, of the waste and 
excesses and frivolous expenses that we 
know we spend in virtually every gov-
ernment program to be taken out and 
to achieve the fiscal discipline, the fis-
cal responsibility, that comes with 
that. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my colleague from Pennsyl-
vania, and I congratulate him on the 
overwhelming passage of House Con-
current Resolution 208. I was honored 
as a member of the Committee on Ways 
and Means to bring that legislation to 
the floor and then yield the time to my 
friend from Pennsylvania to manage, 
which he did quite capably, and, Mr. 
Speaker, we saw evidence of his exper-
tise in the real world dealing with 
budgets, being responsible for employ-
ees offering services to his clients and 
customers, lessons that served him 
well in the private sector, Mr. Speaker, 
lessons that serve us well in the Con-
gress of the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, before I yield to one of 
my friends who preceded all of us in 
this Chamber, another former broad-
caster, in fact, let me just point out 
again something that the American 
people may have missed, because on 
Sundays Americans are at church, en-
joying time with their families. The 
truth be told, Mr. Speaker, a lot of 
folks do not hunker down for all the 
public affairs programming that exists, 
no matter what may happen within the 
banks of the Potomac.

b 1745 

The gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
GEPHARDT), the House Minority Lead-
er, on ABC’s ‘‘This Week,’’ when asked 
about the Social Security Trust Fund 
and keeping those funds off limits for 
spending, said this, ‘‘There is a feeling 
now that, since we have a surplus, and 
since we have got to get ready for the 
baby boomers, that we really ought to 
try to spend as little of it as possible.’’ 
He later said, ‘‘Oh, we need to save the 
Social Security surplus as much as we 
possibly can.’’ 

Again, Mr. Speaker, even though I 
heard the gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. GEPHARDT) offer a wonderful trib-
ute to President Ford, where he called 
on the need for bipartisanship, I would 
note the gulf between rhetoric and re-
ality, how he has instructed every 
Member of the minority to vote no on 
our appropriations bills, how he has 
said that, while no means no on the 
constructive business of governing in 
terms of the appropriations bills, when 
it comes to keeping the Social Secu-
rity Trust Fund off limits, no means 
maybe. 

Mr. Speaker, no means no. All we are 
saying is this, one penny out of every 
dollar spent, realize those savings, and 
my colleagues will save Social Secu-
rity in the process. They will pay down 
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$2 trillion in public debt. We will con-
tinue to balance the budget. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to yield to 
the gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. 
ISTOOK), the man who has to make so 
many challenging decisions as the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Dis-
trict of Columbia of the Committee on 
Appropriations, the gentleman who 
will have some action on this floor, 
dare I say, tomorrow as we vote for 
this 1 percent solution. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, I was 
watching as the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. HAYWORTH) was making some 
of the comments. Tomorrow on the 
floor of this House, as the gentleman 
has mentioned and so many other 
Members have mentioned, we are going 
to have a very, very important vote. 

I will be the one that will be handling 
this particular bill on the House floor, 
because it is a bill that not only appro-
priates money for operation of Federal 
agencies, but it says, okay, what is the 
final thing we need to do to make sure 
that the budget being passed by Con-
gress, one, is a balanced budget? It does 
not spend more than we take in. Sec-
ondly, it does not spend any of this So-
cial Security surplus to make sure that 
the money that we spend is only the 
money that comes from the other reve-
nues of the Federal Government. 

Somebody said this is kind of like 
sanding a block of wood. When one is 
trying to make something and one has 
to get all the pieces to fit in, one gets 
that last piece, and maybe it does not 
quite fit right, so one sands it down 
and gets it down to the right size so it 
does fit in. 

This is going to be sanding down the 
Federal Government so it fits within 
the goals of balancing the budget and 
making sure that we do not spend So-
cial Security money in the process. I 
think that is a worthy goal. 

I have heard my friends on the other 
side of the aisle say, oh, we share that 
goal. We want to balance the budget 
and not touch Social Security. The 
President of the United States stood 
here in this House chamber in January 
and said he was going to save 68 per-
cent of the Social Security surplus and 
not spend it. 

