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The Senate met at 9:15 a.m., and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, Sovereign of this Na-
tion, we begin the work of this day
with an acute sense of our account-
ability to You. We claim Solomon’s
promise, ‘“‘In everything you do, put
God first, and He will direct you and
crown your effort with success”.—
Prov. 3:6. In response, we say with the
psalmist, ‘“‘May the words of our
mouths and the meditation of our
hearts be pleasing in Your sight, O
Lord”.—Psalm 19:14. Help us remember
that every thought we think and every
word we speak is open to Your scru-
tiny. We commit this day to love You
with our minds and honor You with our
words. Guide the crucial decisions of
this day. Bless the Senators with Your
gifts of wisdom and vision. Grant them
the profound inner peace that results
from trusting You completely. Draw
them together in oneness in diversity,
unity in patriotism, and loyalty in a
shared commitment to You. In the
name of our Lord. Amen.

————

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able acting majority leader, Senator
LoTT, from Mississippi, is recognized.

———

SCHEDULE

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, this morn-
ing the Senate will be in a period of
morning business until the hour of 11
a.m. I believe the Senator from Dela-
ware, Senator ROTH, is prepared to
begin speaking immediately. Following
morning business, the Senate will
begin debate on House Joint Resolu-
tion 1, the balanced budget constitu-
tional amendment.

Senate

Senators are reminded that a vote on
passage on the balanced budget amend-
ment will occur at 12 noon tomorrow
by unanimous consent. It is also pos-
sible that the Senate may consider
other legislative or Executive Calendar
items that can be cleared for action. I
know that the distinguished majority
leader, Senator DOLE, has been work-
ing to see if some of these executive
items can be cleared. We hope that can
be worked out during this week.

I yield the floor.

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
INHOFE). Under the previous order,
there will now be a period for the
transaction of morning business not to
extend beyond the hour of 11 a.m., with
Senators permitted to speak for not to
exceed 5 minutes each. The Senator
from Delaware, [Mr. ROTH], is recog-
nized for 30 minutes.

———————

UNCONDITIONAL MFN STATUS FOR
CHINA

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise to
talk about why I believe every Member
of this Chamber should support the un-
conditional extension of most-favored-
nation trading status to the People’s
Republic of China. As we are all aware,
Senator DOLE declared his support for
unconditional extension of MFN for
China sometime ago. More recently,
the President announced he would
renew China’s MFN status uncondi-
tionally for another year.

Now the matter comes before the
Congress. We have to decide whether or
not Senator DOLE’s position and the
President’s decision deserve our sup-
port. The Chinese, of course, have not
made this issue easy for us. Their de-
stabilizing nuclear, chemical, and mis-
sile sales, their continued nuclear test-
ing, their assertiveness in the South
China Sea, their growing trade surplus
with the United States, their piracy of

our intellectual property, their mili-
tary threats against Taiwan, their
moves to undermine democratic re-
forms in Hong Kong, and their abuses
of human rights, these all demand a
stern reply.

That is why it is tempting to revoke
China’s MFN status. But it would be a
huge mistake to do so. I say this for
four reasons.

First, revoking MFN would put at
risk hundreds of thousands of Amer-
ican jobs, and billions of dollars worth
of American exports and investments.

Second, revoking MFN is an ineffec-
tive weapon that would not solve any
of the problems we have with China.
Indeed, revocation may make them
worse.

Third, more proportional, targeted
measures currently available permit a
more effective response to these prob-
lems.

Finally, extending MFN is funda-
mental to developing a coherent China
policy—one that sets priorities and
provides a strategic framework for the
conduct of our relations with that im-
portant country. Mr. President, the
United States, East Asia, and the en-
tire world have much to gain from a
positive relationship between Wash-
ington and Beijing and much to lose
from an unnecessarily confrontational
one.

Before going into more detail about
these four points, I believe it necessary
to clarify the meaning of the term,
“most-favored-nation trading status.”
That’s because the term gives the false
impression that MFN is some sort of
special privilege or reward.

The term even confuses our most
prestigious newspapers. In their stories
on the President’s announcement to
renew China’s MFN status, the Wall
Street Journal, the Washington Post,
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the New York Times, and the Los An-
geles Times all incorrectly described
MFN as a ‘‘privilege’ or in some way
preferential or favorable.

In fact, MFN is not a special privi-
lege or reward. It designates the most
ordinary, most normal trading rela-
tionship among countries. Specifically,
MFN refers to the uniform tariff treat-
ment that the United States applies to
virtually every country in the world.

For example, if the U.S. tariff on im-
ported clock radios is 5 percent, all
clock radios imported from countries
with MFN status are subject to a 5-per-
cent tariff. Imports from countries
that do not have MFN status—and
there are only six countries that fall
into this category—are subject to far
higher duty rates.

Another important point about MFN
is that it is not a one-way street. When
we give MFN status to a particular
country, that country, in return, gives
the United States most-favored-nation
status.

Therefore, because we give Singapore
MFN status, the clock radios we im-
port from that country are subject to
the same tariff rates as clock radios
from Thailand, Spain, or any other
country to which we extend MFN.

In return, when Singapore imports
our computer chips, it imposes the
same tariff on United States chips as
those imported from Japan, Korea,
Great Britain, or any other country to
which it extends MFN.

What does the United States get out
of all this? American companies get to
compete on fair and equal terms with
their foreign rivals.

Let me emphasize again: MFN status
does not confer—let alone imply—spe-
cial treatment.

In fact, when we decide to give spe-
cial treatment to imports from other
countries—as Congress has expressly
chosen to do for certain products from
over 130 nations—those imports are
subject to tariff rates substantially
below the MFN rate. Sometimes we
even allow specified countries to ex-
port products to the United States
duty free.

In short, MFN status denotes the
standard, not the exceptional, trading
relationship. Ending this standard
trading relationship by revoking MFN
is an extreme measure. In fact, because
MFN is so fundamental to trade rela-
tions among countries, some correctly
liken its withdrawal to a declaration of
economic war.

These are the facts about MFN. Any-
one who maintains that we do China a
special favor when we renew its MFN
status is either misinformed or dis-
ingenuous.

Because of the confusion created by
the phrase, ‘most-favored-nation trad-
ing status,” I am working with Senator
MOYNIHAN to replace the phrase in U.S.
statute with a more suitable term, one
that underscores the unexceptional na-
ture of the MFN concept. I believe that
if we adopt such a change in termi-
nology, we will all better understand
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the issue, and our debate will be more
constructive.

Now, I want to stress that those who
favor MFN renewal, such as myself,
share most, if not all, of the same goals
as those opposed to MFN renewal.

We, too, want Beijing to cease its de-
stabilizing nuclear, chemical, and mis-
sile sales. We, too, want China to end
its nuclear testing. We, too, want
China to resolve peacefully its terri-
torial disagreements in the South
China Sea. We, too, want China to
lower barriers to U.S. exports and re-
duce its trade surplus with the United
States. We, too, want China to end its
piracy of our intellectual property. We,
too, want China to end its military
threats against Taiwan and resolve its
differences with Taipei peacefully. We,
too, want China to follow faithfully the
dictates of the Sino-British Declara-
tion on Hong Kong. We also want China
to cooperate with us in addressing seri-
ous global concerns such as environ-
mental degradation, transnational
crime, and narcotics trafficking. And
we, too, want China to respect the
basic human rights of its citizens.

Where we differ from the opponents
of MFN is on how to achieve these
goals.

The simple fact is that there is abso-
lutely no evidence that the drastic ac-
tion of withdrawing MFN will force
China to satisfy any of our objectives.
Indeed, sanctioning China by with-
drawing MFN runs the great risk of
making that country more belligerent
and less cooperative on these and other
issues.

Keep in mind that experience shows
that unilateral trade sanctions gen-
erally don’t work. The chances of suc-
cess only improve when sanctions are
applied in cooperation with our major
allies. However, not one of these al-
lies—not Canada, not the European
Union, not Japan, not Australia—is de-
bating whether to withdraw MFN sta-
tus from China. That’s because they all
know withdrawal is neither a construc-
tive nor effective option for inducing
the Chinese to change their behavior.
In addition, they understand the tre-
mendous cost of withdrawing MFN sta-
tus, a cost we ignore at our peril.

Let’s be clear on this point. If we re-
voke MFN for China, Beijing would cer-
tainly be hurt, but so, too, would the
United States.

As a result of withdrawing MFN,
United States duties on goods imported
from China would immediately rise to
the tariff rates established under the
highly protectionist, Depression-era
Smoot-Hawley tariff law. Chinese im-
ports, which currently face an average
tariff rate of 6 to 8 percent, will be sub-
ject to an average tariff rate of 40 to 50
percent, with the tariff rates for cer-
tain items exceeding 100 percent.

Because MFN is provided on a
reciprocoal basis, China would respond
to higher tariffs on its goods by slap-
ping higher tariffs on United States
goods. Such a move will slam the door
shut on United States exports to the
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Chinese market—the fastest growing
market in the world. These U.S. ex-
ports totaled almost $12 billion in 1995
and supported approximately 200,000
high-skilled, high-wage American jobs
in critical sectors such as the aircraft,
telecommunications, and automotive
equipment industries.

Business conducted by United States
companies in China will go instead to
the Europeans, the Japanese, the Cana-
dians, and firms from all the other
countries in the world which continue
normal commerical relations with
China.

In addition to severely damaging
United States exporters, the small and
large American firms that have in-
vested billions of dollars to penetrate
the Chinese market would see their ef-
forts and investments gravely jeopard-
ized.

Some claim, of course, that in the
event China’s MFN status is with-
drawn, those billions of dollars of
United States investments in China
will be brought back to the United
States. The reality is, however, that
United States companies forced out of
China are far more likely to move
those investments to other developing
countries in Asia or Latin America.

The economic fallout from with-
drawing China’s MFN status is not
only going to hit American companies,
but also American consumers. Our low-
est income citizens, in particular,
would suffer from the dramatically
higher prices they will have to pay for
a variety of basic goods as a direct re-
sult of the imposition of substantially
higher duties on Chinese imports.

Mr. President, some claim that pric-
ing Chinese goods out of our market
through higher duties would be bene-
ficial. They maintain that we would
eliminate our trade deficit with Beijing
because the products we now import
from China would be produced in the
United States.

Let us be realistic. It is a mistake to
think that most of what we import
from China would be produced in the
United States. The truth is that in
most cases imports from other devel-
oping countries would be substituted
for imports from China.

Moreover, it does not make any sense
to try to reduce the trade deficit by
ending all trade, as would likely hap-
pen if we revoke China’s MFN status.
You may get a balance of trade—zero
imports and zero exports—but at a cost
of hundreds of thousands of good, high-
paying U.S. jobs and billions of dollars
of U.S. exports.

The only way to reduce the trade def-
icit and retain American jobs and ex-
ports is to ensure that United States
products have the same access to the
Chinese market that Chinese products
have to ours. This is not an easy task.
But revoking normal trade relations
with China would make it impossible.

While I believe the threat to United
States jobs and exports alone provides
a convicing reason to support renewal
of China’s MFN status, there are other
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compelling arguments
tional renewal.

In particular, cutting ourselves off
from China by withdrawing its MFN
status will end any ability the United
States has to directly influence devel-
opments in China, including how China
treats its citizens and whether it per-
mits the development of a freer society
and more democratic political system.

United States businesses help ad-
vance human rights and civil society in
China by being there, not by leaving or
by being shut out. United States com-
panies operating in China observe basic
worker rights in dealings with their
local employees. United States compa-
nies provide Chinese citizens with op-
portunities unheard of before China
began to open its economy and society
to the outside world in 1978. United
States companies teach their Chinese
employees the valuable lessons of
American business culture, including
independent decisionmaking and
enterpreneurial skills.

Among other reasons, that’s why
Martin Lee, the Hong Kong legislator
and human rights advocate; Hong Kong
Gov. Chris Patten and Wei Jingsheng,
the prominent Chinese dissident who
has suffered for so long from state per-
secution, all support renewal of MFN
for China.

Moreover, that is why the Tai-
wanese—who are not shy about voicing
their opinions on China to Members of
Congress—have not advocated revoking
MFN. And that’s why the countries of
the Association of Southeast Asian Na-
tions, four of whose members have ter-
ritorial disputes with China, have not
come to Capitol Hill to press the
United States to revoke China’s MFN
status.

Mr. President, I think that it is the
height of arrogance for opponents of
MFN to assert that they know better
than Martin Lee, Wei Jingsheng, the
Taiwanese, and the countries of
ASEAN, how to change China’s behav-
ior.

Indeed, as they know, there is ample
evidence that the mere threat of revok-
ing MFN will make China less coopera-
tive and more confrontational.

For example, several weeks ago,
China announced for the first time that
it would buy several billion dollars
worth of passenger jets from the Euro-
pean consortium, Airbus. This action
was a deliberate repudiation of Boeing,
meant to send us the message that rev-
ocation of MFN will result in costly
economic retaliation.

Shortly thereafter, in an action de-
signed to send us a signal on the secu-
rity implications of recklessly con-
fronting Beijing, China struck a deal
with Russia to develop a long-term
strategic partnership.

These actions indicate some of the
problems and consequences we would
face if we use the sledge-hammer ap-
proach of revoking MFN.

Keep in mind that the President al-
ready has specific, measured and tar-
geted tools at his disposal that allow

for uncondi-
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him to address our problems with
China without resorting to the indis-
criminate and destructive approach of
revoking MFN.

For example, we are currently pre-
paring to hit China with trade sanc-
tions on $2 billion worth of specified
Chinese imports because of Beijing’s
failure to honor its agreement with the
United States to crack down on Chi-
nese companies making pirated knock-
offs of American music, movies, and
computer software.

Similarly, we can invoke targeted
section 301 sanctions for other discrete
discriminatory and unreasonable Chi-
nese trade practices.

When China illegally sells nuclear
technology, we can apply sanctions
which are specified by the Nuclear Pro-
liferation Prevention Act.

We can counter China’s threats to
Taiwan by considering sales of up-
graded defensive weaponry to Taipei,
as well as by reaffirming our unwaver-
ing commitment to a peaceful resolu-
tion of the dispute between Taiwan and
China in the context of our one-China
policy, a policy which has been sup-
ported by each of our last six Presi-
dents.

We can rely on international law and
the shared interests of the countries of
Southeast Asia to counter aggressive
Chinese territorial claims.

And we can continue to expose and
condemn China’s repressive human
rights record in this Chamber and in
organizations around the world.

The range of tools available to re-
spond to specific problems with China
is considerable. At the same time, how-
ever, their breadth reveals a funda-
mental weakness in our overall ap-
proach to our relations with Beijing—
the absence of an effective, broadly
based, clearly articulated and carefully
coordinated China policy that sets pri-
orities and guides our use of these
tools.

I agree with those who say that the
rise of China presents us with a serious
foreign policy challenge. But it also
presents us with enormous opportuni-
ties. We can only respond to that chal-
lenge adequately and seize those oppor-
tunities through a sensible overall
China policy, one that enhances the
chance of creating a positive bilateral
relationship. The clear objective of
that policy should be to encourage Chi-
na’s constructive and responsible be-
havior and discourage aggressiveness
and irresponsibility.

The absence of a coherent China pol-
icy results in large measure from
short-sighted political considerations.
For example, the 1992 Clinton cam-
paign rhetoric about coddling dictators
in Beijing left the Clinton administra-
tion little room to maneuver on China
policy. Early on, the President indi-
cated he would link human rights
issues to the MFN decision. The fol-
lowing year, however, he was forced to
reverse himself and announced the two
issues would not be linked.

Similarly, in 1994, the Clinton admin-
istration refused Taiwan President Li
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the ability to play a round of golf in
Hawaii while in transit to Costa Rica.
But in 1995, the administration granted
him a visa to visit Cornell University
immediately after telling the Chinese
it would not do so because such an act
would violate our one-China policy.

These and other mixed signals from
the administration, as well as the ca-
cophony of voices from Capitol Hill on
how to deal with China, have left the
United States with a dangerously mud-
dled China policy.

Without question, if the United
States had a better sense of its prior-
ities and aims in the United States-
China relationship, and a clearly ar-
ticulated China policy that reflects
those priorities, we would be better
able to influence Chinese behavior.
Moreover, the tools we currently have
available to respond to Chinese mis-
conduct would be more effective when
used in the context of a coherent China
policy.

In brief, I believe such a policy must
have four central elements. First, we
must expand our economic relationship
with Beijing, because a China inte-
grated into the global economy is more
likely to behave in ways more compat-
ible with American interests and inter-
national norms. Thus, we should seek
to encourage China’s development and
participate in its economic growth.
That’s why I assign importance to
China gaining entry into the World
Trade Organization based on commer-
cial considerations and GATT prin-
ciples.

The more China is integrated into
the international economy, the more
subject Beijing is to the harsh realities
of the marketplace. Should China
choose a path toward blatant aggres-
sion and destabilizing domestic repres-
sion, foreign investment will dry up
and firms will move to other countries
where the risks are lower and the re-
turns are higher.

Moreover, we have a better oppor-
tunity to influence China to act in
ways we prefer when we enmesh it in
the sort of economic relationships fos-
tered by most-favored-nation trade sta-
tus. Renewing MFN thus is absolutely
central to an effective China policy.

In addition, the economic growth fos-
tered by participation in the global
economy almost inevitably leads to
greater demands for democratic re-
forms. Other Asian countries, such as
South Korea, Taiwan, and Thailand,
have amply demonstrated the political
evolution that accompanies economic
development.

The second element of a coherent
China policy is the resumption of high-
level, regular dialog with China. I was
delighted to see that in his speech on
China 2 weeks ago, Secretary Chris-
topher accepted Senator DOLE’s sugges-
tions on this matter. After all it has
been 7 years since an American Presi-
dent went to Beijing for summit talks,
and 8 years since a Chinese leader has
been in this country for a summit. Mis-
trust is bound to grow when we do not
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meet, particularly when the list of crit-
ical bilateral, regional, and global
issues requiring discussion is so long.

Third, we must nurture aspects of the
relationship where we share interests
and can cooperate for our common
good. For example, China played a use-
ful role in bringing relative peace and
stability to Cambodia. Moreover, China
has the potential to play a key role in
settling the serious threat posed by
North Korea to the South, as well as
the 47,000 American troops we have on
the ground there. I cannot envision
Beijing cooperating with us on North
Korea if we revoke China’s most-fa-
vored-nation trade status. Indeed, I
cannot imagine the Chinese playing a
constructive role on any matter of mu-
tual importance—from protecting the
environment to controlling
transnational crime and narcotics traf-
ficking—if we simply continue to
threaten and sanction them.

The fourth element of any coherent
China policy must include preparedness
to deal with China if its participation
in world affairs proves disruptive.
Strengthening our current array of bi-
lateral security ties in Asia is thus es-
sential. In addition, I believe we must
look more closely at the possibility of
creating effective regional security ar-
rangements.

Closer cooperation on security and
diplomatic initiatives with nations in
the Asia Pacific that share our inter-
ests on China would serve to prod Bei-
jing to accept the moderating influence
of global economic integration. It
would also provide a hedge in the event
Beijing instead chooses a more aggres-
sive path.

In sum, continued economic relations
with China, high-level dialog, coopera-
tion with China on matters of mutual
concern, and strengthened security and
diplomatic ties with the rest of Asia
should, in my opinion, form the basis
of any effective China policy.

Mr. President, some claim that the
decision we face on renewing MFN can
be reduced to a question of whether
“our lust for trade exceed(s) our loath-
ing of tyranny.”

This argument is disingenuous and
the question is simply wrong. The right
question is whether taking the draco-
nian step of revoking China’s MFN sta-
tus is worth the potentially huge cost
to the United States, especially when
this action has an extremely remote
chance of achieving its aims. I await a
response to this question from the op-
ponents of China’s MFN renewal.

Mr. President, I must stress again
that the United States, East Asia, and
the entire world have much to gain
from Washington and Beijing achieving
a positive relationship, and much to
lose should bilateral relations further
deteriorate unnecessarily. Renewing
MFN for China is only a step—but an
extraordinarily important one—toward
building a fruitful bilateral relation-
ship. Therefore, Mr. President, I urge
my colleagues in the strongest possible
terms to support unconditional re-
newal of MFN for China.
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Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, as
the distinguished chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee has so clearly stated,
discussions of American foreign trade
policy are increasingly bedeviled by
the use of an 18th century term, most
favored nation, to describe trade agree-
ments reached with other nations. The
most favored nation involved is not the
nation with which we are negotiating,
but rather a third nation altogether
which happens to have the lowest tar-
iff, or whatever, with respect to some
product or other. The United States
agrees to give to country X whatever
terms are the best terms it gives to
some third country. Whichever that
might be.

This issue arises for the simple rea-
son that the last tariff schedule en-
acted by statute was the Smoot-
Hawley Tariff Act of 1930, with the
highest tariff rates, overall, in Amer-
ican history. In response to the dis-
aster that followed the Roosevelt ad-
ministration began a series of trade
treaties entered into as executive
agreements. This arrangement con-
tinues to this day. As a result, nations
entering the Western trading regime,
which is to say, in the main, former or
current Communist nations, must re-
ceive the treatment accorded under the
GATT or the WTO, or else Smoot-
Hawley. Granting the former status is
no sign of favor, simply of normal
trade relations.

For more than two centuries this has
been our practice, but only recently
has the term caused public misunder-
standing. What we mean is that we will
confer on country X normal trading re-
lations. The time has come, then, to
say so. We grant country X normal
trade relations (NTR) in return for
country X treating us in the same
manner. Which is to say, NTR.

Just last month the Finance Com-
mittee acted on legislation to grant
permanent most-favored-nation treat-
ment to Bulgaria and Cambodia. Yes-
terday, the Trade Subcommittee held a
hearing regarding Romania’s MFN sta-
tus, and tomorrow the committee will
hear witnesses speak to questions sur-
rounding the granting of most-favored-
nation treatment to China. If one read
the headlines, one might believe these
four countries to be the most impor-
tant in all of American trade policy.

But not at all. As the chairman has
just said, MFN treatment is not special
treatment. Countries to which we
grant this supposed most favored treat-
ment are not, in fact, the most pre-
ferred in our trade relations. When we
undertake an obligation to provide
most-favored-nation treatment to an-
other country, we simply agree to give
that country the same treatment that
we give the great majority of our trad-
ing partners. The rationale is that, if
every country observes this principle,
all countries will benefit in the long
run through the resulting more effi-
cient use of resources.

Indeed, there is no single most fa-
vored nation in our trade policy. As
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noted in a 1919 report to the Congress
by the U.S. Tariff Commission, now the
U.S. International Trade Commission,

It is neither the purpose nor the effect of
the most-favored-nation clause to establish a
“most-favored nation;”’ on the contrary its
use implies the intention that the maximum
of advantages which either of the parties to
a treaty has extended or shall extend to any
third State—for the moment the ‘‘most-fa-
vored’’—shall be given or be made accessible
to the other party. ... ‘“Reciprocity and
Commercial Agreements,”” United States
Tariff Commission, 1919.

In fact, over time, we have developed
a great variety of relations with our
trading partners. We have agreed to
free trade with Canada, Israel, and
Mexico. We offer special benefits to
countries of the Caribbean and Andean
regions. We have a longstanding policy
of duty-free treatment for imports
from developing countries under the
Generalized System of Preferences. If
one really wants to identify a most fa-
vored country, one certainly must take
note of these relationships, which are
all more advantageous than general
most-favored-nation treatment.

MFN is a principle from the past. The
concept has been traced to 12th cen-
tury arrangements between trading
cities of the Mediterranean and the
Arab princes of North Africa, although
the phrase most-favored-nation did not
appear until the end of the 17th cen-
tury. In United States law, the prin-
ciple was first recognized in the 1778
commercial treaty between the United
States and France, stating:

The Most Christian King and the United
States engage mutually not to grant any
particular favor to other nations, in respect
of commerce and navigation, which shall not
immediately become common to the other
party. . . .

Thereafter, an MFN clause became a
standard element of treaties of friend-
ship, commerce, and navigation, the
early formal bilateral economic trea-
ties of the United States. In essence,
this was our mechanism for assuring
fair and equal treatment for the trade
of the United States. Over time, an
ever-lengthening chain of commercial
agreements, incorporating the MFN ob-
ligation, reduced barriers and increased
trade. Ultimately, this basic principle
was adopted in 1947 as the central obli-
gation of the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade—article I, part I of
the “GATT 1947’. It continues central
to the World Trade Organization cre-
ated in 1994—article I, part I of the
“GATT 1994”.

But, as the GATT has been succeeded
by the WTO, so it is time to consider a
successor term to MFN. A term that
recognizes that, in the modern world,
it is the norm, not the exception, to
treat our trading partners equally.
Senator ROTH and I, along with Sen-
ator CHAFEE, would propose for the
Senate’s consideration a more accurate
term—‘normal trade relations.”” Short-
ly, we will introduce legislation chang-
ing U.S. law, as necessary and appro-
priate.
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THE NATO ENLARGEMENT
FACILITATION ACT OF 1996

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I have long
been a supporter of the transatlantic
community of nations and its corner-
stone institution, NATO. And today I
wish to express my support for the
NATO Enlargement Facilitation Act of
1996—extremely important legislation
which I also cosponsor.

This bill is designed specifically to
support and foster the careful, gradual
extension of NATO membership to the
nations of Central and Eastern Europe.
If passed, this bill would direct tan-
gible assistance to the efforts of Po-
land, the Czech Republic, and Hungary
to join the alliance. These nations are
the most prepared of their region for
the responsibilities and burdens of
NATO membership.

Equally important, it is the intent of
the authors of this bill to assist other
Central and Eastern European coun-
tries whose economies and democracies
have sufficiently progressed to move
forward toward eventual NATO mem-
bership.

Such a policy is absolutely necessary
to ensure that NATO’s acceptance of
Polish, Czech, and Hungarian applica-
tions for membership not create new
divisions in Europe, but is instead part
of an inclusive and on-going process
that will extend to the entire commu-
nity of European nations.

Extending the alliance’s membership
to Poland, the Czech Republic and Hun-
gary, will help transform Central and
Eastern Europe into a cornerstone of
enduring peace and stability in post-
cold-war Europe. It would do so for the
following reasons:

First, the NATO enlargement would
project security into a region that has
long suffered as a security vacuum in
European affairs. History has repeat-
edly shown us that the strategic vul-
nerability of Central and Eastern Eu-
rope has produced catastrophic con-
sequences—consequences that drew the
United States twice this century into
world war.

Second, NATO enlargement would
help facilitate the economic and polit-
ical integration of Central and Eastern
Europe into the transatlantic commu-
nity of nations. Passage of our NATO
enlargement legislation would dem-
onstrate America’s commitment to
consolidating an enlarged Europe. This
would give more incentive to all the
nations of the region to continue their
political and economic reforms by dem-
onstrating that these reforms do result
in tangible geopolitical gains.

By projecting stability into Central
and Eastern Europe, NATO enlarge-
ment would reinforce the regional sta-
bility necessary for nations to focus on
internal political and economic reform.
Mr. President, security is not an alter-
native to reform, but it is essential for
reform to occur.

Third, two great European powers,
Germany and Russia, are now under-
going very complex and sensitive
transformations. Their futures will be
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significantly shaped by the future of
Central and Eastern Europe. Extending
NATO membership to nations of this
region will reinforce the positive evo-
lutions of these two great powers.

In the case of Germany, NATO en-
largement would further lock German
interests into a transatlantic security
structure and further consolidate the
extremely positive role Bonn now plays
in European affairs.

The extension of NATO membership
to Central and East European nations
would also be of great benefit to Rus-
sia. By enhancing and reinforcing sta-
bility and peace in Central and Eastern
Europe, NATO enlargement would
make unrealistic calls by Russia’s ex-
tremists for the revitalization of the
former Soviet Union or the westward
expansion of Russian hegemony. Great-
er stability along Russia frontiers will
enable Moscow to direct more of its en-
ergy toward the internal challenges of
political and economic reform.

This point is too often forgotten in
this debate. There has been too strong
a tendency in United States policy to
overreact to outdated Russian sen-
sitivities. This overreaction comes at
the expense of strategic realities and
objectives central to the interests of
the alliance, as well as to the United
States.

I would also like to note that this
NATO enlargement legislation reflects
the attitudes of many of our par-
liamentary counterparts in Europe.
The North Atlantic Assembly, a gath-
ering of legislators from the 16 nations
of NATO, adopted at the end of 1994,
my resolution calling for the extension
of membership in the alliance to Po-
land, the Czech Republic, and Hungary.

Mr. President, America’s defense and
security must be structured to shape a
strategic landscape that enhances eco-
nomic, political, and military stability
all across Europe. Careful and gradual
extension of NATO membership to na-
tions of Central and Eastern Europe is
a critical step toward this end. This is
in our national interest. It is action
long overdue, and it is the intent of the
NATO Enlargement Facilitation Act of
1996.

For these reasons, I call upon my col-
leagues in the Senate, as well as Presi-
dent Clinton and his administration, to
embrace this legislation.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. BRADLEY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY] is
recognized to speak for up to 40 min-
utes.

———

RACE FOR THE CURE

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I will
not take 40 minutes, but I am very
pleased to be joined by colleagues in
the Chamber today in recognizing the
1996 national Race for the Cure. The
race, which will take place this year on
Saturday, June 15, is a unique oppor-
tunity to bring together the many peo-
ple whose lives have been touched by
breast cancer.
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This year, Capitol Hill has an oppor-
tunity to play a tremendous role in
this race. Today is the first on-site
Capitol Hill registration, and today is
also the beginning of something very
special in this race. For every Capitol
Hill participant who registers, the
company Eli Lilly has generously of-
fered to match their registration fee in
the form of a donation to Race for the
Cure. So for every individual who signs
up to participate, your contribution to
the race will be doubled. In other
words, one can really make a difference
here and have that difference ampli-
fied.

For all those who are unfamiliar with
Race for the Cure, the race is a 5-kilo-
meter run or, in my case, walk that
raises money for breast cancer research
and for early screening for underprivi-
leged women in underserved commu-
nities in the District, Maryland, and
Virginia. The race also allows a new
generation of women to be made aware
of the risks associated with breast can-
cer. Although we still do not have a
cure, we do have screening devices
which can increase the early detection
that prolongs life. Education and
awareness is one of our strongest weap-
ons in the fight against breast cancer.

Today in America, 500 women will be
diagnosed with breast cancer. Most
likely, each will be frightened, uncer-
tain of her future, and in search of a
treatment that, if it cannot cure her,
will at least prolong her life. Each
woman’s family and friends, coworkers,
and caregivers will worry deeply about
her.

Today in America, 150 women will die
of breast cancer. Their lives will be
ended prematurely, their family,
friends, coworkers and caregivers will
be grief-stricken. Listen to the enor-
mity of the disease: Fully one out of
nine women in this country will get
breast cancer, one out of nine women.
Since 1960, nearly 1 million women
have died from this disease. With their
deaths, millions of their loved ones, in-
cluding children and aging parents de-
pendent upon them, have suffered as
well. We stagger under these numbers,
even as we search for the causes and

for a cure.
All women are at risk for breast can-
cer, with the incidence increasing

among older women and the mortality
rate higher for African American
women. While other factors that may
put a woman at risk are being thor-
oughly investigated, we are still, our-
selves, at risk for feeling helpless in
the face of this killer. I speak about
this with personal experience. In 1992,
my own wife contracted breast cancer.
Ernestine had a mastectomy and chem-
otherapy for 6 months. As I sat and
watched the devastating impact of
chemotherapy on her body, I thought
to myself, 100 years from now people
will look back and maybe consider this
treatment like the leeches of the 18th
century, it is so devastating. She per-
severed. It was a trauma for our whole
family. It was, for me, the moment
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that I realized that sometimes catas-
trophe can overtake the best laid plans
and that every day has to be lived to
its fullest because one cannot take to-
morrow for granted.

That is kind of the secondary benefit
of this whole experience, learning that
every day must be lived to the fullest
extent possible because one does not
know about tomorrow. But one thing
my wife feels very strongly, having
come out of the treatment with flying
colors, being cancer-free now for over 3
years, is that she does not consider
herself a victim of breast cancer. She
considers that she has triumphed over
breast cancer. Early detection and
more research for a cure will allow mil-
lions of other women to have that feel-
ing as well; that they, too, have tri-
umphed over breast cancer.

So, remembering that the women
who battle this disease are our wives,
sisters, mothers, daughters, and
friends, I am proud to join the esti-
mated 30,000 other runners, walkers,
rollerbladers and wheelchair partici-
pants, who will participate in the Race
for the Cure on June 15. Today I ask all
of my colleagues and the staff who
work on Capitol Hill to consider par-
ticipating in the race on June 15. There
are already 55 registrants from the
Bradley office. Last year I think we
were No. 1. Registration is simple. In-
person registration is available for all
Hill participants today. Let me repeat
that. Registration is available today at
the Reserve Officers Association Build-
ing, which is on the corner of First
Street and Constitution, right across
from the Hart Office Building.

Registering for the race will be one of
the easiest tasks you can do today.
Frankly, participating in the race on
June 15 will be one of the most reward-
ing. If you have not done it, I urge you
to do it. It will be a morning that you
will not forget, and your efforts could
really make a difference.

I yield the floor.

Mrs. HUTCHISON
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
commend my colleague from New Jer-
sey for setting aside the time this
morning to talk about the issue and
the commitment that we have to con-
quering breast cancer, which is the
largest Kkiller of women between the
ages of 35 and 54 in this country. I
thought it was poignant to hear my
colleague, Senator BRADLEY, talk
about this issue not only as a women’s
health issue, which it very much is, but
as the family issue that it is. He talked
about the fact that there was a trauma
in his whole family. Of course there
was. This is a disease that affects men,
it affects children and families as well
as the women in this country.

Two of the leaders in the Senate on
this issue have been Senators whose
wives have had breast cancer, Senator
BRADLEY and Senator MACK of Florida.
I am pleased they have taken this lead-

addressed the
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ership role and joined with all of the
women in the Senate—eight of us, soon
to be nine—that all have had instances
in our families or among our friends of
women who have had to battle this ter-
rible disease, one which I think we are
on the cusp of solving. I thank the Sen-
ator from New Jersey and the Senator
from Florida and all the women who
have come together to understand the
importance of conquering breast can-
cer.

I want to talk a little bit about my
own history with the Komen Founda-
tion. The history of the Komen Foun-
dation is written on this piece of paper.
It says, “‘In 1982 Nancy Brinker estab-
lished the Susan G. Komen Breast Can-
cer Foundation with only a few hun-
dred dollars of her own and a shoe box
full of friends’ names.”’

Mr. President, my name was in
Nancy Brinker’s shoe box. I was one of
those that Nancy called together to
put on the first Race for the Cure and
the first luncheon in Dallas, TX, in
1983. I was a friend of Nancy Brinker,
who is one of the most extraordinary
people I have ever known. I will say
that this history of the Komen Founda-
tion grossly underestimates Nancy’s
monetary commitment, her time com-
mitment, and her number of friends.
She had friends all over the United
States as well as in Dallas, because she
was such a giving person.

Because she had the experience of sit-
ting with her 36-year-old sister who
died of breast cancer before her very
eyes, she made the commitment to her
sister at that time that she would
spend her life trying to educate and re-
search this issue so this would not hap-
pen to other people. So, 13 years later,
I never thought I would be standing on
the Senate floor, talking about the
Race for the Cure in Washington, DC,
but in fact that is exactly what has
happened. This has spread like wildfire,
because so many families in this coun-
try are affected by breast cancer and,
frankly, because we have not done
enough to highlight and focus on the
research that is necessary to beat this
disease.

In the last 2 years, I want to point
out, Congress has been committed to
promoting women’s health care issues.
Breast cancer research and funding has
increased over 10 percent per year in
the last 2 years. The National Insti-
tutes of Health funding for breast can-
cer has increased over the last 2 years,
and last year Congress directed the Na-
tional Cancer Institute to set aside a
portion of its budget to be used for re-
search grants and projects to further
the national action plan on breast can-
cer.

We developed the National Women’s
Health Information Clearinghouse in
1995 and 1996, and Congress appro-
priated $2.1 billion for the space sta-
tion, which is the sole environment
possible for studying certain aspects of
breast and ovarian cancer and
osteoporosis.

A lot of people do not realize that
you cannot create the antigravity con-
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ditions in space on Earth. You cannot
do it. So the space station has given us
a new outlet to look at breast and
ovarian cancer cells and to look at the
bone loss in osteoporosis, all three of
which are unique to women.

Osteoporosis is not exclusively a
woman’s disease, but it does hit women
the hardest. These are best able to be
studied in the microgravity conditions
in space. That is one of the reasons
why I am so committed to the space
station and the importance of space
station research for getting to these
women’s health issues that we have not
been able to conquer heretofore.

So I commend the Komen Founda-
tion for all they have given to save
lives in this country. Let’s talk about
the way that they have saved lives.
Just by their education efforts, they
have told women all over our country
of the importance of self-examination
for early detection, because we find
many times women can detect, before
they even go for their annual mammo-
gram, that they have a lump that they
need to have checked out. This is, in
fact, what saved Nancy Brinker’s life.
Because she had been so educated in
the need for early detection because of
the death of her sister, Susan G.
Komen, it did save her life. But Nancy
has gone on with the Komen Founda-
tion to save thousands of women’s lives
because they now know the importance
of an annual mammogram after the age
of 35 and the importance of self-exam-
ination. This is the most important
thing the Komen Foundation has done.

But in addition to this, the Komen
Foundation has also provided millions
of dollars for research through their
luncheons and their races for the cure
for breast cancer. The research funding
goes directly to the doctors who are
trying to discover what causes breast
cancer so that we can find the cure.

So the Susan G. Komen Foundation,
which started only 13 years ago, and
which is going to have its annual Race
for the Cure in Washington, DC, has
done so much, as well as the hundreds
of thousands of volunteers who come to
the races, who pay their entry fee, who
volunteer to help coordinate the races,
have really given to this project of try-
ing to find the cure for breast cancer.

I want to say that the Vice Presi-
dents of the United States have been a
very big part of this. Vice President
Dan Quayle and his wife, Mrs. Quayle,
started by highlighting and focusing
the Washington Race for the Cure. I am
proud to say that Vice President AL
GORE and his wife, Tipper, have contin-
ued that tradition, and they will be
leading this year’s Race for the Cure in
Washington.

