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especially it deals with choices, and
that is the purpose of my sense-of-the-
Senate resolution. The choice that says
what we would like to do at this point
is balance the budget and provide a tax
cut.

I have no objection to a tax cut pro-
vided that we have done the heavy lift-
ing to balance the budget first. But the
Congressional Budget Office says that
with the reconciliation bill there exists
a $105 billion deficit in the year 2002,
and still the majority party wishes to
proceed with a tax cut, half of which
will benefit those families with in-
comes over $100,000 a year, $50 billion of
which over the 7 years will benefit
those families with incomes over a
quarter of a million dollars a year.

My point is very simple. With the
number of people out there in this
country living on very modest incomes,
especially senior citizens, the bulk of
whom live on less than $15,000 a year,
we are saying to them, ‘‘Tighten your
belt, buckle up, you are in for some
tough times, because we are going to
change the programs that you count on
because we cannot afford to do other-
wise.’’

And then we say to the wealthiest
families in America, those who earn
over a quarter of a million a year and
more, guess what. We are going to stop
at your house with an envelope, and
guess what is in the envelope. A very
significant tax cut. So start grinning;
it is coming your way. Why? Well, it is
about pals and pols. It is about choices.
It is about the wrong choices. My
sense-of-the-Senate resolution is very
simple. It says let us at least make a
decision to limit this tax cut to those
families that earn less than $250,000 a
year and say to those with a quarter
million dollars a year or more income,
we think you are doing great; you do
not need a tax cut, and use the savings,
$50 billion in 7 years, to offset some of
the cut that is going to be impacting
and hurting senior citizens in this
country.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and I
reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? If no one yields time, time
will be deducted from both sides equal-
ly.

Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico.
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that I be allowed to
speak for 4 minutes as if in morning
business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Again,
we are under a unanimous-consent
order between 5:40 and 6 o’clock. Any
unanimous consent would have to use
part of that time.

Mr. BINGAMAN. I would ask that my
4 minutes be charged equally to the
two sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from North Dakota controls 40 seconds.
The rest would have to come from the
other side.

CLINTON ANDERSON CENTENNIAL

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, 100
years ago, New Mexico was 17 years
from becoming a State and Grover
Cleveland was in his second term as
President, the x ray was discovered,
and O. Henry, who was a writer of great
importance in this country, was
charged with embezzlement. Also, 100
years ago was the time that Senator
Anderson, Clinton Anderson of my
home State of New Mexico, was born.
Senator Anderson was a man who
would mean a great deal to this insti-
tution, to this country, and to my
home State of New Mexico.

Mr. President, 100 years ago today he
was born in Centerville, SD. As a
young man, he contracted tuberculosis
and moved to New Mexico for treat-
ment of that disease. I should note, Mr.
President, that many other of my
State’s distinguished residents did the
very same thing. The dry air of New
Mexico revived more than one set of
eastern lungs, and Senator Anderson’s
were among these. He recovered from
his illness. He worked in journalism.
He was active in Democratic politics.
He was elected to the House of Rep-
resentatives in 1941, served until 1945,
when President Truman asked him to
become Secretary of Agriculture. In
1948, he ran for the Senate and came to
this body in the famous class of 1948
that included Margaret Chase Smith,
Lyndon Johnson, Hubert Humphrey,
Paul Douglas, Russell Long, Robert
Kerr, and Estes Kefauver.

He served for 24 years, creating a
very distinguished legislative record,
as many of his illustrious classmates
did.

One of the finest studies of this out-
standing Senator was written by Sen-
ate historian, Richard Baker, entitled
‘‘Conservation Politics/The Senate ca-
reer of Clinton P. Anderson.’’ Dr.
Baker perfectly described Senator An-
derson’s technique as a legislator. He
said in that book, and I quote:

Anderson saved his shots. He was not ac-
customed to launching trial balloons. When
he spoke, his colleagues listened. When he
decided that New Mexico could gain no more
by prolonged debate, he settled for the best
package available. And when he attached to
a legislative measure the full weight of his
intellect and prestige, doubting solons set
aside their skepticism, and he prevailed.

Mr. President, however many of us
have the honor of representing New
Mexico in the Senate, Senator Ander-
son provides a benchmark against
which we will be measured. I am proud
to have known him. My uncle, John
Bingaman, was active in getting him
elected and reelected to the Senate and
felt when he died we lost a great public
servant.

Today we honor the fact of his birth
and the value of his life. For us in New
Mexico and in the Senate, his are the
shoulders we stand on as we move into
the future.

Mr. President, I thank you for the
chance to speak, and I yield the floor.

JERUSALEM EMBASSY RELOCA-
TION IMPLEMENTATION ACT OF
1995

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. ROTH addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware.
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, here we go

again. It is not enough that President
Clinton has admitted that he and his
allies have raised taxes too much, but
here his allies in Congress are already
seeking to undermine real tax relief for
middle-class Americans.

These folks cannot have it both
ways. What Senator DORGAN’s amend-
ment amounts to is little more than
business as usual. At home and on the
campaign trail, the President and his
allies talk about change—real change—
but here in Washington they continue
a game that has been playing out for
three decades, a game that has led our
Nation into a debt that is almost $4.9
trillion, a game that has run us into
$200 billion deficits, and a game that
has done little, if anything, to improve
the conditions of the most vulnerable
among us.

Why do they persist? Because they
want it both ways. In some quarters
this is called talking out of both sides
of the mouth. Even the Washington
Post has identified this symptom. Ac-
cording to the Post, the Democrats
have fabricated the Medicare tax cut
connection because it is useful politi-
cally. In an earlier editorial, the Post
opined that

The Democrats are engaged in dema-
goguery, big time. And it’s wrong. . . . [The
Republicans] have a plan. Enough is known
about it to say it is credible; it’s gutsy and
in some respects inventive—and it addresses
a genuine problem that is only going to get
worse. What Democrats have, on the other
hand, is a lot of expostulation, TV ads and
scare talk.

What my colleagues on the other side
of the aisle will not tell the American
people is that under the plan we are
proposing, using Medicare savings for
tax cuts would be illegal. The law re-
quires that money saved on the Medi-
care Program will stay in the Medicare
Program. Remember, these are trust
funds, the assets of which may not be
used for any other purpose. And to say
otherwise, as the Post points out, is
little more than politically motivated
scare tactics.

The sense-of-the-Senate amendment
completely undermines the progress we
have made toward saving Medicare.
Without our plan, the trust fund is
bankrupt in 2002. It is that simple.
Without our plan, the Government will
not be able to live up to its obligations.
We assure solvency of the program
until the year 2020. This gives us a suf-
ficient time to focus on the needs that
will arise when the baby-boom genera-
tion reaches the age of eligibility.

It is important to note that Senator
DORGAN’s plan is not even based on the


		Superintendent of Documents
	2015-06-16T13:17:48-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




