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cutting taxes for the first time in 16
years, reforming welfare for the first
time in a generation, taming the IRS
for the first time ever. We produced a
balanced budget that is now projecting
a $2.3 trillion; that is “T” as in Tom
trillion dollars surplus of extra tax rev-
enue. We produced a $500 per child tax
credit that will now benefit three mil-
lion Illinois children. We produced wel-
fare reform that has now lowered rolls
in Illinois by 25 percent, and taxpayers
now enjoy the same rights with the
IRS that they do in the courtroom, and
that is a taxpayer is innocent until
proven guilty.

Mr. Speaker, those are real accom-
plishments, but we continue to face
challenges in this Congress, and be-
cause this Congress held the Presi-
dent’s feet to the fire, we balanced the
budget, and now we are collecting more
in taxes than we are spending. And the
question is today: What do we do with
that extra tax money? What do we do
with that $2.3 trillion surplus of extra
tax revenue?

I believe it’s pretty clear what the
first priority is, and I think we all
agree. We want to save Social Security.
We want to save Social Security first,
and I want to point out that last fall
this House of Representatives passed
the 90-10 plan which would have set
aside 90 percent of the budget surplus,
the extra tax revenue to save Social
Security. Two weeks ago in this very
room the President said we now only
need 62 percent. Well, we agree. We
want to make the first priority, and we
certainly agree that at least 62 percent
of the surplus tax revenue should be re-
served for saving Social Security. The
question is: What do we do with the
rest?

Some say, particularly Bill Clinton,
we should save Social Security and
spend the rest on new big government
programs. Now I disagree. I believe we
should save Social Security and give
the rest back in tax relief. The ques-
tion is, it is simple: Whose money is it
in the first place?

If my colleagues go to a restaurant
and they pay too much, they overpay
their bill, the restaurant refunds their
money. They do not keep it and spend
it on something else. Well, clearly in
this case the government is collecting
too much. Well, let us give it back.

The question is: Do we want to save
Social Security and create new govern-
ment programs and spend the rest of
the surplus, or do we want to give it
back by saving Social Security and
eliminating the marriage tax penalty
and rewarding retirement savings? Tax
Foundation says today that the tax
burden is pretty high. In fact, for the
average family in Illinois, 40 percent of
the average family’s income in Illinois
now goes to Washington and Spring-
field and local taxing bodies at every
level. In fact, since Bill Clinton was
elected in 1992, the total amount of tax
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revenue collected has gone up 63 per-
cent since 1992.

Clearly taxes are too high.

We can help working taxpayers, we
can help working taxpayers, we can
help working families. Let us save So-
cial Security and cut taxes. Let us save
Social Security and eliminate the mar-
riage tax penalty. Let us save Social
Security and reward savings for retire-
ment. Some say we cannot, but I be-
lieve we can. Just as we balanced the
budget for the first time in 28 years, it
is because we also cut taxes for the
first time in 16 years, reformed welfare
for the first time in a generation and
tamed the IRS for the first time ever.
We can also save Social Security, and
lower taxes for working families and
bring that tax burden down for the first
time in a long time.

Mr. Speaker, let us save Social Secu-
rity, let us cut taxes, let us eliminate
the marriage tax penalty.

———

STAND UP FOR STEEL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, 2
weeks ago the Ohio Valley made itself
heard here in the Nation’s Capital.
Thousands of steel workers and their
families woke before dawn on a cold
damp January day. They came from
Weirton, they came from Wheeling,
from all across the tri-state area. They
jammed into dozens of buses for a 6
hour ride to Washington. When they
got here, they rallied long and hard on
the steps of this Capitol. Then they
marched down Pennsylvania Avenue
and rallied long and hard at the White
House. Then they jammed back into
their buses to get home before morning
came again, and many of them lost a
day’s pay in the process.

So why did they do it?

They did it, Mr. Speaker, because our
steel communities are in a state of
pure crisis. We have been overtaken by
illegal imports, and we cannot take it
any more.

Every hour another American steel
worker loses his or her job. Every hour
another American family wonders
when and if they will ever see another
paycheck. And what is worst of all is
that they have not done a single thing
wrong. In fact, Mr. Speaker, they have
done everything right.

For years the American steel work-
ers have sacrificed, our American steel
companies have made huge invest-
ments. They did it all in the name of
efficiency, to achieve productivity
standards unheard of, and now they are
the world’s best producers.

But that means nothing if our so-
called partners do not play by the same
rules. It means nothing if Japan and
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Russia and Korea can dump steel in our
markets whenever they want.

That is not fair trade, Mr. Speaker.
That is not even free trade. It’s foolish
trade, and it is, in fact, absolute folly
for this Congress and this administra-
tion to sit and watch as the American
steel industry is destroyed by unfair
foreign imports.

Our steel industry is at the breaking
point, Mr. Speaker. There’s no time
left for tough talk; there is only time
for tough action.

Today the Steel Caucus is intro-
ducing tough legislation. I commend
my good friends: the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. REGULA), the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA), the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY)
and the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
TRAFICANT) for their leadership on this
issue. I am proud to cosponsor the bills
that are being brought before the Con-
gress. I urge my colleagues, Mr. Speak-
er, to make this legislation the very
first priority in the 106th Congress. I
urge them to stand up for steel.

——
O 1245
THE STEEL IMPORT CRISIS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). Under the
Speaker’s announced policy of January
19, 1999, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
REGULA) is recognized during morning
hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to discuss the continued threat
that the surge of low priced steel im-
ports is having on our domestic steel
industry and on the jobs of steel work-
ers, their families and the communities
in which they live.

According to the President’s steel re-
port released on January 7, we have al-
ready lost 10,000 steel worker jobs in
the United States.

This import crisis is having a dra-
matic effect on the families that are
directly affected by these job losses,
but the story does not end there. Many
more jobs are being lost as suppliers
cut back and businesses in the affected
communities must cut back on employ-
ment because demand for their prod-
ucts and services is no longer there.

We are told by the administration,
and I quote from the January 7 report:
“Free and fair rules-based trade is es-
sential for both global economic recov-
ery and for U.S. prosperity.” I empha-
size ‘‘fair rule-based trade.”

But what we have seen since July
1997 when the Asian financial crisis
began and the Russian economic crisis
flared up has certainly not been ‘‘fair
rules-based trade.” At that time we al-
ready had worldwide over-capacity in
steel production because many nations
had subsidized the building of new steel
plants that had no economic basis.
Then demand in these nations col-
lapsed as their currencies and the econ-
omy collapsed.
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