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A Congressional Priesthood
By Ralph Kinney Bennett

Andrews Air Force Base is just a short limousine ride from Capitol Hill, just outside the Beltway
and about as far into real America, it seems, as our isolated Congress would like to go. Andrews is
far enough away from the Hill that the nation’s legislators can escape the legislative grind but still
be well shielded from the prying eyes of the general public, so that they can act, well, like them-
selves. While a “reform” spirit continues to sweep the Hill and perks keep dropping, at least
temporarily, by the wayside, it’s useful to recall something which happened at Andrews Air Force
Base last fall: the Congressional Golf Tournament held on the base course.

There, you could see well-tanned senators and congressmen dressed in gaudy golf clothes gath-
ered at the base officer’s club. Imagine, if you will, mighty legislators with tiny whales and anchors
and other little devices embroidered on their kelly-green pants coming in from their day on the
course. As they indulged in food, drink, and camaraderie, they were able to contemplate a veritable
tumulus of consumer goods, very expensive ones, piled before them: VCRs, crystal, electronic gad-
gets, clothing, liquor, magnums of champagne. All this vast pile, provided, by the way, by
lobbyists, was to be handed out as prizes for various feats on the golf course that day. The august
lawmakers eyed this mass of goods in such an anxious way that it was clear their $125,000 a year
salaries had not inured them from intense freebie lust.

Somehow it was decided that the idea of awarding prizes would be dispensed with. Everyone
could take what they wanted. Whatever decorum there may have been quickly evaporated. Elbow-
ing each other aside the men, all of whom had been provided with $400 leather golf bags courtesy
of some lobbyist, began stuffing items into these handy containers in what a participant described
later to the Wall Street Journal as a “feeding frenzy.”

A World Apart. Such sordid scenes remain largely hidden from public knowledge because Con-
gress truly does live in a world apart. It’s not just the perks and salaries; it’s much more. We're
seeing all that go by the wayside for the moment under the glare of publicity: the fixed parking tick-
ets, the free first class upgrades, the junkets, the numerous slush funds disguised as furniture
allowances and stationery expenditures, et cetera, et cetera, et cetera. But there’s something else that
sets the Congress apart, something of which the perks are just a symptom. It’s a wilful elitism
which has become institutionalized and manifests itself in the very texture of life on the Hill. Con-
gress, by and large, sees itself not working for the people as public servants, but governing them. It
does what it wants and it takes what it wants.

The House check kiting scandal is an obvious example. Go back to the early days when it was
first revealed that the House bank, staffed by patronage employees, was allowing overdrafts to float
for months and even years. As the dimensions of the scandal first became apparent, the lawmakers
instinctively tried to cover up what was going on.

Read the newspaper accounts of those early days and see the character of the immediate reaction
of the Congress to that scandal. A reporter tried to find out whether the House Ways and Means
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Committee chairman, Dan Rostenkowski, had bounced any checks. One of the congressman’s key
aides confronted the journalist and said, “Aren’t you ashamed? This is none of your business.” Rep-
resentative Barney Frank embellished that and just said, “It’s none of your damn business.” Gus
Savage replied, “Call back when you have a serious question.”

As public outrage grew, we noticed that the House fell back on its favorite defense, assuring the
public that it would have the matter investigated—by, of course, the House Ethics Committee, a
body whose chief purpose is as a staple of stand-up comedy. But my favorite moment, I think, was
when a spokesman for Speaker Foley reminded the press that these overdrafts were paid out of
members’ bank balances and therefore no “public funds” were ever used. It never occurred to the
staffer that every dollar of the House bank overhead and salary of staff, every dollar in its accounts,
was our money. We, the people, pay these solons their ill-gotten salaries.

Watch congressmen and -women on the Hill and you see a separate race of public figures care-
fully coiffed, clothed, considerably pancaked for the television cameras, moving about on private
elevators, cordoned from staring tourists by sycophantic doormen and their own police force. They
have slipped the bonds of being public servants and assumed the mantle of governing in their own
right. While burdening the people with massive regulations, they have, of course, exempted them-
selves routinely from all of them. Congress is totally exempt from such strictures as the Equal
Employment Opportunity Act, the Occupational Safety and Health Act, the Fair Labor Standards
Act, the Freedom of Information Act, the Wage and Hour Act, the Americans With Disabilities Act,
all of the Civil Rights Acts.

Fancying themselves “in touch with the people” and fooling many voters through the technologi-
cal trickery of such things as computerized letters to answer constituent mail with replies tailored to
every issue, our senators and representatives basically listen only to each other and to the special in-
terest lobbyists, many of whom are ex-congressional staffers or government bureaucrats. They hear
what they want to hear in endless rounds of hearings, receptions, and junkets, disguised as fact-find-

-ing trips.

Spenders Listening to Spenders. Read the excellent work which Jim Paynel has done showing
how this congressional culture thrives on itself and how its budget planning is nothing but spenders
listening to spenders in carefully orchestrated hearings. Look, too — if you believe that Congress
might somehow be taught to hold the line on national spending — at what Congress spends on it-
self. In fiscal 1991, while businesses were cutting back, holding the line, offering three and four
percent salary increases, an expansionist Congress increased its spending 14.2 percent to over
$2.5 billion for its offices, its burgeoning staffs, its police, its trappings, and perquisites.

In fiscal 1992, Congress’s spending on itself will jump 17.5 percent to over $3 billion. This re-
flects not only the pay incicases for the legisiators themselves, but many other costs. There are now
20 committees and 87 subcommittees in the Senate, 27 committees and 155 subcommittees in the
House; 37,000 employees on Capitol Hill. Five times the level from 1970.

This is all part of a phenomenon that really should give us pause. There was a survey done by the
Kettering Foundation that didn’t get much notice last year. Called “Citizens and Politics as Viewed
From Main Street America,” it shows that despite the conventional wisdom that Americans are apa-
thetic about national politics, the real problem lies elsewhere, on Capitol Hill. The Foundation
concluded that “citizens do care about politics but they no longer believe they can have an effect.
They feel politically impotent.” Why? Because the study finds they feel they have been cut off

1 James L. Payne, The Culture of Spending: Why Congress Lives Beyond Our Means (San Francisco: ICS Press,
1991).
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from ;nost policy issues due to the way these issues are framed and talked about in Washington.
They are cut off by arcane procedures, and a foreign insider language that is alien to them.

I have seen this problem close up on Capitol Hill, and as I have interviewed congressmen and
staff people, I've come to realize more than ever that Congress does its business in such a way as to
really cut the public out of the loop. It has created elaborate parliamentary and procedural screens
behind which it can conduct its business without what it considers interference from the public. In-
deed, it has gone to the trouble of creating an ersatz forum of “public input,” elaborately, orches-
trated through select witnesses and structured hearings. It has created for itself a huge, complex, yet
virtually invisible legislative system which goes its own way, forming legislation on its own terms
and with input only from those lobbyists and pressure groups which it chooses to hear.

Congress, if you really want to understand it, has become a priesthood, a priesthood of legisla-
tors, staff, and lobbyists. It is a priesthood of Byzantine complexities, temples within temples, rites
within rites. It employs a variety of obscure procedures, terms of art, et cetera, all designed to create
an illusion of openness. And the press, in many ways, goes along with this, because the press’s posi-
tion is enhanced by this priesthood. Journalists are pr1v1leged to come down onto the steps of the

It is interesting, isn’t it, that it took two reporters from the thladelphza Inquirer ﬁfteen months
of working day-in and day-out to ferret out the story of how the 1990 tax bill came into being.
Think about that! Here was a bill which affected you and me, every American, and yet it took two
reporters, working full-time and using every tool of their trade from leaks to Freedom of Informa-
tion filings to consultations with accountants and lawyers to furtive meetings with staffers who said,
“Don’t use my name,” to find out what was in a tax bill.

Robert Potts, former chief of staff of the Senate Republiean Policy Committee and a top senato-
rial aide for former Senator Bill Armstrong, notes that; “Curiously, all this has been compounding
even while the Congress seems to be becoming more open, with C-SPAN coverage of both Houses.

But remember, the Congress controls those cameras and most of what is really significant cannot be
seen by the average citizen.”

Congress’s Tricks. There are many ways, of course, by which Congress bypasses or subverts the
normal civics class idea of how legislation is produced. One, of course, is the informal session. Be-
fore the formal session of the committee (which you may well see on C-SPAN and thus feel you’re
seeing democracy at work) there has already been an informal meeting of the main committee mem- .
bers in which all the substantive issues have been agreed upon and ironed out. There may well have
been agreement in that meeting that no new issues will be brought up. during the public session. In
some cases, there may not even be this informal session, but merely a series of phone calls between

brought up, and that certain congressmen or senators who have shown a kind of a meddlesome
streak will be kept out of the procedures.

Another favorite device is to bypass the conference committee. Instead of the usual meeting of
House and Senate conferees to reconcile two bills, a more informal get-together with key members
from both sides takes place. We’ll never hear about this. There’s no conference report. Perhaps not
even a complete transcript of the meeting in which the mark-up takes place.

Then there are the so-called “task forces.” These are the new ad hoc, get-things-done groups on
Capitol Hill. Instead of the full committee meeting on something, task forces are formed excluding
certain “difficult” members. And, of course, there’s that hoary classic: simply delay the printing of
the material from the hearings themselves. The record of the hearings on a bill is often not available
in time to be of any use to those considering the pros and cons of the legislation. (In the hearings, |
the pros far outnumber the cons anyway.) Very often the final bill itself is not prepared or made |
available in time for the vote. A thousand-page bill is being considered and there is one copy on the
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floor for members to come down and peruse. Who is going to read it, let alone understand what 1L in
it? ‘

But my favorite device of all—I love to see this one in action—is the concept that the more im-
portant and vital the hearing, the smaller the hearing room. This is a very deeply ingrained and very
important matter on the Hill. Committees do not want you to know what goes on when they get to-
gether with lobbyists to thrash out legislation. So what is not settled over the telephone or in an
informal session is discussed in tiny rooms where access is extremely limited. Go up to Capitol Hill
very early in the morning: you will see messengers who have been paid by lobbyists to sit in the
hall outside these legislative walk-in closets. They sit in the hall and hold a place in line for various
special interest supplicants who will then have a chance to get inside the room where this vital legis-
lation is being “hammered out.”

Now, of course, the advocates of this system, the priests themselves, say that this is a more effec-
tive way of doing business. After all, it’s so messy when the public gets involved in these things.

“Just a Citizen.” Bob Potts told me a story that I think best illustrates the way Congress has be-
come a world apart, how even those with the best intentions become imbued with the characteristics
of a priesthood:

Senator Armstrong was on the Treasury and Postal Subcommittee of
Appropriations, so I would go to all those hearings with him. One morning
we had a meeting in which the Secretary of the Treasury was testifying. It
was just a small room and there weren’t many people there. While he was
testifying, a man and his family, tourists, came into the room. It was just a
man and his wife and their kids, kind of thrilled, I guess, to be seeing
democracy at work close up.