Now, I know math; and I know that if 
one saves 68 percent, one spends 32 per-
cent. So the President’s plan was let us 
spend 32 percent of this Social Security 
Trust Fund. 

We as Republicans, the majority 
party in the Congress, said, Mr. Presi-
dent, the right thing is do not spend 
any of it. We know that for years it has 
been normal in Washington, D.C. under 
Democrats and then as Republicans as 
we were taking those final steps to bal-
ance the budget, yes, Social Security 
money was used in the process for far 
too long. But that time is over. 

Now we can balance the Federal 
budget without using any of that So-
cial Security Trust Fund, without jeop-

ardizing the future security of people 
who are now retired or who may be re-
tiring in the future. At the same time, 
this will be reducing the national debt, 
so that people who are younger today 
will have the security of knowing that 
the national debt either will be smaller 
or nonexistent so they will not be 
stuck with paying it off; so people 
today will know that the size of gov-
ernment has shrunk. Now, that seems 
to me like that is what everybody is 
saying. 

Yet we had the meeting on the con-
ferees of the bill this morning, the bill 
that comes up tomorrow, the meeting 
of the conferees; and I could not believe 
it, the things I heard from some other 
person. I will not even name the person 
who said this. One of the Members of 
Congress on the other side of the aisle 
today, he said, ‘‘One, we cannot afford 
these cuts. We cannot do this 1 percent 
across the board cut.’’ Then he said, 
‘‘And, by golly, you are spending 
money out of Social Security.’’

I called him on the carpet, frankly. I 
said, ‘‘One, I think everybody can af-
ford a 1 percent cut. But, two, if you 
think that is not enough, if you think 
we would have to cut further to make 
sure we do not dip into Social Security, 
why are you not proposing larger cuts 
instead of opposing the 1 percent cut?’’ 
He got kind of speechless at that point. 

I notice this same rationale or lack 
of logic in the President’s comments. I 
was reading the transcript of his com-
ments today, saying that he does be-
lieve in balancing the budget without 
using Social Security money, and he 
wants to claim that Republicans are 
dipping into Social Security. 

So we would think, therefore, he 
would say cut spending further. No, he 
says raise spending more. Wait a 
minute. If they claim we are spending 
Social Security money at this level, 
and they want to spend more, they 
would be spending more Social Secu-
rity money. 

They ought to be helping us. They 
ought to be helping us reduce the size 
of government. They ought to be pro-
posing more than 1 percent across the 
board to save money. But, instead, 
they want it both ways. That is not 
right. That is Alice in Wonderland-type 
thinking. I grew up knowing better. 

I remember all the meals that we had 
in my family, and it was a family of 
five kids, my mom, my dad. My dad 
was hard working. He would go to work 
during the day, come home for dinner, 
and go back to work. 

What we would commonly have for 
dinner, my favorite dinner when I was 
growing up, was beans and cornbread. 
If it was not that, it was sliced diced 
potatoes and white gravy or Kraft din-
ners, we called them, the macaroni and 
cheese. 

I thought that we had those meals so 
often because they were so good. Well, 
it took a while, until I had five kids 

myself, that I realized we had those 
meals so often because they were so ec-
onomical. They were healthy. They 
were nourishing. We got by fine, but it 
saved money. The family needed to 
save. 

Maybe we have some Federal bureau-
crats that need to be talking about 
beans and cornbread instead of doing 
the things that I have heard them say, 
Cabinet officers on TV, oh, there is no 
way that we can do a 1 percent cut. 
Tell that to Mr. And Mrs. America. 
Tell that to them when they have to 
sit around the table and have to bal-
ance the family budget, and they have 
to make decisions a lot bigger than 
cutting 1 percent. 

I remember when Jimmy Carter was 
President of the United States, and he 
said we cannot spend so much money 
and so much expense on energy. He 
said, turn down your thermostats in 
the winter. Turn them up in the sum-
mer. Do not use so many lights. Con-
serve electricity. Families do that all 
the time. 

