
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH5044 June 23, 1998
and on. Mr. Speaker, I am disappointed
in what has taken place in an impor-
tant area of congressional responsibil-
ity.

f

BULLETPROOF VEST ACT

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

Mr. FOX of Pennsylania. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise tonight to congratulate the
House in its bipartisan efforts in adopt-
ing this Bulletproof Vest Act. This leg-
islation was recently signed by the
President. It was worked on by prin-
cipally the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. VISCLOSKY), the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. LOBIONDO) and others
like myself who are part of the Law
Enforcement Caucus who championed
this legislation.

There are over 300 cosponsors, Mr.
Speaker. This is a high number for any
bill in the House. And it is endorsed by
every single major law enforcement or-
ganization in the country: Fraternal
Orders of Police, the Sheriffs’ Associa-
tion, the National DA’s Association,
and rightfully so.

With 600,000 police officers in the
United States, the men and women who
represent us in municipal departments
and county police departments and
State Departments all across the coun-
try, as there are 600,000 of them, 150,000
or 25 percent do not have the bullet-
proof vests which are so important to
make sure that we ensure the safety
and security of all of our police offi-
cers.

So under this bill, the Bulletproof
Vest Act, $25 million will be designated
as part of the Federal budget in a
matching program, 50/50, with Federal
and local contribution, making sure
that all of those 150,000 officers will
now have a vest.

We want to make sure in the United
States that having a bulletproof vest
will be as standard as having a police
shield for every one of our police offi-
cers. I know that from our own district
attorney where I come from Montgom-
ery, Pennsylvania, Mike Barino said it
was the most important bill of the
105th Congress, that we pass this legis-
lation.

So I am pleased that President Clin-
ton has joined the House and Senate in
agreeing that this bill is important and
has just signed it into law.

We do not have to look to the officer
of my hometown Abington township,
Joe Dalton, who in 1992 was, in fact,
working on a case with many other of-
ficers from other departments in appre-
hending a fugitive who had committed
a bank robbery and then proceeded in a
high-speed chase through several coun-
ties, townships, and municipalities
only to keep the police at bay.

Frankly, when the case was continu-
ing, Mr. Dalton, trying to apprehend
the defendant, was shot at point-blank
range. Had he not been wearing his bul-
letproof vest, we would have gone to a

cemetery and funeral the next day. But
as such, because he had the bulletproof
vest, we are much richer, and the coun-
try is more safe in knowing that people
like Joe Dalton can continue to serve
his community and our country.

So I am very pleased to thank the
House for its efforts and look forward
to working on other important law en-
forcement and crime prevention legis-
lation as we continue this 105th Con-
gress.

f

UNITED STATES ECONOMY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. NEUMANN) is recognized for
60 minutes as the designee of the ma-
jority leader.

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
tonight to encourage my colleagues to
take a deep breath and slow down, be-
cause things are happening very, very
fast out here. When things start hap-
pening very, very fast in Washington,
D.C., what happens is we lose track and
we lose sight of what is going on; and
the next thing you know, the tax-
payers’ money starts disappearing like
it has done for a generation out here,
and it starts disappearing very, very
fast.

When this gets out of control, when
spending gets out of control in this
city, when we forget what had hap-
pened before 1995, we quickly get to a
point where the idea of reducing taxes
or paying off debt or restoring Social
Security become impossibilities.

So I rise tonight, and I have not done
this presentation in quite some time,
but I think it is important, I think it is
very important that we remember
where it is we are at in this Nation;
and that, even though we have come a
long way, we have still got some prob-
lems facing our country.

This first chart that I brought with
me tonight shows that the debt from
1960 to 1980 did not grow very much.
But from 1980 forward, this debt has
grown right off the wall. Although we
made some good progress on it, now we
need to remember that, even when we
get to a balanced budget, we are here
in this picture, and it is still a very,
very, very serious problem facing our
Nation. When we start talking about
spending bills in this community, we
cannot let ourselves lose sight of the
fact that we are still deeply in debt.

For those that have not seen the
number, we are currently $51⁄2 trillion
in debt. The number looks like this. It
is 5,500, and then it has three, six, nine
more zeros after that. It is a huge,
huge number.

I used to teach math, and I tried to
translate this number so it would mean
something to an average person watch-
ing this presentation and to my col-
leagues. If you take that number, 51⁄2
trillion, and you divide it by the num-
ber of people in the United States of
America, if every, man, woman, and
child in the United States were going

to pay off just their share of this debt,
it would be $20,400 for every man,
woman, and child in the United States
of America.

For a family of five like mine, I have
got three kids, and of course my wife
at home, they have literally borrowed
$102,000 and again basically over the
last 15 years.

Let me put that another way. In this
community, they have made the deci-
sion to spend $102,000 for every family
of five more than they collected in
taxes basically over the last 15 years.

The kicker is this bottom number
down here, because, you see, this is not
just funny money in Washington, D.C.
They have to pay interest on this
money. The average family of five in
the United States of America today is
paying $580 a month every month to do
absolutely nothing but pay the interest
on this Federal debt.

When we think about the mess that
we have been given or what has hap-
pened in this country, in this legacy
that we are about to pass on to the
next generation, it is this idea that we
are paying this $580 a month; that
money belongs out there in the fami-
lies. It should be the American people’s
money. When somebody goes to work
to earn that money, it is their money.
We should not be using it to pay inter-
est on this debt that has been run up.

A lot of people go, well, shoot, that is
not me. I do not have to worry about
it. I do not have to pay $580 a month in
taxes, so it is not me. The reality of
this is that, when you look at what you
do in society, when you go in the store
and buy a loaf of bread, when you buy
your kids a pair of shoes, the store
owner makes a profit selling the pair of
shoes or selling that loaf of bread; or at
least we hope they do, because if they
do not, they are going out of business.

When they make a profit selling that
loaf of bread or selling that pair of
shoes, part of that profit gets sent out
here to Washington D.C. in taxes. In
fact, every group of five people in the
United States of America, every family
of five or every group of five is in fact
paying $580 a month one way or an-
other to allow the interest on this debt
to be paid.

When I came out here in 1995, when I
was first elected, I came out of the pri-
vate sector. I came out to this office,
the first office I ever held of public of-
fice. In the private sector, I was a home
builder. I started as a math teacher,
and then we started a business in the
basement of our home. We wound up
building 120 homes a year, providing
about 250 job opportunities here in
America. It is really what our country
is all about.

When I came out here, I came out
here with an idea. I came out here with
the idea, if we could get government
spending under control, we could fix
this problem. That idea was very dif-
ferent than the people that were here
before.

What I brought with me is a chart
that shows the old Gramm–Rudman-
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Hollings and the promises that were
made. The only reason I got elected in
the first place is because all of these
problems that were made; 1985,
Gramm–Rudman-Hollings the first
time. In 1987, when they could not
make it in the 1985 bill, they fixed it.
In 1990, they promised the American
people a balanced budget again. They
promised the balanced budget, and
promised it and promised it and prom-
ised it, and they did not do it.

b 1830
This is just one picture. This is the

Gramm-Rudman bill of 1987. This blue
line shows what they said they were
going to do. The red line shows where
the deficit went. They kept making
these promises and breaking these
promises and the American people got
more and more and more upset with
what was happening in this institution.
Finally they got to 1993. They realized
that this problem had to be fixed. So
the decision that was made out here in
this community looking at this chart
is that the right solution was to raise
the taxes on the American people.

Just think about this. We got to 1993,
they had broken the Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings promise of 1985, of 1987, the
budget deal of 1990, now they were
going to promise a balanced budget by
reaching into the pockets of the Amer-
ican taxpayers and getting more
money out here to Washington D.C.