At one point the Secretary had to leave the room to make a phone call or
something and there was a break. This man got up and raised his hand and
said, “Mr. Chairman, Mr. Chairman,” very quietly and politely. He said he
knew something about the point they were discussing and he had something
helpful he would like to say. We all ignored him. I remember the staff people
who were there, just regular guys, good down-to-earth people, but suddenly
they were part of the different world, the different culture, and we ignored
this guy.

Finally some staff guy felt, “Well, I'd better do something,” and he went
down and spoke to the man for a minute. He came back and we asked, “What
did you tell him?”

He said, “I told the man that if he had anything to say he could sign up to
testify and come back in a couple of months.”

Why didn’t we just let this guy say what he had to say? It wouldn’t have hurt
anything. But no, we were the Senate and he was just a citizen.

L AR/




{

THE BUDGET

Defeat of Budget Amendment
~ Fans Anti-Deficit Flames

Proponents already looking to vote on super collider
as test of congressional ability to restrain spending

he dramatic defeat June 11 of a

I proposed constitutional amend-

ment requiring a balanced fed-

eral budget has set Congress up for a

summerlong series of tests of fiscal
self-discipline.

Arguing that there is no substitute
for political will, Democratic leaders
reversed what just weeks before had
seemed an unstoppable tide in favor of
a balanced-budget amendment.

Budget-cutters in both parties are
now hoping that they can turn their
defeat into an opportunity for a new
assault on the deficit.

The first test will come the week of
June 15 when the House votes on the
fate of the hyperexpensive super-
conducting super collider as part of
the energy and water appropriations
bill (HR 5373). (Story, p. 1692}

Almost certain to be at risk'is a $2
billion supplemental spending bill
(HR 5132) that started out as an
emergency measure to help Los Ange-
les recover from riots and Chicago
from floods. Lawmakers have since at-
tached about $1.5 billion worth of ex-

tra spending that may be put on the’

cutting block as proof of their will to
tackle the deficit. (Story, p. 1691)

“There will be a groundswell, and I -

think it will accomplish what many of
us wanted,” said David Dreier, R-
Calif., an amendment supporter.

“This has been a wake-up call,”
said Jim Slattery, D-Kan., a strong
advocate for spending restraint who
opposed the amendment. “There will
be a lot of key votes in the next 10
days” as appropriations bills begin to
come to the floor.

Barely a week before the vote, pas-
sage of the balanced-budget amend-
ment seemed certain. But a combina-
tion of hard lobbying by the Demo-

" cratic leadership and outside interest
groups, and a creeping uneasiness

about tinkering with the Constitution,

By John R. Cranford
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BOXSCORE

Bil: H J Res 290, S J Res 18 —
balanced-budget constitutional
amendment.

Latest action: House defeated,
280-153, June 11.

Next action: None expected.

Reference: Weekly Report, pp.
1592, 1520, 1325, 1233; 1980
Almanac, p. 174.

gave opponents a relatively comfort-
able nine-vote victory cushion. The
amendment (H J Res 290) was de-
feated 280-153; it needed 283 votes,
two-thirds of those present, to pass.
(Vote 187, p. 1744)

In a bitter twist for chief sponsor
Charles W. Stenholm, D-Texas, 12 co-
sponsors of his original amendment
were persuaded to vote against the fi-
nal version, three more than his losing

: margin. (Defectors, p. 1684)

In the Senate, where sufficient
support for an amendment (S J Res

18) was even less certain, Majority °

Leader George J. Mitchell, D-Maine,
said immediately after the House vote
that he would not call the measure up.
That effectively killed any chance for
the amendment this year.

Though Democratic opponents re-

peatedly stressed during the House
debate that it is the president’s obliga-
tion to provide deficit-cutting leader-
ship, it was widely agreed that the
amendment’s defeat put Congress in
the position of having to prove that it
could act without a constitutional
mandate.

“We are in danger of doing again\

what the people are blaming us for, all
talk and no action,” Stenholm said, in
concluding debate on the amendment
June 11.

“If you think American people are
mad now, just defeat this one ray of
hope we have nmow for reducing the
federal deficit, and you will really see
a revolt,” added Rod Chandler, R-
Wash.

In a rare floor speech, House
Speaker Thomas S. Foley, D-Wash.,
urged support for a deficit-cutting bill
being crafted by House Budget Com-
mittee Chairman Leon E. Panetta, D-
Calif.

“If half of the courage expressed in
the rhetoric presented here today in
support of this amendment will stand
behind a proposal, which the Commit-
tee on the Budget will shortly produce
on the floor, we can establish the pro-
<cess to reduce the deficit,” ke said. ,

Panetta’s proposal would set new
deficit-reduction targets for the rest of
the decade, coupled to a new mecha-
nism for automatic spending cuts and
tax increases to force compliance if
Congress and the president” fail to
bring down the deficit voluntarily.

Panetta has vowed to bring his bill
to the floor in the coming weeks. Al-
though he was a principal obstacle to
passage of the constitutional amend-
ment, using what some supporters
called scare tactics to defeat it, Sten-
holm and another key amendment
backer, Bill Gradison, R-Ohio, have
said they will cooperate with the Bud-
get chairman. (Panetta’s role, p. 1688)

Both Stenholm and Gradison are
on the Budget Committee, and both

CQ  JUNE 13, 1992 — 1683
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Amendment’s Fragile Bloc of Backers...

ith a Mickey Mouse watch on his right wrist and a

Rolex on his left, Robin Tallon is a walking contra-
diction. When he went to the House floor June 11 for the
vote on the balanced-budget amendment, he was carry-
ing two speeches in his coat pocket — one in favor and
one against.

The South Carolina Democrat was waiting until the
last possible moment to decide how he would vote on
what was perhaps the most hotly lobbied vote of the
year.

There was one problem: He had already pledged his
support to Charles W. Stenholm, D-Texas, sponsor of the
balanced-budget amendment. As recently as that morn-
ing, he had emerged from a White House lobbying ses-
sion with President Bush saying he was probably going
to vote for it.

But as the day wore on, he began to falter under a
barrage of lobbying by Democratic leaders and others
opposed to the amendment. Finally, his decision made,
Tallon chose the appropriate speech and stood in the
well of the House: “It would be much easier to be consis-
tent, to not admit I had changed my mind,” Tallon said.
“All T need to do is get on board this resolution and go
home as the champion of fiscal responsibility. But I will
not vote for the Stenholm amendment.”

With that, Tallon sounded the death knell of the
balanced-budget amendment. In a climactic reversal of
fortune, 12 Democrats who had attached their names to
Stenholm’s list of 278 cosponsors changed positions and
voted no.

“I never ever agonized on a vote as much as this one,”
Tallon said in an interview.

The final vote was 280-153. Had nine of the original
supporters voted in favor, Stenholm would have had the
two-thirds majority necessary to approve a constitutional
amendment.

Opposition Accelerated as Vote Neared

The outcome was a testament to the power of
Speaker Thomas S. Foley, D-Wash., whom many mem-
bers were unwilling to cross in such a key test of strength
between the Democratic-controlled Congress and the
White House. But the result also reflected unease with
the remedy, unease that grew as the vote neared. Quite
suddenly, members supporting the amendment were
confronted with the intense opposition of senior citizens
groups and organized labor, who argued that cuts neces-
sary to balance the budget would gut Social Security,
Medicare and other cherished programs.

The political pressure 1o vote “no” heightened on the

"day of the vote, when undeclared presidential candidate

Ross Perot announced on NBC's “Today” show that
morning that he was opposed to the constitutional
amendment.

12 Democrats Get ‘Cold Feet’

As the day wore on, votes began melting away.

Along with Tallon, Stenholm’s defectors were Demo-
crats Frank Annunzio, 1L, Albert G. Bustamante, Texas,
Joan Kelly Horn, Mo., Tom Lantos, Calif., Gerald D.
Kleczka, Wis., Matthew G. Martinez, Calif., Austin J.
Murphy, Pa., Richard E. Neal, Mass., Jim Olin, Va., Patri-
cia Schroeder, Colo., and James A. Traficant Jr., Ohio.

Loss of the 12 Democrats was not taken kindly by
Stenholm and his supporters. “Obviously I’m very disap-
pointed that many of our cosponsors switched,” said
Stenholm, adding that “Everybody will know who
switched and why. And that’s the key.”

In a post-vote news conference, Texas Republican Joe

. L. Barton ran down the full list in an effort to apply

political heat to the defectors. .
Said Timothy J. Penny, D-Minn., a Stenholm sup-
porter: “Some folks cosponsored the resolution, but did

favor moving ahead with deficit cuts
for the coming fiscal year. But they
may kave significantly different views
about how what has come to be called
a budget enforcement bill should look.

“I’'m going to need to wait now for my
chairman on this because I certainly
don’t want to get out front of him again,”
Stenholm said with a half-smile. “The
key is bipartisanship.... I'll be there
with Mr. Panetta and Mr. Gradison.”

Even if they can get together, how-
ever, there will be roadblocks to action
elsewhere. President Bush still wants
a deficit-reduction measure acted on
after — not before — Congress sends
a balanced-budget amendment to the
states for ratification. In addition,
members facing re-election will be
chary of any bill that even hints of
higher taxes.

“If we don’t see [an enforcement

168¢ — JUNE 13,1992 CQ

bill], it’s because there aren’t 50 votes
for it,” Slattery said.

A Week of Changes ..

Floor action began June 9, when the
House took up a proposed balanced-
budget law that was similar to a bill that
passed the House in 1990 as an alterna-
tive to a constitutional amendment.
The bill (HR 5333) would have required
the president to submit a balanced bud-
get, and the House and Senate Budget
committees to send balanced budgets to
the floor of both chambers, beginning
for fiscal 1998.

This year’s bill died on a 199-220
vote, not winning even a simple major-
ity, much less the two-thirds needed
because it was brought up under a
special procedure that prevented
amendments. (Vote 174, p. 1740)

Stenholm cheered the defeat as

proof that “there were no cheap
votes.” )

Sponsor Barbara B. Kennelly, D-
Conn., rejected assertions that the bill
was introduced to provide political
cover for those opposing the constitu-
tional amendment. Of the 189 Demo-
crats who voted for the bill, however,
121 later voted against the amend-
ment.

The following day, Stenholm un-
veiled a revised version of his bal-
anced-budget amendment, which he
had refined in negotiations among
House and Senate supporters.

Stenholm’s substitute — the ver-
sion eventually rejected by the House
— was intended to provide a compro-
mise that might win support in the
Senate without change and thereby
avoid a joint House-Senate conference

committee that could have been de-
[ ]
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... Undone by Last-Minute Defections

so with a feeling that it was never going to
come to a vote. When it did come to a
vote. they got cold feet,” he said. -

For some, the decision to change was a
matter of simple politics. Annunzio, a vet-
eran Chicago pol who is retiring from
Congress this year, said he changed his
mind a week or so before the vote because
“you got all the labor groups and senior
citizens” opposing the amendment. An-
punzio did not bother to take his name off
the list of cosponsors, however.