This just helps us bring in the 25,000
people who are now going to run in the
Race for the Cure, and all of this
money goes to heightening the aware-
ness of women about the need for early
detection, and it goes to the research
that will get to the cause of this dread-
ed disease so that we will be able to
find the cure.
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I am very proud to say that this is a
woman’s issue upon which all of us can
agree. We must find the cure, and I
commend the thousands of volunteers
around this country who have taken up
the cause.

I will just add that I had a wonderful
experience this past Saturday doing
the start of the Race for the Cure in
Plano, TX. It just does your heart good
to see the women who wear the pink vi-
sors. The women who wear the pink vi-
sors are the breast cancer survivors,
and they have the number of years
since they had detected breast cancer
put on their visors. There were a num-
ber of those out there, and there were
the people who wear the tags on their
bags that said, “I am running in mem-
ory of my mother,” ‘my grand-
mother,” ‘“my sister.”” The men and
women who run are generally running
with spirit and heart because they have
been affected in some way by this dis-
ease.

I was able to witness the women’s 5K,
and the men’s 5K, and then the chil-
dren’s 1K. We had toddlers who were
still in their strollers. We had toddlers
who were barely walking. But we had a
spirit out in Plano, TX, that is some-
thing I see every time I attend a Race
for the Cure.

So I urge my colleagues to partici-
pate on June 15. I urge anyone in
America who has not been to a Race
for the Cure to go to one. If you do not
have one in your hometown, start one.
This is a cause upon which we can all
agree and something that will bring us
together and eventually solve this
dreaded disease that affects the
women, the men, and the children in
families across America.

Thank you, Mr. President, and I yield
the floor.

Mr. AKAKA addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
KYL). The Senator from Hawaii.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I rise
with others of my colleagues in the
Senate in support of the sixth annual
National Race for the Cure, which will
be held in Washington, DC, on Satur-
day, June 15, this year.

Race for the Cure, as has been noted,
is a breast cancer benefit run sponsored
by the Susan G. Komen Breast Cancer
Foundation. The foundation was estab-
lished in 1982 by Nancy Brinker in
honor of her sister who died of breast
cancer at the age of 36.

Since its creation, the foundation,
through events such as Race for the
Cure, has raised millions of dollars to
promote education, promote aware-
ness, promote research, and promote
early detection of the disease.

Three-fourths of the money raised
goes toward local treatment and
screening activities, while one-fourth
of the funds goes to the Komen Foun-
dation to fund national research activi-
ties.

The statistics on breast cancer re-
main startling, Mr. President. This
year, an estimated 44,000 women in our
country will die from breast cancer,

(Mr.
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and another 184,000 will be diagnosed
with the disease. I continue to have
great concern over the high incidence
and low survival rates for this disease
among minority and low-income
women. I remain particularly con-
cerned that the Native Hawaiian
women have the highest incidence of
breast cancer among all racial and eth-
nic groups in this country.

While the cause of breast cancer re-
mains unknown and the disease is not
fully understood, significant advance-
ments have been made in the manage-
ment of breast cancer. As with many of
the life-threatening illnesses, early de-
tection of breast cancer, coupled with
appropriate and timely followup, re-
mains the most effective method to en-
sure successful treatment and im-
proved survivability. However, Mr.
President, much work remains. Many
women do not know how to conduct
self-examinations, and many would
benefit from a screening mammogram.
Some of them do not seek it because of
fear, because of cost or even because of
lack of access.

In closing, Mr. President, I encourage
my colleagues and their staff and fami-
lies to participate in the 1996 National
Race for the Cure. All of us have fami-
lies or friends who have battled breast
cancer.

In particular, this sixth annual race
has special meaning for those of us in
the Senate. This year’s race is dedi-
cated to the memory of Martha
Moloney, a longtime aide to Senator
WENDELL FORD who lost her valiant
fight against breast cancer last Novem-
ber.

Continuing the fight against breast
cancer is the most appropriate way to
honor Martha’s memory and to recog-
nize the heroic efforts of millions of
women and their families confronting
this disease.

Mr. President, this is one of those
dreaded diseases in our country. We all
need to support the race 100 percent
and participate in all of these activi-
ties.

Thank you very much, Mr. President.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Thank you very
much.

Mr. President, I am pleased to join
my colleagues this morning in express-
ing support for the National Race for
the Cure. I want to acknowledge and
salute the Senator from New Jersey,
Senator BRADLEY, for encouraging us
to take a few moments this morning to
focus on this very important issue.

It is particularly appropriate for
those of us in Congress to acknowledge
the importance of battling this disease.
We represent a wide variety of con-
stituencies across this great Nation,
and in so doing we bring to this Cham-
ber particular regional beliefs and atti-
tudes. But unlike the people that we
represent, breast cancer is a problem
that knows no geographic boundaries.
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It does not stop at congressional dis-
tricts or at State lines. All of us, re-
gardless of where in the Nation we hail,
need to acknowledge the toll that
breast cancer is taking on women
throughout the country and indeed
across the world.

A brief look at some statistics should
give us all reason to pause. Breast can-
cer is the leading cause of death for
women between the ages of 35 and 54.
One in eight women in the United
States will develop breast cancer.
Three-fourths of those women have no
known risk factors, thus making accu-
rate and adequate detection efforts a
must for all women.

In Idaho we are fortunate enough to
be well below the national age-adjusted
average for incidences of breast cancer.
Despite this, every year approximately
700 new cases of breast cancer are diag-
nosed in Idaho. In 1994 alone, 155
women lost their lives against this dis-
ease, against this killer.

There is, however, some light at the
end of the tunnel. The Federal invest-
ment in breast cancer research preven-
tion and treatment has increased dra-
matically in recent years. This has
helped us move closer toward discov-
ering what causes the disease.

We are also able to detect breast can-
cer sooner and thus improve survival
rates for those stricken with the dis-
ease. When caught early, thanks to the
research to date, the prognosis for re-
covery is very positive. Increased edu-
cation and mammography screenings
are just two of the things that we can
do to make that survival rate even
higher in the future.

I would like to acknowledge those
who are working so diligently to make
the National Race for the Cure a suc-
cess. Those who are publicizing the
event, those who are registering par-
ticipants, and those who will take part
by either running in the race or by pro-
viding support and services to the run-
ners.

On a personal note, I would like to
thank my wife Patricia for her efforts
in building Team Idaho’s role in the
Race for the Cure. Patricia and I have
been blessed in that our families have
not had to face breast cancer. But my
wife lost both of her parents to various
forms of cancer, including her mother
when Patricia was only 6 months old.
Because of this, my wife Patricia has
committed herself to doing what she
can to see that other children will not
face the loss of a mother at such a ten-
der age.

As we get closer to the actual date of
the race, I encourage all Senate offices
to do their part to help this tremen-
dous cause. Capitol Hill registrations
will be taking place for the next 2 days.
The registration fees and donations
will play a significant role in our work
against breast cancer. At the same
time, the heightened awareness about
breast cancer generated by the Race
for the Cure will hopefully encourage
earlier detection and treatment.

On Saturday, June 15, Team Idaho
will be there to do its part to fight
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breast cancer. My wife Patricia, our
daughter Heather, son Jeff, numerous
dear friends, and great staff will be
there as Team Idaho joins with so
many other participants in our efforts
in this Race for the Cure to find the ul-
timate cure for breast cancer.

With that, Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

NATIONAL RACE FOR THE CURE

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, first, let
me thank all my colleagues that have
been on the floor this morning making
statements relating to the Race for the
Cure and the effort that is being made
in that interest in eradication of breast
cancer. I also thank the Chair today
for his work this morning and his sup-
port. We are all very grateful.

Mr. President, as many may know,
last year a loyal and trusted member of
my State, Martha Maloney, passed
away after a long battle with cancer.
Martha had been with my office for 18
years, so you will understand when I
say she was like part of the family to
me. Over the years, I had the privilege
to see her develop her legislative skills,
having a hand in numerous historic
legislative achievements and working
on airport projects all across the Com-
monwealth of Kentucky.

Martha’s bravery in fighting breast
cancer inspired a 200-member team to
participate in last year’s National Race
for the Cure on behalf of breast cancer.
They ran and walked the 5K’s because
they were ‘‘doing it for Martha.”” She
was able to be there. She was able to
see their effort and was very pleased.

Now, Mr. President, this year’s race,
to be held on June 15, will be dedicated
in her honor. That is why I stand here
today. Martha had long been a strong
supporter of breast cancer research,
and proceeds from the National Race
for the Cure will go to the Susan G.
Komen Foundation, the Nation’s larg-
est private funder of breast cancer re-
search, education, screening, and treat-
ment.

Over 26,000 participants and sponsors
in last year’s event raised over $650,000
that went to local hospitals and health
care organizations. Preliminary figures
show this year’s run will double, if not
triple, that amount. Already, $1.4 mil-
lion has been collected or pledged. I,
like many with me in this Chamber
today, think this is very significant.
For that reason, we introduced a reso-
lution designating June 15, 1996, as
‘“‘National Race for the Cure Day.”

With over 35,000 runners, walkers,
even in-line skaters expected, this
year’s race will be a resounding suc-
cess. Many people will contribute to
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the success of the National Race for
the Cure. I would be remiss if I did not
tip my hat to the U.S. Postal Service
for its cooperation in releasing 100 mil-
lion breast cancer stamps nationwide
on June 15. The pink ribbon on the new
stamp, and the cheers of all those who
line the Race for the Cure course, will
not only pay tribute to the many who
silently suffered in the past, but also
serve as a promise to stand firmly com-
mitted to those battling the disease
today and to commend all of our re-
sources so there might be no casualties
in the future.

Along with the breast cancer stamp,
the Postal Service will launch a na-
tionwide effort to make post offices in
every community centers of informa-
tion and understanding about this dis-
ease. Brochures and videotapes explain-
ing the importance of self-examination
and annual mammograms will be on
hand in every post office across this
great land. Postal employees will be
provided with facts about breast cancer
they can share nationwide.

I also would be remiss if I did not
point out that the Commonwealth will
host its first Race for the Cure on Oc-
tober 26. Mr. President, 1,000 Kentuck-
ians are expected to make that run,
joining 340,000 participants in 64 other
cities across the country.

Mr. President, I attended the State
convention of the postmasters in Ken-
tucky just this past Monday. They
have an individual that is in charge of
the overall operation. I think this is
true in most States. Hopefully, there
will be more than just one race in Ken-
tucky. We are hoping for 35 to 40. If
other States will do similar events, I
can almost feel a tidal wave coming in
the amount of money that can be put
into research and hopefully expedite
the day that the answer to this dev-
astating cancer can be found.

I want to encourage my colleagues
and their staff to be one of those walk-
ers or runners to support this worthy
cause in any way they can. There is a
mother or a daughter or sister who will
be very thankful you did.

———

NATIONAL RACE FOR THE CURE
DAY

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Judiciary Com-
mittee be discharged from further con-
sideration of Senate Resolution 257,
designating June 15, 1996, as ‘‘National
Race for the Cure Day,” and that the
Senate then proceed to its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 257) to designate June
15, 1996, as ‘‘National Race for the Cure
Day.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.
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Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today I
join my distinguished colleagues in
urging all of our colleagues, their staff,
families, and friends, to join the thou-
sands of individuals who will partici-
pate in this year’s Race for the Cure. In
years past, my wife and I have eagerly
joined the throngs of people of all ages
who run or walk, are pushed in stroll-
ers or push themselves in wheelchairs,
who share one common goal: helping to
raise money so that a cure can be
found for the disease that has taken
the lives of nearly 1 million of our sis-
ters, daughters, wives, and mothers
during the past 35 years. This has been
one of the most important events in
which we have participated over the
years.

Since 1992, I have fought for in-
creased funding for breast cancer be-
cause as lawmakers, it is our responsi-
bility to provide the tools researchers
need to find a cure. Many of us find
ourselves fighting this insidious dis-
ease in our daily jobs, as lawmakers,
scientists, researchers, doctors, and ad-
vocates. But as a husband, father, and
friend, this race has been another way
for me to show my support of the ur-
gent need to stop the spread of breast
cancer, of the courageous women who
fought this disease and won, and fi-
nally, to honor the strong women who
were simply unable to overcome the
power of this disease.

I hope that everyone will heed the
messages presented on the floor of the
Senate and participate in this impor-
tant event.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I am
proud to be here again this year, join-
ing my colleagues in the Senate to talk
about the National Race for the Cure.
This important event underscores the
critical need to raise awareness about
breast cancer, and the need to support
research and education about this
frightening disease.

We have heard the numbers and seen
the statistics. Each year breast cancer
strikes 184,000 women, and kills an esti-
mated 45,000. Far too many have died
from this disease, and the list includes
many of my own friends and relatives.
We all can agree that more must be
done to educate women about the
risks, prevention, and treatment of
breast cancer. I can tell you that, as a
woman, the mixed messages we receive
are frustrating and dangerous.

We hear conflicting advice about
when to have a mammogram—one year
it’s at age 40 then next it’s at age 50—
we need consistent, accurate informa-
tion or else women will continue to die.
Studies show that early detection and
proper treatment could save the lives
of 9 out of 10 women with breast can-
cer—that’s 90 percent, Mr. President.
These numbers are too serious to ig-
nore.

We must do all we can to encourage
education and awareness about how we
can protect ourselves and our daugh-
ters from the tragedy of breast cancer.
For this reason, the Race for the Cure
is so very important; the D.C. race is
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the largest b-kilometer race in the
country—35,000 participants are ex-
pected to run, walk, and roller blade
this year. This is a day to draw na-
tional attention to this disease;
throughout the year races will be tak-
ing place in cities across the country
to turn the spotlight on this critical
women’s health issue. Of course 1 day
is not enough, but it’s a good place to
start and it’s an important reminder
for all of us.

I want to encourage my colleagues to
participate, as well as people all over
the country. As it happens, today and
tomorrow are Capitol Hill registration
days. I am proud to say my office has
put together a team and will be partici-
pating in the race. I urge everyone to
do the same.

Mr. President, I would like to take a
moment to thank Senator BRADLEY for
his passionate and personal commit-
ment to addressing women’s health
issues. I appreciate his leadership and
dedication to supporting the National
Race for the Cure.

I also want to briefly thank Senator
FORD for submitting the resolution to
designate June 15 ‘‘National Race for
the Cure Day.”” I am proud to join him
as a cosponsor of this resolution and
for recognizing the importance of the
Race for the Cure in the battle against
breast cancer.

Breast cancer, while predominantly a
woman’s health issue, does affect men
and it certainly can devastate an en-
tire family. We must do all that we can
to protect ourselves and our families
from having to endure the tragedy of
this disease. The National Race for the
Cure is an ideal way to join the fight
against breast cancer. I thank my col-
leagues for recognizing that.

NO BACKSLIDING ON FINDING A CURE FOR
BREAST CANCER

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
rise today to join my colleagues in ex-
pressing support for an increased effort
to find a cure for breast cancer and for
the Race for the Cure which will take
place on June 15.

Every 3 minutes an American woman
is diagnosed with breast cancer.

Every 12 minutes an American
woman dies of breast cancer.

Breast cancer is the second leading
cause of cancer death in women. The
incidence is rising each year.

This year, 184,300 new cases will be
diagnosed and 44,300 women will die
from breast cancer. In California this
year, 17,100 new cases of female breast
cancer will be diagnosed and 4,100 Cali-
fornia women will die.

Even though the Federal Government
has spent almost $1.5 billion on breast
cancer research in the last 20 years and
Federal funding has quadrupled since
1990, we still do not have a cure. The
annual race is an important event,
bringing public attention to the need
to continue the drive. It gives us all a
way to keep up the momentum toward
a cure.

Breast cancer is not just a woman’s
disease. It also can afflict men. In addi-
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tion, when a woman has breast cancer,
her whole family is affected. Everyone
must cope with the trauma, physical,
and psychological.

Women today must sort through
many confusing messages. There is
confusion about who should have a
mammogram and how frequently.
There is confusion about treatment op-
tions, like mastectomy versus
lumpectomy, radiation versus chemo-
therapy.

To help families better understand
the disease, their options and research
trends, the Senate Cancer Coalition
which I chair with Senator MACK, is
holding a hearing on June 13 from 1 to
4 p.m. in room 106 Dirksen. Experts
will discuss the controversies sur-
rounding frequency of mammograms
and treatment choices. We will look at
what the Federal research dollar has
accomplished and the direction re-
search should now take. We will exam-
ine the obstacles families face in get-
ting good information and making in-
formed decisions.

Breast cancer is a devastating dis-
ease. I commend my colleagues for
coming to the Senate floor today to ex-
press their concern and to stress the
importance of continuing the Federal
research race for the cure. This is an
important role the Federal Govern-
ment can play and one in which I am
proud to participate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the resolution and preamble
are agreed to.

The resolution (S. Res.
agreed to.

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution, with its preamble, is
as follows:

2567) was

S. RES. 257

Whereas breast cancer strikes an esti-
mated 184,000 women and 1,000 men in the
United States annually;

Whereas breast cancer will kill 44,300
women in the United States alone this year;

Whereas breast cancer is the leading cause
of death for women between the ages of 35
and 54;

Whereas death rates resulting from breast
cancer could be substantially decreased if
women were informed about the risks of con-
tracting the cancer and if they receive mam-
mograms on a regular basis;

Whereas the Race for the Cure is dedicated
to eradicating breast cancer through pro-
viding funding for research, education, treat-
ment, and screening for low-income women;

Whereas throughout the year, almost
340,000 participants in 65 cities across the
United States (including the first-time host
cities of Los Angeles, Las Vegas, Cheyenne,
Sacramento, Battle Creek, Baton Rouge, and
Louisville) will join together in Races for
the Cure to demonstrate their commitment
to fighting breast cancer;

Whereas the National Race for the Cure in
Washington, D.C., is the largest 5 kilometer
race in the country, with over 35,000 walkers,
runners, and in-line skaters expected to par-
ticipate this year; and

Whereas the Seventh National Race for the
Cure is to be held on Saturday, June 15, 1996,
in Washington, D.C.: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate designates Sat-
urday, June 15, 1996, as ‘‘National Race for
the Cure Day’’. The President is authorized
and requested to issue a proclamation call-
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ing upon the people of the United States to
observe the day with appropriate programs
and activities.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote, and I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that two of our col-
leagues be added as cosponsors, Sen-
ator COVERDELL and Senator KOHL.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I believe it
would be in order to leave the resolu-
tion at the desk until 5 o’clock today
so any other Senator that might want
to be a cosponsor can do so.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

————

THE DROUGHT IN NEW MEXICO

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I
wanted to take a few minutes here to
bring the Senate up to date on the se-
vere drought that we are experiencing
in all of the Southwest, but particu-
larly in my home State of New Mexico,
and also to urge action on a bill that I
introduced with 14 cosponsors re-
cently—the Temporary Emergency
Livestock Feed Assistance Act of 1996.

Last week, in Roswell, NM, the news-
paper called the Roswell Daily Record
contained a joke of sorts. It said that a
rancher placed five calves in a pen be-
cause he could not afford to feed them.
He knew that they would not fetch
much if he tried to sell them. He put a
sign on there saying ‘‘free calves.” He
came back the next day and found 20
calves in the pen. This a joke, but un-
fortunately, in New Mexico, the
drought is no laughing matter. The
precipitation levels in my State,
through the end of May of this year,
are 60 to 80 percent below normal.

In the Albuquerque Journal on May
26, it profiled a ranch owned by Shirley
Porter. One of the lines of the story
summed up the circumstances that she
faces and says, ‘‘She does not need to
worry about gates anymore. There is
nothing here to get loose. Shirley Por-
ter, who is a rancher in San Jon, on the
east side of New Mexico, sold every last
one of her 139 cows, calves, and bulls at
a livestock auction in Clayton, NM.
She was given a total of $30,204.63 for
all of her livestock. She had come to
this ranch as a bride right after high
school. And now, at the age of 67, she
was forced to liquidate. She was quoted
as saying, ‘I am not going to grieve for
them”—that 1is, the livestock—‘‘be-
cause if I had kept them, they would
have starved to death.”



S5790

Every part of New Mexico is affected
by this drought, and much of the rest
of the Southwest as well. In one part of
New Mexico, farmers are predicting
that they will obtain about 1 bushel
per acre of wheat. Usually the yield is
about 45 bushels per acre. To keep the
livestock alive, ranchers are forced in
some cases to burn the thorns off
prickly pear cacti to give their cattle a
little food. Ranchers are having to sell
off cattle just to pay the interest on
the loans that they have, and, of
course, the cattle market is flooded.
Calves that would have sold for $125 a
year ago now are selling for $10 to $20.

Fireworks in my State have been
banned by our State Corporation Com-
mission statewide from now through
the 18th of the month. I think they are
going to consider extending that ban
assuming no rain is forthcoming; 22 of
33 counties have been declared disaster
drought areas.

Let me refer to some charts that I
have here, Mr. President, to make the
point even more graphically. I think
these are hard for anyone to see from a
distance, but perhaps the coloration of
the charts will make the point.

As I understand, the Weather Serv-
ice’s main indicator for drought
areas—severe drought—is the so-called
Palmer Index. When you look at the
Palmer Index for the country as a
whole—this is valid through the end of
March 1996—you can see that much of
my State or the majority of my State
even by the end of March was listed in
a severe or extreme drought condition.
Here again is the drought severity
index. This is the long-term Palmer
Index, which shows the bright red area,
which shows most of my State and, of
course, most of the Presiding Officer’s
State of Arizona listed again as severe
or extreme drought. Much of Nevada
and California as well as much of the
Southwestern part of the country is af-
fected.

On U.S. precipitation rankings, again
from the Weather Bureau, you can see
that extremely dry is the bright orange
area through the entire State of New
Mexico and much of the rest of the
Southwest as well. This final chart is
one which tries to show the severity of
the fire danger. As of May 3, 1996, again
it shows virtually all of New Mexico
and all of Arizona and much of Texas,
Colorado, Utah, California, and Ne-
vada.

So this is a serious problem, Mr.
President.

What I have proposed and what many
have joined me in proposing is Senate
bill 1743, the Temporary Emergency
Livestock Feed Assistant Act of 1996.
The bill would give immediate assist-
ance to ranchers if passed. We now
have 14 cosponsors of that legislation
as of last count. We would be putting
the livestock feed program back into
effect with this legislation for a 1-year
period. The program was suspended in
the recently enacted farm bill. This
proposed legislation would extend the
program through 1996.
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Under the bill, producers who have
suffered at least a 40-percent loss of
feed production would be able to apply
for assistance through their local farm
service agencies. The livestock eligible
would be cattle, sheep, and goats. The
old program was funded through the
Commodity Credit Corporation. We do
not propose to do that again. S. 1743
targets $18 million from the Cottonseed
and Sunflower Seed Oil Export Assist-
ance Program. I am informed that this
is money which is not expected to be
used this current year. It is money that
was appropriated but will not be used
for that purpose because the need is
not there.

In addition, the Department of Agri-
culture has a stockpile of grain. The
stockpile, of course, is referred to as
the Commodity Reserve Program.

I was encouraged to see that there is
a resolution that now has passed the
House and which is expected to be con-
sidered here in the Senate very shortly
to urge the Secretary of Agriculture
and the President to go forward with
use of that Commodity Reserve Pro-
gram. That is another part of the legis-
lation that we introduced calling on
the Secretary of Agriculture to report
back as to what portion of those com-
modities could appropriately be used to
provide assistance to these ranchers.

Mr. President, this is a serious prob-
lem. It is not one that has been short-
lived. We have been living with the
drought now for many months in the
Southwest. Unfortunately, the situa-
tion seems to continue. Each of my
calls back to New Mexico, regardless of
what subject I call to discuss with peo-
ple there, begins with a discussion
about the drought and the lack of rain-
fall.

I hope very much that the Senate
and the Congress as a whole will go
ahead and act on this Temporary
Emergency Livestock Feed Assistance
Act. T have talked to the chairman and
ranking member of the Agriculture
Committee and asked them to give at-
tention to this, and hopefully we can
take action on this in the next few
weeks before we adjourn for the Fourth
of July recess.

This is the kind of constructive act
that I think would encourage people in
their view of the Congress. There is, of
course, a tremendous amount of poli-
tics being played in Washington these
days on all sides. Everyone knows that.
We are looking for things that we can
agree upon and constructively pursue.
In my view, enactment of this Senate
bill 1743 should be one of those actions
that we could take on a bipartisan
basis which would help the people that
we are sent here to represent.

Mr. President, I urge consideration of
this. I encourage any of the other Sen-
ators or their staffers who may be
watching or hearing the discussion
today who would like to cosponsor the
legislation to do so. Let me read off a
short list of 14 cosponsors before I con-
clude my remarks.

On the Democratic side, Senators
DASCHLE, BAUCUS, DORGAN, EXON, and
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HARKIN are cosponsors; on the Repub-
lican side, my colleague, Senator
DOMENICI, Senator GRAMM of Texas,
Senator GRASSLEY, Senator HATCH,
Senator INHOFE, Senator KYL, Senator
PRESSLER, Senator HUTCHISON, and
Senator KASSEBAUM are cosponsors.

I think this is clearly a bipartisan ef-
fort to deal with a very real-life, imme-
diate situation. I hope very much we
can take action on this in the next
week or two so that relief of some sort
at least can be provided before the July
4 recess. I will be looking for opportu-
nities to move this legislation forward.
We cannot legislate rain, but we can
legislate relief to assist those who are
suffering because of the drought.

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

————

THE 50TH ANNIVERSARY OF OLD
STURBRIDGE VILLAGE

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, this
Saturday marks the 50th anniversary
of Old Sturbridge Village in
Sturbridge, MA, where our Nation’s
past comes alive for large numbers of
visitors each year.

In 1995, over 500,000 people—including

110,000 schoolchildren—visited 0ld
Sturbridge Village and enjoyed its
workshops, performances, arts and

crafts programs, and numerous special
events. The American Association of
Museums has described the village as a
“model living history museum. The
historic structures and their interpre-
tation combine to offer visitors an ex-
perience that is authentic, instructive,
and enjoyable. Education programs at
0Old Sturbridge Village set a very high
standard for others to aspire toward
. . . [and] deserve to be emulated in our
profession.”

0Old Sturbridge Village has accom-
plished a great deal since it first
opened to the public in 1946. It was
originally established through the phi-
lanthropy of Albert Wells and J. Che-
ney Wells, two brothers who owned and
operated the American Optical Com-
pany in Southbridge, MA. The Wells
brothers were passionate collectors of
American antiques. When their collec-
tions outgrew their homes, they came
up with the idea of displaying them in
a working village that would recreate
the occupations of early 19th century
New England for future generations.

Today, Old Sturbridge Village stands
on a 200-acre tract of farmland and
meadows donated by the Wells broth-
ers, complete with a Federal-era man-
sion, a working sawmill and gristmill,
and over 40 buildings that house their
collections of antiques. Visitors who
walk along the village’s unpaved roads,
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or go into the Asa Knight General
Store stocked with snuff and tooth
powder have a genuine sense of step-
ping back into time and history. I have
visited Old Sturbridge Village many
times with my family, and I am always
greatly impressed with the exhibits
and demonstrations.

President Kennedy once said that
“we celebrate the past to awaken the
future.” For 50 years, Old Sturbridge
Village has accomplished that goal. I
commend Alberta Scott George, presi-
dent of Old Sturbridge Village, and her
dedicated staff, past and present, on
this auspicious anniversary for all they
have done so well, and for their skill in
preserving these fascinating aspects of
our Massachusetts heritage and his-
tory.

———

SWISS BANKS, JEWISH DEPOSITS,
AND PLUNDERED JEWISH ASSETS

Mr. DPAMATO. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak again on the role of
Swiss banks during the war in relation
to their continued retention of Jewish
assets as well as looted Jewish assets.

During the course of our ongoing in-
quiry into these important subjects, we
continue to find documents which de-
tail the alleged use of Swiss banks by
the Nazis for illicit purposes. One such
declassified intelligence document,
dated June 12, 1945, from the U.S. Lega-
tion in Bern, Switzerland, entitled ‘‘In-
terim Report on Johann Wehrli & Co.,
Zurich,” details the use of a special ac-
count set up at what was then called
the Wehrli Bank in Zurich under the
name of the ‘“Trustee Account Gustloff
Stiftung.”

I want to quote the relevant section
of this document to further explain
this point.

The payments to the Germans of the
Hirtenbergerwerke ([Fritz] Mandl’s muni-
tions factory in Austria) assets, which were
under Mandl’s control in 1938, were effected
through the Wehrli Bank to an account
known as Trustee Account Gustloff Stiftung.
The examiner, who has a personal knowledge
concerning the background of this trust as a
result of his many years residence in Ger-
many before the war, described the Gustloff
Stiftung as a ‘‘fund” in which were placed
the assets and titles of property taken by the
Nazis from Jewish businessmen in Germany
and the occupied countries. Gustloff, the
head of the Nazi party in Switzerland, was
murdered in 1935 by one Frankfurter. In ac-
cordance with the prevailing practice at the
time, Gustloff was selected by the Nazis as
one of their ‘“‘martyrs” and many statues
were erected to perpetuate his name. The
name of the trust, therefore, seems to have
no further significance. The only record of
Gustloff Stiftung on the books of Wehrli is in
connection with the sale of  the
Hirtenbergerwerke properties.

This revelation, if true, seems very
disturbing, in that a Swiss bank had a
specific account set up to hold plun-
dered assets of European Jews. From
other documents, we have information
that leads us to believe that the Wehrli
Bank was also used to transfer assets
of Germans to Argentina, near the end
of World War II and after. This begs the
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question, were assets from the Gustloff
Stiftung also transferred to South
America or other locations.

Of particular concern is the further
question of whether there were other
accounts like the Gustloff Stiftung in
other Swiss banks. While we cannot
yet verify this, it is entirely possible
that if one such account existed, others
did also.

On the topic of Jewish assets in
Swiss banks, I would like to comment
that the answers that we are receiving
to questions we are asking the Swiss
Bankers Association are wholly insuffi-
cient. They are evasive and they con-
tinue to deny any knowledge of impro-
priety. They continue to dodge ques-
tions as to where these assets might
be, or if they even existed.

We have very clear information that
suggests that Swiss banks have contin-
ued to maintain this myth now for over
one-half of a century. In this vein, I
would like to submit for the record,
evidence of this claim.

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the RECORD, at this
point, three documents detailing a re-
quest for information on their account
in the Swiss Bank Corporation, from
July 1939, made on behalf of an Aus-
trian Jewish couple by the names of
Anny and Kurt Kadisch. One is a letter
to the State Department from Con-
gressman Robert L. Rodgers regarding
this request, the second is a letter to
the Swiss Bank Corporation from the
Kadisch’s attorney to the bank, and
the third is the answer from the Swiss
Bank Corporation to the Kadisch’s at-
torney.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, July 7, 1939.
OFFICE OF THE ADVISER ON INTERNATIONAL
ECONOMIC AFFAIRS,
Department of State,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. LIVESEY: On June 27th my office
contacted you relative to the proper proce-
dure to be followed to ascertain the status of
an account in a bank in Switzerland. The in-
formation which was given to me by the con-
stituent making the inquiry was not suffi-
cient to enable the Department of State to
give any difinite instructions, and your of-
fice suggested we make further inquiry of
my correspondent.

In today’s mail my constituent, Mr. Rob-
erts, advised me further in the matter—as
will be noted in the inclosed letters (copies).

What Anny and Kurt Kadisch really desire
is to effect the transfer of the funds to the
credit of Account 61879 to this country. They
also want to know the status of the account
at the persent time and the best course to
follow to have these funds transferred to the
United States.

Any information your office can furnish, or
advice as to procedure for Mr. Roberts or his
clients, Anny and Kurt Kadisch, will be per-
sonally appreciated. I am well acquainted
with Mr. Roberts, who is a capable and reli-
able attorney.

Very respectfully,
R.L. RODGERS.
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SAMUEL J. ROBERTS,
ATTORNEY AT LAW,
Erie, PA, May 23, 1939.

ALBERT MARTI, Director,

Schweizer Bankverein,

Zuerich, Rudolfspletz, Switzerland.

DEAR DIRECTOR MARTI: We have been re-
quested by Anny and Kurt Kadisch, formerly
of Graz, Austria, to determine the present
status of Account No. 61879, which consists of
the purchase of Two Thousand (2000) pounds
British War Assented Loan 3%2%.

Will you please be kind enough to give us
whatever information you have concerning
this Account and forward to us forms, or doc-
uments, which may be necessary to prepare
an order to effect a transfer of said Account?

You are assured that we shall greatly ap-
preciate any information which you can give
us concerning this matter.

Very truly yours,
SAMUEL J. ROBERTS.
SWIss BANK CORPORATION,
Zurich, Switzerland.

Basle St. Gall Geneva Lausanne,

La Chaux-de-Fonds Neuchatel, Schaffhausen
London E.C., 2, 99 Gresham St., Bienne
Chlasso Herisau Le Locle Nyon, Algle
Bischofszell Morges Rorschach Zofingen.

Fully paid-up capital and reserves Fr.
194,000,000.

Telegrams: Suisbanque.

SAMUEL J. ROBERTS, ESQ.,
ATTORNEY AT LAW,
Erie, Pennsylvania, U.S.A.

ZURICH, JUNE 2, 1939.

DEAR SIR: We are in receipt of your letter
of May 23rd and regret being unable to give
you the information desired.

Yours faithfully
SWISS BANK CORPORATION.

Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, as one
can read, the Kadisch’s attorney re-
quested help for them from Congress-
man Rodgers, who then wrote to the
State Department on their behalf.
Their attorney also wrote on their be-
half to the bank in question. The
Kadisch’s were checking on the status
of their account, of which unlike other
claimants, they had the account num-
ber.

As we have found to be the case after
the war, the Swiss bank denied them
any information about the account. As
of yet, we do not know what was the
fate of this account. This is, however,
disturbing, especially since the
Kadisch’s had the bank’s name as well
as the account number. This document
only brings up more questions for the
Swiss banks to answer.

I hope that we will be able to obtain
answers to these and other questions in
the coming months. Right now, how-
ever, I am very disappointed in the
lack of cooperation by the Swiss Bank-
ers Association and their continued de-
nial of knowledge regarding these ac-
counts as well as the fate of plundered
Jewish assets.

——————

The 1996 NATIONAL RACE FOR THE
CURE

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, along
with several of my colleagues, I rise
today to commend the many people
helping to conduct our fight against
breast cancer and to promote partici-
pation in an event that has increased
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in stature each year it has been held:
the National Race for the Cure.

Saturday morning, June 15, several
thousand people will gather down on
the mall near the Washington Monu-
ment to compete in the 1996 National
Race for the Cure, either by partici-
pating in a 5 kilometer run or a one
mile walk. The purpose of this race is
to help raise money for and focus at-
tention on breast cancer, one of the
major threats to the lives and health of
women in this country. Numerous cor-
porations have made financial and in-
kind contributions to help support this
event—including several Michigan cor-
porations such as Kelloggs, General
Motors and Ford—and they are to be
commended for their generosity and
dedication. Also, the U.S. Postal Serv-
ice will be unveiling a stamp pro-
moting early detection and treatment
of breast cancer.

The race is put together by the Susan
G. Komen Breast Cancer Foundation,
the largest private funder of research
dedicated solely to breast cancer in the
U.S. Efforts such as the Race for the
Cure and other events held in 67 cities
in 35 States and the District of Colum-
bia enable the Susan G. Komen Foun-
dation to fight breast cancer through a
combination of research advocacy, edu-
cation, screening and treatment.

We are on the edge of crucial break-
throughs in the area of breast cancer
research and treatment. For instance,
researchers at the Human Genome
Project at the National Institutes of
Health have located the section of the
gene that they believe dictates the ge-
netic and hereditary nature of breast
cancer. The efforts of private organiza-
tions such as the Komen Foundation,
when combined with the work done
through Federal agencies such as NIH,
increase the real likelihood that a cure
for breast cancer will be discovered in
the foreseeable future.

Breast cancer education and activism
are not new to the Abraham family.
Ever since my Mother’s death back in
1982 from breast cancer, our family has
been involved in efforts to heighten
awareness and promote early detection
of this devastating disease. Among our
recent activities, just last month, my
wife Jane and I participated in the
Michigan Race for the Cure. Jane is
also serving on the Congressional Com-
mittee for the National Race for the
Cure being held next Saturday.

Too often it takes the loss of some-
one close and dear to one’s heart to
properly focus our attention and en-
ergy on spreading the word about si-
lent Kkillers like breast cancer. That is
why it is critical for those of us who
have experienced the tragedy of breast
cancer to speak out and inform
women—and men—of the dangers of ig-
norance and procrastination.

And it is vital that men become in-
volved in this issue as well, reminding
their mothers, wives, sisters, and
daughters of the importance of early
detection and treatment. It is only
through such efforts that we can see to
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it that people no longer have to lose a
loved one before learning the bitter
truth about this devastating and dead-
ly illness.

Once again, I want to commend ev-
eryone involved in putting together
this year’s race. I urge Members and
their staff to participate in the race
itself and to provide support to the
broader cause of increasing education,
treatment and research in the battle
against breast cancer.

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT
TO THE CONSTITUTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now proceed to debate House
Joint Resolution 1, which the clerk
will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A joint resolution (H.J. Res. 1) proposing a
balanced budget amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the joint resolution.

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise
today to call on the Senate to send the
Dole-Hatch-Simon balanced budget
amendment to the States for ratifica-
tion. The time for decision has arrived.
We will be voting on it either today or
tomorrow. I suspect the vote is set for
noon tomorrow. I hope that the Senate
will respond to the needs of the Amer-
ican people and pass the balanced budg-
et amendment.

Let me initially pay tribute to some
of my colleagues who have fought for
the passage of this crucial measure.
First, let me mention the distinguished
senior Senator from Illinois, PAUL
SIMON, the primary Democrat sponsor
of this bipartisan amendment. Senator
SIMON has been a tireless and coura-
geous, active worker on behalf of this
amendment in his efforts over the
years to secure passage of this amend-
ment. His efforts on this matter, I
think, are going to be missed in future
Congresses. I have certainly enjoyed
working with him. He is sincere. He is
dedicated. He knows, unless we put the
fiscal discipline into the Constitution,
that we are not going to be able to bal-
ance this budget within 7 years or at
any time in the immediate future.