Maybe bureaucrats need some leader-
ship at the top saying conserve things 
instead of spending more. The Presi-
dent took 1,700 people on a trip to Afri-
ca, announced all these government 
give-aways, and, on top of that, spent, 
what was it, $50 million, $70 million for 
that huge entourage. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, for 
three trips, Africa, Chile, China, the 
grand total was in excess of $70 million 
with thousands accompanying the 
President, well over 1,000 in his entou-
rage. That is not taking into account 
the justifiable needs for security, se-
cret service, and the like for the Presi-
dent of the United States. 

I agree with the gentleman from 
Oklahoma. We need at long last, Mr. 
Speaker, leadership by example. Part 
of that bill that the gentleman from 
Oklahoma will be talking about and 
helping to manage on this floor tomor-
row includes a 1 percent reduction in 
salary for Members of Congress. Again, 
I would renew my challenge to the 
President. He should reduce his salary. 
Cabinet level officials should reduce 
their salaries. They should lead by ex-
ample. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, it is especially ap-
palling to see the Clinton-run Pen-
tagon using Clinton-speak. We are put-
ting more money into the Pentagon, 
even after the 1 percent cut, more 
money than the President proposed. He 
had the Pentagon people come to the 
Congress and say, under the Presi-
dent’s budget, they can get along just 
fine. But now, under the larger budget 
they will be getting from Congress, the 
President has been claiming they can-
not get by. That does not make sense. 
They can get by on less from the Presi-
dent. They can get by on more from 
Congress. They can handle this 1 per-
cent cut like everybody else. 
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committee on Defense that wants to 
strengthen our defense, and we are 
doing it because we are still strength-
ening it even after applying the same 
standard to them as to the rest of gov-
ernment. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, again, 
we are actually adding $2 billion more 
to this defense budget than this White 
House and the Pentagon requested. 

Facts are stubborn things. No means 
no. But to the minority party in this 
chamber and to the folks at the other 
end of Pennsylvania Avenue, no appar-
ently means maybe when it comes to 
the Social Security Trust Fund. 

Mr. Speaker, let me repeat, the tran-
script of what transpired today in the 
White House press room, a journalist 
to Joe Lockhart, the Press Secretary, 
question: ‘‘Just to be clear, the third 
option you would consider, you would 
under no circumstances accept going to 
the Social Security surplus at this 
point; is that correct?’’ Mr. Lockhart 
responds, ‘‘We have put forward a bet-
ter way. We hope they will consider it. 
We will be here. They understand what 
our ideas are.’’ 

This President stood in the well. He 
said save 62 percent of the Social Secu-
rity surplus, implying he would spend 
38 percent of it on other programs. He 
outlined various new ways to raise rev-
enue. We brought it to the floor of this 
House. Not a single Member voted for 
the Clinton tax-hike package, not any-
one on that side. So no meant no when 
it came to raising taxes. 

All we say is this, Mr. Speaker, our 1 
percent solution, one penny out of 
every dollar in savings will save Social 
Security and stop the raid. A penny 
saved is a retirement secured. 

f 

ARMENIAN TERRORISM AN 
OUTRAGE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
RYAN of Wisconsin). Under a previous 
order of the House, the gentlewoman 
from Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
pear here to add my voice to those who 
are expressing our strongest sense of 
outrage at the reported terrorism 
against the Armenian Congress which 
has so far claimed the lives of Prime 
Minister Vazgen Sarkisian, the Speak-
er of the Assembly Karen Demirchian, 
Deputy Speaker Bakhshian, Energy 
Minister Petrosian, and senior eco-
nomic official Kotanian. 

I was pleased to lead a congressional 
delegation to visit Armenia during the 
August month. We had the opportunity 
to personally meet with these individ-
uals who were clearly professionals on 
all they did, dedicated to the well being 
of the country and its people, and re-
peatedly demonstrated their obvious 
commitment to bringing peace and 
prosperity to the region. In fact, we 

were there to help to promote the 
peace process with Nagorno-Karabakh 
and Azerbaijan. 

Prime Minister Sarkisian, only a few 
days before we arrived, had addressed 
the people of Armenia on a television 
broadcast talking about the window of 
opportunity that Armenia had for the 
peace process as well as opportunities 
for trade in Armenia by those from 
other parts of the world, as well as the 
need to do something about corruption, 
to prevent corruption, and for trans-
parency, for openness of the system. He 
got great applause; but it was, indeed, 
a very courageous statement he made. 