Other lawmakers had reason to worry
about their future advancement in the
House if they ignored the wishes of
Speaker Foley and Majority Leader Rich-
ard A. Gephardt, D-Mo., who fought hard
against the Stenholm amendment. With
the unusually high number of members retiring or being
defeated at the polls, dozens of choice committee slots
will open up next year. Those who expect to be around
know the unspoken rule of the House: If you want the
leadership to anoint your bid for a top committee slot,
you are expected to side with them on votes like this one.

Among the switchers said to be seeking new commit-
tee slots are Kleczka and Traficant, who want to join the
Ways and Means Committee. Both denied in interviews
or through staff that committee considerations played a
role in their votes. Another Democrat who is considering
leaving the Banking Committee, Peter Hoagland, D-
Neb., voted for the Stenholm amendment.

Bustamante said he decided to switch his position at
a meeting of the Texas delegation the day before the
vote. It galled him, he said, to hear fellow Texans clamor-
ing to support the measure at the same meeting they
were discussing ways to get full federal funding this year

a0

Robin Talion

for several multibillion-dollar projects that
would directly benefit their state. Among
them are the superconducting super
collider and the space station Freedom.

“They’re like drug addicts,” Busta-
mante said in an interview. “It’s so hypo-
critical. I tell my friends you want a bal-
anced budget, and you want all these
things for your state.”

Eleventh-Hour Bush Effort Fails

Bush, in last-minute lobbying before
leaving for South America, invited more
than a dozen wavering members to the
White House for a morning meeting. He
continued the lobbying even after take-off.
“The president called me this morning from
Air Force One, and asked me to vote for a
balanced-budget amendment,” said Neal. “I said 1 was
going to.” :

One undecided Democrat said that Foley, Bush and
Gephardt all had called him in a span of 4%z hours. It was the
third time in four days Foley had urged him to vote against
the amendment. Other lawmakers said they had received
repeated calls from Cabinet members and other top admin-
istration officials urging them to back the president.

But perhaps no one struggled more with the decision
than Tallon. At the morning meeting with the White
House, Tallon said, he asked Bush for specifics about the
programs he would cut if the constitutional amendment
became law. Bush handed him a book of options for
cutting the deficit. He even autographed it: “Robin,”
Bush wrote. “Do the right thing. Thanks, George Bush.”

“Sp I did the right thing,” said Tallon. “l voted
against it.”

—David S. Cloud

railed by Democratic opponents in the
leadership. .

Paul Simon, D-Ill, the prime
amendment sponsor in the Senate, em-
braced the negotiated compromise. But
several House supporters abandoned
Stenholm over the change.

Patricia Schroeder, D-Colo., who
signed on as a cosponsor in February,
said she was disturbed by language
adopted from Simon’s Senate version
that would have permitted a waiver of
the balanced-budget requirement in
times of declared military emergen-
cies. “You don’t think there will be an
imminent threat to national security
every year — from Uruguayan terror-
ists?™ she said, half-facetiously.

... And Heavy Lobbying

As the week progressed, Stenholm
backed away from his statement of

two weeks before that he had as many
as 305 votes. .

By June 10, the first dayv of floo
debate on the amendment, both sup-
porters and opponents said it was too
close to call. And for the first time
Stenholm hintéd that he might not
even have a “solid 290" as he had con-
tinued to assert.

On the morning of June 11, as the
House began to debate four alternative
balanced-budget amendments, oppo-
nents seemed to have turned the tide.

“Earlier today, I thought it was
still doable,” said Timothy J. Penny,
D-Minn., a key pro-amendment strat-
egist. “We were four short, and there
were 12 names to get them from.”
Though supporters picked up two un-
decided members, they lost others
during the day, he said.

Dave Nagle, D-Iowa, said the

morning of June 11 that the Democratic
whip count showed 151 firm no votes.
When the final tally was 153 “nayy”,
Nagle said he had forgotten to include
Independent Bernard Sanders of Ver-
mont, and had only counted on one
Republican, when two — Benjamin A.
Gilman and Bill Green, both of New
York — voted against the measure.
Nagle said that 10 days earlier
there had been only 85 solid no votes.
“It’s been pretty intense,” he said.
Still, a large number of members
were undecided throughout the two
days of floor action. Some said they
made up their minds at the last minute.
Republican Constance A. Morella,
who represents the Maryland suburbs
of Washington said she ultimately and
reluctantly decided to vote for the
amendment, despite a strong showing
of constituent opposition. Peter
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Hoagland, D-Neb., was on the fence
until late June 10, and said one
contributing factor to his yes vote
was the number of senior citizens
who, contrary to expectations,
called his district office endorsing
the amendment.

National senior citizen lobbies
— led by the American Associa-
tion of Retired Persons, the Older
Women’s League and the National
Committee to Preserve Social Se-
curity and Medicare — worked ac-
tivelv against the amendment in
the final week. The latter group and
others issued statements charging that
adoption would guarantee big cuts in
Social Security, a charge that amend-
ment sponsors strongly denied.

Stenholm complained that “a lot of
folks haven’t been honest in fighting
this.... Every member of the House
knows we will not gut Social Security.”
But he acknowledged that Medicare
and Medicaid, the federal bealth-care
programs for the elderly and the poor,
were facing cuts: “We have to make
substantive changes in Medicare and
Medicaid to keep them from bankrupt-
ing this country,” he said.

When Slattery made a reference to
Social Security during floor debate,

" Stenholm was ready with a big red

fish, which he placed on 2 table in the
middle of the House chamber. Sten-
holm later told Slattery that he was
tempted to give him “the red herring
award.”

Lobbyists from labor unions, advo-
cacy groups representing senior citi-
zens and low-income people, religious
organizations and the citizens lobby
Common Cause crowded the hallway
outside the chamber. As the amend-
ment was defeated, a cheer arose first
in the chamber and then among the
lobbyists.

But it seemed clear that the efforts
of Foley, Panetta and most of the rest
of the Democratic leadership were
more important to the outcome than
those of outside lobbyists.

It might have helped, however, that
traditional anti-deficit lobbyists such as
the Chamber of Commerce of the
United States, opposed the amendment
(chiefly because they feared it would be
used to justify a tax increase). And sev-
eral members mentioned the opposition
of presumed presidential candidate
Ross Perot as a factor.

Perot announced his opposition on
the NBC “Today” show the morning
of the vote. He “became an extra argu-
mentative shield for those who op-
posed a balanced-budget amend-

3 {

Charles W. Stenholm

ment,” said amendment supporter
Jim Leach, R-lowa.

But Charlie Rose, D-N.C., who was
undecided until the end, when he
voted no, said Perot made a good
point. “Ross Perot says we don’t need
it — we need leadership. That’s advice
worth listening to.”

Some Surprises

The seriousness of the 16 hours of
floor debate reflected the widespread
sense among members that they were
casting a momentous vote.

W. J. “Billy” Tauzin, D-La., invoked
his father in support of the amendment:
“He never had a credit card. He never
signed a mortgage. He never signed a
time agreement.... He understood
something most ordinary Americans
understand.... The easiest dollar to
spend is the one you don’t have....

Most ordinary Americans would like to-

put a limit on our credit card.”

Richard J. Durbin, D-1l1., offered a
catastrophic view in opposition: “This
amendment is the direct result of the
mismanagement and misguided poli-
cies of Presidents Ronald Reagan and
George Bush..... This amendment is
Ronald Reagan’s revenge. ... He left a
deficit behind him that is nothing
short of a time bomb. . .. It’s an act of
political desperation that will haunt
us for generations.”

In the final vote, although most
senior Democrats stuck with the lead-
ership,! a few surprises stood out:
Jamie L. Whitten, D-Miss., and Wil-
liam H. Natcher, D-Ky., the chairman
and acting chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee, voted for the
amendment. So did one other Appro-
priations subcommittee chairman,
Tom Bevill, D-Ala. One key member
of the House leadership, Steny H.
Hoyer, D-Md., who has -a new, more
conservative district, also voted yes.

Major Amendments

Floor action on the balanced-bud-
get amendment focused on four alter-

natives; the last to be adopted by
a majority vote was then submit-
ted to the full House for a final
vote, requiring a two-thirds major-
ity. The four alternatives were:

eBy Jon Kyl, R-Ariz. His
amendment, like the others, would
have generally required that all
government outlays not exceed to-
tal receipts.

But it had two other significant
provisions. Total outlays would also
have been restricted to 19 percent
of the country’s total output of
goods and services for the year, mea-
sured by the gross national product
(GNP), and it would have given the
president authority to veto all or part of
individual provisions of bills that ap-
propriated money or otherwise obli-
gated the Treasury.

Bills resulting in deficits or in out-
lays in excess of the GNP ceiling
would have required support of three-
fifths of the total membership of the
House and Senate.

Panetta dismissed the outlay ceil-
ing as a “mindless formula.” Kyl shot
back that “a lot of thought has gone
into it. It is not mindless.”

The amendment was rejected 170-

258; on a nearly party-line vote. (Vote
183, p. 1744)
" @By Joe L. Barton, R-Texas. This
amendment largely tracked Sten-
holm’s, with one significant wrinkle. It
would not have allowed government
revenues to increase at a rate greater
than that of total growth in national
income, unless a bill to that effect sup-
ported by three-fifths of both cham-
bers was enacted into law.

Barton’s amendment won strong
Republican support and drew more
Democrats than Kyl’s, but it was re-
jected 200-227. Omne lone Democrat —
Slattery — voted for Barton’s amend-
ment and voted no on final passage.
{(Vote 184, p. 1744)

¢ By Richard A. Gephardt, D-Mo.
Majority Leader Gephardt adapted
his amendment from one proposed
several weeks before by two key
Appropriations ~ Committee  sub-
committee chairmen, David R. Obey,
D-Wis,, and John P. Murtha, D-Pa.
1t would have required only a major-
ity of both the House and Senate to
permit a deficit. But it would have
capped outlays at the level proposed by
the president. And it would have ex-
cluded Social Security from deficit cal-
culations, which Gephardt contended
would have protected that program
from cuts.
Some Democratic opponents of
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A Winner At Last

eon Panetta has a history of tak-

ing on unpopular causes — and
losing.

In his former life as a Republi-
can, he ran the Office for Civil
Rights in the Nixon administration.
In 1970, at age 31, he was forced out
by the White House for being too
aggressive.

As a Democrat, he was elected to
the House in 1976, served for six
years on the Budget Committee and
became its chairman in 1989. Since
then, he has had to defend the oft-
denounced 1990 budget agreement
that he helped engineer. He tried —
and failed — to dismantle a portion
of that agreement earlier this year to
shift monev from defense to domes-
tic spending. In the past month, he
was for a long time a lone soldier
trying to halt the juggernaut of the

crats’ budget is anything but a joint
effort with the Republicans on the
committee. But he does not shy from
a fight — whether to defend his par-
ty's taxing and spending priorities or
to battle against the balanced-bud-
get amendment.

