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Congress, several provisions were ei-
ther dropped or modified and a bill did 
pass.

From what I understand, the Indian 
Parliament is planning on going 
through a similar process of modifying 
some provisions in their ordinance. It 
is likely that the bill will pass and be 
enacted into law, thereby affording In-
dian officials the authority to deal 
with the growing terrorist threat fac-
ing India that the normal criminal jus-
tice system could not address suffi-
ciently.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that unusual 
circumstances in the U.S. call for these 
types of measures, and the same holds 
true for India. A true parallel can be 
drawn here for the two largest and 
most vibrant democracies in the world. 
Unfortunately, both of these countries 
are now combating terrorism. 

The gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
BURTON) I think is incorrect in accus-
ing India of being repressive by enact-
ing this law. His strategy to bash India 
is clearly a pattern. It is no surprise 
that these types of statements come at 
a time when we are providing aid to 
India. There is no justification for end-
ing the limited aid that we provide to 
India, and there is no rhyme or reason 
to cutting back or putting back in 
place the sanctions against India that 
should have been lifted a long time 
ago.

My point, Mr. Speaker, is that the 
gentleman from Indiana’s efforts to 
implement such things are simply 
wrong. We do not need to go back to 
the sanctions, and we certainly should 
not punish India for essentially doing 
the same thing that the United States 
has done in the aftermath of Sep-
tember 11. 
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U.S. SHOULD PRIORITIZE SPEND-

ING TO AVOID DEFICIT SPEND-

ING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, the question I would like to ask my 

colleagues is how much more, how 

much deeper should we go in debt in 

this country? 
The current authorized debt that we 

passed several years ago is $5,950 bil-

lion, and we were actually projecting 

just a few months ago, last May, that 

we would not have to increase the debt 

limit. Our current debt, the debt limit 

as passed by law is $5,950 billion. The 

current debt is $5,860 billion. So if we 

implement what we are talking about 

for next year’s budget, if all of the bills 

that have been passed in the House 

were implemented, then we are going 

back into deficit spending, which 

means we are going to have to increase 

the debt of this country. 
It seems to me that we should be 

budgeting in a way that every family 

has to budget, that every business has 

to budget, and that if something comes 

up that is very important we look at 

other portions of that budget that we 

might reduce in order to accommodate 

the higher priority spending. In this 

case, I would suggest, Mr. Speaker, to 

my colleagues that the higher priority 

spending is to assure security and to do 

what we can to make sure that the 

economy again comes back strong as 

quickly as possible. 
But if we do that without going into 

debt like we were some years ago, driv-

ing the debt of this country up, if you 

will, driving the mortgage that our 

kids and our grandkids are going to 

have to pay off because of our excessive 

spending, if we are not to go back into 

that kind of deficit spending, then we 

are going to have to prioritize. 
How do we prioritize? Is there some 

spending of this Congress, is there 

some pork spending, is there some 

spending that is less important than 

driving us deeper into debt? Let me 

just suggest, as we discuss economic 

stimulus packages, at what point of 

overspending that is going to result in 

higher interest rates. Overspending 

means the government has to borrow 

more money. We go into competition 

with business and individuals for that 

available money supply out there; and, 

in fact, Congress bids up interest rates 

to get what they want. So at what 

point do we decide that increased inter-

est rates are as much of a downer for 

economic recovery as maybe some 

stimulus package or some spending 

that some Members say are important 

to their economy locally? At what 

point does it balance? How much 

should we go in debt in future spend-

ing?
I would suggest to my colleagues 

that the gimmick of the lockbox that 

we passed, Democrats and Republicans 

together, was a good effort, suggestion, 

indication, that we would not go back 

to spending the Social Security sur-

plus. This year, Social Security is 

going to bring in a surplus of about $160 

billion. But the way we are going, we 

are going to spend all of that Social Se-

curity surplus. I say this is not good. I 

say that belt-tightening is called for, 

and prioritization of spending is called 

for.
So I would not only suggest to this 

Chamber but certainly to the Senate, 

certainly to the President and the ad-

ministration, to start prioritizing 

spending so that we minimize the 

amount that we are going to drive our 

kids and our grandkids into indebted-

ness that sometime, someplace, some-

how, they are going to have to pay off. 
Last May, let me just tell my col-

leagues how rapidly things have 

changed. Last May, the Congressional 

Budget Office, the CBO, estimated that 

our surplus for this 2002 fiscal year 

would be $304 billion. $304 billion sur-

plus. Now, with the bills that have 

passed the House, with the bills that 

have passed the Senate, all of them 

have not passed the Senate, but with 

all of the appropriation bills and the 

stimulus package, we are actually now 

deficit spending, spending all of the So-

cial Security surplus, spending all of 

the Medicare-Medicaid surplus and 

going back into debt, which means that 

sometime our kids are going to have to 

come up with either the increased 

taxes or the reduced living standards 

from government that we have pro-

vided to date. 

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, let me 

say that I think there are a lot of areas 

of spending that are of lesser impor-

tance, and simply because the lockbox 

has now been, if you will, broken open, 

is not the excuse to spend all kinds of 

money for all kinds of projects. 

f 

b 1645

IN SUPPORT OF INCREASED FUND-

ING FOR HOMELAND SECURITY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

PENCE). Under a previous order of the 

House, the gentleman from Rhode Is-

land (Mr. LANGEVIN) is recognized for 5 

minutes.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, yester-

day the Senate Appropriations Com-

mittee passed the defense appropria-

tions bill containing $35 billion in fund-

ing to enhance our Nation’s efforts to 

combat terrorism. 

Last week, the House missed an op-

portunity to do the same. The ranking 

member of the Committee on Appro-

priations had proposed an amendment 

to the defense appropriations act to 

add $7.2 billion for homeland security. 

Unfortunately, the rule failed to pro-

tect this amendment from a point of 

order, and the House was prevented 

from voting on one of the most impor-

tant issues facing Americans today. 

Considering the Bush administration 

issued a third terror alert on Monday, 

it is imperative that Congress act now 

to provide greater security for the 

American people. Since September 11, 

States and cities have been forced to 

dig deep into their coffers to pay for 

unexpected emergency programs. I 

have met with Rhode Island officials to 

learn how they have responded to this 

crisis and to gauge their need for addi-

tional counterterrorism and security 

improvements.

In the 6 weeks following the terrorist 

attacks, my State spent $18 million on 

homeland security and needs $56 mil-

lion more to upgrade emergency re-

sponse in public health systems. State 

and local governments have done an 

exceptional job at pinpointing and 

prioritizing areas in need of improve-

ment to ensure the safety of their citi-

zens, and Congress must act now to 

provide them with the resources that 

they require. 
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