What did they do? Well, they raised
the gasoline tax. They raised the tax
on senior citizens on their Social Secu-
rity benefits. They raised taxes. The
American people rejected that vision.
And in 1995 they sent a new group of
people out here. They said, ‘‘We don’t
want this done by raising taxes. We
want this done by controlling spend-
ing.’’ We laid a plan into place out here
in 1995 to get to a balanced budget,
also.

This blue line shows what we were
going to do. We promised a balanced
budget by the year 2002. Well, the
American people looked at that and
said, ‘‘Yeah, sure, I’ll believe it when I
see it.’’ Frankly I do not blame them a
bit. If it was me, I would have had the
same reaction. But the reality is that
we are now 3 years into that plan. Not
only are we on track but notice where
the red line is in the bottom picture
versus the red line in the top picture.
We are not only on track to balancing
the budget but in fact we are going to
run a surplus for the first time since
1969 in 1998. It is the first time in a gen-
eration, nearly 30 years, that the
United States Government has actu-
ally taken in more money than what it
wrote out in checks in a given year.

That is good news on the surface. But
I think as we go further in this, we
need to understand what it is that has
led us to this point and what the pres-
sures are that are causing us to go
away from it as we fight back day after
day in this city the urge to spend more
money.

The reason we have reached this
point is shown in this picture. We have

had good economies between 1969 and
today. When we have had good econo-
mies, that means more money flows
into Washington because people make
higher profit and higher salaries, and,
of course, then they pay more taxes.
Every time we have had a good econ-
omy between 1969 and today, Washing-
ton simply spent the extra money. But
this Congress has been different.
Spending was growing at 5.2 percent
per year when we got here. But in the
face of this strong economy, instead of
having spending grow at a faster rate,
we got our arms around spending and
we slowed the growth rate of Washing-
ton spending to a point where it was
only going up at 3.2. In fact, we have
actually done better this year. It only
went up by 2.6 this year, the first year
in a long time that we have actually
seen spending growth in Washington
under the rate of inflation.

So what is really going on out here?
It is not draconian cuts that people
have been told about, but what has
happened is that instead of Washington
spending going up at twice the rate of
inflation, this Congress has got their
arms around it and simply slowed the
growth rate of Washington spending to
the rate of inflation. It is that slowing
of the growth rate of Washington
spending, it is this distance between
here and here, that has both got us to
a balanced budget and put us in a posi-
tion to cut taxes for the first time in 16
years.

Let me just go through a couple of
the tax cuts so it is clear what has hap-
pened. Again it is very, very important
that my colleagues slow down in this
community, take a deep breath, and re-
member that if we just keep the lid on
spending, we can keep doing the good
things like balancing the budget, start-
ing to pay down debt, restoring the So-
cial Security system, and, of course,
lowering the tax burden on the Amer-
ican people.

The tax cuts that have been passed,
last year we reduced capital gains from
28 to 20 percent. If you are a family
with children under the age of 17, for
each child in that family under the age
of 17, you are now able to keep $400 per
child more in your own home to spend
as you see fit instead of sending it
here. If you have got a college student,
it is up to a $1,500 tax credit. Let me
slow down and translate that into what
that really means.

We have some friends back home in
Janesville, Wisconsin. They have two
kids at home and one is a freshman in
college. They are a middle-income fam-
ily, about a $50,000 a year family. For
the two kids at home, next year they
will reduce their taxes by $400 and $400
or $800 total; and for their freshman in
college they will get a college tuition
credit of $1,500. That family of five lit-
erally gets to keep $2,300 in their home
instead of sending it to Washington,
D.C. I think that is a significant move
forward for our country. That is all
pretty good stuff.

I would like to talk about some of
the problems that we still have really

staring us in the face. I would like to
bring the Social Security issue to the
forefront because there has been a lot
of discussion on Social Security and
how it impacts the budget and is there
really a surplus or are we using the So-
cial Security money to make the sur-
plus. There has been a lot of this dis-
cussion going on. I would like to make
it as clear as possible as we look at the
Social Security system.

This year if you look at your pay-
check, Social Security is going to be
paid to Washington, D.C. Washington is
collecting about $480 billion out of the
taxpayers’ paychecks. They are bring-
ing that $480 billion out here to Wash-
ington. They are writing out checks to
our senior citizens of about $382 billion.
If you think about this for a second, if
you have $480 in your checkbook and
you write out a check for $382, you
would have $98 left over. That is Social
Security. They have $480 billion com-
ing in, $382 billion going out, and they
have got $98 billion then left over.

The idea is this. It is not any dif-
ferent than it would be in virtually any
home across America. This extra
money coming in is supposed to go into
a savings account. We all know the
baby boom generation is rapidly head-
ing toward retirement. There are a lot
of us. Since there are so many people
in the baby boom generation, there will
not be enough money coming in to
make good on the Social Security pay-
ments. Again if we look at this chart,
the money in is 480, the money out is
382. When the baby boom generation
gets there, those two numbers turn
around and there would be more money
going out and not enough money com-
ing in. The idea is that this extra
money coming in today is supposed to
be in a savings account, and then when
the numbers turn around, you go to the
savings account, get the money and
make good on Social Security.

It is funny that when I am in town
hall meetings and I ask the question,
‘‘Now, Washington has this extra $98
billion. What do you suppose Washing-
ton is doing with the $98 billion?’’ Ev-
erybody in the town hall meeting says,
‘‘They’re spending it.’’ In fact, that is
exactly right.

Washington takes that money, if you
think of this center circle as a big gov-
ernment checkbook, they take that $98
billion, they put it in the big govern-
ment checkbook, they spend every-
thing out of the big government check-
book, and, of course, since there is
nothing left they cannot write a check
out to the pension fund, to the Social
Security fund, so at the end of the year
they simply write an IOU so they do
not have to write a check out of their
checkbook. That is wrong. That prac-
tice needs to be stopped.

It is important to understand that
when people in Washington are talking
about a surplus, they are talking about
this circle over here. The $98 billion is
in the checkbook and when they write
out all the checks but not a check to
the Social Security trust fund, if there
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is some money left they call that a sur-
plus. The good news is that we are cur-
rently in surplus in an amount that it
is actually more than enough to write
the check down here to the Social Se-
curity trust fund. That is the first time
in a generation.

We have introduced legislation out
here, it is called the Social Security
Preservation Act, it is H.R. 857. It is
pretty straightforward. I think it is
pretty commonsense stuff. It simply
says that the money collected for So-
cial Security, that $98 billion surplus,
it goes directly into the Social Secu-
rity trust fund. If that does not seem
like Einstein kind of stuff to any of my
colleagues or any of the folks that
might be watching this tonight, it real-
ly is not, because in the private sector
where I come from, if I would have
bought a new car instead of putting the
money in the pension fund and then
wrote an IOU to the pension fund for
my employees, they would have ar-
rested me for doing it. Any executive of
any company in America that is re-
sponsible for a pension fund cannot
spend the money to buy a new execu-
tive car and then write an IOU to the
pension fund. You have to put real
money in the pension fund in any com-
pany in America, and certainly any
hard-working American would expect
that the pension fund actually has
money in it. This legislation is called
the Social Security Preservation Act.
It is very straightforward. It simply
says put the money down and into the
Social Security trust fund.

Let us talk about tax cuts for a
minute. Let us talk about the oppor-
tunity to have additional tax cuts for
American people. Because there has
been a lot of discussion that some peo-
ple want to use this Social Security
surplus for either tax cuts or new
Washington spending. That is unac-
ceptable. The Social Security trust
fund money belongs in the Social Secu-
rity trust fund. What if, however, in
the general fund, without the Social
Security money, there was some
money left in the big government
checkbook? If there is money left in
the general fund, independent of Social
Security, or if Washington could find
some wasteful government spending
that they could get rid of, certainly
that is where the opportunity to reduce
taxes further comes.