I also have to mention another vet-
eran of the battle for the balanced
budget amendment, Senator STROM
THURMOND. The senior Senator from
South Carolina has been a consistent
voice for fiscal responsibility and a
staunch supporter of the balanced
budget amendment over many years of
his service here. We look forward to his
continued work on this and other mat-
ters in the future. Senator HEFLIN from
Alabama has also been a long-time sup-
porter of this bipartisan measure, who
will certainly be missed in future Con-
gresses. I will miss both of these senior
Democrats, who have done so much to
try to pass the balanced budget amend-
ment.
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Let me also mention on our side—
there are so many that should be men-
tioned on both sides—but let me men-
tion Senator LARRY CRAIG, of Idaho,
who has been a forceful advocate of the
amendment and has done the best
within his power to try to get the
amendment up and of course do every-
thing he can to pass it. And I might
also add Senator PAUL COVERDELL of
Georgia, who has been a key leader on
the team in moving this idea forward.

I would also like to especially thank
the 11 freshman Republican Senators
who joined us at the beginning of this
Congress. All of them leapt imme-
diately into this fray in support of the
balanced budget amendment when it
came up in the very first month of the
104th Congress. They deserve a lot of
credit. We only lost this by one vote.
We will hear from each of them later,
as we did in the first round of debates
last year. It is heartening to see new
Members so strongly dedicated to the
fiscal soundness of our country.

These and so many of my colleagues
from both sides of the aisle have been
valiant servants of their country in
fighting for a constitutional provision
which will protect future generations
from the profligacy of the current and
past generations. But one stands above
them all in his tirelessness, his dedica-
tion, in his commitment to providing a
better future for our children and
grandchildren, an America like the one
that he grew up in, fought for, and of
course an America that he has served
all of his life. He will be leaving us
soon and he will be sorely missed in
this body, but he will be going on to
greater challenges and higher offices in
the service of our country. I am, of
course, referring to our majority lead-
er, and our leader in this effort on the
balanced budget amendment, Senator
ROBERT DOLE. BOB DOLE has made this
a priority and has worked to make a
balanced budget amendment the 28th
amendment to the Constitution. His ef-
forts on this amendment happen to be
consistent with his decades of service
on behalf of all Americans and on be-
half of future generations. The con-
trast of his record with that of Presi-
dent Clinton is very clear.

President Clinton has fought the bal-
anced budget amendment every step of
the way. I would ask, why? The Presi-
dent now says he is for a balanced
budget, yet I suggest the opponents of
the balanced budget amendment are
simply not ready to impose the kind of
fiscal discipline on themselves that a
constitutional amendment would re-
quire. It is tough to stop spending
other people’s money.

Last year, President Clinton suc-
ceeded in blocking the balanced budget
amendment. He used all the tools at
his disposal. He sent out Cabinet offi-
cials to argue against the amendment
and even against balancing the budget
per se. He used the resources of the
Federal Government and all the per-
suasive power of the Presidency to de-
feat the balanced budget amendment to
the Constitution.



June 5, 1996

Last year, President Clinton won
and, in my opinion, the American peo-
ple lost. The American people will lose
again if President Clinton has his way
again this year, unless he changes his
mind and makes clear his support for
this balanced budget amendment, the
only one that has a possibility of pass-
ing because it already has passed the
House of Representatives.

The subject matter of the amend-
ment goes to the heart of our Founding
Fathers’ hope for our constitutional
system, a system that would protect
individual freedom through Ilimited
government. In the later half of this
century, however, the intention of the
Framers of the Constitution has been
betrayed by Congress’ inability to con-
trol its own spending habits. The size
of the Federal leviathan has grown to
such an extent that the very liberties
of the American people and our future
generations are threatened.

Since the other body has already
given its approval to the amendment it
is up to the Senate to follow suit to
meet the needs of the American people,
85 percent of whom favor a balanced
budget amendment. We need to rel-
egate the spendthrift and tax-happy
policies of the past to the dustbin of
history.

This amendment has broad support
in the country and among Democrats
and Republicans who believe we need
to get the Nation’s fiscal house in
order so that we can leave a legacy of
a strong national economy and a re-
sponsible national Government to our
children and grandchildren.

The problem is our worsening debt
crisis. Our Nation is faced with the
worsening problem of rising national
debt and deficits and the increased
Government use of capital that would
otherwise be available to the private
sector to create jobs and invest in our
future. This problem presents risks to
our long-term economic growth and en-
dangers the well-being of our elderly,
our working people, and especially our
children and grandchildren. The debt
burden is a mortgage on their future.
The debt is fiscal child abuse and it
must end.

The total national debt now stands
at more than $5.1 trillion. That means
that every man, woman and child in
Utah, and all of our States, has an indi-
vidual debt burden of more than
$19,600. While it took us more than 200
years to acquire our first trillion dol-
lars of debt, we have recently been add-
ing another $1 trillion to our debt
about every 5 years.

Yet opponents of the balanced budget
amendment claim that there is no
problem. They point to the marginal
slowdown in the growth of the debt in
the last year or so as if it suggested
that all our problems are solved. Only
inside this beltway, in Washington, DC,
can people claim that we are on the
right track while we add to a debt of
more than $5.1 trillion.

The President’s own 1997 budget pre-
dicts that in the year 2000, total Fed-
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eral debt will be more than $6 trillion.
That means a Federal debt of about
$23,700 per person. Everybody in this
country will have jumped from $19,600
per person that we owe now to $23,700
per person. This would be nearly a ten-
fold increase in per-capita debt since
1975.

When we last debated the balanced
budget amendment I gave a daily up-
date on the debt increase as we de-
bated. By the end of the debate my
‘“debt tracker” was becoming un-
wieldy, so I brought down sort of a
summary debt tracker to bring us up
to date on the debt since we began de-
bate on this amendment in January of
last year.

As my chart here shows, when we
last began our debate in January 1995,
we were in debt, as a national debt,
$4.81 trillion. Since January 30, 1995 to
June 3, 1996, a little over a year, we are
now at $5.13 trillion in national debt.
We have gone up $320 billion while this
President is claiming we are getting
the national debt under control and
that he is really solving the deficit
problems. That is a false claim and
there is no question about it.

Translated in more understandable
terms this means that the cost of delay
in passing this important amendment
has been more than $1,200 for every
man, woman and child in our country.
Put another way, over the 15 months
that have elapsed since President Clin-
ton helped defeat the balanced budget
amendment, the debt has increased on
average over $6560 million a day; over
$27 million an hour, over $450,000 a
minute, over $7,500 every second. This
is the price of the delay by President
Clinton and his allies.

That increasing debt is not just num-
bers on a chart. Over time, the dis-
proportionate burdens imposed on to-
day’s children and their children by the
continuing pattern of deficits could in-
clude some combination of the fol-
lowing: Increased taxes, reduced public
welfare benefits, reduced public pen-
sions, reduced expenditures on infra-
structure and other public invest-
ments, diminished capital formation,
decreased job creation, weaker produc-
tivity enhancement, and stagnating
real wage growth in the private econ-
omy, higher interest rates, higher in-
flation, increased indebtedness to and
economic dependence on foreign credi-
tors, increased risk of default on the
Federal debt, and, I might add, I think
a very strong hit on Social Security—
a very strong hit. Because, while we
have done nothing to pass a balanced
budget amendment, the debt has gone
up $320 billion in just the last 15
months, and every time that goes up it
reduces the value of every dollar and
hits people on Social Security more
than anybody else.

So, while some are arguing that we
have to protect Social Security in the
balanced budget amendment, some-
thing that should not be written into a
constitutional amendment, Social Se-
curity is endangered because we are
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not putting this fiscal discipline into
the Constitution and we have now gone
15 months with more danger to Social
Security than ever before, where, had
we passed this amendment, we would
be on the way to balancing the budget
by the year 2002 without any obfusca-
tion, without the phony budgets that
we commonly see around here, without
the smoke and mirrors. We would have
to do it. That, in the end, is what will
protect Social Security and other pen-
sions of people who are counting on
them in our society.

Mr. President, one thing became
clear during our recent experience in
trying to enact the Balanced Budget
Act of 1995. It is that we need a con-
stitutional amendment. Some Senators
argued during our debate last year on
Senate Joint Resolution 1 that “‘we did
not need a constitutional amendment
to balance the budget; we know what
needs to be done; we should just do it.”
In fact, the President said that in a
news clip I saw. He pointed to the
media and said, ‘‘Let’s just do it.”

That is what they have been saying
for 60 years now and why everything is
being put in jeopardy as this debt con-
tinues to skyrocket, while we continue
not to have a balanced budget amend-
ment which would protect us. The
trouble with ‘‘just do it,” is that Con-
gress did it and the President did not.
But under a constitutional amendment
to balance the budget, the words ‘‘just
do it,” would have authority for both
of the elected branches of Government.

In the year that has gone by since
President Clinton helped defeat the
balanced budget amendment, the coun-
try has witnessed one of the most con-
tentious budget battles in the history
of our Nation. President Clinton was
willing to let the Government shut
down not once but twice before he fi-
nally agreed to work seriously toward
balancing the budget.

But really what guarantee is there
the Federal Government will achieve a
balanced budget? And it is not just bal-
ancing the budget; it is reducing the
national debt as well.

When the other side of the aisle con-
trolled Congress, we never even had a
serious consideration of this budget
plan, we never even looked at it seri-
ously. President Clinton never pro-
posed a balanced budget until he was
forced to. The budget that he sub-
mitted, when we first debated this
amendment last year, had $200 billion
deficits as far as the eye can see. Even
our colleagues on the other side of the
aisle recognized this as an entirely in-
adequate approach and rejected it. In
fact, the President submitted no fewer
than 10 budgets in 1 year in a series of
attempts to avoid the tough, but re-
sponsible, decision to balance the budg-
et.

Can the country afford the risk of
having this fight every year? Nothing
shows more clearly how difficult it is
to move in the right direction than
just the last 9 months. Mr. President,
we need the balanced budget amend-
ment to lock in the balanced budget
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rule, or the future of our children will
become bleaker and bleaker.

This constitutional amendment will
help us end Congress’ dangerous deficit
habit in the way past efforts have not.
It will do this by correcting a bias in
the present process, which favors ever-
increasing levels of Government spend-
ing. The balanced budget amendment
reduces the spending bias in our
present system by ensuring that, under
normal circumstances, votes by Con-
gress for increased spending will be ac-
companied by votes either to reduce
other spending programs or to increase
taxes to pay for our programs. For the
first time since the abandonment of
our historical norm of balanced budg-
ets, Congress would be required to cast
a politically difficult vote as a pre-
condition to casting a politically at-
tractive vote to increase spending.

Mr. President, the Senate should ap-
prove the balanced budget amendment.
A vote against the amendment is a
vote for the old status quo of irrespon-
sible drift into more insurmountable
debt than we already have. Sending the
balanced budget amendment to the
States is the right thing to do for our-
selves, our children and our grand-
children, and it will give us back re-
sponsible and accountable constitu-
tional Government.

I just want to say one more word
about Social Security. I do not know of
one Senator on either side of the aisle
who does not want to protect Social
Security. You do not write a protection
for any particular item in the budget
into the Constitution because that
would lock it in and make it very dif-
ficult to ever make any changes or re-
forms that must be made.

The fact of the matter is, though,
that if we do not pass a balanced budg-
et amendment, Social Security will
suffer, because we know by the year
2014, Social Security will start going
bankrupt. In fact, many think it is
going to start going bankrupt well be-
fore then. If we pass a balanced budget
amendment, we will have to face these
problems, and we will have to face
them in a way that will protect those
who are on Social Security in ways
that, if we do not pass a balanced budg-
et amendment, they will never be pro-
tected.

People need to know that is what it
is. We have had 15 months of our debt
going up $320 billion and that cannot
help but have an effect on the financial
viability of our country, on the finan-
cial viability of Social Security, on the
financial viability of the whole world.
We have to get it under control. The
only methodology that I know of that
will get us there, and I think most peo-
ple will agree will get us there, is a bal-
anced budget amendment locked into
the Constitution which all of us revere
and worship, which all of us will pay
attention to, which all of us will honor
and are sworn to uphold that will help
us to get these spending practices
under control.

I hope we can pass this balanced
budget amendment. I do not have any
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illusions about it, but we are going to
have this vote, and if it does go down
again, which everybody expects it to, it
will not be the last time we vote on
this, we will be back next year and the
year after, if that is what it takes,
until this amendment is locked in the
Constitution and people have to face
the music here in Congress. It is about
time we did.

I yield the floor.

Mr. HOLLINGS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SANTORUM). The Senator from South
Carolina.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator EXON
be recognized at 1 p.m. today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator DOR-
GAN be recognized at 3:30 p.m. today to
use whatever time he utilizes under the
time he controls and that I be recog-
nized after that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I find
it hard to believe my ears. What this
really involves is the determined effort
by the proponents of Senate Joint Res-
olution 1 to balance the budget with a
constitutional amendment that dev-
astates Social Security over the next 7
years by over $600 billion.

Let me read section 7 of the joint res-
olution:

Total receipts shall include all receipts of
the United States Government, except those
derived from borrowing. Total outlays shall
include all outlays of the United States Gov-
ernment, except for those for repayment of
debt principal.

We suggested when this came up last
year, and again earlier this year, that
we were readily prepared to vote for a
balanced budget amendment—we are
waiting on the majority leader, of
course, to make his motion to recon-
sider—if we add to the existing exclu-
sion in section 7 that ignores those
funds derived from borrowing and simi-
larly exclude the Social Security trust
fund surpluses.

The distinguished Senator from Utah
says, ‘‘Oh, it’s so fine, we’re going to fi-
nally lock it in,” and he shows a chart
with a horrendous debt. He says, ‘‘Now
we’re going to finally really fix it so we
can balance the budget.” Then in the
same breath, he says that ‘“‘we’re going
to protect Social Security.”

Social Security has long been pro-
tected. I intend to talk a little later
about the history of our efforts to save
it in 1983 with the National Commis-
sion on Social Security Reform on
which the distinguished majority lead-
er, Senator DOLE of Kansas, served.

But more to the point at hand: I
made a motion as a member of the
Budget Committee on July 10, 1990,
that we put in a provision for Social
Security protection. The reason being
that we were beginning to rob the So-
cial Security trust fund.
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When the National Commission on
Social Security Reform, the Greenspan
commission, issued its report in 1983,
they mandated that Social Security
would be put off-budget in 1992. But
when we saw what was really going on,
I worked in bipartisan fashion with
Senator Heinz and put into the law sec-
tion 13301, signed on November 5, 1990,
by President George Bush, which reads
as follows:

Exclusion of Social Security from all budg-
ets. Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the receipts and disbursements of the
Federal Old Age and Survivors Insurance
trust fund, the Federal Disability Insurance
trust fund, shall not be counted as new budg-
et authority outlays, receipts or deficit or
surplus for purposes of the budget of the U.S.
Government as submitted by the President,
two, the congressional budget or, three, the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985. Exclusion of Social Secu-
rity from the congressional budget, section
301(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974, as amended, by adding at the end the
following: ‘“The concurrent resolution shall
not include the outlays and revenue totals of
the Old Age Survivors and Disability Insur-
ance Program established under title II of
the Social Security Act or the related provi-
sions of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 in
the surplus or deficit totals required by this
subsection or in any other surplus or deficit
totals required by this title.”

That is the law of the land. The Con-
gressional Research Service and all
others reading it who understand the
English language know that section 7
of House Joint Resolution 1 repeals
that law.

They dutifully praise the Senator
from Illinois who stood for long periods
of time here with me trying to balance
the budget. He has come to me and
other Senators on this side of the aisle
and said, ‘“‘Let’s see if we can’t com-
promise.” I replied, ‘‘I don’t mind being
realistic, if you want to extend the
date or any other wording.”” But Social
Security has to be protected. We dem-
onstrated the seriousness of our con-
victions with Senator DOLE’s vote and
Senator HOLLINGS’ vote, just last year.

Mr. President, just November of last
year, on the 16th of November, I put an
forth an amendment:

Notwithstanding any other provision of
this joint resolution, the 7-year balanced
budget passed by the Congress to the Presi-
dent shall not include the use of Social Secu-
rity trust funds to reflect a balanced budget.

In other words, that put the Congress
on record against any kind of unified
budget that included Social Security
trust funds. That was passed with Sen-
ator DOLE’s and Senator HOLLINGS’
vote, 97-2, and in the original instance,
back b years ago, in 1990, it was 98-2.

Yes, we talk about protecting Social
Security, but in this constitutional
amendment, we avoid that particular
protection that is already in the law.
Why are they so adamant to do so? Be-
cause they cannot present a balanced
budget, Mr. President, over that 7-year
period without using Social Security
trust funds and without other smoke
and mirrors.

I have put it into the RECORD many a
time. I will put it in again and show
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you the particular budget that I sub-
mitted. And I said that if you could
give me a T-year balanced budget with-
out an increase in taxes, a realistic
budget without the smoke and mirrors,
I would jump off the Capitol dome. I
tried to convince them. They all said,
““Well, HOoLLINGS—what’s he for?”’

I will put it in here right now in this
RECORD. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Truth-in-Budg-
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eting Act schedules, dated January 23,
1995, be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

HOLLINGS RELEASES REALITIES ON TRUTH IN

BUDGETING

Reality #1: $1.2 trillion in spending cuts is
necessary.

Reality #2: There aren’t enough savings in
entitlements.

*Have welfare reform, but a jobs program
will cost; savings are questionable.
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*Health reform can and should save some,
but slowing growth from 10 to 5 percent
doesn’t offer enough savings.

*Social security won’t be cut and will be
off-budget again.

Reality #3: We should hold the line on the
budget on Defense; that would be no savings.

Reality #4: Savings must come from
freezes and cuts in domestic discretionary
spending but that’s not enough to stop hem-
orrhaging interest costs.

Reality #5: Taxes are necessary to stop
hemorrhage in interest costs.

Reduce Housing Programs
Eliminate Community Investment Program
Reduce Strategic Petroleum Program ...

Eliminate Senior Community Service Program
Reduce USDA spending for Export Marketing
Reduce Maternal and Child Health Grants
Close Veterans Hospitals
Reduce Number of Political Employees .
Reduce Management Costs for VA Healtl
Reduce PMA Subsidy
Reduce Below Cost Timber Sales ..
Reduce the Legislative Branch 15% ..

)

Mr. HOLLINGS. I included that to
show how you could do it, how many
cuts would be necessary in discre-
tionary spending, with taxes and with-
out taxes at that particular time. I did
that because I had heard my colleagues
on national TV. On ‘‘Meet the Press,” 1

Constitution, for which the Senator
from South Carolina has previously
voted. I do not mind a balanced budget
amendment to the Constitution, but
the reason they do not call up a bal-
anced budget amendment that protects
Social Security is because they know
that they could not then vote for the

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Deficit CBO Jan. 95 (using trust funds) 207 224 225 253 284 297 322
Freeze discretionary outlays after 1998 0 0 0 —19 —38 —58 —178
N cuts =37 =714 —111 —128 — 146 —163 —180
Interest savings -1 -5 -1 -20 -32 —146 —64
Total savings ($1.2 trillion) -38 =79 122 167 —216 —267 —322
Remaining deficit using trust funds 169 145 103 86 68 30 0
Remaining defict excluding trust funds 287 264 222 202 185 149 121
5% VAT 9% 155 172 184 190 196 200
Net deficit excluding trust funds 187 97 21 (17) (54) (111) (159)
Gross debt 5142 5257 5,300 5,305 5272 5,200 ,091
Avg. interest rate on debt (in percent) 7.0 7.1 . 6.8 6.7 6.7 6.7
Interest cost on the debt 367 370 368 368 366 360 354
Note.—Figures are in billions. Figures don't include the billions necessary for a middle-class tax cut.
Non-Defense Discretionary Spending Cuts 1996 1997 Non-Defense Discretionary Spending Cuts 1996 1997 we got a consensus to go along and
Elpaqe Stta’g%réG %[1] %é Moratorium on New Federal Prison Construction 0.028 0.140 really do the job.
iminate 8 . Reduce Coast Guard 10% 0.208 0.260 i
Eliminate Low-Income Home Energy Assistance 14 15 Eliminate Manufacturing Extension Program 0.03 0.06 BUB let me not get off n_ly major
E:rmma}e ?rtdeun(;m T %401 %g Elrmmate ﬁoastallzlane Magagement 8887 886132 point here with respect to this resolu-
iminate runding for Lampus Based Al g B iminate National Marine Sanctuaries . . . : :
%Ilgnnatle FunEdlfng for In;pl?ctdAldt s . %g %g Eliminate Climate and Global Change Research 0047 o078 tion. The reason they will not exclude
educe Law Enforcement Funding to Gontrol Drugs ... - X Eliminate National Sea Grant 0.032 0.054 i i i
Eliminate Federal Grants 0.8 16 Eliminate State Weather Modi 0.002 0.003 Social Security .truet funds and pick up
gllgrlnatg gBAILR,adHSf T 8%1 %82 Cut Weather Service Operations 10% ... 0031 0051 the votes on this side—and they could
educe rederal Aid for Mass Iransi g - Eliminate Regional Climate Centers ..... 0.002 0.003 : s
%‘éﬂggt;ﬂeggﬁjl p 8?? g% Eliminate Minority Business Development Agency . 0.022 ooae DPick up easily 5 and probably 10 votes,
. g g El te Public Tel i Faciliti i i i in-
Reduce Overhead for University 0.2 0.3 ”;rlgﬁle(;ml:ﬂ o Telecommunications Facilites 0.003 0.016 and they know .IFIS tha‘t.lf they H.l
gggﬁg‘e%m%ggg"m 02 02 Eiminate Chidren's Educalional Television 0 0002 clude the exclusion, they will rob their
o e o o (e WRIERLIELINISS g L Plen of some S5O0 billion over the 6 to
- g Eliminate Education Research 0.042 0.283 -year period.
Eliminate fhe Bureau of Mines . o 82 Cut Head Start 50% ....... 0810 18 year b L .
EI!'“!"ate UXSI%EFFAS‘O" of Rura| Ho 001z 0l Eliminate Meals and Services for the Elderly 0335 0473 You know, this is all about the Presi-
El!m!nate AP ol 02 Eliminate Title Il Social Service Block Grant 2.7 28 da ial el . I £ 1 h
El:m:ﬂgtg Rirport Grant i s 03 10 Eliminate Community Services Block Grant 0.317 0.470 ential election. I mean, after all, why
Eliminate Federal Highway Demonsration projects ... 0.1 0.3 Em:gg}: sgg:t?y:]t:ltIgguigmzef é?;e %30 have 7 years? It gets U§ by the election
E:'m'"a}e Q'g}\fik bsidies 8‘01 3‘1‘ Reduce Chapter 1 20% ........ 0173 116 here in November and it gets us by the
iminate 0an huarantees : g Reduce Special Education 20% 0072 0480 ; ;
Eliminate Ap Regional C 0.0 0.1 Eliminate Bilingual Education 0029 019 November election in the year 2000. So
Eliminate Untarge_ted Funds for Math and Science 0.1 02 Eliminate JTPA 0250 45 anvtime vou can get past two Presi-
gﬁt FederFaldSallanEs bl" 4% ¢ o R 40 40 Eliminate Child Welfare Services 0.240 0.289 y N y A g b A
g’agrimge eral Lmplojees Lommercial Rates for 0 Eliminate CDC Breast Cancer Program . 0048 0089 dential elections—and there were high
Reduce Agricuitural Research Extension Activities 0. 0. Eliminate g';fn’;'vﬂhﬁgg?[gfg';gggamm 0288 038 hopes at one time that they were going
glf?nc.e‘ Ad‘(a““l’d Solid Rocket Motor 0. 0. Eliminate Maternal and Child Health 0246 0506 to have the White House—you would
iminate Legal Services ... 0. 0. Eliminate Family Planning Program . 0.069 0.143 iy i1s
Reduce Federal Travel b¥ 30% . 8 g Eliminate CDC Immunization Program o 0168 035 not have any real responsibility to do
Reduce Supch Héng'|ng iy Cont 0 04  fliminate Tuberculosis Progra 0002 087 anything under the constitutional
deﬂﬁs Rgge und vieanup Losts 0 0 Eliminate Agricultural Research SBIVICE .vvrrvevrrrererns 0.546 0.656 .
Eliminate Postal_sub5|d|es for Non-profits 0. 0. Eﬁ%ﬁgt\gl%gglé L578 1735 amendment until after you were elect-
Reduce NIH funding ..o 0. L. ADMINISTALIVE ....ooooeeooeeeserssersis 0.024 000 €d and reelected.
Eliminate Federal Crop Insurance Program 0. 0. Commodities 0,025 0,025 . .
gggﬂg: éi;%ﬁ%ﬁ}géﬁ'-gﬁgld"ﬁgfgg”Ce grants 8 8 Reduce Cooperative State Research Service 20% ...... 0044 0.070 They certainly did not want to go
Elminte Lrary Programs .. OF 0T e F ooy inpastion s 108 o 0o 005z 2lome, even though they could get the
Modify Service Contract Act .. 0. 0. Y C . : balanced budget amendment to the
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Eliminate Small Business Development Centers
Eliminate Minority Assistance Score, Small Business
Institute and Other Technical Assistance Programs,
Women's Business Assistance, International Trade

Assistance, Empowerment Zones ............ccoecovreerenns 0.033 0.046
Eliminate New State Department Construction

Projects 0.010 0.023
Eliminate Int'l Boundaries and Water Commission ..... 0.013 0.02
Eliminate Asia Foundation ..................... 0.013 0.015
Eliminate International Fisheries Commission 0.015 0.015
Eliminate Arms Control Disarmament Agency ... 0.041 0.054
Eliminate NED 0.014 0.034
Eliminate Fulbright and Other International Ex-

changes 0.119 0.207
Eliminate North-South Center ...............cccccoocriivcrinenes 0.002 0.004
Eliminate U.S. Contribution to WHO, OAS and Other

International Organizations Including the U.N . 0.873 0.873
Eliminate Participation in U.N. Peacekeeping 0.533 0.533
Eliminate Byrne Grant . 0.112 0.306
Eliminate Community Pohcmg Program 0.286 0.780

heard the distinguished chairman of
the Budget Committee, Senator
DOMENICI, on the House side Mr. KA-
SICH, and others say they are going to
present a balanced budget.

I got together with the best of minds
on the Budget Committee, the staff. We
worked all through the month of Janu-
ary. Then we just put it into the
RECORD that we had tried. I should
note that the spending cuts I included
were rather harsh —harsh, harsh. I was
not prepared to vote for those unless

fraud that is in their recent budget
proposal.

I have categorically made this state-
ment again and again for the past 15
years. No real balanced budget has
been submitted in that 15-year period,
no balanced budget has been submitted
by this Congress or the President in
the last 15 years. And to have the un-
mitigated gall to get up here and bring
charts to the crowd—I do not know
how long the distinguished Senator
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from Utah has been in the U.S. Senate,
but he has been here a long time. I do
not know how long the Senator from
Kansas has been here, our distin-
guished majority leader, but I know he
voted with us in 1968 when we balanced
the budget. I think the exact date was
some time in June 1968. He was in the
House and I was in the Senate.

June 20, 1968, was the date of the
adoption of the conference report on
H.R. 15414 imposing—Ilisten to this, Mr.
President, hear ye, all ears take heed—
imposing a 10-percent surcharge on per-
sonal and corporate income taxes. It
required the Federal Government to
cut fiscal 1969 expenditures by $6 bil-
lion, and to reduce new obligational
authority by $10 billion. It required a
reduction in the number of Federal em-
ployees, extending certain existing ex-
cise taxes, accelerating payments of
corporation taxes, revising or extend-
ing the effective date of certain welfare
and medical assistance laws, and in-
cluding provisions on various other
subjects adopted by a vote in the House
of Representatives of 268-150. It shows
the distinguished Senator from Kansas
voting ‘‘aye.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the voting record be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

EXCERPT FROM HOUSE VOTES 109 THROUGH 112

112. HR 15414. Adoption of the conference
report (H. Rept. 15633) on HR 15414 imposing a
10-percent surcharge on personal and cor-
porate income taxes, requiring the Federal
Government to cut fiscal 1969 expenditures
by $6 billion and to reduce new obligational
authority by $10 billion, requiring a reduc-
tion in the number of federal employees, ex-
tending certain existing excise taxes, accel-
erating payment of corporation taxes, revis-
ing or extending the effective date of certain
welfare and medical assistance laws, and in-
cluding provisions on various other subjects.
Adopted 268-150: R 114-73; D 154-77 (ND 96-49;
SD 58-28), June 20, 1968. A ‘‘yea’ was a vote
supporting the President’s position.

109 110 111 112

Kansas:
1-Dole
2-Mize
4-Shriver
5-Skubitz
3-Winn
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Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, that
is the Senator from Kansas that we
know and love. He was increasing
taxes. He was cutting spending. He was
getting rid of Federal employees, and
right on down through his record as
chairman of the Finance Committee—
yes, we might as well bring it out cat-
egorically—he proposed the largest tax
increase in the history of the U.S. Gov-
ernment.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed an article by Judy
Mann, entitled ‘‘Fiddling With the
Numbers.”’

[From the Washington Post]
FIDDLING WITH THE NUMBERS
(By Judy Mann)

Gov. Christine Todd Whitman, the Repub-

lican meteor from New Jersey, had the un-
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usual honor for a first-term governor of
being asked to deliver her party’s response
to President Clinton’s State of the Union
message last week.

And she delivered a whopper of what can
most kindly be called a glaring inaccuracy.

Sandwiched into her Republican sales
pitch was the kind of line that does serious
political damage: Clinton, she intoned, ‘‘im-
posed the biggest tax increase in American
history.”

And millions of Americans sat in front of
their television sets, perhaps believing that
Clinton and the Democrat-controlled Con-
gress had done a real number on them.

The trouble is that this poster lady for tax
cuts was not letting any facts get in her way.
But don’t hold your breath waiting for the
talk show hosts to set the record straight.

The biggest tax increase in history did not
occur in the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1993. The biggest tax increase in post-
World War II history occurred in 1982 under
President Ronald Reagan.

Here is how the two compare, according to
Bill Gale, a specialist on tax policy and sen-
ior fellow at the Brookings Institution. The
1993 act raised taxes for the next 5 years by
a gross total of $268 billion, but with the ex-
pansion of the earned income tax credit to
more working poor families, the net increase
comes to $240.4 billion in 1993. The Tax Eq-
uity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982, by
comparison, increased taxes by a net of $217.5
billion over 5 years. Nominally, then, it is
true that the 1993 tax bill was the biggest in
history.

But things don’t work nominally. ‘A dol-
lar now is worth less than a dollar was back
then, so that a tax increase of, say $10 billion
in 1982 would be a tax increase of $15 billion
now,” says Gale. In fact, if you adjust for the
48 percent change in price level, the 1982 tax
increase becomes a $325.6 billion increase in
1993 dollars. And that makes it the biggest
tax increase in history by $85 billion.

Moreover, says Gale, the population of the
country increased, so that, on a per person
basis, the 1993 tax increase is lower than the
one in 1982, and the gross domestic product
increased over the decade, which means that
personal income rose. ‘‘Once you adjust for
price translation, it’s not the biggest, and
when you account for population and GDP, it
gets even smaller.”’

He raises another point that makes this
whole business of tax policy just a bit more
complex than the heroic tax slashers would
have us believe. “The question is whether
[the 1993 tax increase] was a good idea or a
bad idea, not whether it was the biggest tax
increase. Suppose it was the biggest? I find it
frustrating that the level of the debate about
stuff like this as carried on by politicians is
generally so low.”

So was it a good idea? ‘“We needed to re-
duce the deficit,” he says, ‘“‘we still need to
reduce the deficit. The bond market re-
sponded positively. Interest rates fell. There
may be a longer term benefit in that it
shows Congress and the president are capable
of cutting the deficit even without a bal-
anced budget amendment.”’

Other long-term benefits, he says, are that
“more capital is freed up for private invest-
ment, and ultimately that can result in more
productive and highly paid workers.”’

How bad was the hit for those few who did
have to pay more taxes? One tax attorney
says that his increased taxes were more than
offset by savings he was able to generate by
refinancing the mortgage on his house at the
lower interest rates we’ve had as a result.
The 1993 tax increase did include a 4.3-cent-
a-gallon rise in gasoline tax, which hits the
middle class. But most of us did not have to
endure an income tax increase. In 1992, the
top tax rate was 31 percent of the taxable in-
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come over $51,900 for single taxpayers and
$86,500 for married couples filing jointly. Two
new tax brackets were added in 1993: 36 per-
cent for singles with taxable incomes over
$115,000 and married couples with incomes
over $140,000; and 39.6 percent for singles and
married couples with taxable incomes over
$250,000.

Not exactly your working poor or even
your average family.

The rising GOP stars are finding out that
when they say or do something stupid or
mendacious, folks notice. The jury ought to
be out on Whitman’s performance as gov-
ernor until we see the effects of supply side
economics on New Jersey. But in her first
nationally televised performance as a
spokeswoman for her party, she should have
known better than to give the country only
half the story. In the process, she left a lot
to be desired in one quality Americans are
looking for in politicians: honesty.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I will
read one sentence. The entire article is
in the RECORD so we know there is no
misuse of this particular instrument
here: ‘“The biggest tax increase in post-
World War II history occurred in 1982
under President Ronald Reagan.”’

Now, Mr. President, we also have the
statements from the other media. That
statement was in the Washington Post
on January 1 of last year. Everybody
knows about that quote from the Wall
Street Journal dated October 26, 1994:
“Contrary to Republican claims, the
1993 package is not the largest tax in-
crease in history. The 1982 deficit re-
duction package of President Reagan
and Senator Robert Dole in a GOP-con-
trolled Senate was a bigger tax bill,
both in 1993 adjusted dollars and as a
percentage of the overall economy.”
That was in the Wall Street Journal,
October 26, 1994.

Further, from the Washington Post
of February 1, 1995: ‘“The biggest tax
increase in history did not occur in the
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of
1993. The biggest tax increase in post-
World War II history occurred in 1982
under President Ronald Reagan.”’

Now, from the New York Times, No-
vember 3, 1995: ‘It is not true that the
$240 billion tax increase approved by
Congress in 1993 at Mr. Clinton’s behest
is the largest in American history,
When adjusted for inflation, the only
way to make comparison for dollar
amounts in different years, a tax in-
crease engineered by Mr. Dole in 1982,
when he was chairman of the Senate
Finance Committee, was larger.”” That
was the New York Times, November 3,
1995. That is the Senator from Kansas
that we know and love.

I voted, this Senator from South
Carolina, with the Senator from Kan-
sas back in 1968 when we had the last
balanced budget. I voted against
Reaganomics in 1981 and went along
the legislation in 1982 because we could
see the disaster coming; deficits were
exploding, we needed more revenues,
and the budget was getting entirely
out of hand. Now, Mr. President, you
cannot believe your ears. You cannot
believe your ears. Having increased
spending over the 15-year period, $250
billion more than we have taken in, on
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an average each year, we have run the
national deficit—I do not need a chart;
all you need is the facts—from less
than $1 trillion.

From the beginning of this Nation, in
1776 with the cost of the Revolution,
the War of 1812, the Civil War, the
Spanish-American War, World War I,
World War II, Korea, Vietnam, the cost
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of all the wars, we still had not run up
a debt of $1 trillion. I know we had
Desert Storm, but the others are sup-
posed to have paid for it. In a 15-year
period, without the cost of a war, we
have run amok. We have gone from less
than $1 trillion to over $5 trillion.

What is the interest cost? The inter-
est cost now is estimated to be 353 bil-
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lion bucks next year; that is the April
30 figure by the CBO. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have this
table printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

Gross interest

U.S. budget (Budget reali-
President and year (outlays in bil-  Trust funds Real deficit é}ggfs(bl:i?ﬁgrrlgl) ties, Sen. Hol-
lions) Iings,gél—N—
)
Truman:
1945 92.7 54 s
1946 55.2 39 -109
1947 345 34 +139
1948 29.8 3.0 +5.1
1949 38.8 24 —06
1950 42.6 —01 -01
1951 455 3.7 +1.6
1952 67.7 35 —38
1953 76.1 34 —69
Eisenhower:
1954 70.9 2.0 —48
1955 68.4 1.2 —36
1956 70.6 2.6 +1.7
1957 76.6 18 +0.4
1958 82.4 0.2 —74
1959 92.1 —16 -78
1960 92.2 -05 -30
1961 97.7 0.9 -21
Kennedy:
1962 106.8 -03 -103
1963 1113 19 —74
Johnson:
1964 1185 2.7 —58
1965 1182 2.5 —62
1966 134.5 15 —62
1967 157.5 7.1 —119
1968 178.1 31 —283
1969 183.6 -03 +0.9
Nixon:
1970 195.6 123 —151
1971 2102 43 —213
1972 230.7 43 =217
1973 2457 155 —304
1974 269.4 115 —176
Ford:
1975 3323 48 —58.0
1976 3718 134 —87.1
Carter:
1977 409.2 23.7 —714
1978 458.7 11.0 -702
1979 503.5 122 —529
1980 590.9 58 —796
Reagan:
1981 678.2 6.7 —85.7
1982 7458 145 —1425
1983 808.4 26.6 —2344
1984 851.8 1.6 —193.0
1985 946.4 40.6 —252.9
1986 990.3 81.8 —303.0
1987 1,003.9 75.7 —2255
1988 1,064.1 100.0 —255.2
Bush:
1989 11432 1142 —266.7
1990 1,252.7 117.2 —3386
1991 13238 1227 —391.9
1992 1,380.9 1132 —403.6
Clinton:
1993 1,408.2 94.2 —349.3
1994 1,460.6 89.1 —292.3
1995 15144 1134 —271.3
1996 1,572.0 126.0 —270.0
Est. 1997 1,651.0 127.0 —292.0

Historical Tables, Budget of the U.S. Government FY 1996: Beginning in 1962 CBO's “1995 Economic and Budget Outlook.”

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the
distinguished Senator is running for
President and he is getting the praises.
He also ought to get the facts. He is
running on his record. ‘‘He gets results,
results, results.” Well, heavens above,
what is the result? We are spending $1
billion a day for nothing. Now, they
could perhaps assess the blame to the
Senator from South Carolina, or the
Senator from Kansas, or any of the
other Senators that have been around
the last 15 years, but you can look at
your books—Mr. President, they can-
not blame President William Jefferson
Clinton. He is the only President who
has come to town since Lyndon John-
son that has cut the deficit.