His hardball tactics in the budget
amendment fight drew criticism
from some Republicans.

The White House accused him of
“crying wolf” when he put out what
most consider a worst-case scenario
for spending cuts and tax increases
to yield the $600 billion in deficit
reduction over five years that the
Congressional Budget Office says
would be needed to balance the bud-
get. (Weekly Report, p. 1520)

But he has his bona fides on the
subject, and several members paid
him respect during the amendment

balanced-budget amendment. He  Panettais not one to shy from a fight.  fight.

tends to laugh a lot at adversity, and
lately he’s seemed to be having a rollicking good time.
He was asked at one point about Sen. Robert C.
Byrd, D-W.Va., who recently began working hard to
derail the balanced-budget amendment in the Senate,
apparently with success. “He came to life, didn’t he,”
Panetta said, and then guffawed, letting his laughter
express his relief.

The Real Test

This time, Panetta won. But it remains to be seen if
he can convince his colleagues that they should get
serious about cutting the deficit in this election year.
Panetta would view that as real success.

Like Bill Gradison of Ohio, ranking Republican on
the Budget Committee, Panetta tends toward serious-
ness; he is rarely without a sheaf of papers under his
arm, and he is constantly in motion.

He eschews partisanship when he can, despite the
highly partisan job he holds: Presenting the Demo-

Panetta almost never left the
floor during the two long days. At the end, his principal
adversary, Charles W. Stenholm, D-Texas, commended
him for his handling of the debate.

He also chided him for his effort earlier in the year to
to spend money that was to be cut from defense, instead
of applying it to the deficit. “Mr. Chairman, you were
not with us that day. . . . But you have been with us most
of the other times.”

Panetta returned the compliment, paying tribute to
Stenholm and others for raising the visibility of the
deficit issue — and seizing the opportunity to hold
members accountable for the next test.

“What we’ve done here is we've focused attention,”
Panetta said after the amendment was defeated. “Now
we’ve got to roll up our sleeves and get to work on what I
think is the effort that really counts . .. so that we truly
exercise the discipline that we have to do if we’re serious
about getting the deficit in control.”

—John R. Cranford

Stenholm were clearly enamored of
this version, if only to show their sup-
port either for a balanced budget or
for Social Security.

“It's the best of a bad lot,” said
Douglas Applegate, D-Ohio.

But some raised serious questions
about ceding power to the president
by letting him set a ceiling on outlays.
“Not even two-thirds of the House
and two-thirds of the Senate are em-
powered to [spend more than the
president proposes],” said Tom
Campbell, R-Calif. “For the first time,
this would be an absolute veto....
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This is very, very dangerous.”

The amendment appeared to have
the desired effect of muting Democratic
support for Stenholm. “The decision to
put Gephardt in brought about 35 votes,”
Nagle said. In all, 47 Democrats voted for
Gephardt and against Stenholm; six of
them had been Stenholm cosponsors.

The amendment was rejected 103-
327, with a significant majority of
Democrats and virtually all Republi-
cans opposed. (Vote 185, p. 1744)

¢ By Stenholm. His alternate pre-
served the basic terms of H J Res 290 as
originally introduced — including

three-fifths majorities to permit deficit
spending or an increase in the federal
debt. But it incorporated the military
emergency waiver, a requirement that
Congress enforce the amendment by
statute and a later effective date of fiscal
1988. The substitute was first adopted
by a vote of 279-153. (Vote 186, p. 1744)

It then failed on final passage —
when a two-thirds majority was re-
quired — by 280-153. The difference
was that Walter B. Jones, D-N.C., voted
no on the substitute and yes on passage,
and Foley, who has voted only 14 times
this year, voted no on passage. ]

[




HOUSE VOTES 182, 183, 184, 185, 186, 187

182. Procedural Motion. Approval of the House Journal of
Wednesday, June 10. Approved 284-112: R 48-107; D 236-5 (ND
164-5, SD 72-0); 1 0-0, June 11, 1992.

183. H J Res 290. Balanced-Budget Constitutional
Amendment/Spending Limit and Line-Item Veto. Kyl, R-
Ariz., substitute to propose a constitutional amendment that
would prohibit total outlays from exceeding total revenues for each
fiscal year and prohibit total outlays from exceeding 19 percent of
the gross national product for each fiscal year, unless a three-fifths
mejority in each chamber votes to permit a deficit. It would grant
the president line-item veto authority for all spending measures.
The spending constraints would take effect the third fiscal year
after ratification but not before fiscal 1996. The line-item veto
would take effect upon ratification. Rejected 170-258: R 152-13; D
18-244 (ND 6-173, SD 12-71); 1 0-1, June 11, 1992. (Story, p. 1683)

184. H J Res 290. Balanced-Budget Constitutional
Amendment/Tax Increase Limit. Barton, R-Texas, substitute to
Jroposea constitutional amendment that would require the president
1o submit and Congress to approve a budget in which outlays do not
exceed revenues unless a three-fifths majority in each chamber
approves a specified deficit; to require that estimated revenues do not
grow faster than the rate of increase in national income in the second
prior fiscal year, unless a three-fifths majority in each chamber
approves a tax increase; and provide that the amount of federal public
debt on the first day of the second fiscal year beginning after
ratification shall become a permanent debt limit unless a three-fifths
majority of each chamber passes a bill approving an increase. The
amendment would take effect in fiscal 1998 or the second year after
ratification, whichever is later. Rejected 200-227: R 155-9; D 45-217
(ND 8-172, SD 37-45); I 0-1, June 11, 1992. (Story, p. 1683)

185. H J Res 220. Balanced-Budget Constitutional
Amendment/Majority Vote and Social Security Exemption.
Gephardt, D-Mo., amendment in the nature of a substitute to propose
a constitutional amendment that would require the president to
submit and Congress to adopt a balanced budget in the first year after
ratification unless there is a declaration of a national urgency by the
president that is approved by a majority vote of both chambers of
Congress; prohibit Congress from approving higher expenditures than
recommended by the president in a fiscal year; and exempt Social
Security from deficit calculations. Rejected 103-327: R 2-164; D 101-
162 (ND 72-109, SD 29-53); I 0-1, June 11, 1992. (Story, p. 1683)

186. H J Res 290. Balanced-Budget Constitutional
Amendment/Sabstitute. Stenholm, D-Texas, amendment in the
nature of a substitute to propose a constitutional amendment that
would prohibit deficit spending unless a three-fifths majority of both
chambers of Congress approve a specific deficit amount or there is a
declaration of war or a declaration of national military emergency
enacted into law; require the president to submit a balanced budget
each fiscal year; and require a three-fifths majority of both chambers
of Congress to increase the public debt. The amendment would take
effect in fiscal 1998 or the second year after ratification, whichever is
later. Adopted 279-153: R 164-2; D 115-150 (ND 52-129,SD 63-21); 1 0-
1, June 11, 1992. (Story, p. 1683)

187. H J Res 290. Balanced-Budget Constitutional
Amendment/Passage. Passage of the joint resolution to propose a
constitutional amendment that would prohibit deficit spending un-
less a three-fifths majority of both chambers of Congress approve a
specific deficit amount or there is a declaration of war or a declaration
of national military emergency enacted into law; require the presi-
dent to submit a balanced budget each fiscal year; and require a
three-fifths majority of both chambers of Congress to increase the
public debt. The amendment would take effect in fiscal 1338 or the
second year after ratification, whichever is later. Rejected 280-153: R
164-2; D 116-150 (ND 52-130, SD 64-20); I 0-1, June 11, 1992. A two-
thirds majority of those present and voting of both chambers (289 in
this case) is required to propose an amendment to the Constitution. A
“yea” was a vote in support of the president’s position. (Story, p.
1683)
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Y Voted for (yea). 42 Rohrabacher NYYNYY
. 43 Pockard YYYNYY
# Paired for. p
44 Cunninghom YYYNYY
+ Announced for. 45 Hunter 2YYNYY
N Voted against (nay).
X Paired against. COLORADO
— Announced against. 1 Schroeder NNNYNN
P Voted “present.” > 2 Skoggs TNNYNN
“ o . . 3 Compbell 27NYYY
C Voted “present’” to avoid possi- < Allrd NYYNYY
ble conflict of interest. S Hefiey NYYNYY
? Did not vote or otherwise make a & Schoefer NYYNYY
position known.
CONNECTICUT
Democrats Republicans ;é‘:"w ;:::::
Independent jdensor
3 Delovro YNNYNN
NYYNYY
NYYNYY
NYYNYY
Al Carper YNYNYY
N NON
[233R2 FLORIDA
1 Hutto YYYNYY
ALABAMA 2 Peterson YNYYYY
1 Callahan YYYNYY 3 Bennett YYNRNYY
2 Dickinson NYYNYY 4 James NYYNYY
3 Browder YNYYYY 5 McCollum YYYNYY
4 Bevill YNYYYY & Stoarns NYYNYY
5 Cromer YNYNYY 7 Gibbons YNNYYY
6 Erdreich YYYNYY 8 Young NYYNYY
7 Hormis YNYNYY 9 Bifirakis NYYYYY
10 kreland 2 Y?ITNYY
ALASKA 11 Bacchus YYYYYY
Al Young NYYNYY 12 Lowis NYYNYY
13 Goss NYYNYY
ARIZONA 14 Johnsion YNNNTYY
1 Rhodes YYYNYY 15 Shaw YYYNYY
2 Pastor YNNYNN 16 Smith YNNNNN
3 Stump NYYNYY 17 Lehman I NNNNN
4 Kyl NYYNYY 18 Ras—Llehtinen N Y Y N Y Y
5 Kolbe NYYNYY 19 Foscel YNNNNN
ARKANSAS
1 Alexander 2 NNNNN m YNYNYY
2 Thomton YNNYMNN 2 Hatcher YNYNYY
3 Hommerschmidt Y Y YN Y Y 3R YNYNYY
22 oy
4 Anthony 7?2?22 VY 4 Jones YNNNYY
5 lewis YNNNNN
CALEORNIA NYYNYY & Gingrich NYYNYY
el 7 Dorden YNYNYY
2 Herger NYYNYY 8 Rowland YNYNYY
3 Matsui YNNNNN 9 Jenki YNYNYY
4 Fazio YNNYNN
5 Pelosi YNNNNN 10 Bamard YNYRNYY
& Boxer YNNYNN
7 Milles TNNNRNN " Aberonbe Y NN Y NN
8 Delfums YNNNNN 2 Mok YNNNNN
9 Stork YNNNNN
10 Edwards YNNNNN IDANO
11 Lostos YNNYNN 1 laRoceo YNNYYY
12 Campbel! NYYNYY 2 Stollings YNNYYY
13 Mineto YNNNNN
14 Doolittle NYYNYY RALNOIS
15 Condit YYYNYY 1 Hayes YNNNNN
16 Panetta YNNNNN 2 Sovoge ? NNNNN
17 Dooley YNNNYY 3 Russo Y NNNRNN
18 Lehman YNNNNN 4 Sangmesster YNNYYY
19 lagomersino NYYNYY 5 Lipinski YNNYYY
20 Thomas NYYNYY & Hyde YYYNYY
21 Gallegly NYYNYY 7 Colfins YNNNNN
22 Moorhead NYYNYY 8 Rostenkowski YNNYNN
23 Beilenson YNNNNN 9 Yates YNNNNN
24 Waxman YNNNNN 10 Porter NYYNYY
25 Roybal Y NNNNN 11 Annunzio Y NNNNN
26 Bermon YNNNNN 12 Crane NYYNYY
27 levine YNNNNN 13 FoweX NYYNYY
28 Dixon ? NNNNN 14 Kastert NYYNYY
29 Waters 2 NNNNN 15 Ewing YYYNYY
30 Martinez YNNNNN 16 Cox YNNYYY
31 Dymally YNNNNN 17 Evons YNNNNN
32 Anderson YNNNYY 18 Michel NYYNYY
33 Dreier YYYNYY 19 Bruce YNNYYY
34 Torres YNNYNN 20 Durbin YNNYNN
35 Lewis NYYNYY 21 Costello YNNYYY
34 Brown YNNYNN 22 Poshard YYNYYY
37 McCondless NYYNYY
38 Doraan 2ZYYNYY INDIANA
39 Dennemeyer NYYNYY 1 Visclosky YNNNNN
40 Cox ?YYNYY 2 Sharp YNNNYY
41 lowery NYYNYY 3 Roemer YNNYYY