I would like to go to that issue, be-
cause what is really at the heart of this
thing is if we can find wasteful Wash-
ington spending, we can eliminate the
wasteful Washington spending and sim-
ply return that money to the hard-
working people that earn the tax dol-
lars before they send them out to
Washington. That is how you get the
tax cuts.

Could you do $100 billion of tax cuts?
Yes. Could you do $200 billion of tax
cuts or even more? Yes. The trick to
this thing is understanding that there
are two separate accounts here. One is
the big government checkbook and one
is the Social Security. Government

ought to leave their hands off the So-
cial Security money. But if we have
got a surplus up here in the general
fund, that ought to either be returned
to the American people or used to pay
off debt.

A lot of people say, ‘‘Well, look, you
guys, you have been out there for 3
years, all of the government waste is
gone and certainly you can’t still find
some wasteful government spending.’’ I
am going to go into that by entering
into a little discussion on our audit.

Mr. Speaker, I see the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA) has
joined me. I would be happy to yield to
him.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. As an introduction
to I think where you are headed and
what you want to talk about is a GAO
report.

Just to give a little bit of back-
ground, I think you know that we have
been working on a project which we
call the American Worker at a Cross-
roads. It parallels an activity that we
have which is Education at a Cross-
roads. For the last 6 to 8 months, we
have had a special group of people tak-
ing a look at what is going on in the
American workplace and taking a look
at the appropriateness of American
labor law. Another thing that we asked
the staff to do is we said, ‘‘Take a look
at our spending in the Labor Depart-
ment.’’

The Labor Department gets about 29
to $30 billion a year, of which about $12
billion is discretionary, meaning that
you and I every year have to vote on
where that money is going to be spent
and approve it on an annual basis. The
staff got together. They met with the
different departments within the Labor
Department. They had staff interviews.
They went to a number of different
agencies to get a handle on where this
$12 billion goes.

After a period of time we were re-
viewing this, and they said, ‘‘Pete,
we’ve got a problem. We’ve taken a
look at the $12 billion of spending,
we’ve met with the Labor Department,
we’ve talked to a lot of different peo-
ple, and we can only account for about
75 to 80 percent. Nobody can tell us
where 100 percent of this money goes.’’

It is kind of like, ‘‘Whoa.’’ This is 3
to $4 billion a year that nobody really
knows where it goes. This is not talk-
ing about effectiveness or efficiency or
anything like that. ‘‘They just cannot
tell us, Mr. Hoekstra, this money goes
to this department for this agency to
do this thing, and these are the people
who receive the money.’’

So we said, ‘‘Let’s call the General
Accounting Office.’’ We called the Gen-
eral Accounting Office. They came
over, because I thought maybe I got
the wrong staff. I mean, how can you
not know where 3 or $4 billion goes?

Mr. NEUMANN. How much is 3 or $4
billion? It is $300,000,000,000. This is a
big number.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. The company I used
to work for, it was always the fifth

year of our annual plan, we would be a
billion-dollar company. They finally
reached it a couple of years after I left
there. But a billion-dollar company
makes the Fortune 500 list. There are
probably about 270, 280 on the Fortune
500 list. A billion-dollar company em-
ploys, at least in the industry that I
was in, employs somewhere in the
neighborhood of 5 to 6, 7,000 people, not
counting the people who distributed
the products, not counting the people
who supplied to our company. A billion
dollars is a big number.

Mr. NEUMANN. Would it be fair to
say when we look at the Labor Depart-
ment, they are missing $3 billion, and
if we could cut out that part where
they cannot find any, we could apply
that $3 billion to tax reductions to the
American people?

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I think that is
right. I think this leads to where you
are going. We then called in the Gen-
eral Accounting Office. I had my staff
there. I said, ‘‘We’ve got a problem. I
think we have a problem. We’ve taken
a look at the Labor Department. We’ve
taken a look at their discretionary
spending. We have met with the Labor
Department. We can’t account for
about 3 to $4 billion.’’

The response from GAO was, ‘‘Yeah.’’
It is kind of like, ‘‘What do you

mean, yeah?″
It is kind of like, ‘‘Well, what’s the

problem?″
‘‘Well, we can’t find 3 to $4 billion.

They can’t tell us where it went. We’d
like to know who got the money, what
they were going to do with it, and
whether they actually accomplished
the goal and the objectives that we had
set here from Congress.’’

They said, ‘‘Well, we’re actually com-
pleting a report, and we’re not sur-
prised that you can’t find 3 to $4 bil-
lion. We can’t find it, either.’’

It is kind of like, ‘‘Oh?″
They said, ‘‘This is not just a Labor

Department problem. When our report
gets issued, you will find that this
problem crosses all the different Cabi-
net posts here in Washington.’’

b 1845

Mr. NEUMANN. Reclaiming my time,
I want to show you why that is, be-
cause again I come from the private
sector, and having run a business, I
really thought when I got out here that
I was going to find, and these are each
account numbers in the government.
The national defense, for example, is
050, and international affairs is 150. I
really thought what I was going to find
is somebody responsible for the money
being spent in the national Defense De-
partment, so I thought what we would
do is go talk to the folks that were re-
sponsible for the money in the 050 cat-
egory, the national defense committee,
and they would actually be responsible
for spending that money. So I expected
a chart to look kind of like this where
we had a category and then somebody
actually responsible for spending the
money.
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Well, I took some time and I put to-

gether what it actually looks like out
here. Here is what it actually looks
like. There is no account that has a
particular responsibility across. The
lines are all crisscrossing all over the
place, and since there are so many dif-
ferent lines for this thing to go to, no-
body really knows where the money is
going to, and of course that is exactly
what led to the GAO report that you
got in your hands.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. If the gentleman
would yield, I think when we have been
out here before, because we are also, we
are going to be issuing a report in July
that was initiated before we started
the Labor Department, because I have
also got oversight responsibility for
the education department. And I think
you may remember over the last year,
you know, your spaghetti chart that
shows all these lines crisscrossing.

We came up with the same thing in
education because we wanted to take a
look and say who really has respon-
sibility for helping kids in Washington
and helping kids get a good education.
That is, I am not debating the point
whether we can actually do that in
Washington. I am just saying, who in
Washington believes that it is their re-
sponsibility? Where is this coordi-
nated? We asked the Executive Branch.

We said, ‘‘How many education pro-
grams are there?’’ Tabulated them up,
we went to GAO, we went to the Con-
gressional Research Service. About 760
different education programs.

Mr. NEUMANN. Just for a second,
when you have got 760 different edu-
cation programs run by the United
States Government.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. That is right.
Mr. NEUMANN. Along with every

one of those 760 is a huge bureaucracy
to run the program, and what is hap-
pening is the bureaucrats are getting
the money that is supposed to be in the
schools helping our kids.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. That is right.
Mr. NEUMANN. And how much

would you say out of every dollar?
Mr. HOEKSTRA. Well, we have cal-

culated that because the other, you
know, the train of thought is 760, and
the first thing is hallelujah, that is
why we got an education department,
so that we can take these programs
and run them through one place, be-
cause that is what I would think: Edu-
cation; education programs. Put them
in one place.

Thirty-nine different agencies. Many
were programs that sound very, very
similar.

So, as we have taken a look at it, as
the gentleman has asked, as we have
gone around and we have taken a look,
where does the money really make a
difference? The money makes a dif-
ference when it is in the hands of a
teacher in a classroom directly benefit-
ing a child. The bureaucrats do not
help the child one bit.