The Republicans have the unmiti-
gated gall, totally shameless, to single
out the one individual that came in
and said we are going to cut the deficit
$500 billion, we are going to tax gaso-
line, we are going to tax Social Secu-
rity and in return get the finest result
to the economy that you could possibly
imagine. Meanwhile, Senators on the
other side of the aisle said they would
be hunting us in the street and shoot-
ing us down like dogs and all that non-
sense. We could not get a single Repub-
lican vote in the U.S. Senate. We could
not get a single Republican vote in the
U.S. House of Representatives.

But President Clinton stuck to his
guns. We stuck to our guns. Yes, we
were responsible for those spending

cuts. We are responsible for those tax
increases and we are responsible for the
wonderful economy, the low inflation
rate, the creation of over 8 million jobs
and everything else. Yet they have
come out to point fingers, when they
are the ones who caused this waste of
$1 billion a day for nothing. Interest
costs have gone up from $75 billion in
1980-81 to $353 billion. Just in round fig-
ures that is a $275 billion increase in
spending for nothing—no Government,
no schools, no highways, no law en-
forcement, no foreign aid, no welfare,
no nothing.

The crowd that caused this waste has
now come around in this Presidential
race and are trying to throw a long
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pass. Please. I never heard of such fool-
ishness—here we are dead broke, we are
spending $1 billion a day. Nobody has
proposed that kind of spending cut or
tax increase. Now we have the distin-
guished Senator from Kansas who
wants to repeal the gas tax, $30 billion.
He wants to have a missile defense of
$60 billion. He now is going to propose
an across-the-board cut of $600 billion.
Anything to get elected. Come on. I
have a hard time when I wake up every
morning and come to the office to face
this problem. That is why I asked for
this extra time on this measure.

They should not get the votes for this
disaster. Coming around here with a
constitutional amendment, like a
crowd at a football game up in the
grandstand hollering, ‘“We want a
touchdown, we want a touchdown.”
Heck, we are the team. We are on the
field. What have they done, other than
procedure—to pass it on to the States,
and after two or three elections, 7
years from now, with the State’s ratifi-
cation—or 2, 3 years, whatever—pass it
to the States and let them ratify and
come back and let the Congress then go
along with the ratification. Anything
to push off our responsibility and act
like we are not here. They bring in
charts and blame the one individual
that has cut the deficit since he took
office. Down in Arkansas he had a
track record of 10 years of balancing
budgets. He comes to town with these
interest costs and a horrendous debt.
What does he do? He submits a realistic
budget that would have the economy in
good shape, and we can not get a single
vote. And they have the unmitigated
gall to come up here and say they are
leading the way, and that President
Clinton does not want a balanced budg-
et while they do. They are the ones
who caused these horrendous deficits.

Then I look at the screen from the
Republican TV channel, channel 2, and
here is what it has on there. It says:
“Interest costs on the national debt ac-
count for 15 percent of all Federal
spending.” False. Interest costs on the
debt are 27 percent of all Federal
spending. Mark it down. I have to cor-
rect this myself. I cannot get the news-
papers to do it.

Republican statement on the TV
channel: ‘40 cents of every Federal in-
come dollar goes to pay interest on the
national debt.” Fact: 54 cents of every
Federal income tax dollar goes to pay
interest on the national debt.

Republican statement: ‘““Annual in-
terest cost on the national debt almost
equals annual discretionary spending.”
Fact: Annual interest costs far exceed
discretionary spending. Discretionary
spending—which is inclusive of inter-
national affairs—for 1996 is $267 billion.
The 1996 interest on the debt is $344 bil-
lion.

Another Republican statement—they
just put out—you talk about truth and
who has character, come on. ‘‘Annual
interest costs on the national debt al-
most equals the cost of national de-
fense.”” That is on the Republican
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screen right now, so all the Republican
Senators can glean these quick misin-
formations and run out on the Senate
floor and act like they have studied the
problem and know what they are talk-
ing about. False. The fact is, annual in-
terest costs far exceed the cost of na-
tional defense. The 1996 defense spend-
ing is $265 billion. Interest costs on the
debt are $344 billion.

Now, Mr. President, I hardly know
how you are supposed to make sense
out of this ‘“‘non-sense’. All that these
plans accomplish is to move the deficit
from the general Government over to
Social Security. And they talk like it
is a given: ‘‘Unified budget, unified
budget, unified budget.” That is my
distinguished colleague from New Mex-
ico, the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee. I know he is a brilliant Sen-
ator, and I know he knows differently.

I want to go now to the Social Secu-
rity record because, Mr. President, we
have had a difficult time zeroing in on
how we got to where we are. I hold the
report of the National Commission on
Social Security Reform, dated January
1983—right on page 23 it says: ‘“The Na-
tional Commission was able to reach a
consensus for meeting the short-range
and long-range financial requirements
by a vote of 12-3.”

The distinguished Senator from Kan-
sas was included in that vote, Mr.
President, and he bragged openly to
the Catholic Conference on May 26—
just this past month—that he helped
save Social Security in 1983. In the
short term, he did. He was a member of
the commission. And one of their con-
clusions, point 21 on page 224, was: ‘A
majority of the members of the na-
tional commission recommends that
the operation of OASI, DI, HI, and SSI
trust funds should be removed from the
unified budget. Some of those who do
not support this recommendation be-
lieve that the situation would be ade-
quately handled if the operations of the
Social Security Program were dis-
played within the present unified Fed-
eral budget as a separate budget func-
tion, apart from the other income secu-
rity programs.”

Now, Mr. President, there is no ques-
tion that the distinguished Senator
from Kansas supported that. And Sen-
ator DOLE referred, in his additional
views along with Congressman Con-
able, who was chairman then on the
House side, in statement 5, page 2, to
the short and long-term deficits in So-
cial Security: “In our judgment, $150
billion to $200 billion is the amount re-
quired to keep the system solvent
through 1990, and over the very long-
term, the next 75 years, the needs of
the system amount to about $25 billion
a year.” Thus, there was an under-
standing that we were making nec-
essary changes to ensure the integrity
of the Social Security system.

Now, moving on, to save time, Mr.
President, again, on statement 5, page
7: ““Accumulating considerably larger
reserves is desirable,” said the Senator
from Kansas. But now those reserves
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are what he is trying to eliminate—
eliminate about $600 billion to get this
farcical constitutional amendment. We
have never written a farce into the
Constitution. I hope we do not put a
farce in it now, because we know what
the farce is. ‘‘Accumulating consider-
ably larger reserves is desirable.”” And
then the Senator said later on, ‘‘Trust
fund reserves have been on a downhill
coast for years.”” So he was very con-
cerned as chairman of the Finance
Committee at that particular time. He
stated so in his submission of the par-
ticular bill on March 16, 1983, as the
chairman when he said, “OASI, DI in
the particular bill actually generates a
surplus.” Again, a particular caveat or
catchall to make sure it does not go
below. On page 22, on March 16, Sen-
ator DOLE says, ‘“‘If the reserves fall
below 20 percent of the annual outgo,
the annual COLA would be based on
the lower increase in wages and
prices.”

So they put in the 20-percent cush-
ion, and constantly throughout re-
ferred to the effect on the trust funds.
Now, the only reason I emphasize that
is to show that in 1983 the distin-
guished Senator wanted to have trust
funds. But they also wanted to ensure
that the trust fund was off budget.

Let me read from the actual CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD of March 24, 1983,
on the House side.

It says:

D. Separate treatment of trust fund oper-
ations under unified budget. Beginning with
1969, the financial operations of the Social
Security trust funds have been included in
the unified budget of the Federal Govern-
ment. House bill: House bill provides for the
display of OASI, SI and DI fund operations as
a separate function within the budget. Be-
ginning with the fiscal year 1989, these trust
fund operations would be removed from the
unified budget—Senate amendment, no pro-
vision.

The conference agreement, here is
what they agreed to:

The conference agreement follows the
House bill except that the trust fund oper-
ations would not be removed from the uni-
fied budget until the fiscal year 1992.

So the conference committee chose
to follow the recommendation in the
Greenspan commission report and
adopted into law that by 1992 you
would take Social Security off-budget
as a true trust fund.

When we started to see these sur-
pluses being used to make the deficit
look smaller, we decided we couldn’t
wait until 1992. On July 10th, 1990, in
the Budget Committee, by a vote of 20
to 1, we put Social Security trust funds
off budget and abolished the unified
budget, including inclusion of Social
Security. In that vote, 20 to 1, the one
dissenting vote was the distinguished
Senator from Texas, Senator GRAMM.

Let me say what we did when we
adopted the law in 1983 and go back to
what Mr. Heinz said, the former distin-
guished Senator from Pennsylvania,
our great colleague, John Heinz, and I
quote:

Mr. President, unless we separate Social
Security from the budget, it is absolutely in-
conceivable to me that we are going to be
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able to finance Social Security in any kind
of rational way in the long run. Left in the
unified budget, there does not seem to be
anything we are going to be able to do except
spend Social Security surpluses on other pro-
grams in the surplus years and our Social
Security in the deficit years. Without some
assurance that this program will be treated
like the Social Security insurance program
that it is, how can we expect young workers
who are paying millions to pay anything
into Social Security today, nearly 100 mil-
lion of them, to trust that the benefits that
they pay in taxes are going to be in when
they retire 30 years from now? The answer is,
unless we separate Social Security, as I pro-
vided, I do not think we can.

So it was Senator Heinz on the Re-
publican side, in a bipartisan initiative
in 1990, by a vote of 98 to 2—who
worked with me to do just exactly that
by law. It is the law today. It was
signed by a Republican President,
George Bush, but now under this con-
stitutional amendment is about to be
repealed.

They talk about protecting Social
Security. But they are trying to dis-
regard the protection we already have.
We owe Social Security $520 billion as
of the end of April. That is how much
has been borrowed from Social Secu-
rity. Tack on under this particular
constitutional amendment another $600
billion as planned in the Republican
budget by the year 2002. In the end, we
may pass a constitutional amendment,
but even if it was adhered to and things
fell into place under a best-case sce-
nario, we would end up saying, Yes, we
balanced the budget, but we devastated
Social Security. We would owe Social
Security $1.14 trillion. And who is
going to raise taxes for that? Yet, they
sit up here in solemn dignity talking
about who is for balanced budgets, the
very crowd that devastated us, dev-
astated the plan.

I do not know how you make sense
out of this crowd. I do not know how
you make sense out of the media.

James Fallows wrote a very inter-
esting volume entitled ‘‘Breaking the
News.” In there he discussed the di-
chotomy between Walter Lippmann
and John Dewey. Lippmann and Dewey
both agreed that we should have an
outstanding press and an expert press,
and to a great extent, we do. They
know these things. Unfortunately, they
have gotten into the habit of taking
polls, because they want to be ahead of
the news. So they gather news and then
they find the stories to support the
polls. That is an incestuous kind of
thing and consequently, the press ends
up making the news rather than re-
porting the news.

But Dewey went further, by saying
that the American public should be en-
gaged. It is Fallows’ position that the
public has not been engaged, nor have
they been made to feel a part of the
process so that they could understand
hard facts. He states in his book that
the press has a duty to report the truth
even if they have to go against public
opinion. We as a society are not get-
ting those truths reported.

Unfortunately, this particular Sen-
ator takes issue with the idea about
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the public being engaged. The public
knows, and they want to be disengaged.
They get this all ‘‘spew time’ on the 7
o’clock news, they get this all spew
time in the magazines, the daily press,
and the media. It is a deluge. All they
hear from us is this preelection off-
Broadway show on the floor of the na-
tional Congress complete with charts.

The little tidbit of the moment this
morning is that Medicare is going
broke in the year 2001. So what has
changed? That was the report when
President Clinton took office. It was
going broke in the year 2001. He ex-
tended—oh, they do not want to say
that—he extended it into 2002; 1993 was
his first assault on Medicare spending,
because, yes, we not only cut spending
$500 billion, we not only increased
taxes some $240 billion, but we cut
Medicare $57 billion without a Repub-
lican vote.

They came in here with these tre-
mendous tax cuts, which, unfortu-
nately, my friend, Stevie Forbes, has
the Republican nominee talking about
now. I hope he does not go overboard
with that nonsense. Because I can re-
port to you exactly where that non-
sense started. Here it goes again.

I want to include, Mr. President, an
article from the New Perspectives
Quarterly of March 22, 1993, by none
other than David A. Stockman, the
daddy rabbit of Reaganomics.

I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From New Perspectives Quarterly, Mar. 22,
1993]

AMERICA IS NOT OVERSPENDING; NORTH
AMERICA: THE BIG ENGINE THAT COULDN’T
(By David A. Stockman)

David A. Stockman Director of the Office
of Management and Budget from 1981 to 1985,
during the first years of the ‘‘Reagan Revo-
lution,” David Stockman left office amid the
lingering controversy caused by his revela-
tions in the Atlantic magazine about the in-
ternal Administration politics which, Stock-
man said, would result in untenable deficits.

Stockman’s memoirs of those years are en-
titled A Triumph of Politics: How the
Reagan Revolution Failed. He is currently a
General Partner at the Blackstone Group, a
New York investment house.

President Clinton’s economic plan deserves
heavy-duty criticism—particularly the $190
billion worth of new boondoggles through
FY1998 that are euphemistically labelled
“‘stimulus’ and ‘‘investment’ programs. But
on one thing he has told the unvarnished
truth. There is no way out of the elephantine
budget deficits which have plagued the na-
tion since 1981 without major tax increases.

In this regard, the full-throated anti-tax
war cries emanating from the GOP since
February 17 amount to no more than decep-
tive gibberish. Indeed, if Congressman Newt
Gingrich and his playmates had the parental
supervision they deserve, they would be sent
to the nearest corner wherein to lodge their
Pinocchio-sized noses until this adult task of
raising taxes is finished.

The fact is, we have no other viable choice.
According to the Congressional Budget Of-
fice (CBO) forecast, by FY1998 we will have
practical full employment and, also, nearly a
$400 billion budget deficit if nothing is done.
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The projected red ink would amount to five
percent of GNP, and would mean continuing
Treasury absorption of most of our meager
net national savings through the end of the
century. This is hardly a formula for sus-
taining a competitive and growing economy.

The root problem goes back to the July
1981 frenzy of excessive and imprudent tax-
cutting that shattered the nation’s fiscal
stability. A noisy faction of Republicans
have willfully denied this giant mistake of
fiscal governance, and their own culpability
in it, ever since. Instead, they have inces-
santly poisoned the political debate with a
mindless stream of anti-tax venom, while
pretending that economic growth and spend-
ing cuts alone could cure the deficit.

It ought to be obvious by now that we
can’t grow our way out. If we should happen
to realize CBO’s economic forecast by 1998,
wouldn’t a nearly $400 billion deficit in a full
employment economy 17 years after the
event finally constitute the smoking gun?

To be sure, aversion to higher taxes is usu-
ally a necessary, healthy impulse in a polit-
ical democracy. But when the alternative be-
comes as self-evidently threadbare and
groundless as has the ‘‘growth” argument,
we are no longer dealing with legitimate
skepticism but with what amounts to a dem-
agogic fetish.

Unfortunately, as a matter of hard-core po-
litical realism, the ritualized spending cut
mantra of the GOP anti-taxers is equally
vapid. Again, the historical facts are over-
whelming.

Ronald Reagan’s original across-the-board
income tax cut would have permanently re-
duced the federal revenue base by three per-
cent of GNP. At a time when defense spend-
ing was being rapidly pumped up, and in a
context in which the then ‘‘conservative”
congressional majority had already decided
to leave 90 percent of domestic spending un-
touched, the Reagan tax rate cut alone
would have strained the nation’s fiscal equa-
tion beyond the breaking point. But no one
blew the whistle. Instead, both parties suc-
cumbed to a shameless tax-bidding war that
ended up doubling the tax cut to six percent
of GNP—or slashing to nearly one-third the
permanent revenue base of the United States
government.

While delayed effective dates and phase-ins
postponed the full day of reckoning until the
late 1980s, there is no gainsaying the fiscal
carnage. As of August, 1981, Uncle Sam had
been left to finance a 1980s-sized domestic
welfare state and defense build-up from a
general revenue base that was now smaller
relative to GNP than at any time since 1940!

In subsequent years, several “mini”’ tax in-
crease bills did slowly restore the Federal
revenue base to nearly its post-war average
share of GNP. The $2.5 trillion in cumulative
deficits since 1981, however, is not a product
of ‘“‘over-spending’” in any meaningful sense
of the term. In fact, we have had a rolling
legislative referendum for 12 years on ‘‘ap-
propriate’ Federal spending in today’s soci-
ety—and by now the overwhelming bi-par-
tisan consensus is crystal clear.

Cash benefits for Social Security recipi-
ents, government retirees and veterans will
cost about $500 billion in 1998—or six percent
of prospective GNP. The fact is they also
cost six percent of GNP when Jimmy Carter
came to town in 1977, as they did when Ron-
ald Reagan arrived in 1981, Bush in 1989 and
Clinton in 1993.

The explanation for this remarkable 25
years of actual and prospective fiscal cost
stability is simple. Since the mid-1970s there
has been no legislative action to increase
benefits, while a deep political consensus has
steadily congealed on not cutting them, ei-
ther. Ronald Reagan pledged not to touch
Social Security in his 1984 debate with Mon-
dale; on this issue Bush never did move his
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lips; and Rep. Gingrich can readily wax as
eloquently on the ‘‘sanctity’ of the nation’s
social contract with the old folks as the late
Senator Claude Pepper ever did.

The political and policy fundamentals of
the $375 billion prospective 1998 cost of Medi-
care and Medicaid are exactly the same. If
every amendment relating to these medical
entitlements which increased or decreased
eligibility and benefit coverage since Jimmy
Carter’s inauguration were laid end-to-end,
the net impact by 1998 would hardly amount
to one to two percent of currently projected
costs.

Thus, in the case of the big medical enti-
tlements, there has been no legislatively
driven ‘‘overspending’’ surge in the last two
decades. And since 1981, no elected Repub-
lican has even dared think out loud about
the kind of big changes in beneficiary pre-
mium costs and co-payments that could ac-
tually save meaningful budget dollars.

To be sure, budget costs of the medical en-
titlements have skyrocketed—but that is be-
cause our underlying health delivery system
is ridden with inflationary growth. Perhaps
Hillary will fix this huge, systemic economic
problem. But until that silver bullet is dis-
covered, there is no way to save meaningful
budget dollars in these programs except to
impose higher participation costs on middle
and upper income beneficiaries—a move for
which the GOP has absolutely no stomach.

Likewise, the ‘‘safety net’’ for the poor and
price and credit supports for rural America
cost the same in real terms—about $100 bil-
lion—as they did in January, 1981. That is be-
cause Republicans and Democrats have gone
to the well year after year only to add nick-
els, subtract pennies, and, in effect, validate
over and over the same ‘‘appropriate’ level
of spending.

On the vast expanse of the domestic budg-
et, then, ‘‘overspending’ is an absolute
myth. Our post-1981 mega-deficits are not at-
tributable to it; and the GOP has neither a
coherent program nor the political courage
to attack anything but the most microscopic
spending marginalia.

It is unfortunate that having summoned
the courage to face the tax issue squarely,
President Clinton has clouded the debate
with an excess of bashing the wealthy and an
utterly unnecessary grab-bag of new tax and
spending giveaways. But that can be cor-
rected in the legislative process—and it in no
way lets the Republicans off the hook. They
led the Congress into a giant fiscal mistake
12 years ago, and they now have the responsi-
bility to work with a President who is at
least brave enough to attempt to correct it.

(Mr. ASHCROFT assumed the chair.)

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Chair. The en-
tire article is there, but let me just
read this paragraph. How did this all
get started, that chart of yours—if you
want to know where that chart started,
it did not start under President Clin-
ton. He has reduced the deficit.

He has reduced the deficit. The debt
they show on that chart that goes from
less than $1 trillion on up to over $5
trillion occurred under you and me.
And I quote:

The root problem goes back to the July
1981 frenzy of excessive and imprudent tax
cutting that shattered the Nation’s fiscal
stability. A noisy faction of Republicans
have willfully denied this giant mistake of
fiscal governance and their own culpability
in it ever since. Instead they have inces-
santly poisoned the political debate with a
mindless stream of antitax venom while pre-
tending that economic growth and spending
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cuts alone could cure the deficit. It ought to
be obvious by now that we can’t grow our
way out.

So much for growth, so much for tax
cuts, so much for the ying-yang of enti-
tlements. They had in the Atlantic
Monthly this past issue an article by
my friend Peter Peterson, former Sec-
retary of the Treasury as well as in the
Department of Commerce, and eminent
fiscal expert. But he says the father of
all unfunded mandates is Social Secu-
rity and Medicare.

It’s absolutely ridiculous when you
get the best of the best talking that
nonsense. Social Security has a surplus
of $5620 billion. Medicare has a surplus
of $130 billion according to the April 30
Treasury report. So we have surpluses
that they would call unfunded man-
dates. This misconception is followed
by Time Magazine saying that the big-
gest thing causing the deficit is these
runaway entitlements. All absolutely
false.

What is in deficit, Mr. President, is
the general Government. There is one
big sham, one big fraud that is going
on here in the National Government.
And the people are enraged because
they know about it. They are paying
more and getting less Government.
And, of course, the pollsters are off on
that bit about get rid of the Govern-
ment, get rid of the Government, get
rid of the Government. The Govern-
ment is not the solution; the Govern-
ment is the enemy.

The fact is that we can spend money
and save money, but these interest
costs on the debt keep going up and
away. Payment is required just like
taxes. They say two things you cannot
avoid are death and taxes. The third
thing is interest costs on the debt.
They are interest taxes going up on
automatic pilot. As we talk today,
while we talk, it will go up another bil-
lion bucks. And what is broke today is
the Government, not the entitlements.

Now, I commend my distinguished
friend from Nebraska, BoB KERREY, and
the former Senator from Missouri,
JACK DANFORTH. I voted for the Kerrey
amendment to the budget resolution
because, yes, I agree we have to get a
bridle on this animal. We are going to
have to gradually raise the retirement
age. We are going to have to consider
other changes such as holding up on
the COLA’s.

I have voted for a COLA freeze in the
past. I have proposed budget freezes. I
have proposed automatic spending cuts
across the board. I have even proposed
increasing taxes to reduce the deficit.
But, Mr. President, you cannot get it
now from this group. They are the ones
who do not want to pay for Govern-
ment. And they have the audacity to
come here with these runaway spend-
ing programs and ridiculous allega-
tions that the President is against de-
fense. It is all a political act. They
know he is oversensitive about defense
and that he is going along with what
the Joint Chiefs want.

I was with Danny Graham. I got the
first SDI award. Do not tell me about
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SDI and its support. I still support it.
But after spending almost 90 billion
bucks and having nothing to show for
it, now is the time to stop, look, and
listen and move in a measured way, as
the distinguished Senator from Geor-
gia, SAM NUNN, says to do and the
Joint Chiefs say to do. But instead of
being practical, they give us political
theatre. And this particular constitu-
tional amendment is another act where
they try to make the President look
bad for not being able to get the Demo-
crats’ vote.

Come on. The President did not get
my vote on GATT. He did get my vote
on NAFTA. I have a lot of things on
which he is not going to get my vote.
What are you talking about, get the
vote.

But the Republicans can get HOL-
LINGS’ vote in a flash if they protect
Social Security. Just put in section 7
that Social Security funds are ex-
cluded. Why not write what the law re-
quires and what we all say should be
done to give the children and grand-
children a sense of trust, reliance, and
respect for Government. There is no
such thing as a unified budget with So-
cial Security. By law Social Security is
off-budget. But now they put in the
constitutional amendment these dif-
ferent statements here.

Some may ask, what does the Sen-
ator from South Carolina want? Every-
body knows, or should know, that the
Senator from South Carolina works in
a bipartisan fashion. This Senator, you
are looking at him, got the only bipar-
tisan thing done in the last 2 years, the
telecommunications bill. I know it.
The public knows it. I worked for 4
years on that. We worked with the Re-
publicans and Democrats and we got 91
votes, 91 of the Senators on the floor.
So I know how to work in a bipartisan
way.

In fact, I worked with President
Johnson to balance the budget in a bi-
partisan way. But when President
Reagan came to town with the so-
called Kemp-Roth tax cut, I knew we
were headed for the pits. I knew it.
Senator DOLE knew it. I can show you
his statements critical of Kemp-Roth.
He was not any supply-side chairman
of Finance. He knew better. Senator
Howard Baker, the majority leader, sat
right down there at that first desk and
he shrugged his shoulders and said this
is a riverboat gamble. You did not get
elected to come up here and gamble
like a riverboat gambler. And I will not
g0 along with it.

Vice President George Herbert Walk-
er Bush called it ‘‘voodoo.” How in
Heaven’s name can you cut your reve-
nues, increase all your spending for de-
fense, as elicited by Warren Rudman in
his recent book, and expect a balanced
budget? Who is that stupid? We con-
tinue to practice pollster-driven poli-
tics and focus on hot-button issues. But
the public knows better.

So I voted against Reaganomics. 1
voted for the spending cuts. I voted for
the tax increases. And I want to cor-
rect the record in that Rudman book,
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which I have a little time to do. The in-
ference is, in that first chapter, that
Senator HOLLINGS had some doubts
about Gramm-Rudman-Hollings and
later asked for a divorce. It implies
that I acted like I was just along for
the ride.

Let me tell you now, the Senator
from South Carolina worked in a bipar-
tisan fashion like a dirty dog, over the
objection of the Democratic majority
leader, over the objection of the Demo-
cratic chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee. On 14 votes, up or down, we got
a majority of Democrats to vote for
across-the-board spending cuts of
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings: $36 billion a
year.

Incidentally, I helped write Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings. I used this budget
tool as Governor. I got a balanced
budget. I got the first triple-A credit
rating. The distinguished former Gov-
ernor and occupant of the Chair knows
what I mean. We do not have a triple-
A credit rating in the great State of
South Carolina now. I got it. It has
been lost. So I know how hard it is to
work and get from Standard & Poor’s a
triple-A credit rating. I did it with a
rule we had in the legislature of auto-
matic cuts across the board, and that
is all Gramm-Rudman-Hollings was. If
you did not meet the target of spending
cuts, then the law did it for you.

You could see the maneuvering and
extension of a year and extension again
of another year. So, 1987 we were still
serious, eight of us, in a bipartisan
fashion. I am qualifying myself as a
witness. With six Democrats and two
Republicans, Senator Boschwitz and
Senator Danforth, myself and others,
we voted for a value-added tax of 5 per-
cent to eliminate the deficit and the
debt. We knew we needed spending
cuts. We knew we wanted Gramm-Rud-
man-Hollings. We knew we had to cut
the size of the Federal Government. We
knew we had to have spending freezes.
But we also realized in that vote—and
it was after a very serious, studied de-
bate in the Budget Committee—that
balancing the budget also required in-
creasing revenues.

I appeared before the Finance Com-
mittee. I have testified twice. I met
with the expert, Dr. Cnossen, who
knows all about VAT’s. I later met
with the then-chairman, Senator Moy-
nihan of New York, of the Finance
Committee, and I am willing to appear
again. I have introduced my legislation
again in this Congress because I know
you cannot possibly get a balanced
budget without also raising revenues.

The way they have been doing it is,
No. 1, rob the trust funds, not just So-
cial Security to the tune of $1.2 tril-
lion. They have the highway trust
funds, and the House crowd just acted
to take the transportation trust funds
off-budget. They said, “Wait a minute,
you are taking our highway funds.”
They said, ‘“Wait a minute, you are
taking our airport improvement mon-
eys,” to make the airports safe and ev-
erything else of that kind, ‘‘and using
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it on foreign aid, or welfare, or defense,
or whatever. You are not spending it
for its purpose.”

So the House is has acted on that
measure. But there are still other trust
funds: They are using military pension
surpluses, they are using civil service
pensions, and everything else of that
kind, to the tune right now of $1.2 tril-
lion. So, we put forth, in a bipartisan
fashion, a value-added tax. Then, in a
bipartisan fashion, we enacted section
13301 to protect Social Security.

Thereafter, in April 1991, we wanted
to answer the catcall that we heard
from some Members on this side and on
the other side of the aisle about the an-
nual surpluses in Social Security. The
distinguished Senator from New York,
Senator MOYNIHAN, Senator KASTEN of
Wisconsin, and myself, we offered an
amendment to cut—what; taxes? Social
Security payroll taxes.

We had the argument about the pay-
roll taxes. I do not know why they are
talking about cutting taxes again, just
in time for the 1996 election. Why don’t
they look at how the distinguished
Senator from Kansas voted back in
1991. He could have cut Social Security
taxes, and supported truth in budg-
eting. We offered that amendment in
April 1991, in a bipartisan fashion, and
we got voted down.

Now, they have the audacity to come
here, at this particular time, and talk
on and on and on about who is for defi-
cits. Let me be categorical about this.
I know what President Reagan did, be-
cause I put into the RECORD the state-
ment made by none other than the Di-
rector of his Office of Management and
Budget, David Stockman. I was there
and I saw it. I said, man, if this thing
works, we can all go back home. Every
Governor will start cutting his reve-
nues. Go to the mayor of the city. I
wish you would go back to your mayor
wherever you live and say we have a
new way of doing things. What we
ought to do is cut your revenues. But
cut your revenues 25 percent and see
what your bond rating is then. You will
have to lay off your firemen and police-
men and everything else like that, and
you will get run out of the mayor’s of-
fice.

Try that on as a Governor. They try
to give these tired arguments a kind of
dignity and bring out charts and every-
thing else. They claim they need a $500
or $600 billion cut to get the economy
moving, but then they have Greenspan
trying to hold growth down to 2.5 per-
cent.

We could take care of a lot of deficits
here if we had more growth, but that is
another debate. The fact of the matter
is, they come out with all of these
things about tax cuts, getting rid of
the 4.3-cent gasoline tax added in 1993,
$30 billion over those years. I voted for
it. It is working. In fact, we know the
price of gasoline went down after we
put on the tax.

It is the fourth quarter in the Presi-
dential race. They are throwing the
bomb, anything to bring the candidate
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alive, anything to bring the candidate
alive—actually changing his entire
congressional record of fiscal responsi-
bility. You have him now for growth
where he was not before. You have now
for tax cuts when he was for tax in-
creases and voted for and supported
them and led the way for fiscal respon-
sibility. You have him going along
with any kind of thing to satisfy some
small group that they have there—even
assault weapons, I think.

Anybody knows you cannot let as-
sault weapons be used around this
country. Come on. But now they want
to court another particular group in
the polls, so they pick another hot-but-
ton item, and try to complete a long
pass play.

Welfare reform—Ilet it be shown that
on welfare, we have worked and worked
hard and had a good record. But then
they wanted to abandon the children. I
think it is on course again now, so I
will not say any more, but I would be
glad to get into that debate, because
you cannot immediately save money
by putting people to work, instituting
an employment program, instituting
day care, transportation and all these
other things.

In the outyears you might, hopefully,
get them off welfare, and I would go
along with that and want to support it.
But in the meantime, let us not con-
tinue to attack children’s programs to
the tune of $60 billion and then in the
same breath say, Let’s have $60 billion
for SDI, because we’ve put ‘‘Defend
America” in the title of the bill.

The time is now, Mr. President, to re-
build the strength of our economy. Our
Nation’s strength is like a three-legged
stool. We have the one leg of values as
a nation. That is strong. We feed the
hungry in Somalia. We help develop de-
mocracy in Haiti. We commit troops
for peace in Bosnia. We stand for free-
dom around the world and for this
Americans are willing to sacrifice. The
values leg is strong.

The second leg of military is unques-
tioned.

The third leg that is fractured and al-
most causes us to topple is the eco-
nomic leg, and that is easily under-
stood. For 50 years now, in trying to
spread capitalism, defeat communism,
spread democracy the world around, we
sacrificed our economy. I have had
many a debate on textiles. Others have
had it on steel and iron and different
manufacturing. The truth is that
Japan is a larger manufacturing nation
than the United States of America. The
truth is, we have been blindsided. Read
“Blindside’”” by Eamon Fingleton.

Now is the time to start rebuilding
our Nation’s health. Let’s start with
those on welfare and, more than any-
thing else, yes, let’s continue this ini-
tiative for children because in the long
run, it will save us money. I wrote a
book on hunger. I worked to establish
the women, infants and children feed-
ing program or WIC. You cannot re-
build a strong America by denying the
infants and expectant mothers access



S5802

to nutritional programs. For every dol-
lar we spend in WIC, we save $3.

You are not going to build a strong
America by denying Head Start to 5-
and 6-year-olds. For every dollar we
put in to Head Start, we save $4.25.

We are not going to build a strong
America by denying school lunches to
the 6- and 7-year-olds.

We are not going to build a strong
America by denying title I to the dis-
advantaged 9- and 10-year-olds.

You are not going to build a strong
America by denying summertime jobs.

You are not going to build a strong
America by denying student loans for
youngsters, 16-year-olds, to go to col-
lege.

These are the programs we are cut-
ting, and meanwhile we are all talking
about who is really telling the truth,
who is really for reducing the deficit,
who is really for a balanced budget,
and we go through this silly act. Peo-
ple blame both sides, and they should
blame both sides. That is why the
American public does not turn out in
force for national elections.

Now is the time to get real. Cut out
the balanced budget amendments and
let’s balance the budget. Give it to us,
and I will support it, I will go to con-
ference. As a former chairman of the
Budget Committee, I will work in a bi-
partisan fashion. We can balance this
budget. It is going to be tough, but we
will all have to work together to do it.
We can’t afford to keep turning it into
Presidential political headlines.

It goes without saying that these
particular budgets have never been bal-
anced.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent a letter from June O’Neill of Octo-
ber 18 to the distinguished chairman of
the Budget Committee be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,
October 18, 1995.
Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI,
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, U.S. Sen-
ate, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Congressional
Budget Office has reviewed the legislation
submitted to the Senate Committee on the
Budget by eleven Senate committees pursu-
ant to the reconciliation directives included
in the budget resolution for fiscal year 1996
(H. Con. Res. 67). CBO’s estimates of the
budgetary effects of each of those submis-
sions have been provided to the relevant
committees and to the Budget Committee.
Based on those estimates, using the eco-
nomic and technical assumptions underlying
the budget resolution, and assuming the
level of discretionary spending specified in
that resolution, CBO projects that enact-
ment of the reconciliation legislation sub-
mitted to the Budget Committee would
produce a small budget surplus in 2002. The
effects of the proposed package of savings on
the projected deficit are summarized in
Table 1, which includes the adjustments to
CBO’s April 1995 baseline assumed by the
budget resolution. The estimated savings
that would result from enactment of each
committee’s reconciliation proposal is shown
in Table 2.
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As you noted in your letter of October 6,
CBO published in August an estimate of the
fiscal dividend that could result from bal-
ancing the budget in 2002. CBO estimated
that instituting credible budget policies to
eliminate the deficit by 2002 could reduce in-
terest rates by 150 basis points over six years
(based on a weighted average of long-term
and short-term interest rates) and increase
the real rate of economic growth by 0.1 per-
centage point a year on average, compared
with CBO’s economic projections under cur-
rent policies. CBO projected that the result-
ing reductions in federal interest payments
and increases in federal revenues would total
$50 billion in 2002 and $170 billion over the
1996-2002 period. Those projections were
based on a hypothetical deficit reduction
path developed by CBO. The deficit reduc-
tions estimated to result from the reconcili-
ation legislation submitted to the Budget
Committee, together with the constraints on
discretionary spending proposed in the budg-
et resolution, would likely yield a fiscal divi-
dend similar to that discussed in the August
report.

If you wish further details on this projec-
tion, we will be pleased to provide them.

Sincerely,
JUNE E. O’NEILL,
Director.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, that
letter of October 18, 1995, said that we
produce a small budget surplus with
this 1996 budget we are under. But, Mr.
President, when reminded of the law—
do you think you have to remind a
trust officer in a bank of the law? Do
you think a director of the Congres-
sional Budget Office has to be re-
minded of the Budget Act on Social Se-
curity?

I ask unanimous consent that this
letter be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. CONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,
Washington, DC, October 20, 1995.
Hon. KENT CONRAD,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR: Pursuant to Section 205(a)
of the budget resolution for fiscal year 1996
(H. Con. Res. 67), the Congressional Budget
Office provided the Chairman of the Senate
Budget Committee on October 18 with a pro-
jection of the budget deficits or surpluses
that would result from enactment of the rec-
onciliation legislation submitted to the
Budget Committee. As specified in section
205(a), CBO provided projections (using the
economic and technical assumptions under-
lying the budget resolution and assuming
the level of discretionary spending specified
in that resolution) of the deficit or surplus of
the total budget—that is, the deficit or sur-
plus resulting from all budgetary trans-
actions of the federal government, including
Social Security and Postal Service spending
and receipts that are designated as off-budg-
et transactions. As stated in the letter to
Chairman Domenici, CBO projected that
there will be a total-budget surplus of $10 bil-
lion in 2002. Excluding an estimated off-budg-
et surplus of $115 billion in 2002 from the cal-
culation, CBO would project an on-budget
deficit of $105 billion in 2002. (The letter you
received yesterday incorrectly stated these
two figures.)

If you wish further details on this projec-
tion, we will be pleased to provide them. The
staff contact is Jim Horney, who can be
reached at 226-2880.

Sincerely,
JUNE E. O’NEILL.
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Mr. HOLLINGS. October 20, 1995, to
the Honorable KENT CONRAD.

Dear Senator: After taking Social Security
off budget—

Actually, the budget projected would have
a deficit of $105 billion. We might get that
truth out. We fought to get adherence to
that law. We put up an amendment, and we
cannot get support for it. But we continue to
put up that amendment and everything else
to say we want a balanced budget.

I have worked in the vineyards for 30
years for a balanced budget up here. I
got one back when I was Governor of
my State, and I will go along with you,
but just do not move deficits. Let’s
eliminate deficits. Let’s not move the
deficits from general Government over
to Social Security putting it in debt
$1.100 trillion by the year 2002. All you
have to do is add ‘‘Social Security
trust fund”” where you say, ‘‘except for
borrowed funds.” ‘“Except for borrowed
funds from the Social Security trust
fund.”

That is all it is, a little language.
They do not want to do it, because the
truth hits them in the face when they
go around the corner. If they put that
in a constitutional amendment, there
is no way in the world that they can
produce a balanced budget without in-
creasing taxes.

Their political singsong is, ‘“We can
just balance the budget. We’'re conserv-
atives, and they’re spending us blind,
and the liberals there, they want to
continue spending and all we need is
spending cuts and you can eliminate
the Government.”