ND Northern Democrats

SD  Southern Democrats
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MEMORANDUM FOR CHRISS WINSTON
ALY, SPEECHWRITERS
ALYL. RESEARCHERS
FROM: ED McNALLY

SUBJECT': SACRED COW-ABUNGA & THE PORK-BARREL POLKA

Earlier today, you may have heard Mark Lange’s classic
phrase for what the Lawrence Welk museum represents -- Congress’
"Pork Barrel Polka," dancing around the issues.

Attached are copies of articles from today’s issues of Time
and U.S. News and World Report, detailing some of Congress’ last
minute outrages -- some pork-barrel, some sacred cows.

Two stand out in particular:

o U.S. News’ notes that Congress has recently voted itself a
pay raise that now puts them in the very tax bracket that
-- under the new budget -- is set to decrease by two
percent.

o The $375,000 for a facelift of the House beauty parlor --
matched by $250,000 to study the best placement for T.V.
lights on the Senate floor -- rank up there with Lawrence
Welk. ("These are cosmetic changes, all smoke and mirrors.
But it’s going to take more than a beauty parlor facelift
and a change in lighting to hide the ugly truth from the
American people...")
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The $15.5 billion publishing industry
is counting on history this fall as it
'unleashes its new books. In past

- economic slumps, Americans kept
byying books, and so far sales this

year are up 15 percent over the same
period last year. Simon & Schuster

was so hot for Ronald Reagan’s
memoirs that it reportedly paid $5
million for his speeches plus An
American Life: The Autobiography,
set for release November 5. Steven
Spielberg created a $2 million man
by shelling out that sweet sum for
movie rights to Michael Crichton’s
high-tech thriller Jurassic Park—
available November 20. Bad news in
the Persian Gulf is good for
publishers. Sales of apocalyptic
books at B. Dalton and Barnes &

Noble are up nearly 50 percent since

August. Religious and prophecy
books have also been boosted.

DAT

Total books sold (billions)
1989: 2.1 1988: 2.0 1982: 1.9
Percentage that were fiction
last year 10%
Average buys last year, by sex
Men: 10.6 each Women: 12.0
. Average hardback price
Fiction: $18.44 Nonfiction: $32.46
Breakdown of fiction sold

e e Pl e gy
Viore egregiou

Mystery books: 17% Romance: 15%
Science fiction: 9%
Occult: 4% Westerns: 3%

All other: 52%
Best-selling authors in 1989
{hardback}

Danielle Steel 2.3 million
Tom Clancy 1.6 million
Stephen King 1.5 million
Time teenagers spend daily
Reading: 1 hour, 48 minutes
Watching TV: 3 hours, 11 minutes

Americans who say reading s
favorite evening pastime
1988: 10% 1938: 21%
Advance reportedly paid to Nancy
Reagan for My Turn, $2 million

BY Jo ANN TOOLEY

2o

On hold. “Keating Five” Senators Glenn and McCain

FOOLS ON THE HILL

In their haste to get out of Washington after one of their most embarrassing
political seasons, the men and women of Capitol Hill did some good, like passing the
first clean-air bill for 13 years (see page 28), and a whole lot that was not so good.
Members were quick to protect their own, too. The Senate ethics committee
conveniently delayed until after elections the most politically charged case it has ever
had. Because the so-called Keating Five, five senators under investigation for their
dealings with indicted S&L executive Charles Keating, will be kept on hold until after
November 6, members of the ethics panel up for re-election can more easily duck
questions about how far lawmakers should go to aid constituents like Keating. The

_committee also refused to release a report by its special counsel that reportedly clears
epublican, Arizona’s John McCain, as.ysllgs Ohio's John Glenp, ..,

e of the last-minute pork law- . . - :
makers were tucking into several bills. Examples? America’s TwoParly System:
Nineteen million dollars to study the methane emis- P \
sions from the flatulence of cows and other barnyard Lo
animals, $375,000 for a facelift for the House beauty
parlor and an additional $250,000 to study the best
placement of television lighting on the Senate floor.
The biggest beneficiaries of the congressional largess
seem to be the members themselves. Having voted themselves
raises, legislators will find they are in the very tax bracket now set to
decrease by 2 percent. As a result of the cut, lawmakers could pick up a tidy $1,000 in
new tax breaks. With deep deficits and a looming recession, taxpayers will be paying
for the pork and pay raises for some time to come. Probably until the ladies and
gentlemen of the Congress come up with some more surprises.

Y T S S S Ja ] AT T

DOWNHILL RUN: U.S.-ISRAELI RELATION

The killings at Jerusalems Temple Mount are doing more damage to already
strained U.S.-Israeli relations than was expected. A controversial Israeli report on
the incident was published on the heels of a second U.S. vote in the United Nations
Security Council supporting criticism of Israel for failing to cooperate with an
international investigation of the shootings. Relations between Israeli Prinie Minis-
ter Yitzhak Shamir and President Bush can hardly get more frosty. And as tensions
between Arabs and Jews in Jerusalem worsen, with Israeli soldiers sealing off the
city to all Arabs from the West Bank and Gaza, attacks by both sides show no sign of
letting up. With no peace process under way, and no dialogue between the two sides,
the violence could grow even worse, widening the gulf between Washington and
Jerusalem still further. '

14 RLUSTRETION: STEVE MACCRACKEN FOR USNEWR; CARTOON: BRODKINS — RICHMOND TIMES-DSPATCH o

U.S.NEWS & WORLD REPORT, NOVEMBER §5, 1990
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A Little Help for Some Fiiends

When big contributors need a tax break, Congress can oblige

w hen Congress took up its deficit-reduction package last | campaign contributors. They will cost the Treasury untold mil-
week, few of the legislators knew precisely what they were | lions in lost revenue. In most cases, the provisions are so artfully
voting for. Buried in the 1,000 or more pages were dozens of mys- | worded that not even tax experts or congressional aides can de-
terious provisions inserted by key lawmakers during closed-door | termine for certain which companies or industries will benefit
committee sessions. Known euphemistically as “rifle shots,” they | from them. Pending eventual publication of all the fine print,
are lucrative tax breaks for legislators’ home-state industries and | word leaked out on a handful of special favors for those who gave.

THE DEVIL iS IN THE DETAILS
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AVINTAGE DEAL
Republican Bob Packwood responded to pleas from the Oregon
Winegrowers’ Association to fight an 18¢-per-bottle tax increase on wine.
Packwood delivered: vineyards that produce less than 150,000 gal. a year
will be exempt from the increase, and those that turn out up to 250,000 Y 5 Yu

gal. will be partly spared. Roughly 1,000 of the 1,400 wineri%s in the nation, FLYING WITH BOB . .

including 80 in Oregon, will get the breaks. Packwood has received $7,000 Sci‘;:;: l:;’g‘g:ﬁ" ilgﬁ:;g&bolf)ﬁfn};:: “ﬁ;"gg;ﬁ;gi‘gﬁg ;l;;??an p
from the industry’s political-action commmea?s (pACs). contribute more than $1 billion to the state’s economy. Thus when a 10%

) : tax on the purchase of all small planes was proposed, Dole took off. He
got the surcharge limited to those costing more than $250,000, which
exempts virtually all of the ones built in his state, Dole has received at
least $4,250 from the two manufacturers. Dole also got special treatment
for an old friend—Dwayne Andreas, president of the Archer-Daniels- |
Midland Co. ADM produces 70% of the country’s ethanol, a gasoline
substitute distilled from corn. The Senator protected an existing 60¢-per-
gal. tax credit that goes to the firms that tum the ethanol into the gasohol
used in cars. Andreas and ADM's PAC have contributed $10,000 to Dole.

URTESY CESSNA AIRCRAFT

AICK FRIEDMAN—~DOLACK BTAR

NOSLYM oouvbm

ANICECATCH

Commercial fishing is important in Democratic Congressman Gerry
Studds’ Massachusetts district. Starting in 1988, owners of small fishing
boats who pay crewmen with a share of the catch were required to withhold
income tax and Social Security fees. Studds arranged to restore the crews’
previous immunity from withholding, which means they may not fully pay
their taxes. He has collected $10,475 from fishing PACS.

3,

RIGGING THE YACHTS

A plan to slap a similar luxury tax on almost all yachts alarmed boat
builders all the way from Maine to Texas. So they turned to many
coastal-state legislators, including such congressional powers as Senate
Democratic leader George Mitchell, top, and Texas’ two Senators,
Democrat Lloyd Bentsen, left, and Republican Phil Gramm, for

’ = : 3 gy
JUSTA GOOD BUD-DY_ ] . assistance. The pressure on the lawmakers was highly effective;
House Democratic leader Dick Gephardt is a.defender of Joe Six-Pack, the additional tax will apply only to yachts with price tags

who would have been stung by a Republican proposal to raise the excise higher than $100,000.
tax on beer to 32¢ a pack. But Gephardt has another reason to be one of

the boys: Anheuser-Busch Co. headquarters are in his St. Louis district.

Gephardt bellied up to the task of holding the beer tax to 16¢ per six-

pack. He has received $12,850 from beer industry PACs.

AHSY AUHAL

TIME, NOVEMBER 5, 1990 31
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EPose Threat

~Jeffrey Smith

Post Staff Writer

yry forces are begin-
how to operate sophis-
Hawk antiaircraft mis-
rs that were captured
d brought back to the
a, US. officials and
pnalysts disclosed last

pmént has aroused con-

 the Iragis captured
he highly accurate mis-
n the hands of properly
ary technicians, could
ntial threat to U.S. and
nes if they attacked

targets.
and allied military air-
region have no ready

rotection against the

, the officials said.