So when a dollar comes from Wiscon-
sin or a dollar comes from Michigan for
education and goes to Washington, we

are estimating that about 60 to 70 cents
gets back to a child, gets back to a
teacher, gets back to a classroom.
Thirty to 40 cents gets eaten up in this,
you know, bureaucracy maze here, and
we know that the dollar has to get to
the child if it is going to make a dif-
ference.

So I mean when we talk about re-
forming education, and we are going to
talk about some other things, we can
get lots more dollars to the child in the
classroom without spending any more
money in Washington. All we have to
say is we are going to do it different,
we are going to take the money, we are
not going to feed a bureaucratic ma-
chine. We are going to get the money
to a teacher and to a child and to a
classroom, and the money is going to
be there, and we are going to have
some proposals, we are making them
up tomorrow in committee, to start
doing that. It is only $3 billion, only $3
billion.

Mr. NEUMANN. I was just going to
object.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Yes, only $3 billion
out of, you know, the $40 to $50 billion
that the Education Department spends
every year, but, you know, we are
starting, and we are going to take it
and we are going to put it into oppor-
tunity grants, which says we are going
to get the money to a child and we are
not going to give it to a bureaucrat.

Mr. NEUMANN. Just reclaiming my
time, I cannot help but point out that
the great State of Wisconsin is out in
front of the country again on this
issue, as they were with welfare reform
under Governor Tommy Thompson.
They are now out in front in terms of
having parents have the opportunity to
choose where their children go to
school, what they are taught and how
it is taught.

Wisconsin just passed school choice,
and of course it is going to be run
much like a Pell grant system. I know
even in some of the parochial schools
there is a lot of concern with the
school choice topic, but when we stop
and think about it, the United States
Government already gives college
scholarships called Pell grants even to
students that are attending teacher
and pastor training schools in a Chris-
tian education center.

So the idea that the government
could possibly give these scholarships,
like Pell grants, without attaching
strings is something we are already
doing at the college level, and it is now
just a matter of expanding that pro-
gram down so it applies to secondary
and eventually K–12 education.

I look forward to it. I think it is a
good move forward for Wisconsin. And
you know the survey that we just
looked at, there were 12,000 teenagers
looked at, and they found the single
most important thing for crime, for
teen smoking, teen pregnancy, for drug
use and for education, most important
for education, parental involvement
with their student. Parental involve-
ment with that teenager is the single

most important thing that we can pos-
sibly do to bring our kids and bring our
education level back up in this coun-
try, and I sincerely hope that we figure
out how at the national level to allow
some of the same things to happen that
have happened in Wisconsin.

I do want to jump to a couple of
these others because this audit is
something the American people should
hear about.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. If the gentleman
could yield for just a second.

Mr. NEUMANN. Go ahead.
Mr. HOEKSTRA. And, as we go

through this audit, I just want to let
the gentleman from Wisconsin know
that for the last year and a half we
have gone through this process at the
education department, we have gone
through this process at the Labor De-
partment, we have gone through this
process at the Corporation for National
Service where we have audited them or
we, you know, found out. We have done
this for the National Endowment for
the Arts, and it is very, very consist-
ent. The money does not get to the
places that it is intended to go, that we
are not making the difference.

So anybody who believes, even if we
agreed with every mission that the
Federal Government has taken on, and
I think you and I probably do not nec-
essarily agree that everything the Fed-
eral Government is doing is something
that the Federal Government ought to
be doing, but even if you agreed with
every mission that Washington has as-
sumed today, there is no doubt in my
mind that there is a lot of waste, fraud
and abuse in the system, that we could
deliver better results with the money
that we have today and at the same
time deliver a tax cut back to the
American people. We can do it in the
Education Department, we can do it in
the Labor Department, we can do it in
the Corporation for National Service,
and I think the gentleman is going to
share some other examples with me.

But we have done this work here on
the House side. We have got the back-
ground and the data that backs up ex-
actly what this GAO study is going to
show.

Mr. NEUMANN. And I think that is
the point of this whole discussion. We
can do tax cuts without touching the
Social Security money. There is abso-
lutely no reason in the world that this
government should take the money
coming in from Social Security and use
it for tax cuts or anything else. That
money belongs in the Social Security
Trust Fund, but that does not mean we
cannot do tax cuts. There is so much
waste, fraud and abuse to go out.

I want to again slow down a little bit
and just make sure everybody under-
stands what an audit is.

Again, I come out of the private sec-
tor. We ran our company, and I will
never forget the first time that we
wanted to borrow money in a bank, and
the bank said you have to have an
audit first. And I went: ‘‘What’s an
audit?’’
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And they said, ‘‘Well, an accountant

has got to come in, and they got to
look at your books, and they got to ac-
tually make sure that the money you
say you’re spending to build that house
is actually being spent on, the money,
on the house that you say you are
building. And not only that, they
would like to know that the revenue
that you say you’re getting from the
sale of that house is actually enough to
cover the money that you spent on
that house.’’

So what happens is an accountant
comes in and he looks at all your home
sales over the course of the year, and
he pulls out one or two, or she pulls out
one or two or three of them. So if you
are selling 120 homes a year, they pull
out maybe a half dozen total, and they
really go through them with a fine-
toothed comb to actually make sure
that the drywall check that went out
for $3,200 actually went to the drywall
company and not my rich uncle some-
place or whatever.

They actually double check to see
that what you say happened in your
books actually happened, and that
when you get to the bottom line the
money in and the money out is actu-
ally what you reported on your taxes,
and hopefully if the bank is going to
lend you money, it made a profit, be-
cause if you do not make a profit you
are going bankrupt.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. If the gentleman
would yield for just a second, it is no
different than what happens to an indi-
vidual when they go apply for a mort-
gage.

Mr. NEUMANN. Exactly.
Mr. HOEKSTRA. The bank will go

and they will verify, they will want to
be able to verify your income, they will
want to verify the balances on the
other loans that you have outstanding,
they will want to verify that what you
want to buy is actually worth the
amount that you want to borrow, and
they will audit your records.

Mr. NEUMANN. The difference be-
tween a personal audit, though, and a
company audit or between a personal
audit and this government audit is, in
a personal audit when you going to buy
a house they verify virtually every-
thing. And I just like to make the
point that when they went through
this government audit, they pulled out
a random sampling to do these
lookings. So these examples that I
have got here of what they found in the
audit, it is not like they audited the
entire Navy and looked for every ship
the Navy had. They pulled out a lim-
ited number.

As a matter of fact, this first one I
got a picture of here, they pulled out 79
ships. They could not find 21 out of 79
ships that were supposed to be avail-
able. Just think about this for a
minute. The Navy says these ships are
there and they are waiting to be used.
They are called inactive status at this
point. Seventy-nine of these ships are
supposed to be there. They went look-
ing for these things. They could not
find 21.

I mean we are not talking about a
rubber ducky here in a bathtub. We are
talking about a naval ship that they
could not find. Think about what that
means if there were ever a serious con-
flict in this Nation.

That is just one. Let me keep going a
little bit.

The Air Force reported that they had
this C–130 transport plane, and this is
important to understand what this is,
and I want to emphasize that this is a
statement of concern for the well-being
of our young men and women in uni-
form because just think about this for
a minute:

If we were to enter into some sort of
military conflict and this C–130 is sup-
posed to be out there, and a C–130 is
what they use to move troops around.
So you now have these troops in a con-
flict situation, and we are supposed to
take this C–130, and we are supposed to
haul more troops up there so that they
can be reinforced and not get overrun
and literally injured, hurt or injured or
killed.

Well, they went looking for this C–
130, and it turns out it was destroyed
back in 1994. It is almost inconceivable
to me that you have a C–130, a trans-
port plane for moving troops around,
on your records as available, and you
go looking for the thing and you can-
not find it.