Mr. President, with $267 billion in do-
mestic spending eliminated and with
the $344 interest cost increase, you
would still have a deficit. Do not just
cut—eliminate. Eliminate Commerce
or housing or energy or education.
Eliminate Interior, eliminate the Jus-
tice Department, get rid of the FBI,
the DEA, the Border Patrol and just
eliminate it all, and you still have a
deficit.

That is the dilemma we are in. To-
day’s problems are not entitlements. It
is not Social Security and AARP. My
distinguished friend from Wyoming
comes in here and says there is no
trust fund. Well, that is his view. But
in the view of the Congress and under
his vote, there is a trust fund. Under
the recommendation of the Greenspan
commission, we put it off budget. Since
1990, we have had it formally in the law
and they now want to repeal the law
with section 7 of this particular con-
stitutional amendment.

Mr. President, thank heavens for the
sobriety of the Members on this side
who have dutifully written a letter
saying, Dear Mr. DOLE: Just go along
with the protection under the law that
we have in section 13301 of the statu-
tory laws of the United States of Amer-
ica and you’ve got us five and you can
pass a constitutional amendment in a
flash.

They do not want a constitutional
amendment. They want to get the cred-
it, but they do not want to get the duty
and responsibility. It is an absolute
fraud, and they know it.
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I retain the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I yield 10
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. I
Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina is recognized.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
rise today in support of the motion to
reconsider House Joint Resolution 1,
the balanced budget amendment. Last
year, the House acted with wide bipar-
tisan support as it adopted the bal-
anced budget amendment by a vote of
300 to 132. Unfortunately, last year in
the Senate, we fell 1 vote short of the
67 votes needed for final passage. Now,
we have an opportunity to do the right
thing and adopt this proposal.

Mr. President, mandating balanced
Federal budgets is not a new idea. The
first constitutional amendment to bal-
ance the budget was proposed in 1936 by
Minnesota Representative Harold
Knutson. During World War II the at-
tention of the Nation was distracted
from efforts to secure annual balanced
budgets, although Senator Tydings and
Representative Disney introduced sev-
eral balanced budget amendments dur-
ing that period.

Following World War II, a Senate
joint resolution on balanced budgets
was introduced by Senators Tydings
and Bridges and reported out by the
Committee on Appropriations in 1947
but received no further action. During
the 1950’s, an increasing number of con-
stitutional initiatives for balanced
budgets came to be introduced regu-
larly in Congress. It was during that
time that I supported legislation such
as that offered by Senators Bridges,
Curtis, and Harry Byrd to require the
submission by the President of an an-
nual balanced budget and to prevent
Congress from adjourning without hav-
ing enacted such a budget. No action
was taken on these measures. Yet,
since the beginning of the 84th Con-
gress in 1955, an average of four con-
stitutional amendments to require a
balanced Federal budget have been pro-
posed during each Congress. There was
little substantive action in the 1960’s
and 1970’s on our proposals. But finally,
in 1982 while I was chairman of the Ju-
diciary Committee, the Senate passed
a balanced budget amendment which I
authored. Our victory was short-lived,
however, because the Speaker and the
majority leader at that time led the
movement to kill it in the Democrat-
controlled House of Representatives.
That was our high water mark as we
fell one vote short in 1986, four votes
short in 1994, and one vote short last
year. This is our final opportunity this
year to deliver to the American people
a balanced budget amendment.

Mr. President, simply stated, this
legislation calls for a constitutional
amendment requiring that outlays not
exceed receipts during any fiscal year.
Also, the Congress would be allowed by

thank the able
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a three-fifths vote to adopt a specific
level of deficit spending. Further, there
is language to allow the Congress to
waive the amendment during time of
war or imminent military threat. Fi-
nally, the amendment requires that
any bill to increase taxes be approved
by a majority of the whole number of
both Houses.

This legislation would provide an im-
portant step to reduce and ultimately
eliminate the Federal deficit. The
American people have expressed their
strong opinion that we focus our ef-
forts on reducing the deficit. Making a
balanced budget amendment part of
the Constitution is appropriate action
for addressing our Nation’s runaway
fiscal policy.

Over the past half-century, the Fed-
eral Government has become jeopard-
ized by an irrational and irresponsible
pattern of spending. As a result, this
firmly entrenched fiscal policy is a
threat to the liberties and opportuni-
ties of our present and future citizens.

The national debt is over $5.1 trillion.
Today, the payment of interest on the
debt is the second largest item in the
budget. That accounts for the estimate
that this year it will take over 40 per-
cent of all personal income tax receipts
to pay the interest on the debt.

Mr. President, the tax dollars that go
to pay interest on the debt are purely
to service a voracious Federal appetite
for spending. Payment of interest on
the debt does not build roads, it does
not fund medical research, it does not
provide educational opportunities, it
does not provide job opportunities, and
it does not speak well for the Federal
Government. Payment of interest on
the debt merely allows the Federal
Government to carry a debt which has
been growing at an alarming rate. It is
deficit spending which has brought us
to these crossroads. Congress has bal-
anced the Federal budget only once—I
repeat, only once—in the last 36 years
and only 8 times in the last 64 years. A
balanced budget amendment as part of
the Constitution will mandate the Con-
gress to adhere to a responsible fiscal
policy.

The American businessmen and busi-
nesswomen have become incredulous as
they witness year in and year out the
spending habits of the Congress. Any-
one who runs a business clearly under-
stands that they cannot survive by
continuing to spend more money than
they take in. It is time the Federal
Government abides by this simple yet
compelling principle.

For many years, I have believed, as
have many Members of Congress, that
the way to reverse this misguided di-
rection of the Federal Government’s
fiscal policy is by amending the Con-
stitution to mandate, except in ex-
traordinary circumstances, balanced
Federal budgets. The Congress should
adopt this proposal and send it to the
American people for ratification. The
balanced budget amendment is a much
needed addition to the Constitution
and it would establish balanced budg-
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ets as a fiscal norm, rather than a fis-
cal abnormality.

Mr. President, the tax burdens which
today’s deficits will place on future
generations of American workers is
staggering. Future American workers
are our children and our children’s
children. We are mortgaging the future
for generations yet unborn. This is a
terrible injustice we are imposing on
America’s future and it has been appro-
priately referred to as fiscal child
abuse.

Our third president, Thomas Jeffer-
son, stated, and I quote:

The question whether one generation has
the right to bind another by the deficit it
imposes is a question of such consequence as
to place it among the fundamental principles
of government. We should consider ourselves
unauthorized to saddle posterity with our
debts, and morally bound to pay them our-
selves.

That is a quote of Mr. Thomas Jeffer-
son.

Mr. President, it is time we show the
fiscal discipline advocated by Thomas
Jefferson and adopt a balanced budget
amendment. Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. COVERDELL addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I,
of course, rise in support of passage of
the balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution. I enjoyed very much lis-
tening to the remarks of the distin-
guished senior Senator from South
Carolina as he outlined the benefits
and the necessities of passing a bal-
anced budget amendment to the Con-
stitution.

You know, one of the things that
leaves me perplexed about this entire
debate is the fact that what we are
talking about here is having the Con-
gress ratify and send to the States the
opportunity to engage in a broad na-
tional debate with regard to the pas-
sage of a balanced budget amendment.
Those who rise in opposition seem to
want to prevent the several States
from engaging in this very valid, very
important national debate. For myself,
I have total confidence that the States
deserve and need and will appropriately
manage this debate.

Remember, for it to become a true
amendment to the Constitution it will
require that three-fourths of those
States ratify this concept. So this con-
cept will not come into place without
massive public attention in all of the 50
States.

Surely, if three-fourths of the States
conclude this is the right thing to do,
then, indeed, it is the right thing to do.
Yet those on the other side do not want
it to get to the States. They want to
lock it down here, very repeatedly, in
Washington, whereas we have just
heard in the last 36 years we have had
35 budgets that were not balanced, and
one that was, which is, of course, why
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the vast majority of Americans under-
stand and know that we need this dis-
cipline, that the wise founder Thomas
Jefferson warned us about. We need
this provision of discipline in the Con-
stitution.

I do not know how much evidence it
takes. You count them off, 36 years,
and we balanced the budget once, and
35 times we failed to do so, might sug-
gest to the average American that
something is a little bit out of whack,
a little bit out of whack, and they are
paying, oh, are they paying the price
for it.

I see my colleague from Indiana is on
the floor and I will yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, once
again we are debating the balanced
budget. We should not, any longer, be
debating the balanced budget. We
should be living by a balanced budget.
Americans have lost their patience
with this endless, fruitless process of
debating the issue and our failure to
achieve the issue. The question now be-
fore us, again, is simple: How do we fi-
nally make this commitment real,
make it lasting, and make it binding?

The Democrats have argued—and I
am not referring to the 13 Democrats
that supported this effort in that close,
almost historic vote that took place
over a year ago; I am referring to
Democrats because no Republicans are
arguing against a balanced budget in
this debate—Democrats have argued in
the past that a balanced budget amend-
ment is unnecessary. ‘‘Let’s not amend
the Constitution,” they say, ‘“‘just sim-
ply balance the books ourselves.” Last
year, during debate on this amend-
ment, the minority leader stated, ‘‘The
budget is not going to be balanced in
2002 unless the responsible people in
1995 start to focus on their share of the
work.” Senator KERREY added, ‘‘Let
Senators get to work to show Ameri-
cans we have the courage this amend-
ment presumes that we lack.”

Now, that argument had some credi-
bility when we made this debate in
1995, although it has been argued now
for more than a decade, but it did have
some credibility at the time. It is our
responsibility. It is our job to keep the
Nation’s fiscal house in order and to
not spend more than we take in. Of
course, we fail in that job year after
year after year and there is always an-
other excuse, there is always another
program that needs to be preserved.
There is always an argument why we
cannot do it now.

Today, that argument does not have
credibility. Democrats, both the Presi-
dent and Members of Congress, have
shown little courage and have not lived
up to their share of the work. Every
tough question, every tough vote we
have had, especially on entitlements,
has been exploited for partisan advan-
tage. Democrats have talked of bal-
anced budgets, while refusing to pay
the cost of courage. It is a cynical dis-
play. It is a hypocritical display to say
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we must go forward on our own, and
then put every roadblock in the way to
accomplishing what they say we must
do.

What lessons have we learned in this
past year? If you make hard, necessary
choices, the President and Democrat
leaders will undermine you. If you
carefully and responsibly confront run-
away entitlements, they will vilify
you. The President and his party are
trying to create a Washington culture
that rewards cowardice and com-
promises our future.

What do we do about it? How can we
change that culture? How can we re-
quire Washington to make the difficult
choices and turn our easy words into
reliable results? The answer, Mr. Presi-
dent, is a balanced budget amendment
to the Constitution. We have simply
exhausted all other avenues in arriving
at this goal.

We are back where we started. Con-
gress must be mandated to do what it
has consistently refused to do. No ar-
gument could be more clear and more
compelling than our experience of this
last few months. If balancing the budg-
et is not a matter of constitutional
principle, it will not be accomplished.
It must no longer be subject to shifting
and cynical political tactics. Our first
duty as legislators, to preserve a
strong and solvent Nation for the next
generation, that commitment should
be burned into our conscience and writ-
ten into our most basic law, the Con-
stitution of the United States or it will
not happen.

Once again, we are here and we have
the choice to make that happen. The
success of this effort will depend on one
thing: The President needs to persuade
just 2 Democrat Senators to join 13 of
their colleagues who voted for the bal-
anced budget last year, to support this
attempt at balancing the budget. The
outcome is pretty much in his hands. If
he refuses to act, he, then, is going to
have to share the responsibility of the
failure of this Congress to address what
I believe is one of the most funda-
mental issues of our time. This is not a
normal, everyday political debate we
are engaged in. It concerns the very
first principles of American Govern-
ment and one of the most basic prin-
ciples of morality. Endless debt is not
just a drag on our economy, it is a bur-
den on our national conscious.

I have quoted Thomas Jefferson on
this topic before but his argument is
worth hearing again:

The question of whether one generation
has the right to bend another by the deficit
it imposes is a question of such consequence
as to place it among the fundamental prin-
ciples of government. We should consider
ourselves unauthorized to saddle posterity
with our debts, and be morally bound to pay
them ourselves.

Let me repeat that: Thomas Jeffer-
son said, a long time ago, but it holds
true today in a way that it never has
before.

We should consider ourselves unauthorized
to saddle posterity with our debts, and be
morally bound to pay them ourselves.
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What we are debating here is one of
the most important and one of the
most basic moral commitments be-
tween generations. It has always been
one of our highest ethical traditions
for parents to sacrifice for the sake of
their children. It is the depth of selfish-
ness to call on children to sacrifice for
the sake of their parents. It violates a
trust and it betrays a duty. When
Americans view our actions, they see
past the numbers to a set of principles.
They see more than a matter of right
and left. They see a matter of right and
wrong.

One thing is increasingly obvious: We
will not reliably consistently balance
our budget until the Constitution re-
quires it. The tug of quick political
benefit is still too strong. The voice of
vested interests is too loud. Buying
votes by placing burdens on the future
is still too easy. This amendment will
force us, as a Congress, to make a
choice. Will we preserve our ability to
run up deficits or will we part with this
destructive power once and for all?

Never has the choice been more stark
or more important. It is the difference
between false promises and real com-
mitments. It is the difference between
public relations and public account-
ability. We will never be restrained
until we formally and forcefully re-
strain ourselves.

President Clinton’s current budget is
example No. 1, a case in point. It is a
political charade, not a serious budget
plan. It increases discretionary spend-
ing every year until 2001 and 2002—con-
veniently beyond the time when Presi-
dent Clinton will no longer be Presi-
dent. That is when he proposes to cut
his spending level by $67 billion. Every-
body knows this is absurd. It is an ab-
surd proposal to say we will not make
the hard choices, but we will force
them onto the next President.

Such cuts in those outyears, after
Bill Clinton has retired to Hope, AR,
will be impossible. They will be too
sudden and too steep—in education, the
environmental, and veterans programs.
But President Clinton does not mind,
because all the tough decisions would
be made on someone else’s watch. It is
another shining example of the Wash-
ington culture of cowardice.

The time for these kinds of gimmicks
and maneuvers is over. Americans have
been disappointed too often. We have
the ability to clear away decades of de-
cision with one clear, sincere, moral
commitment—that is, that we will no
longer steal from the future, that we
will pass a balanced budget amendment
to the Constitution, we will leave a leg-
acy to our children other than a monu-
mental debt. We will leave them a leg-
acy of courage and responsibility.

What Member wants to serve in this
body and leave here looking back, hav-
ing had the opportunity, but failed, to
rectify this extraordinary imbalance in
our Nation’s fiscal affairs? What Mem-
ber wants to think back on their time,
as they have been privileged to serve in
the U.S. Senate, and say, well, I was
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there, I had an opportunity to deal
with one of the most fundamental, im-
portant issues this Nation has ever
faced, to set a legacy for the future
that will determine the prosperity and
posterity for our children and grand-
children and generations to follow; yet,
I passed on that opportunity because,
you see, I did not want to make that a
mandatory effort. I did not want to
make us bound to fulfill that promise
because the situation might change, or
a program that I really favored might
be impacted. And so, therefore, we put
it off until the future, and we will ask
the next Congress, or the next Presi-
dent to deal with that problem, and we
forfeited our ability to deal with it
now.

I do not want to have that as my leg-
acy. But we have been talking about
this ever since I have been here. There
has always been an excuse not to go
forward. There has always been some
reason. As soon as we address the rea-
son of the moment that is put up, then
another one is raised. There is always a
reason why we cannot go forward. We
are just a few votes away from begin-
ning that legacy.

The President, in his rhetoric, has
supported balanced budgets again and
again. Now he can prove himself a part-
ner or partisan. It is his choice. I hope
he will pressure his own party to sup-
port a constitutional amendment that
nearly 83 percent of the American pub-
lic supports. I hope he will abandon un-
fair attacks on the people making the
hard, necessary, and courageous budget
choices. I hope he will begin to bargain
in good faith for a change. I hope for
all these things, Mr. President. Unfor-
tunately, I am not confident that we
will see any of them, and that is a
shame because it is a missed oppor-
tunity that may not come again. and I
expect the American public, in just 5
months, will remember.

The moment has come to send a bal-
anced budget amendment to the
States. Let us begin a national debate,
in every State legislature in this coun-
try. Americans have waited decades for
this opportunity. And they have waited
long enough.

Mr. COVERDELL. Will the Senator
yield for a moment?

Mr. COATS. I am happy to yield.

Mr. COVERDELL. The Senator has
very eloquently described the responsi-
bility, through the Thomas Jefferson
quote, that each generation has for the
future, and that any time a generation
consumes the future’s resources for
their own satisfaction, they are abro-
gating the freedom of the future.

My question is this: Is it not true
that if we were successful in passing a
balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution requiring balanced budg-
ets, there would be immense benefits
for the present, that interest rates
would drop, job lines would be shorter,
there would be new businesses, and
that the net effect would be that an av-
erage family in my State and yours
would have the equivalent of making
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$3,000 to $5,000 of immediate new in-
come in their checking accounts in the
form of reduced home mortgages and
loans, so that they could get about the
business of getting America up, getting
it housed and fed and ready to be the
leaders of the future?

Mr. COATS. The Senator makes an
excellent point and one that has not
been made enough. We have a responsi-
bility to future generations. Clearly,
the one thing we can do that would
most benefit the future of this country,
our children and grandchildren, and
succeeding generations of Americans,
is to enact within the Constitution a
responsibility that each of us ought to
take on, but we have been unable to
take on as a majority. But it will have
immense benefits for the present, as
the Senator has suggested.

The Federal Reserve Chairman has
indicated that if we could put a real
balanced budget in place, we can pretty
much count on an interest rate reduc-
tion of 2 percentage points. And 2 per-
centage points is an immense economic
benefit to the present generation. For
all those seeking to buy a new home, it
means, over the lifetime of mortgage
payments on that home, tens of thou-
sands, if not more, of dollars in their
pockets that otherwise would be paid
in interest. It means, for those who
own a home now and have a mortgage,
the opportunity to refinance that home
and put money right directly into their
pocketbooks, into education for their
children, into meeting the needs of
their families.

So there is an immediate benefit for
all Americans and for American busi-
nesses that have to go out and raise the
capital to expand, which provides jobs
for Americans, and on and on it goes. A
number of figures have been thrown
out in terms of what this means. A bal-
anced budget over the next 6 years, ac-
cording to some who have studied this,
indicates that it would add to the
United States economy $32 billion in
real disposable income, $66 billion in
new purchases, $88 billion in new in-
vestment, and over 100,000 new housing
starts. That translates into jobs, jobs,
and jobs—real jobs, not minimum wage
jobs.

The best thing we can do for people
looking for work or seeking to improve
their position and their jobs is to jump-
start this economy in a way in which
we can expand opportunities for Ameri-
cans to work. Average Americans will
save, it is estimated, $2,388 a year on
mortgage payments on a house with a
$75,000, 30-year mortgage. Those of us
who live in urban areas, or occupy
areas where housing costs are much
higher, obviously, are going to save
much more than that. And it would be
$1,026 saved over the life of a 4-year car
loan. Every 3 or 4 years, we go out to
buy a new car. Most Americans do not
have the cash to purchase those cars
and, therefore, put a 4- to 5-year car
loan on it. We are talking about $1,000
or more in the pocket of every Amer-
ican who buys a new car back into
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their wallet to spend for other pur-
poses, or to save, that they otherwise
would pay in interest. And $1,891 inter-
est over the life of a 10-year student
loan, for all those parents and fami-
lies—and I am one of them, as my third
child will go off to college in a month
and a half—those of us that need to
borrow money to help finance that edu-
cation are going to be borrowing it at
lower interest costs, and it will save us
the average, over a 10-year student
loan, of nearly $2,000.

Add all that up, and it amounts to
nearly $75,000 of savings for the average
family—that is, raising kids, paying for
transportation, putting a mortgage on
their house, trying to save some money
to send their kids to college to get an
education beyond high school. We are
talking about real dollars. So the ap-
peal to the American public is not just
our moral responsibility and the legacy
we leave for future generations for this
country, but also direct economic bene-
fits that can flow directly to this econ-
omy and to Americans in this genera-
tion.

So, Mr. President, the question from
the Senator from Georgia is a perti-
nent and relevant question to this dis-
cussion which I want to just briefly ad-
dress.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield so I can find out what
the time parameters are? As I under-
stand it, at 1 o’clock Senator EXON gets
the floor. I ask him if I could have 5
minutes.

Mr. EXON. I am happy to yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I will
honor that and wrap up my remarks so
we can keep some semblance of time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Nebraska is to be recognized at 1
o’clock.

Mr. COATS. I thank the Chair for the
time.

I thank my friend from Georgia for
yielding.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mrs. BOXER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California is recognized
under the time of the Senator from Ne-
braska.

Mrs. BOXER. Thank you very much,
Mr. President. I thank my friend from
Nebraska. I am delighted to speak for a
brief period of time. I greatly appre-
ciate his yielding me that 5 minutes.

(The remarks of Mrs. BOXER per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1837
are located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I think
we are going along the same path on
which we have already gone. Do we
want to really balance the budget, or
do we want a figleaf? Clearly a discus-
sion and vote on a constitutional
amendment debate is a figleaf when we
can have the real thing. The President
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was very clear. He said to the Repub-
lican leadership, ‘‘Please, come into to
my office and let us get it done.”

Every single Member of this body has
voted for a balanced budget, a real one,
not a figleaf. I voted for two. I voted
for the Democratic plan, and I voted
for a bipartisan plan. If those Repub-
licans who were so anxious to have a
balanced budget would come over and
support the bipartisan plan, we would
have a balanced budget. We would not
have to have a figleaf. We could have
the real thing.

That is important. That is what it
would take. It is not up to the Presi-
dent. It is up to this body to come to-
gether either around their own plan
and get enough votes to do it or around
a bipartisan plan. I think that is the
issue. The issue is not about a figleaf;
it is about reality.

Sometimes I think the public is con-
fused about this because they are told
that people oppose an amendment to
the Constitution because they do not
want to balance the budget. In fact we
have had very, very tough votes to do
it. You do not need an amendment to
the Constitution to balance the budget.

Mr. President, in my remaining time,
I hope we get back to the issues that
matter to people. No. 1, agreement on a
real balanced budget; No. 2, the Kasse-
baum-Kennedy bill which will protect
people who need health care; No. 3, the
minimum wage. Then I would like to
see us take up pension security, and in
the few minutes I have remaining I
want to call my colleagues’ attention
to a front page story in the Wall Street
Journal today entitled ‘‘Frittered
Away—Some workers find retirement
nest eggs full of strange assets. Liosses
can be serious.” It goes very painstak-
ingly through a tragedy that has be-
fallen employees of a company
headquartered in Texas with many
stores in my home State of California
which invested about 85 percent of its
401(k) plan assets, which belong to em-
ployees. Employees put their hard-
earned money into that particular
company plan. The employees now find
out that the company has gone bank-
rupt, hundreds of them have lost their
jobs, and they may have lost their re-
tirement.

If you want to do something on the
floor of the U.S. Senate that impacts
the lives of people, get a real balanced
budget through, get the Kennedy-
Kassebaum legislation through so em-
ployees can have health care, so it can
be portable, get the pension bill I intro-
duced today through so employees
know that the same rules that apply to
defined benefit pension plans apply to
their 401(k)’s.

The Wall Street Journal article talks
about how some employers have taken
the hard-earned pension contributions
of their employees and put them into
worthless investments. Some of them
have decorated their offices with these
so-called investments. The investments
are worth nothing, and the employees
are left holding the bag. We can make
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a very easy change here by applying
the same protections to 401(k) plans as
we already apply to other plans.

When we are here for 3 days talking
about a constitutional amendment to
balance the budget, I know the Senator
from Nebraska has supported it in the
past, but I think he will explain his
frustration with this measure. We on
the other side want to balance the
budget. But the first thing they do is
repeal the gas tax and put that money
into the pockets of the oil companies.
Then they talk about a huge tax cut.

It gets a little frustrating. If we real-
ly care about the people of this coun-
try, start debating a real balanced
budget. Start debating the issues that
matter to people.

I hope my colleagues will support my
pension bill because it would protect
workers from losing their 401(k) plans
that they worked so hard to put their
money into.

I say to my friend, I thank you very
much for yielding. I look forward to his
remarks.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FAIRCLOTH). The Chair recognizes the
Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. EXON. I thank the Chair. I thank
my friend from California for her kind
remarks.

Mr. President, I am very dis-
appointed by this constitutional bal-
anced budget amendment charade
staged by the majority. My colleagues
know that I am a staunch and dogged
supporter of a balanced Federal budget
and a balanced budget amendment to
the Constitution. I have not changed in
my resolve but quite obviously others
have. There is something to be said for
consistency and political honesty even
during a political campaign. Up until
very recently, I thought that if you fa-
vored one, you had to support the
other. They clearly go hand-in-hand.
But that was before the political she-
nanigans evidently brought about by
election-year politics.

But watching the majority leader
and the majority party become the new
high priests of what George Bush called
voodoo economics has caused me to
question whether the Republicans sin-
cerely want a balanced budget at all or
just a meaningless campaign issue. Ad-
vocating a balanced budget amendment
while advocating fiscal policy that
makes it impossible to function is ludi-
crous.

One minute, the majority leader calls
for passage of a balanced budget
amendment. But in nearly the same
breath, he simultaneously pushes mas-
sive tax deductions that would reduce
revenues by multibillions of dollars
such as deductibility of Social Security
payroll taxes, repeal of the gas tax, and
a laundry list of other tax breaks too
numerous to mention. On the spending
side, he calls for a $50 billion plus re-
vival of star wars that would addition-
ally worsen the deficit. All of this fis-
cal nonsense—it is fiscal nonsense, Mr.
President—has caused me to conclude
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that I will not be a party to this hypo-
critical enterprise that falsely prom-
ises to balance the budget down the
road, but avoids every hard vote to cut
the deficit here and now and actually
reach balance by 2002 when supposedly
the constitutional amendment would
kick in.

I find the about-face by the majority
puzzling, to say the least. The National
Review once quoted BOB DOLE calling
supply-side economics a ‘‘magic for-
mula that would give us lower taxes,
all the benefits voters clamor for, and
every weapons system on the mili-
tary’s wish list.”

Doesn’t that sound rather familiar
now?

The majority leader was known for
many years as downright hostile to
supply siders, including his former
nemesis, Jack Kemp. He once chided
that Mr. Kemp liked to preach painless
ways to reduce the deficit, and I quote
Mr. DoOLE, ‘‘while some of us do all of
the dirty work.” Perhaps the majority
leader does not want to get his hands
dirty anymore. Why do you suppose
that is so?

During one of his previous Presi-
dential runs, the majority leader said
that the American people ‘‘are ready
for bitter medicine” to reduce the def-
icit, but now he has become the tax cut
candy man.

The majority leader also liked to
joke that he had good news and the bad
news. Once again I quote the majority
leader. ‘“The good news was that a bus-
load of supply side economists had
plunged off the cliff. The bad news was
that there were three empty seats.”

Mr. President, no one is laughing
today, not the American people who
will be stuck with a new deficit bill be-
cause of the Senator’s 11th hour con-
version to supply side economics.

Jokes aside, I cannot fathom how
anyone who had a perch so close to the
unholy economic mess that supply sid-
ers created could now become their
standard bearer.

Former OMB Director David Stock-
man recanted, at least, from the defi-
cits that he helped create. He wrote:

The real root problem goes back to the
July 1981 frenzy of excessive and imprudent
tax cutting that shattered the Nation’s fiscal
stability. A noisy faction of Republicans
have willfully denied this giant mistake of
fiscal governance and their own culpability
in it ever since. Instead they have inces-
santly poisoned the political debate with a
mindless stream of anti-tax venom while
pretending that economic growth and spend-
ing cuts alone could cure the deficit.

Mr. Stockman was right and every-
one in this Chamber, including the ma-
jority leader, knows it. But the major-
ity leader was already agreeing with
this assessment years ago. In January
1982, he told the Washington Post:

I do not subscribe to the fantasy that if we
do nothing, deficits will disappear. Some of
those in Congress who are the most vocally
leading the fight against tax increases pro-
pose nothing to bring spending under con-
trol. It is hard to conceive a worse economic
or political path to follow.
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There is another revealing quote of
the majority leader in the New Repub-
lic of January 7, 1985: *‘I never thought
growth would deal with the deficit.”” To
continue the quote from DOLE, ‘‘Mon-
dale’s view of it was all right. He was
the wrong salesman.”’” At least now we
know where’s the beef.

The majority leader also told the
New York Economic Club in January
1984:

Unlike some who believe we can sit on the
sidelines and allow economic growth to bal-
ance the Federal budget, I believe that Con-
gress and the administration must earn its
redemption.

I say to the distinguished majority
leader, so do I. We can earn some re-
demption today by pulling this trav-
esty off the floor of the Senate.

Mr. President, I have spent many an
hour advocating a balanced budget
amendment to the Constitution. No
one has been more intent on this en-
deavor. I went even further than some
of my colleagues would dare. I took the
debate from a philosophical discussion
to a level where it really counts. I tried
to get Congress to abide by the very
policy statement set out in the bal-
anced budget amendment.

At the beginning of this Congress, I
offered an amendment that would have
created a point of order against consid-
ering any budget resolution that fails
to comply with the requirements set
out in the balanced budget amendment.

But my colleagues on the other side
of the aisle, who were white hot in
their passion for a balanced budget
amendment, were curiously cool to
that amendment.

You hear all of these pious speeches
about how we want to balance the Fed-
eral budget, but if we had a dollar for
every Senate speech in favor of a bal-
anced budget we would have had a
budget surplus long ago.

Then comes along a Presidential
election, and all of a sudden Senators
are falling all over themselves to cut
taxes. I heard one Senator say, well,
this was not the first tax that he would
have cut, but it was an opportunity to
cut taxes, and he was not going to miss
it. It is a transparent political ploy,
and this Senator, for one, has had
enough of it.

Last year, the Senate had a thought-
ful and measured debate on the bal-
anced budget amendment. I did not
particularly savor the outcome, but I
was proud of the manner in which the
Senate conducted the people’s business.
We were thorough, we were thoughtful,
we were fair, and we acquitted our-
selves with repute.

But today’s action by the majority
wreaks of partisanship and election
year politics. It is not serious or sound
public policy. It is more like a sound
bite. This is a crass and appalling pub-
lic relations stunt concocted and or-
chestrated by the Republican majority
and the Republican National Com-
mittee. Their motives are as obvious as
their tactics are unseemly. Mr. Presi-
dent, I will not dance to their piper. I
deplore their tactics.
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Using Congress as a backdrop, the
majority will do their very best to em-
barrass the President and divert atten-
tion away from their 15 months of
failed leadership. They will grasp at
every thin reed to win back the White
House, even this trumped up attempt
to pass a balanced budget amendment
to the Constitution that everyone
knows in advance will fail.

I suppose they feel they have no
choice. The majority needs and wants
to shift the attention of the public
away from their flash-in-the-pan agen-
da and their inability to produce a fair
balanced budget behind which the
American people can rally.

Mr. President, that reminds me of an
article I once read. In August 1985,
David Stockman, President Reagan’s
OMB Director, presented Senator BOB
DOLE with a supply side birthday cake.
According to the press, the Senator
chortled with glee to find that under
the icing the cake was hollow. I say to
the majority leader, so is this attempt
to win votes in November.

The Senate majority leader, 20 points
or so behind in the race for the Presi-
dency, has come up with a gimmick to
reduce the gas tax by 4.3 cents, which,
if maintained until the magical year of
2002, could cost the Treasury $34 billion
in revenues when we are already far
short of any attainable goal to meet
the constitutional guaranteed balance
by that date. No matter the fact that
the price of crude oil has fallen back to
its low late in February.

According to the Wall Street Jour-
nal, the majority leader is also advo-
cating of a $500 a child tax credit and a
$500 annual credit for individuals con-
tributing to charities. His key advisers
are urging a 15-percent across-the-
board tax cut. Billionaire Steve Forbes
and adviser Jack Kemp are pushing a
flat tax reduction. Meanwhile, Presi-
dent Clinton is inching toward more
tax cuts as well. Where will it end?
When will the tax bidding stop? When
are we all going to recognize that we
are on the road to bankruptcy?

I have criticized President Clinton
for his tax cut proposals as well. But,
by comparison, he is a piker. One thing
is certain, President Clinton will not
be around when the heavy lifting starts
after the year 2000. At best, BOB DOLE
would be approaching 80 years of age,
in his second term as President. What
an exciting prospect for keeping prom-
ises.

I ask my colleagues on both sides,
how on Earth can we debate a constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budg-
et and then have a host of tax cuts in
the wings that will worsen the deficit?
And, yes, I say worsen the deficit, be-
cause the offset that the majority
cobbles together or attempts to cobble
together to pay for the tax cut will, in
all likelihood, be something we are al-
ready counting on to help balance the
budget. You cannot spend the same
dollar two or three times.

So, if Senators want to cut taxes and
then ask me to join them to support a
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balanced budget amendment, they will
soon find this Senator unwilling to go
with them down that crooked road of
no return. It is madness. It is uncon-
scionable. It is the biggest flimflam in
history.

The American people should under-
stand that if a constitutional amend-
ment to balance the budget by 2002 is
followed by the tax cuts proposed or
waiting in the wings by the majority,
including a huge $180 billion tax give-
away in the reconciliation bill, then fu-
ture Congresses will face by far the
largest tax increase ever imagined.
Such a happening would be the height
of fiscal and budget irresponsibility,
and would saddle future Presidents and
future Congresses with an unworkable
fiscal dilemma.

In conclusion, if the distinguished
majority leader is indeed earnest about
reopening a serious debate on a bal-
anced budget amendment to the Con-
stitution, he will find a strong and
willing ally in this Senator, as he has
in the past. He knows that. I will not,
however, be a party to this partisan
charade. The numbers simply do not
add up. We must repudiate this par-
tisan sham. The honest, fiscally con-
servative vote on the Dole initiative is
no.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time and I yield the floor.

Mr. BENNETT addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CAMPBELL). The Chair recognizes the
Senator from Utah.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I have
listened with some interest while my
colleague from Nebraska has spoken. I
am sure it will come as no surprise
that I disagree with just about every-
thing he has had to say, particularly
with respect to the majority leader and
his position. But I will not speak for
the majority leader. He is more than
capable of speaking for himself. I
would like to get a few facts on the
record that I think need to be part of
this debate.

Fact No. 1: Money does not come
from the budget. I know that comes as
a great surprise to this body, but
money comes from the economy, and if
the economy is growing and vibrant,
there is lots of money in the Treasury.
If the economy is shrinking or de-
pressed it does not matter how much
the budget projected would be there, it
will not be there. So the one thing that
frustrates me the most, coming from
the business world into the Congress, is
this insistence upon making projec-
tions, all neat and balanced down to
the last dollar, and then assuming that
is the way things will turn out.

It is like a businessman who says at
the beginning of the year, ‘‘I project we
will have so much revenue from our
business this year. Accordingly, I will
adopt a budget for x amount to spend
that much revenue.”” I have been in
that circumstance. We made projec-
tions for a business that I was CEO of.
As it turned out, we fell 10 percent
short of our projections.
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That should not bother too many
people. Ten percent is not that much
money. The problem is, our spending
was based on the projection of revenue,
and we had to change the spending pat-
tern midyear, indeed midmonth, when
it became clear to us we were not going
to make as much as we thought we
were going to make. We had projected
a 100-percent increase in that business,
and we had been doing that every year
up to that point. As it turned out, we
only had a 90-percent increase. As I
say, we missed it by 10 percent. We had
to adjust immediately or we were head-
ed for a loss year. We do not do that
around here. We say oh, no, the budget
projects such and such, so we will
spend such and such, regardless of what
happens in the real economy. Let me
give the Senate an example.

We stood here, my first Congress, the
103d Congress, and heard projections of
how much money would come from the
tax increase that President Clinton
proposed. We heard numbers, hundreds
of billions of dollars will come if this is
done and we need to do this to balance
the budget. The deficit is so much, we
are going to get so much, this is how
this is all going to work out. I put in
the RECORD before, so I will not do it
again, an article by Marty Feldstein,
one of the more distinguished econo-
mists of this country, who, looking
back after 2 years, said, in terms of ac-
tual revenue, the Clinton tax increase
produced only one-third as much
money as was projected.

Why? Simply because the economy
reacted. People were faced with tax in-
creases in one category of their invest-
ments so they switched investments to
someplace else to avoid taxes. You do
not have to be, really, very smart to
figure out how that happens.

So President Clinton proposed a tax
increase. It was passed by the previous
Congress, and then the results came in
and the results were that we only got
one-third as much revenue as the
President had projected we would. Peo-
ple changed their behavior.

It is very hard to convince a com-
puter that is what is going to happen.
The computers are programmed around
here to assume the static analysis, on
and on and on. The Senator from Ne-
braska heaped great scorn upon the
supply-siders and carried on with the
kind of rhetoric we have heard before
in this Chamber about how it was the
terrible tax cuts under Ronald Reagan
that produced the runaway deficits we
are all living with. That has been re-
peated so many times that people are
beginning to believe it.

Mr. President, I do not have the time
to give this argument again. I have
given it before, but I have discovered in
the Senate there is no such thing as
repetition. But I will do my best to
summarize it.

In 1989, which was the last fiscal year
we operated under the tax structure
that was created by Ronald Reagan, in-
come taxes produced 8.6 percent of
gross domestic product coming back to
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the Government. So, however big the
economy was, 8.6 percent of that came
back to the Government in revenue.
Then said those: ‘“‘Oh, no, the terrible
Reagan tax cuts have caused us to not
have enough revenue. Tell you what we
are going to do, we are going to have
first the tax increase that occurred at
Andrews Air Force base and then the
Clinton tax increase that came in the
103d Congress.”

And with those two successive tax in-
creases, what did we get in fiscal 1995?
The tax increase hit in 1993. What did
we get in fiscal 1995? If we got only 8.6
percent of gross domestic product
under the disastrous Reagan proposals,
should we not be expecting 9, 9%,
maybe even 10 percent? The fact is, in-
stead of going up, revenues went down.
Yes, down. In fiscal 1995, income taxes
produced 8 percent of gross domestic
product, almost 10 percent less of gross
domestic product than was the case be-
fore.