U.S. concerns stem-
e initial Aug. 2 capture
s were intensified last
electronic intelligence
) the region detected
jaracteristic signs of
operation at a special
I;air-defense equipment

emanations indicated
“playing around” with
ystems, as one official
till remains weeks to

'irom actually deploy-

ofﬁcwls two weeks ago
ismissed any possibility
gis -could operate the
pons, & senior U.S. an-
ed not to be identified
k that “in a while, the
ow how” to use them
y US. sircraft are not
efeat the systems.

icial familiar with mil-
ence agreed and said
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Also Brings'
A Windfall

Appropriators Guard
‘Discretionary’ Funds

By Dan Morgan
Washington Post Staff Writer

At times during last week’s

House-Senate conference on the

1991 transportation appropria-
tions bill it seemed as if someone
had forgotten to tell members
there was a budget crisis.

During a session chaired by
Sen. Frank R. Lautenberg (D-
NJ.), the bipartisan conferees ap-
proved a $2.5 billion, 18.8 percent
increase in federal aid to states for
highway and bridge construction;
channeled $125 million to the

electrification of the Northeast

rail corridor between New Haven
and Boston; and directed the De-
{:ﬁment of Transportation to

spend more than $30 million to
dy magnetic levitation trams/:

and “intelligent” cars.

They threw in $1 million to de-
velop a “pational transportation
policy” on bicycling and walking,
noting the potential in energy sav-
ings and reduced traffic conges-
tion. “You have to leave room for
the new, with some uncertainty of
where it leads you,” said Rep,
Martin Olav Sabo (D-Minn.), a
sponsor of the bike proposal.

Such scenes are part of a little-
noticed story in this month’s budget
debacle. While defense spending
and automatic benefits such as
Medicare and farm programs were
slashed by the deficit-reduction

agreement between the White -

See SPEND, A6, Col. 1 - .
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For Congressional Appropnators, a Small Windfall Amid Austerlty

SPEND, From Al

. House and Congress, the Appropmho:li com-

N

mittées came away with a small windf:
Predictably, a healthy chunk of it is going

to home-state projects of influential com-

mittee members. But the fattened appro-

-priations coffers have also allowed the com-

mittees to address new issues and start re-
building old, proven programs that fell on
lean times in the Reagan years,

There is money to study global warming
and the health impact of high power trans-
mission lines on humans, The budget of the
Eavironmental Protection Agency is to

grow by 19 percent, and the space program .

was restructured to provide more money
for probés to monitor the Earth’s ecology.

some of the old meat-and-potatoes pro-

* grams: a $554 million, 27 percent increase

in the Headstart preschool program; $1
billion more than last year for education
programs for the disadvantaged; a commit-
ment to build 10,000 public housing units;
and funding for two new Department of
Veterans Affairs nursing homes,

The relatively flush position of the Appro-
priations committees in the final days of the

. session results from the tenacity and power
of a few influential members during last sum-

mer’s budget negotiations, and the relentless
spending pressures on both parties.

Senate Appropriations Committee Chair-
man Robert C Byrd (D-W.Va.) recently
described nonmilitary domestic spending as

. the *little runt pig® of the budget that has

The 13 majér national laboratories that

are the core of American scientific prowess

got increases of as much as 18 percent. De- -

spite tatk of austerity, the appropriators

found money to continue funding the exotic:

and the futuristic, from the Search for Ex- .

traterrestrial Intelligence to the CRAF-Cas- -

sini probes that will meet up with a comet
and visit Saturn later in the decade,
There will be much more money for

; operations of governmegt and most federal

been “on the cutting table for 10 years.”

get, compared with nearly 25 percent in the
late 1970s. Its share of gross national prod-
uct has slipped, too, from around 6 percent
to close to 4 percent.

This is the “discretionary” pool of money
that Congress has to finance the nondefense

. support for science, health, space, environ-

mental protection, waste cleanup, health, ed-
ucation, law enforcement and infrastructure,
In last summer’s deficit-reduction nego-
tiations, Byrd reportedly fought relentlessly
to prevent a further raid on this domestic

_pot. In private and public, he gave the same

Fattened coffers penﬁit
panels to address new

- tssues and start

rebuilding old, proven

‘ programs.
. ‘The $182.7 billion available in 1991 rep-
resents only about 13 percent of the bud-

speech “It's time we started spendmg some
money on this country.”

That view is reflected in the deal that
emerged from the summit and that is being
revised on Capitol Hill. The deficit will be
reduced by $500 billion over the next five
years, through tax increases and cuts in au-

tomatic benefit programs. But none of the
cuts will come from the pool of “discretion-
ary” domestic funds controlled by Byrd and
his House counterpart, Appropriations Com~
mittee Chairman Jamie L. Whitten (D-Miss.).

This pool of money will grow at the in-
flation rate until fiscal 1994, when the ap-
propnators will be free to increase it fur-
ther by “raiding® defense accounts under
their control.

The $182.7 billion available for 1991 al-
ready reflects a small “peace dividend,” be-
cause the summiteers allowed the appro-
priators to reallocate the defense cuts to
the domestic side. The domestic pot for
1991 is about 10 percent bigger than the
$166 billion in 1990, though inflation eats
away some of the increase, as does a special
$7.5 billion expenditure to renew expiring

" leasges on subsidized federal housing.

The package hefore Congress also pro-
tects the Appropriations committees from

having to absorb the costs of Operation ~

Desert Shield in the Persian Gulf. It will be

" paid for in a special appropriation next year,

Neither the White House nor con;

gres-
.gional Republicans had much heart for fur-
ther cuts in domestic accounts, sources

aald.'l‘heWh:teHomewanmtochannel'
more resources to the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration, whose facilities "
are concentrated in Sun Belt states that-
could be important to President Bush's:
1992 reelection, Meanwhile, most House
and Senate Republicans agree with Dem--
ocrats that government needs to invest'
more in the nation's infrastructure, educa-:
tion and industrial competitivenesa,

The resulting appropriations bills contain:
moerse money for space, But there is also more ;.
formalpmmmsthatsbppedhrdownthe
priority ladder during the Reagan era.

Few have come away fully satisfied. Lob-
byists say there is still far too little money,
for education, health, eavironmenta]
cleanup, consumer protection and alterna-
tive energy. Money for the atom-smashing

. Supércopducting Super Collider in Texas "

was cut at the last minute by $75 million”
and the allocation for the space station was
reduced sharply. The space station &uts

.drew a protest from Sen. Jake Garn (R-’
“Utah), who has flown-on a shuttle mission.

But the $243 million for the mperm!lldu"
) seospmn,n,cqu o
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The Washington Times

October 22, 1990, Monday, Final Edition
SECTION: pari A; Pg. A1
LENGTH: 528 words
HEADLINE: Top congressmen fill 'em up free
BYLINE: Paul M. Rodriguez; THE WASHINGTON TIMES

BODY:

Congressional leaders working to sock American motorists with a hefty gas
tax increase aren't worrying about the impact on their own wallets:

They're filling up their limos - for free - at a hideaway gas pump on a side
street on Capitol  Hill.

The single non-partisan pump is reserved exclusively for the top brass in

Congress, including House Speaker Thomas Foley, Majority Leader Richard Gephardt
and Senate Majority Leader George Mitchell, all Democrats; and Minority Leader
Robert Dole, Minority Leader Robert Michel and Minority Whip Newt Gingrich, all
Republicans.

Those entitled to the free gasoline, along with the free and
subsidized meals, gymnasiums, cut-rate hair cuts and shoe repairs that everyone
in Congress gets, also ride in top-of-the-line limos, often furnished with
drivers.

Elsewhere in Washington and the suburbs, motorists paid about $1.41 a gallon

on average last week, according to the American Automobile Association. Prices
ran as high as $1.45 at local self-serve pumps.

The congressional gas station is nothing fancy - one pump housed in a small

shack on a vacant lot on £ Street SE between First and South Capitol Streets.
It's open from 7 a.m to 3 p.m. seven days a week.

Though it's supposed to be for official use only, congressional sources say

there have been complaints of unauthorized use of the free gas by members and
aides who drive up in personal automobiles and fill up.

Bills for gas taken at the pump, at about $1 a gallon, are sent to and paid
by the officials' offices. On top of the unlocked, unmanned gas pump is a
clipboard on which users are supposed to sign in. Nearby is a cardboard box
with forms to fill out showing the amount of gas taken and the office the bill
should be sent to.

Among the offices to which gas was charged yesterday were those of Messrs.

Foley, Gephardt, Michel and Gingrich. There also were charges signed for the
Capitol post office, the Capitol Police and the Architect of the Capitol, who
runs the pump and buys the gas on long-term contracts to hold down the cost.
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IT’S YOUR MONEY B

Politicians grant themselves

and civil servants fat retirement benefits—and

us the trillion-dollar tab

]

How Bureaucrats
Pad Their Pensions

Condensed from WASHINGTON MONTHLY

MartaEw CooPER

INCE 1975, Hastings Keith has
been trying to stir up public
concern about exorbitant gov-

ernment pensions; his own benefits
dramatically exemplify their ex-
cesses. The 74-year-old ex-Con-
gressman began his career as a fed
in the military. In 1958 he was
elected to Congress from Massa-
chusetts, and in 1972 he retired. He
was only 57.

Because of cost-of-living in-
creases—"“cost of luxury increases,”
Keith dubs them—his civil-service
retirement is up to $55,260 a year.
But as they say on the TV game
shows: “Wait/ That’s not alll”
Each year he collects $14,520 in
military benefits, $12,432 from So-
126

cial Security and another $8196 in
survivor benefits (after his wife—
also a retired civil servant—died).
His annual take: $90,400. In 17
years, Keith has received more than
$800,000 from the federal govern-
ment without working a day.

But Keith’s take is moderate
compared with that of other ex-
Congressmen. Jim Wright, after
his questionable book and oil-well
deals were exposed, resigned as
Speaker of the House in shame—
and in the money. The Texan’s
Congressional pension is calculated
at 8o percent ofP his final three years’
salary. The pension now is $88,212
ayear, and his total lifetime benefits
will likely approach $2 million.

WASHINGTON MONTHLY (JULY/AUGUST '89), © 1989 BY WASHINGTON MONTHLY CO., 1811 CONNECTICUT AVE.,
20009

N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C.




Wright’s predecessors aren't far-
ing too badly either. Tip O’Neill of
Massachusetts receives an annual
pension of $65,640; Carl Albert of
Oklahoma takes down around
$100,000.

Retired Senator J. William Ful-
bright of Arkansas receives about
$75,000, while Barry Goldwater of
Arizona gets $66,900. Perhaps the
all-time cﬁam ion is former Senate
Majority Leader Mike Mansfield of

Montana. He receives more than

$136,000 annually.