There is more. This one is really
scary.

We are supposed to have a missile
launcher, and if you do not recognize
what this is, this is what you launch a
series of missiles off of. They could not
find the missile launcher.

Now since they think they have
found it, but we have not verified at
this point that they found the right
one, and again it is so important to un-
derstand how significant this is to the
safety and well-being of our men and
women in uniform.

But it was not just the military, and
I want to make that very clear.

This is the Department of Energy,
and what you see here is a Hewitt
Packard 3000 corporate business server,
weighs 825 pounds, 825 pounds. The
thing is 5 feet 21⁄2 inches wide, 3 feet
deep. I mean this is a huge piece of
equipment. So they went looking for
this $141,000 computer, and they could
not find the computer either.

It did not stop there. We dug into
this audit, and again coming from the
private sector, I took some time to
really start going through, and this
caught my attention obviously. And
you know this whole concept that
there is no waste in the government
and there is no more room for improve-
ment in this government, that is ridic-
ulous. We have got a long ways to go to
get this place straightened out, but
when I started digging into this some
more, I would just like to read a few
excerpts.

We had the GAO prepare a special re-
port for my audit. This is what they
said about Medicare. Now think about
this number, and then think about the

Medicare attacks last year. This is
what they say on Medicare regarding
improper payments: $23 billion, for rea-
sons ranging from inadvertent mis-
takes to outright fraud and abuse, $23
billion missing out of one agency.

Let me translate into English.
Mr. HOEKSTRA. If the gentleman

would yield for just a second, of course
the way we calculate here in Washing-
ton, I am sure that is $23 billion over 5
years.

Mr. NEUMANN. No, sir, that is $23
billion in a single year. That is almost
$100 for every man, woman and child in
the whole United States of America, to
put this in perspective. You know we
throw these billions around like basi-
cally speaking that $1 billion is $4 per
person. This is nearly $100 for every
man, woman and child in the United
States of America that is gone, for rea-
sons ranging from inadvertent mis-
takes to outright fraud and abuse in
one single agency.

But listen to this one. If anybody out
there is not concerned with these pic-
tures, listen to this. This is what the
Air Force Logistics System found, and
again now I am quoting word for word
from the report that they sent back to
my office. Three databases included in
the Air Force’s central logistics system
contained discrepancies on the equip-
ment, on the number of assets on hand,
including ground-launched and air-
launched cruise missiles, aircraft and
helicopters.

Let me translate that into English.
They went into the Pentagon, they
looked at their central logistics system
to try and figure out how many of
these missiles they were supposed to
have. When they went out in the field
to find them, the number they found
versus the number they were supposed
to have was different numbers.

Let me read this one again, because
of all of these things, this one scares
the living daylights out of me.

Three databases included in the Air
Force’s central logistics system con-
tained discrepancies on equipment, on
the number of assets on hand, includ-
ing ground-launched and air-launched
cruise missiles.

b 1900

When you really go looking for this
stuff, they cannot even find the air-
launched and ground-launched Cruise
Missiles.

Let me give you one more, and I
know the gentleman from Michigan
would like to jump in on this. The For-
est Service, and again we have talked
about the Air Force, we have talked
about the Navy, we have talked about
the Energy Department, we have
talked about Medicare and the Air
Force again. Let me give you another
one. Here is Forest Service. The Forest
Service could not determine for what
purposes it spent $215 million.

When we look at this government
and we look at the tax rate on the
American people, and then we go into
this sort of thing and we find out what
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a mixed-up state of affairs we have out
here, it is very, very clear to me that
if they get their act together to a point
where they actually know what they
have and know where the money is
going to, we can clearly find enough
ways to reduce the tax burden on the
American worker and accomplish all
three of our goals, and that is leaving
the government’s hands off of Social
Security, reduced taxes, and start pay-
ing down the Federal debt. But the way
you do that is you go after these waste-
ful government programs.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I think the gen-
tleman is exactly right. When we have
taken a look at the Education Depart-
ment and when we have taken a look
at the Labor Department, they cannot
find or tell us where all the money
went, and then we come back and we
ask them specifically on program-by-
program, give us some indication as to
whether we are achieving the kind of
results, the kind of effectiveness that
we would like to have, and there are no
benchmarks. We cannot go in and say
this is what we are trying to do and
these are the kinds of results that we
are getting, so that the money we are
actually spending is actually making a
difference.

So you are identifying, I think, some
pretty scary stuff, because you are
again identifying, we could not know
where the money is going, so that is al-
most an immediate savings that you
could identify that says if we do not
know where the money is going, we
cannot be getting a whole lot of results
for it.

Then the second thing is you can
overlay that even when we know where
the money is being spent, we do not
know the kind of results that we are
getting. So if you put that in the con-
text of the Labor Department, we do
not know where 25 percent of the
money goes, and for 75 percent we do
not know whether we are getting the
kind of results we want to have.

In education we are spending $100 bil-
lion a year. We know that a good por-
tion of that money stays with bureau-
crats and bureaucracies, so that we
know that that is not helping kids. And
then you take a look the money that is
actually filtering down with the
strings that are attached to it. And,
again, it may be a barrier to a local
school, a teacher doing what they feel
they need to do in their classroom, be-
cause the money comes and tells them
what to do. So, again, we do not have
an idea as to how effective those dol-
lars are.

Mr. NEUMANN. I think it is very im-
portant in this discussion that we point
out there is something being done
about this. I would just like to walk
you through what has happened so far,
since we found this, and where we are
going next with this thing.

I have to tell you, if this was my
home building company and the person
responsible for building 79 homes
walked in my office and said, ‘‘Mark, I
have good news for you; I found all but

21 of the 79 homes we built last year,’’
I have to tell you, I would not have the
patience for what we are proposing in
this legislation.

But when I proposed the legislation
and we had our first hearing, we start
hearing people concerned that we have
gone too far here.

So let me say what has already been
done. We brought a resolution to the
floor stating this should have con-
sequences to each one of the 24 agen-
cies. That was relatively easy, because
when you say ‘‘consequence,’’ nobody
is hurt because nobody knows what
consequences are.

We have gone the next step and I
have written a piece of legislation, and
here is what it does. It says in each one
of the 234 agencies, we are going to
identify the group of people responsible
for knowing where the money is com-
ing from and knowing where the money
is going to and knowing where the
equipment is. So we are going to iden-
tify the people who are actually re-
sponsible for the information contained
in these audits.

We are going to give them 12 months.
At the end of 12 months, if they cannot
pass an audit, that group of people is
going to have to find something else to
do with their lives other than work for
the United States Government. Also
the agency will at that point lose 5 per-
cent of their funding.

Now, the idea behind this proposal is
twofold. First, we would like to iden-
tify the people responsible and actually
place responsibility on someone, in-
stead of saying it is that agency over
there with no face attached to it. We
with like to point out specifically who
it is with responsibility for it.

We would like to also empower those
people to have the people at the agency
work with them to solve the problem.
So we want to go at this, and, under-
stand, they have already had four years
in this whole thing. The bill started
four years ago. So they have had four
years already to bring the thing up to
speed.

So when we say 12 months, what we
are really saying is, we do not want to
be heartless about this and go, you are
fired tomorrow, although maybe that
is what I would do in my own company.
You have 12 months to get your act to-
gether. You specifically have the re-
sponsibility for it, and, if you are not
successful, not only are you going to
have consequences, but the agency
itself should expect to have 5 percent of
their funding withheld.