It is very clear that the tremendous
deficits that we have heard about and
we have talked about and we spend
time on did not come as a result of the
Reagan tax cuts. Federal revenues
went up every single year under Presi-
dent Reagan. The economy grew rap-
idly. Once we came out of the recession
that occurred at the beginning of Rea-
gan’s term, we had the longest period
of economic expansion peacetime in
our history.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be allowed to
continue for 3 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, money does not come
from the budget. Money comes from
the economy, and we have to learn in
this body and the other body and in the
White House to pay attention to the re-
sults from the economy instead of
spending all of our time reviewing the
numbers of the budget and listening to
the computers of the budget who
project blindly into the future without
making the midcourse adjustments.

The record is very clear. The tax pro-
gram that was followed during the
Reagan years produced record reve-
nues—not reduced revenues, record
high revenues. The problem of the def-
icit occurred on the spending side, and
it occurred on the spending side be-
cause of the changing demographics in
the country and the growing spending
on entitlements.

Nobody is to blame for that except
the elderly who do not have the cour-
tesy to die with the same regularity
that they used to, and I, for one, do not
want to call upon them to start doing
that now just to balance the budget.

But that is the new reality of the
marketplace, that is the new reality of
the economy, and we must adjust our
rhetoric to that reality instead of try-
ing to go back and fuzz the factors of
the past and say, somehow, President
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Reagan is responsible for all of our dif-
ficulties.

No, our difficulties are rooted in the
changes that are occurring in the coun-
try. We must recognize that fact, and
we must put in place the structural
discipline that will force us to recog-
nize that fact in the form of the bal-
anced budget amendment.

I thank the Chair. I did not want to
leave the statements made by the Sen-
ator from Nebraska unresponded to, re-
sponding to in my own name, recog-
nizing, as I said, that the majority
leader is more than capable of respond-
ing in his own behalf.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the time from 1:30
p.m. to 3:30 p.m. will be under the con-
trol of the Senator from Wyoming,
Senator THOMAS.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be allowed to
speak for 5 minutes out of the time of
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. EXON].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I rise
to oppose this balanced budget amend-
ment, recognizing that some of the
people in this Chamber, for whom I
have the most respect, are for it. But I
oppose it to a large extent because of
what I call the dilemma of enforce-
ability.

My colleagues will recall that when
this amendment was up earlier in this
Congress, we had tremendous amounts
of debates on whether the courts ought
to be able to enforce this amendment.
I made speeches against the difficulties
that courts would have, the constitu-
tional crisis that it would put this
country in, and how terrible it would
be in a democracy to have nonelected,
appointed-for-life judges who are not
available to the public making deci-
sions about increasing taxes or cutting
Social Security or cutting Medicare or
cutting programs across the board,
judges who have no feel for these pro-
grams, who have no background in the
programs, no staff to understand the
programs coming in and making an
order and saying, ‘“We’re going to in-
crease your income tax,” or ‘‘We're
going to cut your Social Security,” or
cut your Medicare programs, or name a
thousand other different Federal pro-
grams.

I think it would be terrible, Mr.
President. I think it would just be ter-
rible. I think it would be the stuff of
revolution, as people would say, ‘‘How
did we get in this situation?”

Indeed, as we outlined these difficul-
ties of this bill earlier when it was
being discussed, finally the sponsors of
the resolution agreed, at least they
agreed to the extent they accepted an
amendment. Some would say they ac-
cepted the amendment just to get the
necessary votes; others would say they
accepted the amendment because they
knew it was the right thing. But in any
event, the amendment, as I understand
it—the Nunn amendment which is now
part of this—states as follows:
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The judicial power of the United States
shall not extend to any case or controversy
arising under this article, except as may be
specifically authorized by legislation adopt-
ed pursuant to this section.

I suppose that is the present state of
the amendment. What does that mean,
Mr. President? It means this whole
thing is a sham. It is either enforce-
able, and enforceable by the courts, so
that the Supreme Court tells you what
the size of your taxes are or what the
amount of your Social Security pay-
ment is, or else it is not enforceable,
and it is a sham.

People say, ‘“Well, make your choice,
Senator. You can’t argue on the one
hand against the courts enforcing it
and on the other hand argue that if
they don’t enforce it, it’s a sham.” The
fact of the matter is, that is the truth.
Either horn of that dilemma is not
breachable by this amendment.

There is really only one way to bal-
ance this budget and to do so in a way
that makes sense to the American peo-
ple, and that is for the Congress to do
it. That is because the Congress, in
every district in America, has an elect-
ed Representative who can come and
represent the people, go back home in
town meetings and communicate with
the people, be on television, receive
letters, respond to letters, commu-
nicate with the public and, in fact, rep-
resent the people in the most funda-
mental decisions that this country is
made of; that is, what is the size of
your taxes, what are the amounts of
your benefits, and what are the func-
tions of Government.

That is central to a democracy, that
is central to our country, Mr. Presi-
dent, and the public ought to be enti-
tled to be heard on that. That is why I
think to try to get this automatic
pilot, this constitutional amendment
just will not work.

We tried it before. We tried it with
Gramm-Rudman. I voted against the
Gramm-Rudman because there is no
magic automatic pilot. There is no sub-
stitute for elected Representatives
making decisions in the interest of the
public.

I remember when we passed Gramm-—
Rudman.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, may
I be allowed 3 additional minutes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 3 additional minutes.

Mr. JOHNSTON. We had a provision
in Gramm-Rudman called sequestra-
tion. My colleagues will remember that
well. If the budget was not balanced, or
if we did not meet the target provided
in Gramm-Rudman, there was to be
this automatic guillotine that fell.
There was going to be a chopped-off
spending by a prearranged formula, and
it was all going to be arranged and that
was going to substitute for the back-
bone of Congress.

Of course, what happened, we got
right up to look at that gleaming guil-
lotine which was going to cut off
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spending, and the Congress, predict-
ably, said, at least the opponents of
Gramm-Rudman said, it was going to
be this. We said, ‘‘No, stay the guillo-
tine, stay the sequestration, don’t do
it.”

Here we are with a different kind of
guillotine. Either we are going to have
a permanent block in the guillotine,
which is what the Nunn amendment
says, nonenforceability, or we are
going to go back to the old guillotine.

Mr. President, can you imagine what
the American public would say if the
Supreme Court made an order that
said, “We’re going to increase your in-
come tax by 50 percent?”’ Why, there
would be rioting in the streets. You
say, ‘““‘Oh, the Supreme Court wouldn’t
do that.” Oh, no?

How is the Supreme Court supposed
to balance this budget? You know, they
have to do it quickly. Do you think
they can go through every one of these
little programs, thousands of pro-
grams, and snip each one? They cannot
do that. They do not have that knowl-
edge.

Can they cut them across the board?
You cannot cut programs across the
board, Mr. President. There are con-
tractual arrangements. You take one
of the budgets I have something to do
with, the Corps of Engineers, they go
out and make contracts. You cannot
come in and say, ‘““Well, we’re going to
pay you 95 percent or 80 percent of that
which you’re entitled to under the con-
tract.” You cannot do that constitu-
tionally. You cannot do it in good
sense. So you cannot cut things across
the board. You have to have big
amounts of money. So where do those
big amounts of money come from? Two
places—taxes or entitlements. You
spell entitlements ‘‘Social Security’ or
“Medicare.”

So, Mr. President, if anybody around
here thinks that you can easily give
the Supreme Court of the TUnited
States the power to raise your taxes
and raise them big time, or to cut your
Medicare and to cut your Medicare big
time and raise these costs for our sen-
ior citizens, or do the same thing with
Social Security, you have to be kid-
ding, Mr. President. People have not
thought this through if they think the
American people would accept that or
if they think that is sound Government
or good policy.

The other horn of the dilemma is, if
you make it nonenforceable, it does
not mean a thing except for a cam-
paign speech. It is a good substitute for
real policy, which means that you real-
ly frustrate the goal of the balanced
budget. I mean, if you have this thing
where you say, ‘“‘Look, don’t ask me to
cut these programs. I have already
voted for the balanced budget amend-
ment,” then that is a good substitute
for real policy. The only thing we need
to do, Mr. President, is exercise real
backbone, exercise real representation.

I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired. Who yield
time?
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Mr. THOMAS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming Mr. [THOMAS], is
recognized.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I rise to
continue this discussion on the bal-
anced budget amendment. It has been a
long discussion. It is not a new discus-
sion. It is one that has gone on for
years. Unfortunately, it is one that is
going to go on for a number of more
years.

Let me comment for a moment on
the presentation of the gentleman from
Louisiana. I respect him very much.
Certainly he is one of the most pol-
ished and dependable Members of this
body.

I disagree with him in this instance.
I disagree on the notion that somehow
the courts will inject themselves into
this and this will not work. I cite the
fact that some 35 States, mine in-
cluded, has it in their constitution. We
have not had the problem with the in-
volvement of the courts.

The courts in some instances can
come to the legislature, can come to
the Congress and say, ‘“What you have
done is unconstitutional, and you need
to redo it.” That is a legitimate func-
tion of the court. They may do that, I
suspect, in the spending area, but not
to establish what you are going to
spend. ‘““What you’re doing is not right,
and you have to do it again.” There is
a substantial amount of evidence that
that does work.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Would the Senator
yield?

Mr. THOMAS. Sure.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Is the Senator
aware of the huge amount of experi-
ence in the States where they have ei-
ther constitutional provisions requir-
ing a balanced budget or prohibiting
the incurment of debt, or other con-
stitutional provisions with respect to
the raising of money under which legis-
latures, by clever schemes, get around
these provisions?

I cite, as one of those, legislation
that I was involved in, I mean, both
legislation and litigation—I hate to
make this question too long—involving
the dome stadium in Louisiana where
the law said, ‘“‘No bond issued under
this amendment may bear the faith or
credit of the State,” and where the leg-
islature and the Governor came in with
a clever artifice and got around that,
and you ended up with bonds which
bore the faith and credit of the State.
Or, more recently, where the Louisiana
Constitution said it takes a two-thirds
vote to raise taxes, and they created a
special taxing district by majority vote
which raised the money and raised the
taxes and got around the constitu-
tional provision.

I cite those two examples as being
typical of what has happened all across
this Nation in avoiding the effect of
those. Is the Senator aware of those?

Mr. THOMAS. Yes, of course. Let me
give you an example. The Senator has
been here for 20 years, or whatever, and
we have not balanced the budget in the
time the Senator has been here.
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The Senator points to some areas—I
do not mean this personally—but this
has not been done. The Senator points
to some possibilities that might hap-
pen under a constitutional amendment.
Look at what has happened without
one.

So I say to the Senator that—he
talks about a sham. The sham is that
we have gone on for 25 years here and
we have spent more than we have
taken in. Every time we talk about it,
everyone who gets up in this place
says, “I'm for balancing the budget.
I'm going to balance the budget.” What
is the evidence? The evidence is you
have not.

Mr. JOHNSTON. The last 4 years we
have cut down the deficit by more than
50 percent.

Mr. THOMAS. By raising taxes, the
largest tax increase in history, I agree.
I did not vote for it. The Senator did,
did he not?

Mr. JOHNSTON. No.

Mr. THOMAS. I am sorry. I do not
think that is the way to do it. I think
we are looking for some sort of dis-
cipline. We just have an honest dis-
agreement about this. I think that the
constitutional amendment provides the
discipline within which this body or
other legislative bodies can work.

Obviously, the Senator mentioned
Gramm-Rudman. It did not work be-
cause there was not the discipline. This
body found its way to go around that,
did they not? They said this is an ap-
propriations but did not score it under
GRAMM-Rudman.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Well, if the Senator
will further yield?

Mr. THOMAS. Sure.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Should it be en-
forceable or not enforceable?

Mr. THOMAS. Of course, enforceable.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Of course, enforce-
able?

Mr. THOMAS. Yes.

Mr. JOHNSTON. The Nunn amend-
ment is part of it at this time.

Mr. THOMAS. I am not sure.

Mr. JOHNSTON. I am advised it is
part of this, which makes it non-
enforceable, save for an act of Con-
gress. Then you have the Supreme
Court. I mean, should the Supreme
Court be able to raise your taxes?

Mr. THOMAS. I claim my time back
here. We can stand here, as we do, and
as has been going on now since I have
been here, in the House for 5 or 6 years,
and particularly this year, and think of
all these reasons why it cannot be
done. ‘“‘Oh, so Social Security is there.”
“Oh, it’s not enforceable.” ‘Oh, the
courts are going to get into it.”

But, you know, you really come down
to the bottom line. And the bottom
line is this year, for the first time in 25
years, the Congress sent to the Presi-
dent a balanced budget. The President
promptly vetoed it. So I think you
have to ask yourself, is it morally and
fiscally responsible to balance the
budget? Do we have a responsibility as
representatives of our constituency to
say, ‘‘Look, we’re not going to spend

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

more than we take in except in an
emergency?” I think that is reason-
able. I know the Senator would agree
to that. But that has not happened. So
we go into all these reasons and all
these excuses why we cannot do that.

First of all, all we are doing is we are
sending a constitutional amendment to
the States. The folks will have another
chance to look at this, which I think
makes some sense. But I feel very
strongly that we have tried the other
things.

Some say, ‘“Well, you shouldn’t tam-
per with the Constitution. The Fram-
ers didn’t put that in there.” I do not
think the Framers also expected that
you would have the largest line item in
the budget being interest on a debt
that has been built up because we do
not balance the budget.

I think we are making some progress.
I have to tell you that part of the larg-
est tax increase in history helps do
that. I think on the other side of the
aisle you found, for the first time,
some people willing to reduce spending,
cut that back some. The combination
of those two things are moving us in
the right direction. There are two dif-
ferent points of view on it. That is why
we are going to vote one of these times.

Mr. JOHNSTON. I will not prevail
upon my friend to yield further. I
thank him for yielding. I appreciate his
courtesy.

Mr. THOMAS. I thank the Senator
very much.

In any event, I just think it is time
we have to take a look at what we are
doing. Certainly a balanced budget
amendment is something most people
have thought was a good idea. A num-
ber of people on that side of the aisle
thought it was a good idea a couple
years ago; now, in the last time we
voted, did not. Of course it takes two-
thirds. It is a difficult thing to do.

Mr. President, one of the things that
we ought to talk about a little bit, and
I think about a great deal, is, why is it
important to me as a citizen in Casper,
WY, why is it important to anyone who
pays their taxes, and is part of this
Government? It seems to me that is
where we ought to start.

First of all, I think a balanced budget
has a great deal of impact on our lives.
We have gone for a very long time with
an unbalanced budget and we did not
think much about it. There were no
great discussions about it until fairly
recently. Why? Because the debt has
gotten so large that very likely next
year the largest line item in the budget
will be for interest of $260-some billion,
which will not be available to spend in
other areas.

People have made the good point
that if we did not have the interest
payment, the budget would be bal-
anced. But we do. I have heard others
say, ‘‘Let’s get rid of the debt. It is just
Government debt.” That is not true.
You and I own Treasury notes. It be-
longs to people. It is a real debt. We
have to pay that interest. That is part
of it.
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Another is, if you did not take all
that money out of the economy, we
would have, I think, a strengthened
economy. We would have more jobs. In-
terest rates will be lower with a bal-
anced budget. We have seen that hap-
pen fairly recently as we move toward
that. Those are things that affect you
and me as we live at home and work.

This is not some esoteric exercise
about budgets, about legislation. It is a
very real thing. Interest rates are
lower on your home, on your school
costs for your kids, on your car. It is
very real. It makes a great deal of dif-
ference for the economy to be stronger,
and jobs make a great deal of dif-
ference.

Furthermore, and maybe just as im-
portant to most of us, is that there is
a moral and fiscal obligation with our
Government to not spend more than we
take in. That applies to everyone else.
But we say, ‘“Well, if we want some-
thing and we do not have the money,
we will charge it to our Kkids, our
grandkids.” That is what we have done.

This business of reducing the deficit,
which is terribly important, has noth-
ing to do with the corpus of the debt.
We still have $5 trillion out there that
we have not even started to do any-
thing about. We are still trying to re-
duce it. Over this 6-year period, as we
move toward a balanced budget, the
debt continues to grow, the interest
continues to grow.

Mr. President, I think it is fairly
easy to get up here politically and go
into great economic ideas and so on,
but the facts are pretty basic. That is,
that it strengthens this country. It
strengthens families. It is responsible.
It is morally right. We have not done
it. We need to do something different.
The idea that you continue to do the
same thing and expect different results
is simply not a realistic expectation.

Mr. President, we have asked for
some time—‘‘we’”’ being the freshman
class—for the next 1%2 to talk about
this issue. I suppose some of us take a
little different view than others in this
body in that we all came through the
last election. We are very conscious of
what our voters said to us 2 years ago.
Most of us would agree that one of the
strong messages was the Federal Gov-
ernment is too large and costs too
much and we need to do something
about that. If you talk about balancing
the budget in my State, it is one of the
highest priorities of anyone there. I
think those of us who have just been
here now for less than a year and a half
have a little bit of special interest in
it. That is why we have asked for some
time as freshmen, to have a special
order on balancing the budget.

I yield to my friend and associate
from Pennsylvania.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
SANTORUM] is recognized for 7 minutes.

Mr. SANTORUM. I thank my friend
from Wyoming, I thank the Presiding
Officer, and I thank my friend from
Minnesota, who is ready to talk.
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This is an important debate. It al-
most is anticlimatic. The fact is that it
is widely reported in the press that we
do not have enough votes to pass the
balanced budget amendment, an
amendment that passed the House of
Representatives, that this is just an ex-
ercise. Unfortunately, it has been mini-
mized as a result of that.

I think it is important. I am glad the
Senator from Wyoming has been our
leader on the floor on these issues, has
taken the time to get the freshman on
the Republican side—the freshmen
Members are all Republicans; I guess
that would be the Republican side—to
get up and talk about why we think
this is important and why the public
should be, again, focused on this issue.

I do not think there is anything more
fundamental for the Government to do
than to run an operation that is bal-
anced. Almost every State government
runs an operation that balances the
budget every year. It is incumbent
upon Government to act in a respon-
sible fashion with the taxpayers’ dol-
lars and do so in setting priorities. It is
hard to do. You have heard a lot about
all the money that needs to be spent on
a lot of different programs. There are a
lot of things we need to do.

I see the pages down here and young
people up in the gallery. I visited high
schools and colleges just over the last
week during the break, and it is hard
to look into the faces of the young peo-
ple in this country and say to them,
“Look, it is much more important for
us to get reelected. It is more impor-
tant for us to have an issue to scare
people on things like Medicare and
education spending. It is more impor-
tant for us to play politics, for our po-
litical career, than it is to solve the
problems that face this country that
are going to be burdening you to even
a greater degree than it is burdening
this generation of Americans.”

I think we need to do a little soul
searching at this point. One thing I
found when I got in the Congress, you
can always find a reason to vote no.
There is always something in every
piece of legislation, even if it is ome
sentence, you can always find a reason,
an excuse, to be opposed to something
and walk away from taking the respon-
sibility.

I remember when I was in the minor-
ity in the House, it was very easy to
walk away and say, ‘“I am in the mi-
nority. It is not really my job to move
legislation here. Yes, it is a good bill,
but maybe I will take a pass on this be-
cause I am afraid of one little political
twist.” That is what we have done here
on the balanced budget amendment. We
found there are several Members who
have found a reason to vote ‘‘no”’. That
is the Social Security issue. That is the
reason to vote ‘“‘no’” on something they
say they are for. And they protest, “We
want a balanced budget,” but it is the
Social Security issue holding us back.

I think that balancing the Federal
budget is bigger than any one single
program in Washington. A lot of great
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programs have passed here, a 1ot of not
so good programs have passed here, but
nothing rises to the level of doing the
basic fundamental requirement of any
government, and that is to balance its
books.

For those who hide behind Social Se-
curity, I say to them: Where were you
and where are you when it comes to
doing something for these young people
on Social Security? Where are the
brave souls who stride to the well and
say, ‘““We need to do Social Security re-
form because these young people who
are paying taxes right now have abso-
lutely no hope of seeing Social Secu-
rity payments when they retire.”
Where are the brave people who want
to preserve Social Security, not as a
political issue for their next election,
but as a real issue for the next genera-
tion?

I ask everyone who is hiding behind
that issue, and I ask all the people who
are listening right now, to examine
those Members and examine the people
who are using this issue and find out
how truly they want to protect Social
Security. I believe this is just a polit-
ical issue they can hide behind so they
can vote no on something they really
do not want to do, which is the bottom
line, balance our books, constrain Gov-
ernment spending.

I am hopeful at some point we will
pass this. I have a lot of faith in the
American public that when elections
come around in November, they will
send more Members to the U.S. Senate
and Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives, who will support a bal-
anced budget—hopefully, from both
parties. They will send a clear message
that, yes, we understand that tough de-
cisions have to be made, but that is
why we sent you to Washington—to
make the tough decisions to move this
country forward.

So I am not discouraged at all. This
is something that is going to happen.
We are going to balance this budget.
We have passed one balanced budget,
which was not signed by the President.
We passed major entitlement reform.
Twice we passed welfare. We passed
Medicare reform and Medicaid reform.
We have done the heavy lifting to bal-
ance the budget. People say that we
can do it today. We have done it today.
We passed the balanced budget. So do
not talk to me about we do not need
this balanced budget because we can do
it already. We did it already, and the
same people who said we do not need
the balanced budget amendment voted
against the balanced budget proposal
we sent to the President. The same
President who says we do not need a
balanced budget amendment vetoed the
balanced budget resolution that we
sent to him, which was the act to do
that.

So, again, if you look at the Social
Security issue, you know, it is just, we
are for it, but we are going to hide be-
hind Social Security. The other argu-
ment is that we do not need the bal-
anced budget amendment because we
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can do it ourselves. We did it ourselves,
and they were against that, too.

So I think we just have to question
what the real motive is here. Do these
people really want to balance the budg-
et, or do they just want to tell you
they want to balance the budget? 1
think the answer is pretty clear. When
the rubber hits the road, when it is ei-
ther ‘“‘yes’ or ‘“no’’ on a constitutional
amendment to balance the budget, the
answer is ‘‘no,”” and their excuse is So-
cial Security. When it comes to re-
forming Social Security, the answer to
reform is, ‘“‘No, we cannot do that, we
cannot touch it.”” The other excuse is
that we do not need this because we
can balance it ourselves. When we put
one on the floor specifying where the
changes need to be made in order to
put the budget in balance, the answer
was ‘‘no.”

So it is “no” to a constitutional
amendment, ‘“‘no’” to Social Security
reform, ‘“‘no’” to a balanced budget act.

But, “Yes, we are for it. In general, we
are all for this.”

Well, you cannot be for it and vote
“no,” ‘“no,” ‘“‘no”” when it comes time
to put your words into actions. I hope
that at some point we do put the words
into actions and that we do it soon.

Mr. GRAMS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GREGG). The Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I also may
proceed under the time set aside for
Senator THOMPSON.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I am
proud to be here today and to join with
my freshman colleagues as we stand
firmly together in our support for a
balanced budget amendment to the
U.S. Constitution. Sixteen months in
the Senate have not dulled our enthu-
siasm for its enactment. We are more
committed today than ever before.

Mr. President, it is a rare occasion in
life when a person is granted a second
chance, an opportunity to right a
wrong. When those moments come
along, we hope that we have learned
from our mistakes and that when we
are given that chance to approach
things differently, we will step forward
and do the right thing.

My colleagues and I have an oppor-
tunity this week to do that right thing
and repair a wrong made within this
Chamber a year ago when we denied
the American people, by a single vote,
the balanced budget amendment that
they have repeatedly called upon us to
pass.

The balanced budget amendment lies
at the heart of what I believe to be the
defining issue of the 104th Congress: de-
ciding the priorities of the Federal
Government and its budget.

Naturally, there have been disagree-
ments over where these priorities lay.
Each of us have different ideas about
how the Government should—and,
more importantly, should not—spend
the taxpayers’ money. But even with
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these disagreements, there are several
basic principles on which we should all
agree. The balanced budget amendment
embodies these common areas of agree-
ment because it deals with the future
of our children and grandchildren, and,
therefore, it deals with America’s fu-
ture.

After all, that future is what our ef-
forts to ensure a balanced budget are
all about. In order for our children to
enjoy the same economic security that
we inherited from our parents, we must
begin the process of controlling our
Federal spending. Our parents and
grandparents did not leave us a debt to
pay—even after financing such major
undertakings as World War II. They
paid those bills and did not pass that
debt on to us. But this generation has
compiled a $5 trillion-plus debt that we
are now going to be asking our children
and grandchildren to pay, and we can-
not even reach an agreement on bal-
ancing the budget so we do not con-
tinue to do that.

With a balanced budget, then and
only then, can we hope to pass on to
our kids an inheritance of prosperity
rather than a lasting legacy of debt.
Right now, that future does not look so
bright if we do not change our ways.

This year, the national debt has sur-
passed the astounding figure of $5 tril-
lion. It is increasing at an average of
$650 million every day. Even today, we
are spending more on our interest pay-
ments than we are spending to defend
this Nation.

By the way, as of 12 o’clock this
afternoon, every child born in this
country today already owes $19,357.86
as their share of the national debt. The
moment they are born, they are $19,000-
plus in debt. Over his or her lifetime,
that child can expect to pay over
$187,000 in taxes just to cover the inter-
est on that debt. That is about $4,700 a
year, or more than $400 a month that
they are going to pay just to cover the
interest on that debt.

To meet its annual interest obliga-
tions, Congress has repeatedly raised
the taxes of working Americans. As a
result of an overwhelming burden of
taxes, families now are having a tough
time raising their children, paying
their bills, and trying to make ends
meet.

The Congressional Budget Office
projects that spending on mandatory
expenses, such as interest on the debt,
will exceed 70 percent of total Federal
outlays by the year 2003—meaning that
less than 30 cents of every tax dollar
will be available for education, envi-
ronmental protection, crime preven-
tion, and highways.

Is that the legacy that we want to
leave to our children? For that reason,
we should all agree that balancing the
budget without raising taxes must be
the foremost goal of this Congress.

It is our responsibility and duty to
ensure the American children of this
generation and the next a strong econ-
omy, a good education, a clean envi-
ronment, and a debt-free future, but
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also that they have the ability to have
their own dollars in the future to con-
tinue the efforts and not just to pay in-
terest again on this Congress’ mis-
takes.

A constitutional amendment man-
dating a balanced budget is perhaps our
best hope. There are those who ques-
tion the need for an amendment requir-
ing a budget that is balanced. After all,
they argue, should a responsible Con-
gress not be able to balance the budget
without the need for a constitutional
requirement? Yes, we certainly should.
Congress should have the backbone to
limit its spending and set priorities,
just as every Main Street American
family has to do.

If a family in my State of Minnesota
wants to buy a house, it works out a
mortgage and a payment schedule that
fits the family budget. Eventually,
that debt is paid; it is not passed on to
the next generation. That is what the
vast majority of Americans do when
they make a major purchase. But that
is not how the Federal Government op-
erates. It borrows the money, without
any kind of schedule for paying it
back, except to go and raise taxes, or
borrow it in the name of our children,
and that debt continues to build, and
the payments keep being deferred. And
the debt, again, is passed down to our
kids.

We often hear the argument of the
need for borrowing and spending today
to help our kids. Those short-term ar-
guments will, in fact, in the long-term,
harm the very people that those argu-
ments say they want to protect.

If that family in Minnesota decides it
needs to tighten its belt, it does. Con-
gress simply punches another notch or
two in the leather. Congress simply
does not have the backbone to restrain
itself; it never has and maybe never
will.

Look at the facts. Congress has spent
more than it has taken in for 55 of the
last 64 years. We have not bothered to
balance the budget since 1969. But for
my colleagues who sometimes get lost
in statistics, here is the reality of what
our fiscal irresponsibility means to av-
erage Americans. Today, every family
of four owes $3,500 on the interest on
the national debt. That means $3,500
less to care for our kids, $3,500 less to
keep our families fed and clothed.

A balanced Federal budget would ac-
tually put those dollars back into the
family budget. Economists have uni-
versally predicted the positive effects
achieved with a balanced Federal budg-
et. By the time 6 years have passed and
the budget is brought into balance:

GDP will grow by an additional $10.8
billion than it would under current
law, interest rates will drop, and Amer-
icans will boost their spending power
through an additional $32.1 billion in
real disposable income.

A decrease of just four-tenths of a
percent in the mortgage rate would
save the buyer of a $100,000 home some
$10,000 over the life of a 30-year mort-
gage, and there are estimates that in-
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terest rates could fall a full 2 percent-
age points, which would create even
greater savings.

An additional 104,000 family homes
would be built, and 600,000 more auto-
mobiles would be sold. That is good for
the economy, that is good for jobs, and
that is good for everyone.

Job providers would be empowered to
create new jobs and pay higher salaries
for those jobs, as many as an addi-
tional 6.1 million new jobs, by some es-
timates.

Makes the minimum wage increase
look petty, does it not? So what does
all this really mean on Main Street?
Well, for an average American family
with two Kkids, a mortgage payment,
car and student loans, a couple of pets
and lot of monthly bills, a balanced
Federal budget would put nearly $1,800
a year back into the family bank ac-
count by the savings that we would
reap from a balanced budget. Let peo-
ple earn more, and then let them keep
more of that money. There are those in
this Congress on this Senate floor who
say no, that Americans need to give
Washington their money, and then
come ‘‘hat in hand” begging for our
compassion as Washington then sits in
judgment of who gets what. And who
are they going to take that money
from to pass it out?

Coupled with the $500-per-child tax
credit that makes up the cornerstone
of our balanced budget legislation, a
typical family of four would reap a bal-
anced budget bonus of $2,791 every
year.

Yes, the concept is simple enough,
and those practical statistics should be
all it takes to convince anyone of the
need for a balanced budget. But our in-
ternal battles over the past year have
demonstrated just how difficult it is to
carry out such a seemingly simple idea.
We have proven, more than ever before,
the need for a balanced budget amend-
ment.

Through the commitment of this
Congress to eliminating the deficit and
erasing our debt without raising taxes
on middle-class families, we were able
to move $40 billion closer to a balanced
budget last year by controlling the
growth of government spending and
rooting out a great deal of waste and
inefficiency. But as each of my col-
leagues will remember, it was a battle
that took every ounce of our energy.

Because of the opposition of the
President and my colleagues across the
aisle to even these modest, sensible
spending reductions, we endured 2 pro-
tracted Government shutdowns, 14
temporary spending measures to keep
the Government from running out of
money, 3 Presidential vetoes of our ap-
propriations bills, and a final veto of
our actual balanced budget legislation.
At the end of the day, we had moved
closer to a balanced budget. I am proud
of our efforts. We must not stop work-
ing for a balanced budget amendment,
however.

Under the leadership of a Republican
Congress, each and every person is
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dedicated to achieving a balanced
budget by the year 2002. If this Con-
gress could not force the big spenders
in this body and the White House to
mend their money-hungry ways and
balance the budget through simple leg-
islation—just as past Congresses could
not do in 1964, 1976, 1978, 1979, 1980, 1985,
1987, and 1990—what chance do future
Congresses have without the moral au-
thority of the U.S. Constitution to
back them up?

The American people know it will
never happen without a balanced budg-
et amendment, and they are calling on
us—overwhelmingly—to pass it. Again,
if we pass this balanced budget amend-
ment, all we are doing is going to give
the States and the voters of those
States the opportunity to say yes or
no. We do not make that decision on
this floor. We are saying we are going
to give the American people the oppor-
tunity to say yes or no to a balanced
budget. But there are some that do not
believe the American people can make
that decision.

A Gallup Poll published just 2 weeks
ago in USA Today showed that an as-
tounding 83 percent of the American
people support this amendment. It was
the most popular item surveyed, and
why should it not be? It makes perfect
sense.

In Minnesota last year, just days be-
fore the Senate voted on the balanced
budget amendment, I was joined at the
capitol in St. Paul by members of my
State’s House and Senate delegations,
elected officials from both sides of the
aisle who were less interested in party
labels than ensuring America’s eco-
nomic security. On behalf of working
families who cannot understand why
Washington refuses to get its finances
under control, on behalf of families
who are terrified by the legacy of debt
we are building for our children and
grandchildren, we signed a petition
urging Congress to immediately pass
the balanced budget amendment and
send it to the States for ratification.

Together, we sent a strong, unquali-
fied message to all Minnesota tax-
payers that we heard their message and
were no longer willing to accept busi-
ness as usual from the Congress.

Today, we are all a year older, a year
wiser, and just as committed to our
purpose as we were 1 year ago.

Unlike the Federal Government,
which has managed to amass a $5 tril-
lion debt, Minnesota does not rack up
debt year after year.

Unlike the Federal Government, Min-
nesota does not spend beyond its
means, building deficits that will take
years to wipe away.

Unlike the Federal Government, Min-
nesota does not promise the Moon,
while mortgaging the stars in order to
deliver.

Why is it that Minnesota has suc-
ceeded where the Federal Government
has failed? Why have 48 States abided
by a balanced budget every year? Be-
cause the Minnesota State Constitu-
tion requires that we balance our budg-
et, as do 48 other States.
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Not only does Minnesota and 48 other
States have to balance their budgets,
but families and individuals have to
balance their budgets, too. Businesses
that cannot balance their budgets soon
find themselves out of business. The
only place where a balanced budget is
not the rule is in Washington. That is
what we are here to change.

As support for a balanced budget
amendment grows among the public,
the fear of what it will mean to those
who have built their careers so reck-
lessly spending the taxpayers’ hard-
earned dollars have intensified. As we
move closer and closer to enacting this
critical legislation, they see the writ-
ing on the wall, and frankly, they are
scared, so scared, I have been told
there may be colleagues of mine who
would change a vote they made on be-
half of this legislation a year ago to
vote ‘‘no”’ this time around.

Well, the public should be outraged
that there are those to whom a piece of
legislation so vital as the balanced
budget amendment is nothing more
than a game, and their vote nothing
more than a political poker chip, to be
traded at will when the stakes begin to
rise.

I would remind those colleagues of
mine who speak out against this
amendment that we would not be hav-
ing this debate were it not for 30 years
of deficit spending by this body. If we
let the American public down again—as
we did on March 2 of last year, when
this Chamber turned back the balanced
budget amendment—we will feel the
anger of the people at the polls in No-
vember, and I believe they will speak
with an even louder, more unified voice
than they ever have before.

As I conclude, I turn to the words of
President Thomas Jefferson, a leader
who understood the importance of eco-
nomic freedom in a free society, and
the dangers of imposing our fiscal bur-
dens onto our children.

He wrote:

The question of whether one generation
has the right to bind another by the deficit
it imposes is a question of such consequence
as to place it among the fundamental prin-
ciples of government. We should consider
ourselves unauthorized to saddle posterity
with our debts, morally bound to pay them
ourselves.

Mr. President, those words are just
as relevant today as they were when
penned by Jefferson nearly 200 years
ago, during the founding days of this
Republic.

For all our differences—in beliefs and
purposes—we should all share the com-
mon goals of building a better eco-
nomic future for the coming genera-
tions, and giving them the freedom to
seek success unfettered by any con-
straints we may impose. As we debate
the merits of the balanced budget
amendment, let us not lose sight of
that goal. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment, and to do it for
the sake of our children and our grand-
children.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
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Mr. THOMPSON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. President, we
continue down the road toward bank-
rupting our country. The fact that I
keep repeating this, and that others
keep repeating this and perhaps we get
used to hearing this, does not make it
any less true. It cannot be repeated
often enough. And behind closed doors
Democrats, Republicans, people in the
Congress, people in the White House,
all admit what has to be done to keep
from turning this country into one
that is second rate when we leave it to
our kids.

The most frustrating part of the last
year and a half that I have spent in the
U.S. Senate is witnessing close up the
fact that we do not have the ability or
the willpower to do what we all know
is necessary and what we all know is
the right thing to do. That is why I be-
lieve that our last clear chance to do so
is undoubtedly a constitutional amend-
ment to require us to balance the budg-
et.

We all know that Medicare is on its
way to insolvency. We all know that
Social Security is on its way to insol-
vency. We claim to have reached a con-
sensus in this country that we need a
balanced budget—not only that but
that we need to balance it with real
numbers and not phony numbers; and,
not only that, that we need to do it in
7 years.

But with all of this knowledge and
all of this consensus and agreement be-
hind closed doors and all of this coming
together in terms of what needs to be
done, we cannot take the first step. We
have spent the last year to year and a
half proving to the American people
that we cannot really take the first
step toward doing what we know has to
be done. And yet there are those among
us who continue to say we do not need
a balanced budget amendment. Of
course, we need to balance the budget,
but we do not need a balanced budget
amendment to require us to do so. All
we have to do is to do the right thing.

I challenge anyone to give any evi-
dence over the last year, year and a
half that we have shown any ability or
will to do the right thing. It does not
exist.

We talk about a 7-year balanced
budget. The President has a proposal.
We have a proposal. Under the best of
circumstances, even if either of these
proposals were adopted, it is doubtful
that it would be carried out; the pro-
posals are back-end loaded. The Presi-
dent has some 60 something billion of
cuts in the last 2 years of that 7-year
time period. It is extremely doubtful,
to say the least, that those cuts would
actually be made when the time came.
It is a matter of rolling our sins for-
ward for yet a few more years when
most of us are out of office and do not
have to face the consequences and
under the assumption that future Con-
gresses will have the courage that we
do not have except we are making their
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job tougher than the one we have
today.

Even if it does happen, even if we get
everything we want, for example, on
this side of the aisle, we are looking at
the end of that road at a $6 trillion
debt. We are looking at the end of that
road at the imminent retirement of the
baby boomers. And the people who
keep up with the demographics point
out to us what that is going to mean.

By the year 2030, there will be twice
as many people over the age of 65 as
there were in 1990 and only 20 percent
more workers, so those people paying
in those FICA taxes for those retire-
ment programs are going to be dwin-
dling in number while the retirees are
expanding. We all know what the re-
sults of that are going to be.

We all know we cannot continue
down this road, and yet it is another
election year and so the President ve-
toes our attempt to balance the budg-
et. He opposes our attempt to pass a
constitutional amendment, and our
friends on the other side of the aisle
fall in in lockstep.

Mr. President, this is not an esoteric
economic issue. It is about the future
of this country and the kind of Amer-
ica we are going to leave and what it is
going to look like to our kids. What it
is going to look like is astronomical
tax rates they are going to be paying if
we continue the spending pattern that
we have had. It is going to mean astro-
nomical interest rates that they are
going to be paying. It is going to mean
more and more reliance on foreign
money and foreign investment coming
into this country to help us pay the in-
terest on the debt.