The National Taxpayers Union
found that at least 160 of the over
350 retired Congressmen currently
getting benefits can expect to collect
more than $1 million each. And over
one-third of these receive more an-

_nually than they earned in Congress.

Unfunded Needs. The federal
government spent $54 billion on
retirement and disability programs
for its employees in the fiscal year
1990. That’s more than it spent on

‘Aid to Families with Dependent

Children, and Food Stamps, and
consumer safety, and AIDS research
and treatment, and hazardous-
waste cleanup, and. low-iricome
housing combined. - .. - o
Even more alarming is the extent
to which public-employee pensions-
will soak up future budgets. It’s
a financial time bomb waiting to.
gooffo - . vuwr de b i LD
If you or I were providing for:
our own retirement, we would reg--
ularly set aside sums that would -
grow enough to cover our needs”
once we stopped working, It shou{ld";’f ‘

be the same with public retirement
plans, but it isn’.

Any difference between what we
save and what we are going to need
is called an “unfunded liability.”
The unfunded liabilities of federal
retirement_programs—taking into
account employees already retired
and those likely to retire—are stun-
ning. They’re much higher than the
estimated $g90 billion to $130 billion
it would cost the government today .
to bail out the troubled savings-
and-loan industry. They total more
than $486 billion just for the Civil
Service Retirement System, the
pension plan that covers 65 per-
cent of federal workers. Com-
bined with programs for military,
railroad and other federal retirees,
the unfunded liabilities -now top
one trillion dollars. -

And that’s just the federal tab.
Most of the 6000 state, county and
local-government pension plans
also carry unfunded liabilities. A
1988 survey of the 371 largest state
and. municipal pension funds.
showed their total unfunded liabil-
ities to be $127 billion.

To be sure, these huge unfunded
liabilities can be spread out over
decades. But we’re still footing the
bill. Governments must either be-
gin paying more toward their pen-
sion liabilities now or continue to.
carry them forward unfunded. In.
1984 the Grace Commission on cost

control found that to amortize the :
liability of the Civil Service Retire-~

ment System over 40 years would'

require spending almost as much.
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0
20 percent of

: pnvate pensions
..~ liabilities. By law,"private systems

frules set up by the federal govern-
.~ ment~rules  that publlc /pensions
+ . .are exempt from. =

. Incredible Deals. Government
penswns were designed to compen:.

sate for what were originally low
" cials. (They already have the option

_salaries, as. well as for the dangers

faced by soldiers. But pension costs -

kept going out of sight even when
salaries got better and no real dan-
gers were faced. How did the simple
idea of a fair government pensmn
get so fouled up? . .,

sions are generous in the extreme.

‘The average private pensioner.can

expect to earn $200,000 during his
retirement; the average federal c1v11
servant about $700,000.

Another way to gauge a pension .

is to see how much of your highest
salary you get back annually in
retirement. A study by the Bureau
of Labor Statistics of medium and
large private companies that em-
ployed 100 employees or more
found that, after 30 years’ service,
retirees average 27 percent of their

 top salaries. By contrast, civil-serv- .

ice retirees in the same category

average 53 percent—nearly twice as

much.

gate too. In Florida the average
civil servant can retire after 30 years
and receive 48 percent of the aver-
128

'fage ‘of his five peak salary’ years.”
- This is nothing’ ‘comipared with the
;pensxons for elected officials, who -
ave unfunded -
. 9.9 percent of salary.- Under pres- .'
- must _follow *minimum ~funding '
. Florida hascontinued .to up the
ante—recently, police and fire pen-
. 'sions zwere -boosted "50 “percent.
i-Come 1
“cers and firefighters will enjoy the

“such incredibly good deals at an
 absurdly young age. Normally, full
.. civil-service pensions kick in after :
Here’s how. First, pubhc pen— :

. many service members enlist im-
. mediately after high school, they

State governments can be profh- -

can retire after'30 years with up to .

sure from pubhc-employee unions, °

1993, law—enforcement offi- "
same pension levels as elected offi- .

of retiring with a pens1on afterten . 4 |
years) s S 4]
A public employee can latch onto

30 working years—usually around
age 56. In 1987 there were 343,288
civil servants in their 50s recemng
full benefits. . -

Should we really be supportmg
the equivalent of a city the size of
Miami full of retirees in their 50s?
In most private plans, walk away in
your sos and you suffer a s:gnlﬁ- _
cant financial penalty. - o

With military pensions, the
problem is even worse. They take
effect after just 20 years. Since

can start getting full beneﬁts atage .
37 or 38.

One-third of all career mlhtary .
personnel retire in their 30s. The
average age of a retiring service
member is 44—younger than Roll-
ing Stones guitarist Keith Richards. -
Because of early retirement, a vet-




o~

10
o

eran can receive fem times more
pension income over his lifetime
than a private pensioner.

These excessively early retire-
ments create longer and hence larg-
er payouts to retirees. They also
make it possible for people to pur-
sue a whole new career that will
end with yet another government
pension. - -

Where COLAs Went Wrong.
Public-pension plans have gener-
ous payouts, yet often require only
negligible employee contributions.
The amount of total benefits paid
in by civil-service retirees is about
‘seven percent of salary; for the
military, it is zero percent. Of the
$54 billion the federal government
will spend on retirement this year,
only $8.3 billion comes from the
employees- themselves. -

- Another cause of the spiraling
costs: public pensions carry auto-

matic cost-of-living adjustments. -

These COLAs have gone wrong for
two main reasons: T

One, they are not applied to a

. base pension figure but are com-

pounded year after year—piling

COLAs on top of COLAs. Accord-

ing to a'study by the Congressional

* Research Service, civil-service re-

tirees who began receiving pen-

o
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Since 1921,

when payments to
civil-service retirees
were a mere
B4 million, outlays
have been steadily
escalating. If the huge
increases during the
last three decades
continue, the inflation- .
adjusted cost 1s !
Z«;ieczed at $92.3

iilion by the year
2010.

$13.8
BILLION . -
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sions in 1970 have seen their- pen-
sions more than triple in the past 20

years becausé of annual COLAs, -

.. Two, COLAs are applied to ev- -
€Iy government ensioner’s take—*
no matter how avish—instead of
being focused on_ people who need

anti-inflation protection. :More- :- :

-~ Our publ _
that fat sums of the Mike Mansfield -
variety are a perversion of the basic -

. idea of a ‘pension.”No more free -

over, why should all federal retirees
e "inflation-proofed when ‘many ,
other’ Americans in greater need
- are not? Virtually no private pen-’
sion systems provide COLAs, e
. - Estimates show that COLAs now
account for 56 percent of all federal
pension payouts, Because of these
adjustments, up to half a million
federal retirees make more now
. than when they were working.
‘Politics makes the problem
worse. Retired federal employees
form a huge, well-organized bloc of
two million voters. Recently, the -
National Association of Retired
Federal Employees helped shoot
down a Bush Administration pro-
posal to pare COLA provisions.
Boasting over 510,000 members,
the federal retirees’ group was the
fifth largest contributor (among
4268 Political Action Committees)
to federal campaigns during the last
Presidential election cycle. .
No More Free Rides. Some pen-
sion reforms have been started,
Since 1986, new civil servants have

1 - N

READER'S DIGEST ST
“had the option ‘of making higher -

contributions toward ‘their -own
pensions, and they are rewarded

with matching funds if they decide -
" to do so, ik i

“*This is a small step in the right
direction. But we can and must do

more, FIaooee e
ic servants must admit

rides—pensioners “should be re.

quired to make meaningful contri-
butions to their own futures. And

o more across-the-board or com-

pounded COLAs. - - (

Most important, no more hand-
some retirement benefits after ten
or 20 years,” ~ . - S

_The tab for the billions of dollars
of government pensions may well
outstrip the cost of the S&L, bajlout.
Yet at this point, like SgI. officials
before them, politicians seem to
be hoping the pension problem
won’t draw notice untiF it’s so
l§argantuan that drastic help will

ave to be provided from outside -

the system. That means from tax-
payers, of course.

If you want to do something about
the public-pension problem, contact
your elected representatives, both ng.
tional and local,

Reprints of this article are available. See page 19g.

No wonbEr xips ToDAY can't spell. They’re surrounded by signs like:
“Suzi’s All-Nite E-Z Drive-Thru Donut Shoppe.” . <

* —Dave Barry in Tropic Magazine
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Congress can’t find its way clear to agree
on a budget, but it has been able to come up
with half a million dollars to make a tourist
attraction out of former bandleader Law-
rence Welk’s Strasburg, 'N.D., birthplace.
The money, included in the fiscal 1991 agri-

culture appropriation bill now on its way to

the White House, 1S part of a program |
intended to help rural communities develop |
new businesses, “That’s right, ‘Ah one, ah
two, ah three, ah four, ah half a million =

<

i

?
£
&

&
1N

dollars,” said Rep. Silvio Conte (R-Mass.),
mimicking the way Welk used to direct his .
orchestra. Conte went on record as opposing

the funding.
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'House finds urgent need; ' =
:$375,oqQ t;od;ufﬁ%auty shop ** -

reataurant, gymnastum study, trash
proved separately. It was wrapped

replace trash cans.
- And buried within the overall
81.7 billion cost of keeping

(b In
R L spmnu o L1 UGN budg
T e L R
| o s eseme eme Con o o oot f oA S 1 T e
§ Lave been deemed 100.vital to give  gymnasium for mﬁﬁ PULR | 81925 o, allenge. Total cost

; members have their own), { The funding for the beauty shop,

Housé of Representatives Beauty

Theré’s the renovation of the:
Parlar, for one, which >

would cost

| 8378,600, funning

: another o |\ inte the Houge !

| eo g‘::f:jesme p‘f%g?’:nﬂ(‘fu‘%gwa; iast year's tabof 6154 billon — v | tions il wb“m‘&"m“"m‘p gl

| 8130,  that - perhaps the steapest increase of vote,

| anomg?%mnﬁg%fmmmuﬁn‘““ all: the nearly saoo%e&tpermember | iAmof yesterday evening, the Sen-

' Sume day it may allow lawmabers o, louse pay raise ~ from 896,600 to ate had not yet passed fta own ver.

| appear on video screeny o Theiy 4Dout 125,000 — which glides into g ihe legisiative appropriations

I . . and ita acti

| home districts wher they're toa busy See CONGRESS, 6A, Col. 1 éxpenses pem.u‘,’? witl‘l, the g‘;‘;fg
only, Differences in the plans will be

- — . —— - W W

—

werked out in a conference commit-
tee; generally, the iwo chambers
leave each other's pet itema alone.)
Part of the reascn for the g'wth
of the congressional budget, besides
the pay raies, i inflation and leftover
postage bills from laat year. But
there are also the little extras, like
the beauty pariar renovation, ane of
the few items to spark any debate
when the House approved lis own
appropriations last Sunday.