Now, what that should do is get the
employees and the agency to work with
the people responsible for straighten-
ing this mess out to a point where we
actually can track the money that is
going through, and not only track the
money going through, but also track
the assets of a particular agency.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. If the gentleman
will yield, we are doing some of the
same types of things in the whole area
of education. You start with a resolu-
tion, kind of like what you said, there

will be consequences. In the education
area we set a goal.

We said that as a Republican Con-
ference, or as a House, we passed a res-
olution here saying we want 95 cents of
every education dollar to reach the
classroom.

Tomorrow in committee, we are
going to be working on a dollars-to-
the-classroom piece of legislation,
which is going to take a number of pro-
grams and put them into opportunity
grants so that the dollars now flow to
the classroom, flow to the child, rather
than flowing through bureaucracy.

So we are making progress in moving
along, in getting at these issues. So it
is not just an issue of hey, look, it is
broke. It is broke. We are working at
constructively going after these prob-
lems, identifying why they have come
up, how we can fix them, and now we
are going through the legislative proc-
ess of actually making a difference and
changing the way things work in Wash-
ington.

Mr. NEUMANN. I just want to keep
coming back to that point. The key
here is as we eliminate this waste, it
provides us with the dollars necessary
to reduce the tax burden on the Amer-
ican people, while, at the same time,
leaving our hands off of Social Secu-
rity, which is what the Social Security
Preservation Act does, and, at the
same time, starting to make some pay-
ments on the Federal debt.

This is the bright optimistic vision
for the future, a debt-free America for
our children, Social Security restored
for our senior citizens, and a lower tax
burden on the American people.

I see that my good friend Mr. KING-
STON has joined us.

Mr. KINGSTON. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. I have been listen-
ing with much interest on what you
two have been doing on this, and I
know you have been at it for many
years and making progress. One of the
things we have come across on the
Committee on Appropriations, as you
know, is plain out inefficiency, which
is what this is, and the biggest example
that we hear the most complaints
about is the IRS.

One of the examples that was testi-
fied is the IRS went into a restaurant
in New York, asked the patrons to
leave, put down their forks and knives,
leave, because the restaurant was be-
hind in their payroll taxes. A month
later it was proven that it was a mis-
take.

So what does the IRS do? They say
gee, whiz, we are sorry. Think about
that in the private sector, if you had
somebody in charge of enforcing a law,
a rule or whatever, in your company,
and they blew it, just completely blew
it.

We are on the verge of passing a bill
in on the IRS which is similar to the
legislation you are working on for an
intangible efficiency, if you will, but of
saying that if you are dragged before
the IRS, you are innocent until proven
guilty, and it will do the same thing
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that your legislation does and what
you are trying to do in education. It
makes the individual frontline em-
ployee a little more careful to make
sure he or she knows exactly what the
goal is, what the rules are, and who the
victim is. They put their rights out
there and makes folks think twice.

As you know, another interesting
thing about the IRS is they could not
be audited, because their books were in
such disarray no one knew where the
head of the snake was. But we are tak-
ing steps to change that.

Mr. NEUMANN. Reclaiming my time,
I would just like to bring you a per-
sonal experience from the private sec-
tor, because I have had one of these
IRS experiences. It is almost like an
out-of-body experience when you are
done with it, because it is so bad.

When I first started in business, they
assigned us two separate Federal tax
ID numbers. Now if you want an abso-
lute nightmare, get two Federal tax ID
numbers. Because what would happen
is we would file the appropriate tax
forms under the appropriate tax ID
number, but since we had a second tax
ID number, the IRS came after us for
not filing the forms that we had just
filed.

So then we would then refile the
forms under the new tax ID number,
and, of course, then they would imme-
diately come back after us for the old
tax ID number that they still had as-
signed to my company.

This went on for months. I would pay
taxes and they would send me a bill,
and I would pay taxes and they would
send me another bill. I would look at
the bill and say I know I do not owe
that money, but it is easier to pay
them $600 that they are asking for than
to fight with the people. So you would
send them another check for $600, and
then they would send you another bill
a few months later on the other tax ID
number.

This went only for a period of I do
not remember how long, until finally
we got sick of paying them the double
tax rate and said we are not going to
pay you anymore. We, of course, would
pay them the one under one number,
but we would not pay under both num-
bers anymore. It was going to bankrupt
us, for crying out loud.

So we finally said we were not going
to pay it anymore, and it got within
two weeks of them posting a tax notice
on my door saying you had not paid
your taxes.

Finally, that was back long before I
ever thought of Congress, I called the
Congressional person, and the Congres-
sional person actually made the IRS
people actually sit down and look at
the records and how much taxes we
paid, and, if my recollection is right,
they did send us some of the overpay-
ment back. But it was an absolute
nightmare from start to finish.

If you are a small business owner,
you cannot afford the time to go fight
with the IRS. You got enough to do to
keep your head above water and keep

from going bankrupt in the first place.
This is our early days. We were just out
of our basement. We had started a busi-
ness in the basement of our home and
we were in our first office struggling to
make it. I will never forget the hassle
we went through as they gave us these
two separate ID numbers. So I have
some personal experience with it.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. If the gentleman
will yield, what we are talking about
here is putting accountability into gov-
ernment. I will give you an example.
The gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
KINGSTON) and I came here in 1993, and
one of the first pieces of legislation
that came out of the committee that I
serve on was called Education and
Labor, was the Corporation for Na-
tional Service, AmeriCorp, a brand new
agency.

In 1995, I got responsibility for over-
sight for the Corporation for National
Service. A brand new agency. It fil-
tered in a couple of smaller agencies.
In 1997 we did oversight. Because the
President promised us this organiza-
tion would be set up like the best in
the private sector, I voted for this bill.

1997, none of their books were
auditable, meaning that you could not
take in an outside auditor and say that
the money that came in from the
American people and went to the Cor-
poration for National Service was
spent the way that it was intended to
be spent. They could not tell us where
the money went. It also set aside
money for the scholarships that these
kids earn for college. That was not
auditable. It did not have integrity.

What is the response you get? If you
say we want to put accountability in,
it is like you are against AmeriCorp. It
is kind of like, no, we want to know
where the American taxpayer money
went. We are doing what you had to do
in the private sector, what I had to do
in the private sector; we had to put ac-
countability into our organizations,
and we had to put integrity into the fi-
nancial structure, because if you do
not have accountability and if you do
not have integrity, you are out of busi-
ness. And in Washington, these pro-
grams just run on forever.

Mr. NEUMANN. As we talk about
this, and I mentioned it earlier in the
hour, I do think it is very, very impor-
tant to keep this in perspective. When
we came here three years ago, when all
of a sudden it was a different group of
people in control the House of Rep-
resentatives, we had to first stop the
bleeding.

We had a deficit of $200 billion a year,
plus they were stealing the money out
of the Social Security trust fund. We
had to stop the bleeding before we
could go and look at the next step and
start getting into some of these older
problems that had to be dealt with.

It is only because we have stopped
the bleeding that we have gotten to a
balanced budget, we have slowed the
growth rate of Washington spending. It
is only because we have slowed that
bleeding, so-to-speak, or at least dra-

matically slowed it down, that we are
able to now go to the next level and
start solving some of the internal inju-
ries, if you like, in this thing.

You first have to get spending under
control to get to a point where you can
take a look at the next level here, and
that is what has been accomplished in
three years.

The only reservation I have in this
discussion, clearly all of this is wrong,
but I think it is very, very important
that we keep in perspective how far we
have come in three short years, and
then how far we still have yet to go.

b 1915

The gentleman will remember, when
our class came here 3 years ago, one of
the projects was to sell a building, and
we all worked very hard on that. The
gentleman from Michigan I know re-
members our group who came 2 years
before, we were 100 percent there. But
as I recall, we were told that in this
massive $1.7 trillion Federal Govern-
ment, that there were no buildings
that they could spare to sell.