It is going to mean diminished sav-
ings. We already have the lowest sav-
ings rate in the industrialized world,
the United States of America does, one
of the lowest investment rates in the
industrialized world in the TUnited
States of America. That is why we are
looking at such low growth rates. You
add to that the taxes that are going to
be necessary to finance this astronom-
ical debt as it goes out here, the inter-
est rates that are going to come from
that, and you are talking about eco-
nomic disaster that is facing us. There
is really not any serious debate about
that. And all those people who com-
plain about any kind of effort to bal-
ance the budget because they are look-
ing out for the kids, they are looking
out for the elderly, they are looking
out for the young folks, what are you
going to say to those young folks then
when they cannot even go out and buy
their first home when they start their
families? What are you going to say
when they cannot even buy a car be-
cause of the interest rates? And the tax
rates they are going to pay. It will not
make sense to work any more under
those circumstances.

Yet we heard in the last couple days
now the latest bid in the tax cut game
from the President is to finance 2 years
of college for people. I can only say we
can debate that issue later, but we bet-
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ter be financing maybe 10 or 15 years of
college for people because they better
stay in college. There are not going to
be any jobs out there for them at the
rate we are going. Everybody cannot go
to college and stay forever. There has
to be a work force out there, and they
have to have reasonable interest rates
to pay when they go to buy the items
to build their family. They will have no
need to buy a home. We are making it
so they will not be able to do that.

We are the first generation in our
history that even considered borrowing
against our kids and those yet unborn
to finance our own consumption. That
is shameful. That is what we are doing.
And yet we continue to say we do not
need a constitutional amendment; we
just need to do the right thing, when
today, even today, every man, woman,
and child is paying $1,000 a year just to
finance the interest on the debt.

Some say, well, we are making
progress. We passed the largest tax in-
crease in the history of the world, and
we temporarily reduced the deficit,
knowing that when the baby boomers
start retiring in the next few years, it
looks as if a rate that is slowing down
is going to go off the charts in an up-
ward direction.

We say, well, look at what we did last
year: We cut $23 billion from the budg-
et from the year before. A drop in the
bucket, Mr. President. We did not
touch any of those areas that are in-
creasing, some at the rate of 10 percent
a year, that are going to have to be re-
formed if there is any hope of saving
them.

Yet now we hear all of the same old
arguments against the balanced budget
amendment—we should not be tin-
kering with the Constitution. And I
certainly think we should not be tin-
kering with the Constitution. But the
Founding Fathers assumed that
changed circumstances required us to
seriously address our Constitution
from time to time.

I would say the circumstances have
changed. Thomas Jefferson and George
Washington never thought about the
possibility of bankrupting the next
generation before they were even born.
Those are the changed circumstances
we are looking at today.

I would also say, Mr. President, if we
have an economic meltdown in this
country, there are going to be changes
in regulations, there are going to be
changes in statutory law, and, yes,
there are going to be changes in the
Constitution that are worse than our
worst nightmares right now about
what those changes might be. So the
answer to that is to make some reason-
able changes to get us on a flight path
that shows some possibility of saving
ourselves from ourselves.

Is that a pitiful situation or not? Of
course it is. It should not be that way.
But we have given ourselves now ample
opportunity under all kinds of cir-
cumstances to so-called do the right
thing, and yet here we are a year, a
yvear and a half later. Every time some-
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body makes a proposal, the other side
goes on television with 30-second at-
tack ads to make sure we do not do
anything responsible, because this is
an election year. And yet they say we
do not need a constitutional amend-
ment. I say we need to do whatever is
necessary to keep from handing this
country over to our kids in a way that
we would certainly not want our par-
ents to have handed it over to us, and
they, in fact, did not.

The other argument we hear, of
course, is one that the opponents of the
balanced budget amendment want to
protect Social Security. Mr. President,
in my brief time here I have learned
that if you want to stop something, if
you want to throw a roadblock in the
way of something being accomplished,
you run out the old Social Security red
herring and try your best to scare the
elderly, because if you can scare the el-
derly, you can create enough tem-
porary political confusion that you can
prevent any kind of reform.

This is, of course, what has happened
again. Six of my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle in 1994, when
there was no chance of a constitutional
amendment for a balanced budget pass-
ing, voted for the amendment. Last
year, when we had a real good shot at
getting it passed, we fell one vote
short. One Senator switched back and
voted against the constitutional
amendment. And the reason for that is
they discovered that it might have en-
dangered Social Security in some way.

The argument goes that because we
include the receipts that go into Social
Security and the expenditures that go
out of Social Security in the entire
budget, in some way that is endan-
gering that program, and if we some-
how pulled it out and set it over here
to the side, that in some way would
protect it. Of course, it is an appeal to
fear. It is an appeal to ignorance. It has
no relationship to reality.

It has been pointed out on this floor
by my Republican and Democratic col-
leagues alike. Senator SIMON of Illinois
just the other day, of course, pointed it
out as a fig leaf that some will try to
hide behind because they do not want a
constitutional amendment to balance
the budget. Time magazine called that
argument ‘‘mendacious nonsense,”’ the
idea that the constitutional amend-
ment to balance the budget would
somehow endanger Social Security.

The fact of the matter is, only if we
get the reforms necessary to keep from
bankrupting this country can we pro-
tect and preserve Social Security. So
the contrary of that argument is the
case. Not to mention the fact that all
we are doing is treating it the way that
we have been treating it for three dec-
ades in this country, Democrat and Re-
publican administrations alike.

President Clinton’s last budget kept
it all together, just the way we have al-
ways done. We did not hear any cries
from our friends on the other side of
the aisle when that happened. They
voted for it. They voted for that budg-
et, to keep all Government revenues
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and all Government expenditures to-
gether. You are not looking at a real-
istic situation if you do not consider
them together. We all agreed on that.
So the Johnny-come-lately argument.

Not to mention the fact that if, in
some way, Social Security was seques-
tered from the entire budgetary proc-
ess, that would make, of course, bal-
ancing the budget impossible because
it would require $360 billion more cuts
than what we have to make now. We
have shown we cannot do what is nec-
essary now, but if the income and the
outflow of Social Security were taken
out of it, we would have to cut pro-
grams another $360 billion. The oppo-
nents of the balanced budget amend-
ment know this. They know it would
make it absolutely impossible to be
workable under those circumstances.
We strained and fought for a year and
a half. We got $23 billion in cuts—not
$360 billion, but $23 billion.

But the point they make is that So-
cial Security is now in surplus, so if
you put it all together in the general
budget, the general budget is getting
the benefit of Social Security because
it is in surplus and it makes the deficit
look smaller. And it is true. It is true.
That is the way the books are kept,
and that is true, when you talk about
for the next 15 years, for the general
budget.

You know, those are Americans, too,
getting the benefit of the general budg-
et. Many of the same people who get
the benefit of Social Security get the
benefit of the programs in the general
budget. But for the next 15 years, the
numbers on the Social Security side
will assist on the general budget side.
And that is true.

But typical of the way that we think
in Washington, DC—which is, if we are
lucky, a couple of inches past our
nose—we are not looking down the
road. We are not caring about anybody
but ourselves. We are not even caring
about our own children. Because look
at 16 years out. Social Security is in
surplus now, but along about 2011, So-
cial Security goes into the red, and we
will be paying out more in Social Secu-
rity, at a steeper and steeper rate, than
we are taking in. So, by being a part of
the general budget, under those cir-
cumstances Social Security gets the
benefit of that, because where is the
money going to come from to make the
Social Security payments if not from
the general budget?

Nobody, no opponent of this measure,
is coming here and saying we need
more Social Security taxes. Nobody
wants to advocate this. So where is the
money going to come from?

The point is, approximately $850 bil-
lion annually will be needed by the
year 2030 to fund Social Security, to
pay current the liability over and
above payroll tax receipts. So, by the
year 2030, Social Security is going to
need $850 billion from somewhere. We
are in surplus now, but here is what it
is going to look like starting about
2011. But by 2030, we have dug a real big
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deep ditch for ourselves. Nobody wants
to talk about that.

Mr. President, just to repeat, the so-
called saving Social Security by not
going along with the bookkeeping
entry that we have done for three dec-
ades, Democrats and Republicans, is a
total red herring, a figleaf to hide be-
hind by those who do not want to stop
the culture of spend, spend, spend, and
hopefully elect, elect, elect in a cam-
paign year.

Mr. President, in conclusion, I urge
we take what I referred to earlier as
this last clear chance that I believe we
have this year to take that first step—
it is not a solution; goodness knows we
are a long, long way from a solution—
but to take this first step toward doing
something responsible so we can hand
this country over to our kids and to
our grandkids in halfway decent shape,
the way our parents and forefathers did
for us.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
yield myself 10 minutes from Senator
THOMAS’ time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, the
question I fear most as a Senator is not
a question from a news reporter, it is
not a question from a constituent vis-
iting my office, it is not a question
from a constituent at home; it is the
question that I fear my grandchildren
will ask me, and it is this. “If you were
a Senator back then, why didn’t you do
something? Why didn’t you balance our
budget, so my family would be able to
have jobs and afford an education?”
Mr. President, that is the question I
fear the most.

A great-grandparent, born in 1900,
paid about 24 percent of the family in-
come in Federal, State, and local
taxes. That is after the benefits were
taken out. A 26-year-old mother today,
who may be working in an office or
raising her children at home, will pay
at least 34 percent of the family income
in taxes after benefits. That is already
one of the highest levels in our coun-
try’s history. But if we do not change
our ways, the real bad news comes for
her children. Her young baby will pay
84 percent of lifetime income in taxes if
we do not balance the budget in this
country. That is what it will take to
continue our current policies for Gov-
ernment spending. Our grandchildren
cannot support such a burden of spend-
ing, debt and interest. At 84 percent,
they will not be able to find jobs at all,
much less pay their bills.

I do not ever want to be asked why I
did not change the course of this coun-
try. I did not come to Washington to
support the status quo. I came to
change the way they do business in
Washington, DC. I came to get Wash-
ington off the backs of the hard-work-
ing American people so they can earn
more and keep more of what they earn.
That is the American dream.
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With a balanced Federal budget, the
Joint Economic Committee forecasts
that interest rates will fall by 2 per-
cent. Let us look at what that means
for the American family.

Senator PHIL GRAMM came up with
this chart to talk about what it will
mean to each family to have interest
rates lowered by 2 percent. Our chil-
dren’s education? We would save $1,369
on a 10-year student loan because in-
terest rates would be 2 percent less.
There would be a $680 saving on a car
loan over 4 years. For a small business,
it would mean a savings of $4,716 on a
8-year loan.

Farms that are struggling right now,
especially in my home State of Texas,
where we have a terrible drought, nev-
ertheless have loans to pay. A 2-per-
cent drop in interest rates would save
the farmer $2,067 on a 6-month loan.

What most Americans pay the most
interest on is homes. On a home mort-
gage, 30 years, a 2-percent drop in in-
terest rates would create $1,880 per
year in savings—almost $2,000. That is
like saying we are going to cut your
taxes $2,000 just by balancing the budg-
et. So, with more interest kept in our
pockets instead of paid to the bank, we
will be able to send more of our chil-
dren to college, give more of our chil-
dren jobs in small businesses, and earn
enough to pay for our homes and cars.

Yesterday, my office got a letter ad-
dressed to all Senators signed by 91 in-
terest groups asking us to oppose the
balanced budget amendment. It was
signed by all sorts of groups: Labor
unions representing teachers, postal
workers, Government employees and
auto workers; the American Associa-
tion of Retired Persons; the League of
Women Voters; the Americans for
Democratic Action, several environ-
mental groups; and several churches of
many different faiths.

Why did 91 of these groups come to-
gether? What is their common bond?
They are asking the hard-working peo-
ple of America to work for their prior-
ities. Many of these groups balance
their budgets every year on the backs
of the American taxpayer, the same
taxpayer who goes to work every day
hoping to earn enough money to do a
little bit better for their children.

These groups had the nerve to say,
“The American public has a right to
know how a balanced budget will be
achieved before a Dbalanced budget
amendment is enacted. Which impor-
tant programs—education, health care,
Social Security, transportation, job
training—will either be dramatically
cut or eliminated threatening Amer-
ica’s vital interests?”’

That was the question asked by these
91 groups. Where have they been?
Where have they been for the last 2
years? For the first time since Govern-
ment careened out of control, we have
done exactly that. We have told the
American people exactly how we will
balance the budget over 7 years, and we
are asking for a constitutional amend-
ment that will assure that once we do
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the work to balance it, that never
again will a Congress be able to rob
from our future generations to pay for
what we are going to do today.

This Republican Congress has passed
a balanced budget twice. It balanced a
budget last year that did not touch So-
cial Security, that allowed for in-
creases in Medicare and Medicaid, that
funded education, the environment, job
training and transportation, and pro-
tected our children by cutting taxes on
their parents and providing their fu-
tures will be deficit free.

But, what happened? President Clin-
ton vetoed the balanced budget. So we
have delivered a balanced budget in
writing, and if they are looking for the
details, they can look in President
Clinton’s wastebasket. And while they
are there, maybe they will look at
some of the promises that have been
made by the President, because 4 years
ago yesterday, June 4, 1992, President
Clinton told the American people on
television that if he was elected, he
would present a 5-year balanced budget
plan. He went back and forth on that
over the last few years, but then when
he did submit what he called a bal-
anced budget to Congress, he did it by
saying that all the tough cuts would
come after the year 2000 when he would
be gone, if he is elected to a second
term.

I think that is the difference between
the President and the Congress. The
President has said one thing and made
those promises and he has done some-
thing entirely different. Congress said
what they would do in 1994, and they
have kept their promises to the Amer-
ican people. We have set our priorities,
and we have kept our promises.

So when the interest groups line up
to oppose change, I think they should
really consider what they are doing to
their own members. Do the auto work-
ers want to lower interest rates so they
can build and sell more cars? Do the
Government employees want lower
prices on their homes so they can af-
ford their part of the American dream?
Do retirees want to leave a better
world to their grandchildren? I know
they do, because they contact my of-
fice all the time saying that they do.

To make this happen, we must
change the way we do business in
Washington. We must stop the deficit
spending and make sure that no future
Congress does it again.

To stop the deficit spending, we need
a permanent constitutional protection
so that we will not be able to go out
and borrow money on our children’s fu-
ture. The more the population ages,
the more economic growth stagnates
from high tax, slow growth policies the
more urgent our problem will become.

I urge my colleagues to vote with me
to take action now to protect our coun-
try’s future for our children by passing
the balanced budget amendment and
sending it to the States for ratifica-
tion. We will be better remembered by
our grandchildren if they have the
same kind of America that we have
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been privileged to grow up in. And, Mr.
President, I do not want to face my
grandchildren 20 years from now and
have them ask the most dreaded ques-
tion: “If you were a Senator back then,
why didn’t you do something?”’

We can take action on the balanced
budget amendment this week, and we
can set the future course for our coun-
try and for our children and for our
grandchildren.

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the
floor.

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I am
authorized to yield such time from
Senator Thomas’ time as I may need.

Mr. President, in a free country,
some questions are never answered fi-
nally and definitively but must be ad-
dressed anew by each generation. It is,
I think, for that reason that the words
of Thomas Jefferson at the beginning
of our Nation’s history are so apposite
today. Thomas Jefferson said:

To question whether one generation has
the right to bind another by the deficit it
imposes is a question of such consequence as
to place it among the fundamental principles
of Government. We should consider ourselves
unauthorized to saddle posterity with our
debts and morally bound to pay them our-
selves.

That method of phrasing the ques-
tion in Thomas Jefferson’s time is
every bit, if not more, applicable today
during the course of this debate as it
was almost two centuries ago.

This debate is most fundamentally
about a moral question, about our
right as Members of Congress, as rep-
resentatives of the people of the United
States to spend money, to advance pro-
grams—however well-intentioned, how-
ever successful—for which we are not
willing to pay and to send the bills to
our children and our grandchildren.

The question is practical as well as
moral: Constant deficits, the increase
in the burden of debt, the increase in
the rate of interest which the Federal
Government must pay on that debt
and, equally significant, the interest
rates individuals must pay when they
purchase homes or automobiles, that
businesses must pay when they wish to
expand and give more opportunity.

Burdens—the burdens of regulation,
the burdens of a large Government—
are enhanced by unbalanced budgets,
by the creation of bureaucracies, agen-
cies, rules and regulations for which we
are unwilling to pay but are willing to
undertake only because we can send
the bill to someone else.

Mr. President, there are a series of
objections to this proposal. I hope it is
not oversimplifying it by saying in
some connections, they come from
those organizations and those individ-
uals who simply fear for the survival of
their programs if present-day tax-
payers are required to pay for those
programs. Those fears are perhaps well-
founded.

Clearly, if this amendment were a
part of the Constitution of the United
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States, we would spend less on today’s
programs. We would be required to set
priorities to determine which are the
most important programs to a far
greater extent than we do at the
present time.

A second objection which I have
heard is, ‘‘Oh, it won’t be enforceable
anyway. People will find escape valves,
ways to get out from under the require-
ments of this constitutional amend-
ment.”

A third is that we are turning the en-
tire proposition over to the courts of
the land, that courts will be able to im-
pose taxes or cut spending if the Con-
gress does not do it itself.

These are just some of the parade of
horrible theories with which opponents
regale us during the course of this de-
bate. Some of them may or may not to
a certain extent have a degree of valid-
ity.

But the other half is reality, Mr.
President. For all of the fine words
about our balancing the budget with-
out a constitutional amendment, no
Congress and administration has done
so in 30 years. Yet, there has hardly
been a Member of this body or the
other body during that three decades
who has not given lip service to the
proposition that a balanced budget is a
good idea. It has just not been quite so
important as some other idea which
each of those hundreds, perhaps thou-
sands at this point, of Members of Con-
gress have had. Reality, in other words,
Mr. President, speaks far louder than
any words we can possibly state.

I must admit that I was persuaded by
some of those arguments a decade ago.
I voted against a predecessor to this
constitutional amendment based on
the proposition that Congress ought to
do the job itself. Well, Mr. President,
fool me once, shame on you; fool me
twice, shame on me. It had not hap-
pened before I came to this body; it has
not happened since I came to this body.

I simply leave off with the propo-
sition that if we do not change the
structure in which we operate, the
same excuses, the same reasons will be
presented a decade from now that are
being presented here today, and it is
very likely that we will be no closer to
that balance, that we will continue to
pile unjust burdens on our successors,
that we will continue to fail the moral
duty that Thomas Jefferson outlined
for us.

Just last year this constitutional
amendment was defeated, largely by
the votes of Members of this body who
said, ‘““We don’t need a constitutional
amendment. We simply need the moral
courage to pass a balanced budget our-
selves.”

We took up that challenge, Mr. Presi-
dent. The Presiding Officer was a part
of it. I was a part of it. We did, in fact,
in this body and in the House of Rep-
resentatives pass a balanced budget
plan that would have met the require-
ments of the constitutional amend-
ment had it been a part of the Con-
stitution. We did that for the first time
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in 30 years. And we were faced with a
veto by the President of the United
States.

In turn, the President of the United
States then presented what he claimed
to be a balanced budget, though all of
the heavy lifting, all of the significant
spending cuts would not take place
until after the next President’s full
term had expired. That has not been
accepted.

As recently as 2 weeks ago, Mr.
President, for the first time in several
decades, a group of Members from both
parties in this body, Democrats and
Republicans, came together and came
up with an alternative proposal for a
balanced budget that significantly im-
pacted the entitlement spending pro-
grams which are at the heart of our
deficit challenge. But, Mr. President,
they failed, even though they got 46
votes out of 100 in this body. They
failed. And they failed, among other
reasons, because of the deafening si-
lence from the President of the United
States, a silence which communicated
disagreement, disagreement based on
the proposition that the President of
the United States would no more have
signed that bipartisan proposal than he
would the Republican proposal of last
December.

So, Mr. President, why should any-
one listening to this debate believe
that what has not taken place for 30
years will take place if this constitu-
tional amendment is defeated? Every
element in our history tells us that it
will not. BEach individual Member is
more committed to something that he
or she considers more important than
the balanced budget, absent the dis-
cipline this constitutional amendment
will impose on us.

So, Mr. President, I think this debate
comes down to our own individual an-
swers to a series of questions.

Do we really want a better economic
future for our children and grand-
children?

Do we want them to be able to live in
better homes because mortgage inter-
est rates are lower?

Do we want them to have greater op-
portunities and more choices of jobs in
a more prosperous economy?

Do we want their incomes to be high-
er because their Governmental burdens
are less?

The answer to each of these ques-
tions, of course, from everyone here is
in the affirmative.

But the fundamental question, Mr.
President, is, do we want those goals
for the future badly enough to do some-
thing about it, badly enough to take a
difficult vote at this particular time?

Do we, Mr. President, want to live up
to the advice of Thomas Jefferson? Do
we care enough about our ethical and
moral responsibilities to those who
come after us to say, ‘‘The present sys-
tem has not worked. We need a new
system”’?

Only if we pass this constitutional
amendment, only if we allow this de-
bate to take place in 50 State legisla-
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tures, as they debate the confirmation
of such a constitutional amendment,
will we carry out our duties.

History tells us, Mr. President, that
we will not do it on our own. This con-
stitutional amendment is needed. We
hope for the endorsement of the Presi-
dent, which we are almost certain not
to get. But we hope, even more signifi-
cantly, for the courage, the concern for
the future, the concern for our econ-
omy, the concern for our moral duties
that can, in my opinion, only be car-
ried out if this constitutional amend-
ment is passed and submitted to the
States for their ratification.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I yield my-
self such time from the time of Senator
THOMAS as I may consume.

Mr. President, we are talking today
about the balanced budget amendment
that we will soon be voting on again.
There have been several different kinds
of comments made about the need for
the balanced budget, probably the two
most prominent being, No. 1, the fact
that in the short-term we will all be fi-
nancially better off if the Federal
budget is in balance interest rates will
immediately begin to come down. All
economists agree that interest rates
will drop once the market understands
that we are going to balance the Fed-
eral budget. That 1-, 2-, or 2.7-percent
drop in interest rates, depending on
which economist you believe, means
Americans will have more money to
put in their pockets immediately.

In my home State of Arizona, the av-
erage home mortgage is just under
$100,000. The interest that would be
saved as a result of balancing the budg-
et for every Arizonan with that aver-
age home mortgage would amount to
$2,665 every year—$2,665. This is real
money. For the average student loan it
is $647. So, if we here in the Congress
can pass a balanced budget amendment
and send that to the States for ratifica-
tion, the markets will adjust, will
lower interest rates, and all of us will
benefit as a result of that, through im-
mediate financial savings.

There are many other ways this oc-
curs. The Federal Government has bor-
rowing costs which I will discuss here
in a moment. Those borrowing costs
are reduced. As a result, we do not
have to pay as much in taxes to cover
those borrowing costs. It applies all
throughout the economy, both the pri-
vate sector and the Government sector.
Balancing the budget will reduce inter-
est rates, and that will mean money in
our pockets. That is an immediate ben-
efit for all Americans, regardless of in-
come status, regardless of where they
live. It is very, very important.

The
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Second, Mr. President, the other pri-
mary argument about the balanced
budget has been the valid observation
that we owe our children and our
grandchildren the promise of a future
that will be as good for them as our
lives have been for us. We want them
to have as much opportunity as we
have had. That will not be the case if
we continue to run up the debt and
then ask them to pay it in the future.
It is very much like young people get-
ting in over their heads with their
credit cards. We know that credit card
interest rates are pretty high. Soon
after you have loaded up your credit
card, you can hardly make the month-
ly payments. You have to sell one of
the two cars you own. You have to
maybe take out a second mortgage on
the home, or in a case I know, someone
had to sell their home to pay the inter-
est accumulating on this debt. That is
what we are asking our children and
grandchildren to do if we keep increas-
ing the Federal debt with annual Fed-
eral deficits.

Until there is a balanced budget
amendment this is not going to stop.
How do we know that? Some of our col-
leagues who opposed the balanced
budget amendment last year made the
argument, “If you just let us do it, we
will do it. That is what we were elected
to come here to do, to make the tough
decisions.” We said, ‘“All right, let’s do
it.”” For the first time in 26 years, Mr.
President, we passed a balanced budg-
et, on November 17, 1995. The problem
is on December 7, 1995, President Clin-
ton vetoed that balanced budget. Be-
cause of the impossibility of overriding
his veto, we have not been able to
agree upon a budget that would achieve
balance. That is, until just 2 weeks
ago, at which time the Republican Sen-
ate again passed a new budget that
would be in balance after 6 years.

This effort to ensure that our chil-
dren and grandchildren have the same
kind of future that we have had also
has very real monetary consequences. I
have a brandnew grandson, whose name
is Jonathan. He owes the Federal Gov-
ernment $187,000. He is a year old. This
is kind of a tough burden for him. That
$187,000 is just to pay the interest on
the Federal debt during his lifetime.
That does not pay anything else. It
does not pay for defense, for education,
for health care, or for anything else; it
just pays the interest on the debt. But
that is how much he owes. It is unfair.

One of the reasons that I ran for the
U.S. Congress when I did was to try to
ensure that when I finally left this
world, I left it better off than I inher-
ited it. I have now acquired a position
of great honor and opportunity to try
to do something about that commit-
ment that I made. All of us have said
the same thing in one way or another.
If we are not committed enough to do
something for these young children and
grandchildren that we have, to guar-
antee that they have as good a future
as we have had, then we are not doing
our job. We understand that, without
the
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constraints that are required to com-
ply with the Constitution, we are not
going to balance the Federal budget,
and those Kkinds of obligations are
going to continue to be imposed upon
our children.

I said in the beginning that those
were the two primary arguments for
the balanced budget amendment. I do
not see how anybody can argue that
they should not call for the adoption of
the amendment. I wanted to focus on a
different aspect of it that still relates
to this question of interest payments
because I think it puts into perspective
how far out of whack this has become.

I want to relate some figures on how
much in the way of interest we are
paying. What is the interest we are
talking about again? This is interest
on the accumulated $56 trillion-plus in
Federal debt. Each year, we have a
Federal budget deficit that adds to
that debt and, therefore, adds to the in-
terest. Here is what the interest pay-
ments now amount to. Compare this
first with 1965, 30 years ago. The Fed-
eral Government in that year paid $8.6
billion in interest. I remember a couple
of days ago when I was presiding, and
the Senator from Illinois, Senator
SIMON, who has been a very strong ad-
vocate of the balanced budget amend-
ment and who, unfortunately, is going
to be leaving the Senate at the end of
this year, said—talking about the fig-
ure of $9 billion—‘Back then, $9 billion
was a lot of money.” It reminded me of
one of his predecessors who represented
the State of Illinois, Everett Dirksen,
who was famous for saying, ‘A billion
here, a billion there, pretty soon you
are talking big money.” Here is what
this $9 billion in 1965 has come to. In
1995, 30 years later, instead of $9 billion
in interest, the Government paid $232
billion in interest. In just 30 years, it
went from $9 billion to $232 billion.

What does that mean in terms of the
obligation of the average family? In
1965, that interest cost of a little under
$9 billion amounted to 17.6 percent of
all individual income taxes paid. In
1995, the $232 billion in interest cost
was over 30 percent of income taxes. In
other words, just think about April 15
when you paid your tax bill. Almost
one-third of that was interest on the
Federal debt. What did the Federal
Government get for that? What did we
get for that? Absolutely nothing. That
is just interest on the debt. It did not
buy a single airplane for defense, it did
not buy anything regarding health care
or education or support for the elderly,
or any other Government program that
is of interest to the people of this coun-
try. It just paid the interest on the
debt.

Now, let us compare it to a couple
items in the Federal budget. Let us
compare it to national defense. In 1965,
30 years ago, interest costs were 16.9
percent of the outlays for defense in
that year. But, in 1995, this $232 billion
in interest costs was almost 85 percent
of all outlays for defense. In other
words, here is the defense budget. Thir-
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ty years ago, we paid, in interest,
about 17 percent of what we were pay-
ing for defense. Today, we pay, in in-
terest, 85 percent of what we are pay-
ing for defense. In other words, it is al-
most getting up to the same amount
that we pay for defense, which is the
single largest component of our discre-
tionary budget.

So let us compare it to our discre-
tionary spending. In 1965, interest costs
were equal to 38.9 percent of all domes-
tic discretionary spending. Domestic
discretionary spending is the money we
spend for agriculture, for subsidies, for
health care, for defense, and all of the
other things. But, in 1995, that interest
cost was 92 percent of domestic discre-
tionary spending. In other words, Mr.
President, we paid almost as much in
interest costs as we did for all of the
domestic programs that were funded by
the Federal Government.

So, Mr. President, it is clear that
this interest cost is huge, it is growing,
it is not productive, and it takes
money that could be spent for other
things. As a result of reducing this in-
terest expense, we would all be far bet-
ter off, and it will not happen unless we
pass an amendment to the Constitution
to require a balanced budget.

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, is leader
time reserved?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes.

———

MEDICARE WILL GO BANKRUPT IN
2001

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the Medi-
care trustees have now released their
report on the state of the Medicare
trust fund, and the news is not good.
Instead of going bankrupt in the year
2002, as they had previously forecasted,
the trustees now conclude that Medi-
care will go bankrupt in the year 2001—
just 5 years from now.

For the past year and a half, this Re-
publican Congress has attempted to
deal honestly and forthrightly with the
impending Medicare meltdown. We
have put forward a budget that would
protect, preserve, and strengthen Medi-
care by reducing the unsustainable
rate of growth, while still allowing for
a healthy growth rate.

We did not claim that our plan was
perfect or that it solved a long-term
problem. But it was a real attempt to
alleviate a crisis that will immediately
impact 37 million Americans and will
have repercussions on tens of millions
more.

Along with our proposals to provide
for short-term solvency in the Medi-
care trust funds, I also suggested, on
numerous occasions, that President
Clinton appoint a blue ribbon, bipar-
tisan advisory committee, similar to
the one I served on in 1983 that rescued
Social Security, to help deal with this
long-term crisis in Medicare. I was in-
terested to see that Secretary Shalala
made a similar recommendation today.
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My response to the initial report of
the Medicare trustees was based on my
belief that leadership means more than
just talking about the problem; it also
means doing something to solve it. It is
also clear to me that if we are to be
successful, we must put politics aside
and work on a bipartisan basis.

Unfortunately, President Clinton has
been unwilling to do that. Ever since
the trustees—three of whom are mem-
bers of the President’s administra-
tion—issued their original report, the
administration has chosen to either ig-
nore the warning of Medicare’s impend-
ing bankruptcy, or to engage in a very
sad campaign to frighten America’s
senior citizens.

It is an undeniable fact that the Re-
publican proposal allowed spending for
Medicare beneficiaries to increase from
$4,800 to $7,200 per person over 7 years.
It is also an undeniable fact that in
their ill-fated health care reform pro-
posal the Clinton administration advo-
cated slowing Medicare’s rate of
growth. Despite that fact, however, the
President vetoed our Medicare pro-
posal. We have heard nothing—nothing
at all—but attacks on Republicans for
‘‘slashing and cutting’ Medicare. When
the President was asked not long ago
why he continued to use these terms
even though they are not true—and I
happened to be listening to the press
conference—he said that the media
made him do it. Maybe they did. But he
has been doing it.

With the release of today’s report,
the inescapable conclusion is that,
while the rhetoric flew, Medicare was
put at further risk. Those who say that
talk is cheap should now know that 18
months of misleading rhetoric may
have gained points in the opinion polls,
but it also put Medicare another $90
billion-plus in the red.

The bottom line is that the 37 million
Americans who depend on Medicare de-
serve better. Future generations of
Americans who will need Medicare de-
serve better.

The choice is clear. America’s leaders
can spend the next 5 months focusing
on the next election, thereby allow
Medicare to grow ever closer to bank-
ruptcy; or we can focus on the next
generation, and do what we must to
save Medicare.

It will not be easy nor simple. The
solution cannot be a shell game, mov-
ing money from one part of Medicare
to another. A tax increase is also not
the answer.

I call on the President to come for-
ward with real initiatives so we can
preserve the Medicare Program and to
join with Republicans on a bipartisan
basis, as I have proposed before, to ad-
dress this very serious problem.

So we have 37 million Americans who
depend on Medicare. That is the bot-
tom line. Future generations are look-
ing to whether or not there will be any
Medicare trust fund or any Medicare
benefits. I think we need to fix Medi-
care just as we fixed Social Security in
1983 on a bipartisan, nonpartisan basis.
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I remember walking onto the Senate
floor in 1983 right in that aisleway
when we thought everything had evap-
orated—collapsed. I met Senator MOY-
NIHAN coming in the door. And we
stood here and talked for 2 or 3 min-
utes about we could not let this hap-
pen; there were too many millions of
Americans who depended on Social Se-
curity. So together we got it back on
track. And the end result is we did in
effect rescue Social Security.

Now someone is going to be asked to
do the same with Medicare. I would
call on the President to stop running
the TV commercials, to stop trying to
scare senior citizens, to stop trying to
frighten seniors with some of the ads
paid for by union dues. Millions and
millions and millions of dollars have
been spent on political attacks and TV
attacks on Republicans who want to
fix, preserve, and strengthen Medicare.

Today is the day of reckoning. Today
even the administration says, ‘‘Oh,
well. We ought to fix this.” We are
going to fix it, or it is going to be
bankrupt. And I believe it will be fixed.

So the President now I understand
would like to work it out. He has had
a whole year to bash Republicans, a
whole year to scare senior citizens, and
now he understands—at least the peo-
ple around him understand—the seri-
ousness of this shell game.

So I call on the President to come
forward with real initiative so we can
preserve the Medicare Program and
join with us. As I said, our plan is not
perfect either. Maybe we can come to-
gether. This is a very serious problem.
It is not going to go away. It is not
going to go away. The trustees’ report
is very clear on that particular area. It
is not going to go away. We have to fix
it. We have to stand up and be counted.

We cannot have it both ways. We
cannot scare seniors on the one hand
and fix it on the other. It is time to tell
the American people the truth. It is
time to tell the American people—to
give the American people the facts.

So I would be prepared—I am certain
my colleagues will be prepared—to
work with the administration if in fact
they want to work on a bipartisan
basis. This is serious business—37 mil-
lion Americans who want us to make
progress to do it the right way—to pre-
serve and strengthen Medicare.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Will the distin-
guished Senator yield?

Mr. DOLE. I am happy to yield.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I referred earlier to
the BOB DOLE we know and love. I ear-
lier remarked because he and I have
worked to try to balance this budget
over the years. More particularly I put
in the RECORD a statement, and the
vote and record made of the Greenspan
commission upon which the Senator
served where they recommended that
Social Security after a period of years
be off budget. Of course, the vote the
Senator and I both joined in doing just
that. In 1990 we put it off budget. The
law was signed by President Bush. Now
we have the Senator’s amendment, and
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he got my vote. If we just do exactly
what he intends, I think here in section
7, “total receipts shall include all re-
ceipts of the U.S. Government except
those derived from borrowing.” That
has been interpreted as borrowing from
the public. Why borrow from Social Se-
curity? In other words, we owe Social
Security $5630 billion. These budgets
which have been put out by both sides
all use Social Security. So by the year
2002 we will owe $1.1 trillion.

So you can pick up not only my vote.
By the letter we sent —I have talked to
these Members; five of us, and at least
more—pass this constitutional amend-
ment by just protecting borrowing
from the public but in conformance
with the law which the Senator and I
support; not borrow from Social Secu-
rity. In other words really eliminate
the deficit rather than move the deficit
from the general Government over to
the Social Security fund.

Mr. DOLE. Let me indicate first that
I acknowledge the Senator’s efforts
over the years to face up to the budget
problem. He has demonstrated it with
his votes. I think in this case though—
I do not have the amendment before
me. I know what it says. I think if we
do that over a period of years, others
would like to do it right now—we phase
it out. I think the Senator is saying he
would prefer we do it immediately. We
have been doing it the way proposed
here for some time. Even in the 7-year
budget plan we proposed, of course, we
did not use Social Security.

So our view is—my view on this bal-
anced budget which I will discuss to-
morrow—is that we need to make it
very clear precisely what we are doing
because we need this discipline. We
need to send this to the States, and
give the States a chance to ratify it. If
Kansas does not want to ratify it, or
South Carolina, or Arizona, or Idaho,
that is their right. But if three-fourths
of the States do not ratify the amend-
ment it does not became part of the
Constitution.

I think the Senator from South Caro-
lina also shares our views on Medicare.
He is one Senator who will not stand
here and let Medicare go belly up. I
hope that there will be enough bipar-
tisan support that whatever the prob-
lem is can be remedied and remedied
very quickly.

Mr. HOLLINGS. If the distinguished
Senator will yield, we would not do it
immediately. In other words it would
be part of the Senator’s joint resolu-
tion, or balanced budget amendment,
to the Constitution, and as the Sen-
ator’s comments just indicated it
would go back to the States for several
yvears to be ratified. In the meantime,
it would be in there and protected but
it would not control immediately. And
while they are ratifying we could be
working, as the Senator indicated, to
bring it into line without using Social
Security funds.

So I do not see the harm done if we
could just include that. We can pass
the balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution.

S5819

Mr. DOLE. I would be pleased to look
at anything the Senator suggests. The
Senator from Idaho, I believe, has
about the same approach. At least it
might be the same result obtained by
the Senator from South Carolina. He
will be our next speaker.

———

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT

TO THE CONSTITUTION

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the joint resolution.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE addressed the
Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

KYL). The Senator from Idaho.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. I yield such
time from the time of the Senator from
Wyoming as I may consume.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President,
as we listen to this critically impor-
tant debate on the balanced budget
amendment, we hear all of the dif-
ferent figures. The fact that $19,000 is
owed by every man, woman, and child
currently in America; the fact that we
spend almost $300 billion in interest on
the debt—all of these numbers. But I
have a hard time understanding this.
How do you put that in perspective—
how big is that—in the few moments
that I am going to speak? Because I am
going to make the formal part of my
speech a part of the RECORD. But in the
few moments that I am going to
speak—that is 5 minutes—we will have
$56.56 million in interest payments.

So what does that equate to? That
means that instead of paying that in-
terest we could put 100 police officers
on the street. It means that during
those 5 minutes that I will be speaking
we could instead use that $5.5 million
to immunize more than 45,000 kids in
America. It means that we could pro-
vide a year of Head Start for almost
1,500 kids in America. That is what we
are consuming just in the few moments
that I will be speaking.