He was also here less than a month 
ago, and many of us who were inter-
ested in Armenia met with him and 
again discussed the process of the 
peace progress as well as the openness 
to trade and the advancements that are 
being made by the brilliant Armenian 
people. 

I am just very saddened by what we 
have learned about what has happened. 
This unwarranted intrusion against the 
Armenian people’s democratically 
elected leaders must not in any way 
deter the commitment of the Armenian 
government to further develop and 
strengthen the nation’s democracy. 

Our prayers and our best wishes are 
with the people of Armenia in the hope 
that the current hostage situation will 
be peacefully resolved and the per-
petrators of this heinous crime are 
brought to justice. 

f 

DIGITAL DIVIDE AND POTENTIAL 
SOLUTIONS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentlman from Con-
necticut (Mr. LARSON) is recognized for 
60 minutes. 

Mr. LARSON. Mr. Speaker, today 
across our Nation, we are most fortu-
nate that this economy that we are 
participating in continues to surge and 
roar. Yet, Mr. Speaker, today based on 
the finding of the Commerce Depart-
ment, we find an alarming trend 
throughout this country as it relates to 
something that is commonly referred 
to as the digital divide.

b 1800 

The genesis for this special order this 
evening is to discuss that divide and 
potential solutions through prospective 
legislation that will be introduced in a 
compendium of bills that colleagues 
from the Committee on Science and 
the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce will be addressing as we 
move forward this evening. 

In a conference report entitled Fall-
ing Through the Net, Larry Irving, in 
testifying before the Subcommittee on 
Empowerment of the Committee on 
Small Business, and speaking directly 
to the ranking minority member, the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 

MILLENDER-MCDONALD), reported the 
following: He cited that there is an 
alarming trend that is taking place all 
across this Nation. Even though there 
is greater access to the Internet, what 
we find is that the gap is widening be-
tween those who have access to infor-
mation and those who do not. And for 
those who do not, most disturbingly we 
find that it is happening along the 
lines of race, gender, geography and 
wealth. 

We must seek to close that gap. We 
must seek to make sure that in the 
policies that we enact here in the 
United States Congress that we leave 
no one behind in this economy. 

This poses a problem for us because 
of this gap. It is three-tiered. First, in 
terms of the economic isolation that it 
creates; economic isolation that all too 
often takes place within our urban 
areas and, therefore, impacts our mi-
nority populations who live there; eco-
nomic isolation that takes place in our 
rural communities because of the in-
ability for us to reach those commu-
nities with the technology they richly 
deserve and need; and it also results in 
an inferior form of education. 

The gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
EHLERS), who serves on the Committee 
on Science, and the gentlewoman from 
Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA) on the Com-
mittee on Science, have pointed out, 
there is not a sufficient pipeline for us 
to make sure that there is a transition 
in our public school systems from 
school to work. In fact, many people 
have come before this Congress, many 
from the business community, asking 
us to ease immigration quotas so that 
they can import people from abroad to 
provide for the more than 350,000 jobs 
in the high-tech area that are cur-
rently going unfilled. 

Any economist worth their salt has 
spoken at length about the Informa-
tion Age. We have come to acknowl-
edge that knowledge will be the future 
currency in this country, and it is 
knowledge that will make this eco-
nomic engine that is propelling us for-
ward continue to thrive in a global 
economy. Tonight, we hope to address 
this by way of solutions. 

Now, I know all too often that Con-
gress has a deserved reputation of talk-
ing at length about the problems but 
does very little in the way of solutions. 
What we are hoping to address by way 
of legislation is to look at three funda-
mental areas. All of us involved in edu-
cation understand the three Rs of read-
ing, writing and arithmetic, and yet to 
guarantee in the future that teachers 
will have the best tools afforded to 
them, that we will be able to provide 
our children with the very best and 
most up-to-date technology within the 
classroom, fundamentally we have to 
do three things: We have to look at re-
tooling our infrastructure; we have to 
look at retraining our teaching force; 
and we have to rethink how we look at 
education from the bottom up. 
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