I do not remember what actually
happened to that. I remember there
was a tremendous fight to try to sell
one building in the name of symbolism.
Did one actually transfer, does the gen-
tleman remember?

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Speaker, all I
know is in the appropriations process
right now we have made the decision to
go forward with building more build-
ings.

In the debate we have had here in the
3 years since I have been here about
the draconian cuts imposed on America
by the Republican Party, what people
have failed to mention is that in fact,
spending has kept going up faster than
the rate of inflation.

What they actually meant by ‘‘draco-
nian cuts’’ is that instead of letting
spending go up at twice the rate of in-
flation, we were going to stop the
growth rate and at least hold it to the
rate of inflation. When the gentleman
talks about selling a building or build-
ing new buildings and so on, we need to
understand that government spending
is still going up at the rate of inflation.
That is why they are struggling to sell
off a building.

If we actually got to a point where
we went after this waste and fraud and
abuse in this government so we actu-
ally could reduce spending in real dol-
lars, so that it was no longer going up
as fast as inflation, which is what I
think all 3 of us standing here would
like to see, that is when we can actu-
ally do some tax reduction for the
American people that is real, and we
can also start doing things like elimi-
nating some of the government prop-
erty that we no longer need.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. If the gentleman
will yield, Mr. Speaker, I just want to
really thank the gentleman for putting
it in perspective, what our priorities
are: saving Social Security, paying
down the debt, and reducing the tax
burden.
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Then when we take a look at not dis-

cussing the role or the mission of the
Federal Government, because that is
another debate, but just saying if we
collectively decide that we are going to
do everything that the government
does today, but we are committed to do
it more effectively and more effi-
ciently, we can do those three objec-
tives. We can save Social Security, we
can pay down the debt, and we can
lower taxes, just by saying we are
going to be more effective and more ef-
ficient.

Then if we decide that certain of
these things no longer need to be done
by the Federal Government, we can
even go faster towards those objec-
tives.

Mr. NEUMANN. I get excited when
we get to this point, because all of a
sudden we begin to understand that we
are no longer in 1993, whining and cry-
ing that we cannot do anything other
than raise taxes on the American peo-
ple to solve government problems.

All of a sudden, we understand that if
we just get spending under control, we
get our arms around some of this stuff
and get it stopped, we can actually
have this vision for the next genera-
tion, that the best days of America can
be out in front of us instead of behind
us.

If we can start looking, if we think
about this for a minute, at controlling
spending to the point where we can
start paying down the debt, when we
pay down the debt, $1 out of every $6
this government spends does nothing
but pay interest on the debt. As we pay
down the debt, it is easier to put the
money aside for Social Security that
should be put away for Social Security,
and all of a sudden Social Security is
safe for our senior citizens.

Of course, as we pay down the debt
and the interest goes down all of a sud-
den, and we do not need that $1 out of
$6, we can reduce the tax burden.
Think about this vision for the next
generation. We pay off the debt and
give this Nation to our children debt-
free. We stop stealing the Social Secu-
rity money and in fact put the money
back in that has been taken out. Social
Security is safe and secure for our sen-
ior citizens.

We can reduce the tax burden, so
when we look at a family, we do not
have to have two people working two
jobs each in order to make ends meet,
when all of a sudden they do not have
to be at that second and third jobs in
order to pay their bills because the tax
burden is so high.

I get going on this, but it is so impor-
tant to remember, a generation ago the
government, in all the different forms,
only took $25 out of every $100 a person
earned. Today they take $37 out. That
extra $12 they are taking forces people
to get a second and a third job, and
when they get a second and third job,
they spend less time with their kids.

It leads me right back to the edu-
cation problem the gentleman has been
talking about. When parents spend less

time with their kids, the outcome is a
poorer education, the outcome is more
crime problems, more drug problems,
more teen pregnancy, more teen smok-
ing. All of the things wrong with our
society happen when the folks have to
take the second and third job, instead
of having at least the opportunity to
spend more time with their kids.

Again, I am not naive enough to
think that if we simply reduce taxes all
of the problems are going to go away.
That is not going to happen. If we re-
duce taxes, at least parents will have
the opportunity to make the decision
to spend more time with their kids. In
education, we need to empower the par-
ents to have a role in the process of de-
ciding what their kids are taught,
where it is taught, and how it is
taught.

As with we empower parents to make
those decisions, they become more in-
volved with their kids’ lives, and we
should expect a reduction in crime
rate, a reduction in teen pregnancy, a
reduction in drug use and teen smok-
ing. That is the vision for the next gen-
eration we are talking about here.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. If the gentleman
will yield, Mr. Speaker, even with the
small tax cuts we did last year, the
family that the gentleman talked
about earlier, it is $2,300 per year that
they are going to save. It is $2,300 after
taxes.

Mr. NEUMANN. Yes, sir.
Mr. HOEKSTRA. That is about $40 to

$50 a week that this family is going to
have in increased disposable income.
Somebody can say, maybe I will work a
few less hours, but it is a choice they
can now make that they did not have
before.

Mr. NEUMANN. Let me put this in
very real terms. That family of 5 I am
talking about, they are a $50,000 a year
kind of family. When Christmas comes
they want to buy presents for their
kids, but they are living paycheck to
paycheck as they go along. All of a
sudden when they get to Christmas-
time, what happens? The mother takes
a second job so they can buy Christmas
presents for the kids.

If we get the tax down, they have al-
ready the $2,300, we hope to go further,
the taxes are down $2,300, she may still
take the job and put the money in re-
tirement, but the bottom line is, it is
now her choice. It is not done out of
necessity to be able to buy the Christ-
mas presents, it is now being done out
of choice as opposed to necessity. We
have empowered that mother to make
the decision at Christmastime to not
go out and get a second job so she can
pay for the Christmas presents.

How have we done that? We have
simply let them keep more of their own
money that they earned anyhow, in-
stead of government spending it.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. The gentleman has
just said it, not as much for Washing-
ton.

Mr. NEUMANN. Exactly.
Mr. KINGSTON. If the gentleman

will yield, let us take that a step fur-

ther. That is what I find so offensive
and so absurd about what to do with
the surplus. Both Members have out-
lined, and I am in 100 percent, there is
really not a surplus. We have just
taken the excess collected for Social
Security, mixed it in the general reve-
nues, to hide the deficit that is in the
general revenues.

Mr. NEUMANN. Reclaiming my time
momentarily, I have good news. I did
not bring this out as clearly as I should
have. We are now in surplus in both the
general fund and in the Social Security
fund. There is such good news on the
economic front here. We now have a
surplus in both funds, both general and
Social Security. It is good news.

Mr. KINGSTON. That is excellent
news. Let us take the Social Security
completely out and do what the gen-
tleman is proposing in his legislation,
build a wall around it.

The point I am really getting to, if
you are walking down the street and
you find a wallet with $100 in it, you do
not immediately start thinking, how
am I going to spend this? You think
about, who does this belong to? How do
I get it back to them? That is what we
in Washington should be doing with
any surplus, saying, whose money is
this? How do we get it back to them?

That should be our number one ques-
tion in the context of let us pay off
debt, money we have borrowed; but
mostly, let us figure out whose money
it is, which is not a hard question to
answer, and how do we get it back to
them, instead of what new programs
should we start and what new build-
ings, airplanes should we buy, particu-
larly when we are losing objects, large
objects, like the gentleman has out-
lined.

Mr. NEUMANN. Is this not an excit-
ing conversation, especially when we
put it in the perspective of where we
were 3 or 4 short years ago, where it
was the wringing of our hands, and how
are we going to get more money out of
the pockets of the American taxpayer
to give us enough to spend out here?