legislative appropriations, the beauty

lor item (Which was originally
g;:i‘OOO higher) had appeared only
as “8430,000 to remodel certatn
Cannon building space.” (The beauty
parior is on the floor of the Can-
non House office bullding,) When
Representative Fawell's amendment
brought the item into the open, the
subcommittes chairman, t-
ative Vic Fazio, D-Calif., on the
House floor, “1 frankly wish this sub-

past two years, had been subsidized
by 817,000 {n government money
those two years. The shop is not a
private operation. Any profit at the
end of the year goes to the general

Mary Rose Oakar,

the amendment,

ouse barbershop gets

much ter subsidies (about

8110,000 last year) than does the

beauty parlor. She said Mr, Fawell's
smacked of sexism,

D‘oh‘ol
saying the

ject had not come up.”
because ‘wheo you qucetion 8 pe.
use you question a
It's like taking from a baby."
to his colleagues, Mr,

In
Fawell pointed out that operation of

the beauty shop, a money loser the

Representative Harris W. Fawell,

R-Ill,, set off more than an hour of

~ debate on the matter when he of-

- fered an amendment to cut the mon-

¢y. It was a move that didn't seem to
please House leaders,

In the subcommittee report on

shop either. “] think most

would say we could get our halr cut
or our hair fixed just like most of the
people in America do.”

| But the amendment faj]
| d&’ingzwith it was his pmpo:il' t::ixd
| the 825,000 for studying the site of o
ltaﬂcsmasw‘en.ﬂhuquorn
' roll call vote died for lack of .
The House did, however, kill a
| asoo.ooo:tudyonwhethutobuy
moduhrmrnmn-uaﬁu'hﬁrlngthnt
a similar study two ago had
| mndudedthatmchfg;gm.whﬂe
| nice, would cost too much,

The lawmakers also im lim.
its on how much fmnﬂlrt?:;'mn
send ta, a practice

And then there was the
the pay raise, matter of

When Representative James A,




RCV BY:THE WHITE HOUSE 1y 10=24=80 111 42AM CCITT G3= 2024566218:#% 3

-

‘- a

aneve=wn

THE SUN

_:;genate appropriations panel uses back door

\ to OK pork-barrel projects '

By David Hess creating & brand new category of fed- The home-state projects, labeled
?u_mt«mdduumwce eral grants, “special purpose grants,” are includ-
e , bill, now awaiting final action ed in the housing section of the bill
' - WASHINGTON — When it comes by a Sanate-House erence com- and circumvent an accord reached
io preserving the sanctity of the con-  mittes, 878.6 billion in  last year between lawmakers and
gresaional pork barrel, the Senate fiscal year 1991 for housing, veter- Housing and Urban Development
rarely lacks for ingenuity — even in ans, space and environmental pro- Secretary Jack Kemp. HUD was
this era of tight b :’fﬂgz.me .Whuteet.hetohleootufthe been wracked by because of
LU over X ome-gia is small com- projects awarded Mr. Kemp's
b n?n:m turn around re-  pared with the overall price of the ;redeeeuormcuenbt{ofﬂnﬂuer?cc
sfciétions imposed Isst year on pork-  bill, the money represents only a  peddiing” former officials and poiiti-
parrel projects, members of the Sen- down payment on many of them, By cal consultants,
ale-Appropriations Committee added  the time they are completed, they Under the accord, there was at
BSC milllon worth of home-state will cost several times more than the least a tacit pledge by Congress not
flema to & masstve spending bill by amount provided in this vear's bill, to lead up the housing bill with ear-
F MR

apokesman said. “Now look what City, Kan, ase
WB'VB #o. Ll w. R'Mu
What HUD got was a Senate hill W

with 27 cts sporisored other also a Angered by the Senate's
membenpe:), e appropﬂntlo:z puudtobew tmrg.- w%ﬁpmuﬂ
the bill
i

marked projecta that heiped mem-  Utah, got 8500,000 in “seed money”  kin, D-lown; Paul Simon, D-IL: Da-

bers bring home the bacon, mnmnoehﬁ;tmhmmtwo vid Pryor, D-Ark.; Jim Exon, D-Neb.,
| “Our understanding in the HUD cities. In all, Gammibur - and Daniel K. Akaka, D-Hawaii —
| reform bill, which was intended to  ects, worth 81.78 » for his  win re-election. Mr. Harkin is the on-
| eliminate many of the other abuses  state. ly member of ths committee

in [our] » was niot to use the In addition, a 28th project was Mr, Akalcs got his projects courte-

spending bill as a vehicle for these added on the Senate floor to move a the committee's third-ranking

narrowly focused projects,” a HUD chart Hawaii Sen. Daniel K. In-

panel. pressed incumbents o
For example, Sen. Jake Garn, R-  Sens, Carl Levin, D-Mich,; Tom Har- istration is threatening to veto it.
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T%JB?%I% for Special Groups Backed in Secret

By JerrRey H, Brevsatw

Steff Reparrer of Tie WaLL STREET JOURNAL

WASHINGTON~The House Ways and-
Means Comimittee has spent hours in se-
cIel sessions approving dozens of nary§we"
Tnte'resgf'ﬁ'x breaks that would benefit
groups ranging from fishermen to nuclear-

plant awners,

The exereige, which was suspended last
evening, was characterized by the panel
members mostly as an effort to appease
the many lobbyists wha have been begging
their faverite lawmakers on the tax-writ-

ing committee for tax relief,

“It's strietly for outsice interest,” ox-
iR.,
N.Y.\, referring to the lobbyists for whom
amendments were pushed, "It was 50 we
could say, "We got your bill considered this

vlained Rep. Raymond McGrath

year.

Others put a more pejorative slant on
the event, "It was Santa's workshop in Oc-

tober,”
(D., N.Y

It was unclear last night Just how many
narrow {ax breaks were passed and how
much they would cost. The committee, ina
sharp departure from past practice, re-
fused to provide any details about provis-
lons adopted, even tentatively, at the ses-
sion. Only the lobbyists who won benefits
for their clients knew for sure what was
adopted.

“There's nothing to report,” a commit-
tee spokesman said, *'There has not been a
final action taken.”

Conversations  with lobbyists, Jaw-
makers and aldes Suggest there were
do2ens of proposals that were at least ten-
tatively adopted, These were accornpanied
by matching tax increases—meaning that
there are companies, and probably individ-
ual taxpayers, that face a tax increase angd
don't know it

omplained Rep. Thomas Downey
.

Earlier Accounting Seen For Retirement Benefits

i Bya WaLlLSTArry JOURNAL Staff Reporter

WASHINGTON —Companes may get
an earlier-than-expected headache from
& proposed ruling that would change
their accounting for retirement bene-
fits.

The acceunting profession's rule-
making body plans to require companies
to reflect as current ¢osts the future re-
trement benefits of employees, rather
than accounting for them as they are ac-
tally pald. Yesterday, the Securities
| And Exchange Commission said compa-
[ nies may have to disclose in 1890 state-
| menis an estimate of Such benefit costs
| for (he vears ahead, even though the
proposed ruie wouid not take effect unti]
1993, Such disclosure wouldn't affect the

1890 statements, but woulq Serve ps an
early warning to investors.

The aceounting rule ig being pro-
posed by the Finahcial Accounting Stan-
dards Board, a federally sanctioned,
ruie-making body for the accounting
profession. FASB has indicated jt would
adopt the rullng by year end.

A 1987 SEC guideline requires compa-
nies to footnote any matter that might
have a materlal affect on financial
statements, including adoption of new
accounting standards and the potential
impact in dollar amounts, Accounting
firms have estimated that the largest
1,000 companies in the U3, could face
an Increase of as much as $400 billion {n
current accounting for these benefits,

They could learn soon, however, Law.
makers speculated that committee Chaip-
man Dan Rostenkowski (D., 111, ) may pujl
some of these. tax breaks out his pocket
during budget negotiations with the Senate
this weekend and quietly include them iy
the final deficit-reduction bill,

One major tax increase that aldes sajg
Was tentatively approved would make it
harder for individuals to dedyct moving
expenses. The plan would change to 109
miles from the current 33 miles the dis.
tanee that someone would have tg move
before being allowed to deduct the ex-
penses. The provision would rajse an astf-
mated $1 blllion over five years,

The greatest interest focused on the
revenue losers, however. Aides sald 28
amendments, labeled “‘retatively noneon-
troversial” in a staff document, were
adopted,

According to the document, tax relief
was given for the following groups: foreign
and domestic insurance companies, pri-
vate foundations, iitle-holding companies,
tax-exempt hond underwriters, rental tux-
edo stores, and Crop dusters,

in addition, there were tax-cut provis:
lons related to Guam, aviation-fuel distrib-
utors, partnerships, mutual funds and real
estate transactions.

Some were obscure but intriguing, such
as one that affected “‘estate tax treatment
of certain short-term debt obligations held
by nonresident aljens. "

Aldes warned that the description of the
benefits might be incorrectly presented in
the documents. But there wasn't anybody
who could be, or was willing to be, more
precise.

What's more, the initla] 28 provisions
were just the start. Lawmakers and lobby-
ists said the committee went on to approve
many more amendments,
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APn 10/19 0001 Pork Politics
Copyright, 1990, The Associated Press, All rights reserved.

By KIM I. MILLS
Associated Press Writer

WASHINGTON (AP) -- Sen, Alfonse D'Amato took to the Senate floor this week,
scolding his colleagues for spending beyond their means,

"What about some fiscal discipline? What about a freeze?" the New York
Republican demanded. "What about maybe a cut? What about eliminating some
programs?"

Hours later, D'Amato’s press secretary was on the phone giving reporters what
has become the senator's nightly pork report — i.e., a list of millions of
dollars for New York projects won by D'Amato's legendary tenacity on the
Appropriations Committee,

Is Congress trying to cut spending or bring home the bacon?

The answer is, both,

On the floors of the House and Senate, Congress has been debating proposals
to reduce the budget deficit by $500 billion over the next five years,

Meanwhile, conference committees have been meeting to craft appropriations bills
that will spend the government's money.

The timing could hardly look worse.

Just this\%eek, one of the 13 Senate appropriations subcommittees received a

wish list 0 ecial projects from various senators, said Sen. Dale
Bumpers, D-Ark,

"Those same senators then come in here with unctuous, pontificating
statements about how, if we could just freeze this or that, we could get the
deficit under control," Bumpers said on the Senate floor Wednesday.

And with elections less than a month away, members need to look fiscally
tough at the same time as they're taking credit for this bridge or that
veterans' hospital.

Take Rep. Doug Barnard Jr., a Georgia Democrat locked in a tense re-glection
race. On Tuesday, Barnard issued a press release saying he had voted against the
House budget package because it would have hiked taxes by $149 billion over five
years.

"If the rest of the Congress had followed my lead and voted for
across-the-board cuts and freezes to spending bills all year, we wouldn't be
faced with trying to find massive cuts here at the 11th hour," he said.

The next day, Barnard issued another release bragging that Fort Gordon -- in
his district -- will get $10.6 million from federal coffers for a "soldier
support center” that would consolidate all administrative offices.
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