Now, here we are, standing here hav-
ing this debate about, well, we are
going to be able to put the Social Secu-
rity money aside. This will be the first
year, by the way. This will be the first
year that we are actually able to put
the Social Security money aside the
way it is supposed to be, and it now ap-
pears that there is a surplus in the gen-
eral fund besides. That is the $100 the
gentleman is talking about, that sur-
plus in the general fund, not the Social
Security fund. That is the money that
ought to be used for both tax reduction
and restoring the Social Security, pay-
ing down the debt as we move forward.

What a wonderful generational objec-
tive or goal here, if we could pay off
the debt, give the kids a debt-free Na-
tion, restore Social Security so it is
safe for today’s seniors and the baby
boomers, and also lower the tax burden
on working Americans. Is that not
really—does that not make our con-
gressional service here worth it, if we
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can bring the country back in that di-
rection, especially when put in the per-
spective of where we got it 3 or 4 short
years ago?

Mr. HOEKSTRA. I thank the gen-
tleman.

f

MISLEADING STORY BY CNN AND
TIME MAGAZINE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DIAZ-BALART). Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. MCINNIS) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I don’t
know how many can remember, but
about 2 weeks ago CNN started their
headline news. Their leading story on
CNN was how the United States mili-
tary used a poisonous gas that by
international treaty is a violation and
considered a war crime. CNN did not
say there was speculation. CNN did not
say there was an allegation. The CNN/
Time article said it was used to go in
and get American defectors.

What CNN/Time failed to mention to
the American public was their source
of information. The original source of
information was a lieutenant. The lieu-
tenant did not remember this gas. In
fact, he said he forgot it for 25 years,
went without this memory, until he
happened to be interviewed by one of
the reporters with CNN and Time.

During that interview on Easter Sun-
day, and by the way, the gentleman is
a heavy drinker, he all of a sudden re-
called that 25 years ago the United
States military went and used poison-
ous gases on the Viet Cong. It is an
international war crime.

So CNN goes to their second source.
CNN does not mention to the American
public that their second source has
filed for a full disability, so he has
every incentive to come out and agree
with the first source’s story.

Guess what? Thank goodness, News-
week decided to look a little closer, to
investigate the facts, not to run a story
that impugns the United States gov-
ernment, impugns the United States
military, impugns the commanding of-
ficers during that period of time, im-
pugns the President of the United
States, Richard Nixon, by alleging that
this poison gas, a war crime, was used
in secret.

No, Newsweek decides to do their
homework. Guess what they find out?
They are the ones that come out and
say, wait a second, the other people in-
volved in this say this is a bunch of
nonsense. The pilots say, it could not
possibly happen, we did not have
masks. The general, who by the way
was a third source for Time/CNN, 88
years old and in an assisted care facil-
ity, denies that he said what Time and
CNN said he said.

Peter Arnett, we all know Peter
Arnett, what was his response to News-
week? ‘‘It is one side of the story. I
think it was a fair article.’’ Yes, well,
Mr. Arnett, you were not on the receiv-
ing end of this thing. How would you

like to have your integrity, and to the
executives at CNN and Time, how
would you like your integrity im-
pugned? How would you like that to
happen to you before they went and
verified the facts?

Not a credit to Time magazine, not
as the partnership of Time/CNN, but in
credit to Time, I will say, and in rev-
erence to full disclosure, Time maga-
zine has said that they are going back
to the story, they are going to reinves-
tigate the story, and they will report
the facts as they find them. So at least
they have acknowledged that they need
to look at this just a little closer.

But does this remind Members of a
Richard Jewell kind of case? Remem-
ber Richard Jewell, the so-called al-
leged Olympic bomber, who the press
could not wait, within hours, and in
fact, they were there at the time the
police went to Mr. Jewell’s apartment?
They destroyed the man. Just remem-
ber this story. All of us remember 2
weeks ago what Time and CNN did.

Mr. Speaker, I can tell the Members
that Time and CNN and every other
press, every other publication or every
news media in this country expects the
United States Congress to have integ-
rity, expects us to check our sources.
We know any time or a lot of times we
do not, we get barbecued by them. That
is as it should be. But it should also
run in the other direction.

In my opinion, the United States of
America has a military that is second
to none, has a military that has lots of
officers and lots of enlisted people who
have very high integrity, are people of
strong dedication, strong moral values.

How do Members think they felt
when on the lead story out of CNN, and
Time runs a big story in Time maga-
zine, that says that the United States
military committed war crimes, war
crimes? The same kind of crimes, war
crimes, that people were executed after
World War II for committing war
crimes. These national publications ac-
cused our government of committing a
war crime by using, by the way, the
chemical sarin, of using that chemical.

b 1930

My gosh, these are two of the leading
media institutions in this country, and
they have an ethical obligation to
check those sources. Thank goodness
that Newsweek stepped forward and
ran the kind of investigation they ran.

I beg of Time magazine, to all those
executive officers, and I hope some of
them are listening tonight as I speak
to my colleagues here, I beg of these
people, go back, check that story. And
if that story is not true, give the
United States military, the United
States military personnel, President
Nixon and everybody else that was im-
pugned by those articles and by that
press release, give them the same kind
of coverage and retraction of this arti-
cle as you gave in attack as a result of
this article.

THOUGHTS ON EVENTS IN
TIANANMEN SQUARE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DIAZ-BALART). Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. INGLIS) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. INGLIS of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, let me thank the gentleman
from New Jersey for allowing me to
proceed at this moment, appreciate
that very much.

In May of 1989, students began a pro-
test for democratic reforms in Beijing’s
Tiananmen Square. Their movement
began modestly, then swelled to thou-
sands as they occupied the square in
what they saw as a people’s movement.
From the flat stone of the square they
erected a 10-foot-tall likeness of the
world’s most recognizable symbol of
freedom, the Statue of Liberty.

Threatened, divided, Beijing’s hard-
line leaders invoked martial law and
ordered the army to the square. Huge
throngs, possibly amounting to more
than 1 million Chinese, took to the
streets to defy martial law and block
troops from their planned crackdown
on China’s young freedom fighters.

The world saw gripping pictures of an
unarmed man refusing to give way to
an approaching tank.

‘‘With the people behind us, we’ll suc-
ceed,’’ one student told a reporter. ‘‘No
government can survive by using the
Army against its own citizens.’’

Tragically, he was wrong.
The New York Times reported the

following scene on June 4, 1989:
Tens of thousands of Chinese troops retook

the center of the capital early this morning
from pro-democracy protesters, killing
scores of students and workers and wounding
hundreds more as they fired submachine
guns at crowds of people who tried to resist.

The hard-line leaders gave personal
attention to the students’ Statue of
Liberty. ‘‘Push it down,’’ they ordered.

We stand with the students. We do
not stand with the dictators. The stu-
dents of freedom look to their teachers,
to the shining city on the hill. Lady
Liberty searches the horizon for her
fallen likeness. She listens for our
voice. Let us be her voice.

Let us say for her, as Moses said to
Pharaoh, ‘‘Let my people go.’’

Let them go out of your prisons of
conscience. Let them go out of your
slave labor camps. Let them go out of
your forced abortion clinics, and let
our brothers and sisters worship our
God, the creator and sustainer of the
universe. Yes, with Lady Liberty, let
us say, ‘‘Let my people go.’’

Last week, 51 Members of this House
sent a letter to the President pleading
with him not to be received in
Tiananmen Square. Go, if you must, to
China, but do not go to Tiananmen
Square, we urged. Do not let com-
promise and cajoling wash away the
memory of those students.

They died for freedom. Let that
stand. Let the dictators know that no
American President will be received


		Superintendent of Documents
	2022-10-21T18:21:59-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