Today, as I walked over here, I saw
all the Americans that are visiting this
Nation’s Capitol today. I think it is
tremendous to see the citizens coming
and seeing this Nation’s Capitol. Just
outside the door are the rich portraits
that we have of George Washington and
the Founding Fathers. We think about
our history and what this country is
founded upon. George Washington said
in his farewell address to the Nation
that he warned Congress to ‘‘cherish
public credit and to use it as sparingly
as possible avoiding occasions of ex-
pense.” And Thomas Jefferson, who be-
lieved so strongly in a balanced budget,
said that it was so important ‘‘as to
place it among the fundamental prin-
ciples of government. We should con-
sider ourselves unauthorized to saddle
posterity with our debts and morally
bound to pay them ourselves.”

Those are the principles upon which
this Nation was founded.

So how have we abided by those
words? Are we paying our debts as we
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g0? No. The last time that we had a
balanced budget in the United States of
America I was 17 years old. I now am
the father of a 17-year-old daughter.

It has been a generation since we
have had a balanced budget. We do not
have the discipline, so we need to make
it part of the Constitution.

Now I want to just step back, Mr.
President, and address the big picture.
Again, we mention all these numbers.
But I just hope all Americans realize
that while we try to get a two-thirds
vote in the Senate of the United
States, because it has passed in the
House already, the balanced budget
amendment, that does not mean we
have accomplished a balanced budget
for the country.

That simply means Congress is say-
ing we will now put the question to the
50 States of the Union because we are
the United States of America. We are
not the Federal Government of Amer-
ica, so we place that question before
the 50 States so that the people of
America can affirm whether or not
they feel we should have a balanced
budget amendment.

It is hard for me to understand how
this body can come to the conclusion
that for some reason we must not ask
that question of the American public.
It is inconceivable especially when you
look at the track record of how we
have so poorly spent those finite re-
sources, the dollars of the citizens of
America, because it is not the Govern-
ment’s money. It is the people’s
money, and they should be brought
into this process.

With that, Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
North Dakota has the floor. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized
for 1 hour.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I am
going to yield time to the Senator from
Arkansas, [Mr. BUMPERS] as soon as
Senator BUMPERS comes to the Cham-
ber. Following that, I intend to make
some remarks about this subject.

I see Senator HOLLINGS from South
Carolina is in the Chamber. I listened
intently to Senator HOLLINGS and al-
ways enjoy his presentations. He
knows this subject. As the former
Chairman of the Budget Committee he
has been involved in this subject for a
long, long time. And I think if one
looks at the record of Senator HOL-
LINGS on taxing and spending issues, no
one in this Chamber could credibly
argue he does not want a balanced
budget. No one has been a more vig-
orous fighter for a balanced budget in
the Senate than Senator HOLLINGS
from South Carolina. The point Sen-
ator HOLLINGS has made is there is a
right way to do this and a wrong way
to do this.

This is a copy of the Constitution.
This copy is a little small booklet, the
kind that Senator BYRD, our distin-
guished colleague from West Virginia,
carries with him. He is fond of saying
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this is his contract with America, the
Constitution of the United States.

This, incidentally, was written over
200 years ago by 556 men—>55 white men,
to be exact—who convened in a small
room in a place called Constitution
Hall, the assembly room of Constitu-
tion Hall in Philadelphia, PA. Those 55
men spent the summer writing a Con-
stitution for our country. I was se-
lected to be one of 55 people who on the
200th birthday of the writing of the
Constitution went back into the same
room and held a celebration, a 200th
birthday celebration of the writing of
this remarkable document, the Con-
stitution of the United States. And on
the 200th anniversary, 55 of us went
into that room, 55 men, women, mi-
norities—a wonderfully diverse group
of Americans convened in that room.

That little room up in Philadelphia
has at the front of the room the chair
where George Washington sat—yes, the
very chair sat in by George Washington
as he convened and chaired, presided
over, the constitutional convention.

If you read the accounts of the delib-
erations, Ben Franklin sat over on this
side, Mason, Madison. Thomas Jeffer-
son was not there; he was in Europe.
But he contributed through his
writings enormously to the Bill of
Rights of the Constitution. But you
could not help, while sitting in that
room celebrating two centuries of the
Constitution of the United States, you
could not help getting some goose
bumps about what all of this is about.

This is the longest surviving, most
successful democracy in the history of
humankind. This democracy survives
because the Constitution gives the
power to the people. It is a country
that belongs to the people.

The Constitution starts:

We the People of the United States, in
Order to form a more perfect Union, estab-
lish Justice, ensure domestic Tranquility,
provide for the common defense, promote the
general Welfare, and secure the Blessings of
Liberty to ourselves and our Posterity, do
ordain and establish this Constitution for
the United States of America.

“We the people.” This is quite a re-
markable document in the history of
humankind.

Some in this Chamber view this as a
mere rough draft. We have had over 140
proposals in this Congress alone to
change the U.S. Constitution. I do not
see many people walking around here
who look much like Ben Franklin or
Thomas Jefferson. And I worry that
this Congress on a dozen different ini-
tiatives believes it can improve on the
work of our Founding Fathers, who
created a document that provides time-
less truths about how democracy can
work to serve the interests of the peo-
ple.

I am going to talk about that in the
context of this debate, a debate today
about how to change, or whether to
change, the Constitution in order to
deal with this issue of deficits and fis-
cal policy. But before I begin that dis-
cussion, I want to call on my colleague
from Arkansas, Senator BUMPERS.
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Senator BUMPERS, like a lot of Sen-
ators in this Chamber on both sides of
the political aisle, is someone for
whom I have deep respect. No one has
served this country more honorably
and provided better service in the
cause of democracy than my colleague
from Arkansas, Senator BUMPERS. He
not only is, I think, probably one of the
best orators of the Senate in many dec-
ades; he is a person with a remarkable
depth of knowledge about these budget
issues. He sees where we have been,
where we are heading, what is impor-
tant, what we ought to be doing for the
future of this country.

So I am just delighted to yield what-
ever time he may consume. Let me
yield 20 minutes to the Senator from
Arkansas, [Mr. BUMPERS].

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KEMPTHORNE). The Senator from Ar-
kansas, [Mr. BUMPERS], is recognized
for up to 20 minutes.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, first, I
thank my distinguished friend from
North Dakota for yielding. Second, I
especially thank him for his very gen-
erous laudatory comments, all of which
are true, of course, and to thank him
for his very valiant, noble efforts in the
cause of constitutional government.

He made an observation which I have
made many, many times but frankly
across the Nation seems to fall on deaf
ears, and that is we are the oldest de-
mocracy on Earth. Our Constitution,
which should be sacred to all of us, is
the oldest organic, existing law in the
world, and yet many of my colleagues
want to treat it as an unfinished, rough
draft. Every time we have a politically
popular thing crop up in this country,
everyone wants to amend the Constitu-
tion. Without denigrating specific col-
leagues, nor really denigrating the
Senate as a body, I do not know a sin-
gle person in the Senate that I want to
defer to instead of James Madison,
defer to instead of Benjamin Franklin,
defer to instead of John Adams or John
Jay.

Arthur Schlesinger, one of the pre-
eminent historians of this country, has
said, and I think with a great deal of
acumen and accuracy, in 1787 the
greatest gathering of minds ever as-
sembled under one roof met in Phila-
delphia to craft this document which
we solemnly swear, when we are sworn
into the Senate, we will support and
defend—the Constitution of the United
States.

Is that a sacred, solemn oath we
take, or is it something we do just for
political reasons, because we have to,
or because of legal reasons? I have
heard it said in this body that 83 per-
cent of the people in this country when
asked, ‘“Would you favor a constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budg-
et,” 83 percent of the people say yes.
What they do not tell you is that 83
percent of the people of this country
also say they are contemptuous of poli-
ticians who have to look at a poll in
order to find out what they think.
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The Senator from South Carolina,
from Oregon, the rest of us, have a sol-
emn duty to be educators as well as
legislators. The people of my State did
not all attend law school and study
constitutional law. They have not all
read ‘“The Federalist Papers.”

I am chagrined, irritated, and angry
because in this body we want a con-
stitutional amendment to balance the
budget. We want a constitutional
amendment to limit terms of Senators,
as though the people of your State do
not have enough sense to know who
they want to vote for; or a constitu-
tional amendment that would ban flag
burning; a constitutional amendment
that would require our children to re-
cite certain prayers in school, and on
and on it goes. This is just a snipe
hunt. As a matter of fact, this amend-
ment gives snipe hunting a bad name.

What does this amendment do? SAM
NUNN, our distinguished colleague from
Georgia, when we considered this be-
fore, very thoughtfully added an
amendment saying the courts will not
have any jurisdiction over this. I am
not sure we can legislatively make
that decision here, but assume we can;
that answers the question “Will all
Federal courts have jurisdiction?”
Under the Nunn amendment, they
would not. But let us just assume that,
as my good friend from South Carolina
is wont to say very often in this Cham-
ber, we pass a budget resolution to say
this balances the budget, pat ourselves
on the back, give ourselves the good
Government award, head on home and
tell the constituents how great we are.

But, wait, some person that is ag-
grieved says, ‘‘Look, that budget reso-
lution is based on flawed assumptions
about revenues and expenditures. You
have it all out of kilter.” Would he
have a right to go to court and demand
that Congress do this thing right, the
way the people of this country told
them to do it? I do not know the an-
swer to that.

Will the Congress be required to raise
taxes and cut spending to achieve it?
Can they do it all one way or the
other? I suppose they could, but I am
not at all sure. Numerous questions re-
main unanswered. How does this
amendment force Congress to reach an
agreement about which specific spend-
ing cuts or which tax hikes we should
adopt?

Finally, if you go to court, do you
have standing? And what if the Su-
preme Court says this is a political
question, which they often do where
politicians are involved; where does
that leave it? High and dry, just like
we were last fall.

Mr. President, I have listened to a
good portion of this debate from my of-
fice on C-SPAN. I cannot believe people
come to the floor and they say, ‘I do
not have the courage to make the
tough choices, to vote for a balanced
budget; therefore, please vote for this
constitutional amendment so the
courts or the law will make me do it.”

Frankly, I do not want to get too
strident or partisan about this, but if I
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were sitting on the other side of the
aisle, that is exactly what I would be
saying.

In 1993, every Member in this body,
every single Senator, had a chance to
vote for a meaningful deficit reduction
package. It has been said over and
over, but it bears repeating, that when
we adopted that package in, I think,
August 1993, not one Republican could
find it in his heart to vote to reduce
the deficit by $500 billion. The Vice
President sat in the Presiding Officer’s
chair and cast the tie-breaking vote.
Two-hundred and fifty billion dollars in
tax increases, $250 billion in spending
cuts. You cannot find a better way to
start reducing the deficit. And OMB
said, if you pass this, over the next 5
years the deficit will be $500 billion less
than it would otherwise be.

Mr. President, that turned out to be
grossly wrong. The figure now, accord-
ing to OMB, is $846 billion.

Bill Clinton, to his eternal credit, I
do not care whether you like him or do
not like him, but I can tell you one of
the reasons he is going to be reelected
President is because he did not sit
around waiting for a constitutional
amendment to do something. He sub-
mitted a package of deficit reduction
proposals to this body and we adopted
it without one single Republican vote.

I inform my Republican friends who
are all so enthusiastic about this
amendment today, that deficit reduc-
tion package we adopted constitutes a
reduction not of $500 billion, but $846
billion. So, my Republican friends, my
question is this: Why not repeal it?
You did not like it then. You are try-
ing to kill the gas tax part of it now,
which has to be the silliest thing I have
ever heard. But I want to ask you, why
not repeal it if it was that bad?

We lost two of the finest U.S. Sen-
ators ever to sit in this body because
they voted for that package, and their
opponents took advantage of it and
said, ‘‘He is a taxer and spender.”” They
lost their seats for doing the most cou-
rageous thing any Senator could do.
People sit in their seats today who are
spineless, who did not have the courage
to vote for it.

So I say to my Republican friends,
repeal it and then tell us where are you
going to find $846 billion, because that
is what you have to find.

When Bill Clinton ran for President
he made a promise to the American
people and I thought it was fair. It was
a political promise, of course. Any
promise a politician makes is political.
But he said: You elect me President
and in the first 4 years I will reduce the
deficit by 50 percent. We were looking
at a $290-billion-to-$300-billion deficit
that year, 1993, which turned out to be
$264 billion, and which has been going
down every year.

Because of that bill in 1993, the def-
icit this year is not going to be 50 per-
cent of the projected $292 billion. The
projection was that the deficit would
be $292 billion in 1996. Current figures
place the deficit at $125 billion, not a
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cut of 50 percent, a cut of almost 60
percent.

I can tell you, this fall, if I were
President Clinton, I would keep a
chart, about twice the size of these I
am using, with me every minute of
every day to show the American people
why they should be dancing in the
streets, because a few courageous Sen-
ators screwed up their nerve and did
what they were supposed to do.

What else does this constitutional
amendment require? Nothing, in the
year 2002.

It gives the States 7 years to ratify
it. We do not have to do anything for 7
years.

You know, I think if I were a Repub-
lican, I would probably be taking the
same tact they are. I would be so em-
barrassed about a lack of courage, a
lack of responsibility in refusing to
vote for something responsible, to
bring the deficit down when the chance
finally emerged.

So, what is their solution? Well, I do
not know what kind of a tax cut Sen-
ator DOLE will propose. I have heard
figures up to $600, $700 billion. I do not
know what it is going to be. But here is
their method of balancing the budget:
build a ballistic missile defense system
which will cost American taxpayers $50
billion to $60 billion and deploy it by
the year 2003.

‘“What kind of a system is that going
to be?”

The Republicans respond, ‘“Don’t
know. Don’t have any technology yet,
but we can start spending the $50 bil-
lion.”

The people ask, “Where’s the money
coming from without raising the def-
icit?”

The Republicans reply, “Don’t know.
Find it somewhere.”

What else? The gas tax, repeal of that
4.3-cent gasoline tax we passed in 1993.
It will accommodate the big sport util-
ity vehicles and the vans and the big
trucks. It will encourage people to
drive more and further pollute the en-
vironment, as well as losing about $2
billion.

The people want to know, ‘“Where is
that $2 billion coming from?”’

Again, the Republican response is,
“Don’t know.”

What else? Airline ticket tax. We
conveniently let that lapse on Decem-
ber 31 of this year, and we have already
lost about $3 billion this year on the
airline ticket tax.

“Why haven’t we reinstated it?”’

“Don’t know.”

What does it do? That loss of revenue
raises the deficit by $3 billion.

What other proposals do the Repub-
licans have for balancing the budget?
Well, there is a $7 billion cut for small
business. I can tell you, I yield to no
one in my commitment to small busi-
ness. I used to be a small businessman,
and it was a struggle. I can tell you,
they hurt me every time they raised
the minimum wage. It did not hurt for
very long. Back in those days, you had
to do $250,000 a year in order to qualify,
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and I was not doing that much busi-
ness.

So what are the Republicans going to
do here? They propose $7 billion in ad-
ditional tax cuts for small business. It
is tough for anyone to vote against
that.

What else? Well, we are going to con-
tinue selling Federal lands that belong
to the taxpayers for $2.50 or $56 an acre,
beneath which lies billions and billions
of dollars worth of gold; sell it to them
for $2.50 or $56 an acre and not require
them to pay the taxpayers 1 cent of
royalty. This has been going on since
1872, and you cannot stop it. I know,
because I have tried desperately for 7
years.

It is shameless and unbelievable. Re-
publicans who do not have a mine with-
in 500 miles of their States vote to de-
fend this practice for the benefit of the
biggest mining companies in America.

What else? Continue the shameless
way we let our parks concessions. I
urge my colleagues to listen to this
story. Matsushita Electric Co. bought
Universal. Universal, among other
things, owned the Curry Co., which had
the right to all the concessions in Yo-
semite, National Park. It is a beau-
tiful, beautiful park. Everyone here has
visited it.

As you know, since the memory of
man runneth not, as we lawyers like to
say, the people who own the parks con-
cessions in Yellowstone, Yosemite, and
Grand Canyon took in around $500 mil-
lion to $600 million a year in revenue,
and they returned about $18 million to
the Government.

I say to my colleagues, when we go
home and tell the chamber of com-
merce, ‘‘Please reelect me, and if you
do, I will treat your money just like it
is my own,” that we should consider
this example. I want everyone in the
U.S. Senate who would let a contract
that produces for the person you con-
tracted with $500 million to $600 mil-
lion and you received $18 million to
stand up. I want everyone in the U.S.
Senate who would sell his land that
had $11 billion worth of gold under it
for $2.50 or $56 an acre and not receive a
dime of royalty to stand up. I want all
those Senators to stand up. You told
the Chamber of Commerce you would
treat their money and the public lands
as if it were your own.

Finally, Matsushita bought Uni-
versal. There was a hue and cry in this
country about a Japanese company
owning the concessions at Yosemite.
And $100 million a year, I say to my
colleagues, is what that one produces.
And so the Japanese said, ‘‘Look, we
don’t need all this flack. We’ll just re-
turn it to you.”

So the Parks Foundation said, ‘“Well,
why don’t we take it and we will relet
the contract.”

So they took it and they relet the
contract and the company they se-
lected last year returned $20 million to
the U.S. Treasury, more than all the
others combined have been returning,
because we negotiated a decent con-
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tract. But if you tried to do that on all
the national parks, we have a half a
dozen on this side and about 50 on that
side who will squeal like a pig under a
gate: ‘‘Oh, you can’t do this, you can’t
do that, that’s jobs in my State.”

So we tried cutting taxes and bal-
ancing the budget in 1981, Mr. Presi-
dent. Do you know what we got out of
it? We went from a $1 trillion debt to a
$3 trillion debt in 8 years. It was hog-
wash in the beginning and it still is.
You cannot do it. We did not do it. You
cannot cut taxes massively like we did
in 1981 and hope to balance the budget.
So what are we paying for? If we did
not have to pay interest just on the
debt that was accumulated in the 8
years of Ronald Reagan’s Presidency—
let me repeat this. I ask for 1 addi-
tional minute.

Mr. DORGAN. I yield the Senator 1
additional minute.

Mr. BUMPERS. If we did not have to
pay interest on just the increased def-
icit that was accumulated when Ronald
Reagan was President, we would not be
standing here debating today because
we would have a nice healthy surplus.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Amen.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President,
“thems the facts,” and that is what
brings us here today: using a constitu-
tional amendment as a figleaf, a polit-
ical ploy to keep from making the hard
decisions just as they did in 1993, just
as they will in 1996.

Finally, I am not voting to tinker
with what James Madison did 207 years
ago that has made us the strongest,
longest living democracy in the world.
I am not voting for something that no-
body in this body can explain how it
will work. It is nothing but utter
chaos.

I plead with my colleagues,
snap on this one. I yield the floor.

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, how
much time is remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota controls 32
minutes.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the
Senator from Arkansas has spoken elo-
quently about this issue. I will try to
add some to the debate.

I began the discussion talking about
the Constitution of the United States,
the constitutional convention that pro-
duced the framework for our democ-
racy.

I will discuss what this attempt is
here on the floor of the Senate. Is it an
attempt to balance the budget, as is
being alleged, or it is an attempt to
simply change the Constitution? The
reason I ask the question is there are
plenty of people here in the Senate who
seem to want to support every single
proposed constitutional amendment
that is offered. We have had thousands
of proposed changes to this Constitu-
tion. We have changed it very, very
rarely, and we have made it difficult to
change.

don’t
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One reason for doing that, as the
Senator from Arkansas suggests, is it
is hard to see people walking in this
Chamber who resemble in philosophy
and in spirit Thomas Jefferson, or
James Madison, or George Mason, or
George Washington. So we have made
it difficult to change this document.

This country has taken on too much
debt. That is clear. It is not the case,
as some stand up daily in the Senate
and say, ‘“Well, the American people
must pay their bills every day. They
don’t have any debt.” That is not the
case. This country has $21 trillion in
debt, $21 trillion in debt. There is just
over $5 trillion is U.S. Government
debt, over $4 trillion of consumer debt,
and $4 trillion-plus, nearly $5 trillion of
corporate debt, business debt. It totals
$21 trillion in debt: mortgages for
houses, lines of credit for businesses,
Government debt, bonds, Federal debt.
There is too much Federal debt. That
is not being debated today.

The Senator from Arkansas pointed
out that in 1993 we had a vote here in
this Chamber about debt and deficits.
The Senator asked the question: Who is
willing to stand up and cast a hard
vote, a really tough vote to reduce the
Federal deficit? Who is willing to cast
an honest vote, a vote that says to the
constituents, ‘“‘I'm standing here and
I'm willing to cast a vote to cut Fed-
eral spending now; I'm willing to cast a
vote to increase some taxes now be-
cause that must be done in order to re-
duce the Federal deficit?”’

It was not popular. The political and
popular thing would have been to say,
“Well, if this is heavy lifting, if this is
about really reducing the deficit, if
this is about really increasing some
taxes and really cutting some spend-
ing, count me out. I don’t want to be
part of anything that requires some po-
litical risk. Just count me out.”

But there were a lot of people in this
Chamber who said, ‘“Count me in. Let
me stand up for that. This isn’t about
rhetoric or changing the Constitution.
This is about reducing the Federal def-
icit.”

Do you know that we passed that bill
by one vote, as the Senator from Ar-
kansas said? We did not get one vote
from the other side of aisle, not even
one by accident. You would think occa-
sionally someone would make a mis-
take in this Chamber. We did not get
one accidental vote in this Chamber. I
understand that as well. We had the
majority and we had the ability and
the responsibility to advance the legis-
lation.

I said it before, and I will say it
again, I am pleased I voted for that. It
has substantially reduced the deficit. It
is not easy to do. It is not popular to
do. But it is the right thing to do.

The job is far from over. We have to
continue the effort.

But I find it fascinating that folks
come to this Chamber day after day,
hold up the Constitution, and point
their fingers across the aisle and say,
“We demand you support us to amend
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the U.S. Constitution to require a bal-
anced budget, and if you don’t, you
don’t support balanced budgets.” I find
it fascinating that those same people
come to the Chamber in the very next
breath and say, ‘“‘By the way, we want
to balance the budget, and we also
want to build a new star wars program
for $60 billion.”” The question is, how
are you going to pay for it? They say,
“We don’t know. We want to balance
the budget, but we want to build star
wars.”’

The majority leader was asked re-
cently at a press conference when they
said they wanted to build star wars—
the question from the press was, ‘‘Sen-
ator, how much do you think this is
going to cost? And where is that money
going to come from?”’

The answer from the majority leader
of the Senate was, “Well, I'll leave that
up to the experts.” Translated: ‘I don’t
know. I don’t care.” Defend America,
build a new star wars program. CBO
says it will cost up to $60 billion just to
build it, let alone operate it; $60 billion
just to build it, from the same people
who come here and say they want to
balance the budget. You ask, “What is
this going to cost?”’” They say, ‘I don’t
know. We’ll leave it up to somebody
else.”

Can you imagine them shopping for a
car. They look in a showroom and say,
“I want that yellow one.” Someone
says, ‘‘Aren’t you going to ask how
much it costs?” They say, I don’t
care. Leave it to the experts.”” They do
not care about how much it costs. The
same people that demand of us that we
accept their prescription for the U.S.
constitution because they say they
want a balanced budget, those same
people trot on the floor of the U.S. Sen-
ate with schemes to increase spending
by up to $60 billion for a star wars pro-
gram, schemes to enact all sorts of tax
breaks, most of which will benefit the
upper income people in this country,
and then they tell us, ‘‘Believe us. We
really want a balanced budget.”” Non-
sense.

What they want to do is amend the
Constitution. If they wanted a bal-
anced budget, they have had plenty of
opportunities. They could have voted
with us in 1993 in a proposal that hon-
estly does the things that balance the
budget. It will not be the Constitution
that balances the budget. It will be the
acts of men and women in the Senate
to deal with spending and revenue
issues that will balance the budget.

I will address a couple of issues that
have been raised. Some say, ‘“Well, this
is the same amendment that has been
voted on before. Some of you voted for
it before and did not vote for it this
time. What on Earth is going on?”’

There is a pretty fundamental dif-
ference between this and what was
voted on before. We have voted on con-
stitutional amendments before in the
Senate. I have voted for a constitu-
tional amendment. I voted against a
constitutional amendment, as has the
Senator from South Carolina. I voted
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for the constitutional amendment that
says, let us balance the budget hon-
estly and not misuse the Social Secu-
rity trust funds to do it. I have voted
against the constitutional amendment
to balance the budget that would take
into the Social Security trust funds a
giant scoop and take the money and
shovel it over here into the operating
budget of the United States and misuse
the money.

How would you feel about a business,
any business in your town or any town,
that says, “I'll tell you what. You're
asking me about my financial perform-
ance this year. I'll tell you what. It’s
actually pretty good. I had to take my
employees’ pension money to bring it
over on to the operating statement to
make it income. I made it pretty good
because I took my employees’ pension
fund. All in all, this year did I do pret-
ty well? Yeah, I did, with the employ-
ees’ pension funds being used.”

Show me a businessperson who
stands up and says that, and I will
show you someone who is doing 2 years
of hard tennis in a minimum security
prison in this country. You cannot do
that in this country. You cannot mis-
use pension funds.

Interesting. I was on a television pro-
gram last night that I shall not name:
“Crossfire.” Mr. Novak asked the first
question about the issue of the Social
Security funds. And he says, as others
have said, ‘‘Oh, that’s a bunch of non-
sense. What a hoax.”” Let us talk about
the hoax.

Lots of folks out there today are
working, and working hard. They got
up early, they went to work, they
worked all day, and they finished.
Maybe at the end of the day today they
got a paycheck. They looked at that
paycheck, and it shows that some
money was taken out of that paycheck
to put in the Social Security trust
fund—it is called FICA taxes—put in
the Social Security trust fund. The
promise of the Federal Government is
very simple—this is not rocket
science—the promise of the Federal
Government is, ““We’ll take the money
from your paycheck, and we promise
you it goes into a trust fund—ergo the
word ‘‘trust” is used—and the trust
fund will be used when we need it,
when the baby-boom generation re-
tires.”

I said yesterday that my colleagues
will remember what the baby boomers
are—the war babies. The war babies
were the largest baby crop in American
history. I am told that when folks
came back from the Second World War,
there was an enormous outpouring of
love and affection. As a result, we had
the largest baby crop in America.

When that largest baby crop in
America retires after the turn of the
century, we will have a maximum
strain on the Social Security system.
One of the sober things that was done
in the 1980’s in this Congress was to
say, we will accrue more money in the
Social Security trust funds each and
every year in order to save for the time
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we will need it when the war babies re-
tire.

The result is this year $69 billion will
come in in excess of what is needed this
year in the Social Security system.
That is forced national savings, to be
available when the war babies hit the
retirement rolls.

Regrettably, the majority party says
in their budgeting scheme—and 1
should say also it has happened under
Democrats; and it is wrong under ei-
ther party—that we want to use that
money and use it as an offset to show
it as revenue in order to balance the
Federal budget. We are not going to
have the trust fund; we are going to
put it over here under operating reve-
nues and use it to balance the Federal
budget.

Now, it is interesting. Senator HOL-
LINGS changed the law and he prohib-
ited them from actually putting in
writing what they are doing. So the re-
sult is this. I have here the budget that
was passed by the majority party that
they claim was a balanced budget. It,
of course, is not in balance.

Here is a page from their budget reso-
lution that they wrote—we did not
write, they wrote. It says ‘“‘Deficits,” in
the year 2002: $108 billion. Why would
they put a bill on our desk that says
“Deficits,” $108 billion in the year 2002,
and stand up and crow that they bal-
anced the budget? Why is that the
case? Because they intend to use $108
billion in trust fund money, almost all
from the Social Security trust fund, in
the year 2002 to show this as a zero bal-
ance.

The Senator from South Carolina
prevents them from doing that by law,
so they cannot really put it in writing.
All they can do is intend to do it. You
misuse the money and put in writing
that there is still a $108 billion deficit.
I do not know how that goes over in
your town, but I come from a town of
300 people and they tend to look at the
fine print and they tend to understand
what is happening. You cannot misuse
the Social Security trust fund like that
and claim you balance the budget by
taking money out of trust funds. That
is not the right thing to do.

I have said that there have been
three stages of denial on the floor of
the Senate about this issue. I am still
trying to figure out who claims to be
right. Three Senators—and I will not
name them—three separate Senators
have stood up on different occasions
and said the following three things.
First, there is no Social Security trust
fund. It does not exist. Second, there is
a Social Security trust fund, and we
are not misusing it. We promise. And
third, there is a Social Security trust
fund. We are misusing it. We promise
to stop by the year 2008. Those are the
three stages of denial on the Social Se-
curity issue.

I think the three of them ought to
have a meeting with the rest of their
caucus and figure out, which is it? Is
there no trust fund? Are you not mis-
using it? Are you misusing it and
promise to stop later?
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Of course, we all understand the real
answer. I was part of a group in 1983
that constructed the 1983 reform pack-
age for Social Security. It was one of
the sober things we did in that decade.
We decided to create savings in the So-
cial Security system to be available
when we need them at the turn of the
century. Well, we will not have saved
anything if we stay on this road. And
we certainly will not have saved any-
thing if we allow the majority party to
convince enough people in the Senate
to enshrine in the Constitution a re-
quirement that the Social Security
funds be used to balance the budget.

Now, we have had, essentially, the
same vote on similar documents on two
different years. In 1994 Senator SIMON,
whom I admire greatly, who has been a
proponent of this amendment, said on
the floor of the Senate, ‘“We guarantee
we are not going to use the Social Se-
curity trust funds.”

I said to him that I happen to know
that the constitutional amendment
that you originally offered included a
provision to prevent the use of Social
Security trust funds. I said, ‘“Is that
right?”’ And he said yes. That was his
original position, but he changed it be-
cause it had to be bipartisan and the
other side would not accept that provi-
sion. He said: We will guarantee we will
provide a statutory remedy to prevent
the Social Security trust funds from
being used. We had a vote. I thought
that was fine. We will have a guar-
antee.

The next year, in 1995, a similar reso-
lution comes up, not identical, but
similar. Instead of providing a guar-
antee that they will not use the Social
Security trust funds, we had a vote
that guaranteed they would use the So-
cial Security trust funds and would en-
shrine that in the U.S. Constitution.

What a charade. I would not vote for
that in 100 years. What a total charade.
Then people say, ‘“Well, it was the
same.” It was not the same. The dif-
ference between promising not to use it
and guaranteeing you will use it is a
difference of about a $600 billion misuse
of Social Security trust funds.

I want to finish these comments by
talking just for a moment about some-
thing Abraham Lincoln said. When
they were dedicating the battlefield
cemetery at Gettysburg in November
1863, there were going to be two speak-
ers. Of the two speakers they invited,
one was Dr. Edward Everett, known to
be one of the greatest orators of his
day. He had been president of Harvard
University. He had been a U.S. Sen-
ator, had been a Secretary of State,
and was known to be one of the great-
est orators of his time. He was invited
to speak at this dedication of this bat-
tlefield cemetery. Of course, Abraham
Lincoln was invited to speak at this
battlefield cemetery dedication too.

Dr. Edward Everett was introduced
and he stood up, and the history book
records he spoke 2% hours. After 2%
hours he sat down. Then the President
of the United States was recognized,
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and he spoke for 2 minutes. After he
sat down and was on his way back to
Washington, he wondered to his aide
whether what he said would be long re-
membered. He felt Dr. Edward Everett,
one of the great orators of his time,
had spoken at great length for 2%
hours, and he had gotten up and given
just a couple of minutes.

Of course, the result of that day is
that Lincoln’s address, the Gettysburg
Address, as brief as it was, has become
perhaps the best known and most ad-
mired statement given in the history of
our Nation. At the end of his state-
ment, as brief as it was, was the fol-
lowing:

The world will little note nor long remem-
ber what we say here, but it can never forget
what they did here. It is for us, the living,
rather to be dedicated here to the unfinished
work which they who fought here have thus
far so nobly advanced. It is rather for us to
be dedicated to the great task remaining be-
fore us—that from these honored dead we
take increased devotion to that cause for
which they gave the last full measure of de-
votion; that we here highly resolve that all
these dead will not have died in vain; that
this nation, under God, shall have a new
birth of freedom; and that government of the
people, by the people, and for the people,
shall not perish from the earth.

This is truly government of, by, and
for the people. This document, a docu-
ment we debate today, a document
that some propose we change now, this
document provides the framework by
which self-government works in Amer-
ica. This is not an idle debate. This is
not a vote anyone dare take lightly.

I stand with my colleagues today to
say I stand second to no one in this
country who believes that we need to
set this country back on course, fix the
things that are wrong, celebrate the
things that are right, and believe in
America’s promise. But I will not be
one of those who blithely follow the
windsock, who need to know the direc-
tion of yesterday’s poll or today’s poll
or tomorrow’s poll to figure out what I
shall do next in proposing changing
America’s basic document, the U.S.
Constitution.

Mr. BUMPERS. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. DORGAN. I am happy to yield to
the Senator.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I was
particularly taken by the observation
of the Senator from North Dakota
about the Gettysburg Address, because
Dr. Edward Everett was considered the
greatest orator in America. After he
spoke for 2, 2% hours on a very hot,
steamy day, Lincoln found it very dif-
ficult to stand up and follow a man of
such oratorical skills and national re-
nown. On the train on the way back to
Washington, he thought that he had
been an abominable failure. He could
not imagine people taking his words
very seriously after that oration. Of
course, the rest is history. But I just
want to point out to the Senator from
North Dakota that Garry Wills has
written a great book, just on the Get-
tysburg Address, really more than I
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want to know about the Gettysburg
Address, but it is a fabulous book
which goes into great detail about the
events of that day.

I would like to share one final obser-
vation—and I know the Senator from
North Dakota is as well acquainted
with these figures as I am—when you
stop to consider that there have been
83 or 84 resolutions to amend the Con-
stitution introduced in the U.S. Con-
gress since January 1995, 83 proposals
by Members of this Congress to tinker
with that sacred document. There have
been 2,300 proposed constitutional
amendments since I came to the Sen-
ate. They were like snowflakes falling
when I began serving during the days
of busing and the segregation fight was
still raging. And since the Nation
adopted the Comnstitution, 17,000 have
been proposed. I say that to my distin-
guished colleague to simply point out
the contempt with which so many of
my colleagues hold that sacred docu-
ment.

Well, T have voted for one constitu-
tional amendment since I came to the
Senate 22 years ago. I regret that. But
I can tell you, my record will be intact
when the roll is called on this amend-
ment.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I yield
10 minutes to the Senator from Cali-
fornia, Senator FEINSTEIN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California is recognized.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the Sen-
ator from North Dakota and I thank
the Chair.

Mr. President, on May 23—13 days
ago—there were three votes on budg-
ets. There was one for the Republican
budget, which received a party vote;
there was one for the President’s budg-
et, which received a party vote; and
there was one more on a budget put
forward by the centrist coalition.

Now, one of the things that became
very clear in budget balancing in this
body is that there are different points
of view on both sides of the aisle. Re-
publicans do not tend to support a
Democratic budget, and Democrats do
not tend to support a Republican budg-
et. This was borne out.

Well, for some 6 months, under the
leadership of Senator CHAFEE and Sen-
ator BREAUX, 11 Republicans and 11
Democrats sat down around a table and
said, ‘‘look, we know we have to bal-
ance the budget. How are we going to
do it, and what does each party need to
do?”

Believe it or not, we produced a docu-
ment that came five votes short of
being adopted by this body. With five
more votes, we would not have needed
a constitutional amendment to balance
the budget, and we would have bal-
anced the budget within 7 years. I be-
lieve it is still possible to do succeed.

I support a constitutional amend-
ment to balance the budget. I even
sponsored one, with a number of my
colleagues, last year. But, in my view,
if Congress does not have the will to
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actually balance the budget, it may, at
some point, need castor oil. And that is
all this amendment is. I heard people
on the floor this morning make the
statement that now is the time to bite
the bullet. Now is the time to make the
hard choices.

Does this constitutional amendment
restructure Medicare? No.

Does it restructure Medicaid? No.

Does it bring on welfare reform? No.

Does it provide for ballistic missile
defense? No.

Does it have the tax increases to pay
for one? No.

Does it have a tax cut in it, which so
many want? No.

Does it solve any problem at all? No,
it does not.

It does one thing. It says that the
people of three-quarters of the State
legislatures will vote and decide
whether there will be a constitutional
amendment to balance the budget by
the year 2003.

The bill before us today is the same
bill rejected by this body last year. I
voted against it then because I do not
believe it is the right amendment for
this country, and I will vote against it
today for these same reasons.

Let me give you a couple of these
reasons. A constitutional amendment
cannot possibly be ratified right now in
time to do any good. It would take the
3-year period that I described. The
Medicare trustees announced yesterday
the Medicare trust fund will actually
reach insolvency in 2001—a year earlier
than originally projected. This is a
loud and clear message—or should be—
that we do not have the luxury of wait-
ing any longer to balance the budget.

Additionally, the amendment before
us says that, for all time, the Social
Security trust fund will be stolen to
balance the budget. This body would
send to the States a constitutional
amendment that would utilize the So-
cial Security trust fund, for all time,
to balance the budget.

I think it is painfully clear to all of
us that there is no way to achieve the
goal of balancing the budget in 7 years
without using, to some degree, funds
that really should, by law, be set aside
for Social Security. Our earlier speak-
ers, including Senator DORGAN, Sen-
ator HOLLINGS, and others know it as
well as anyone in this body. Every plan
put forward to balance the budget this
year includes Social Security funds to
some degree or another.

However, today we are considering a
constitutional amendment. The
amendment would permanently use So-
cial Security trust funds to balance the
budget. It allows absolutely no flexi-
bility to protect the solvency of the
trust fund for future generations who
will depend on it. That is not right be-
cause, all during this period, Ameri-
cans will be working and paying pay-
roll taxes for their Social Security re-
tirement. Workers will pay their 6.2-
percent FICA tax to contribute to their
retirement and employers will match
that 6.2 percent. People have a right to
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know that this trust fund will be there
when they retire.

This amendment, by locking into the
Constitution the requirement that So-
cial Security funds are used to balance
the Federal budget, in perpetuity, ab-
rogates that contract with American
taxpayers.

Under this amendment, Social Secu-
rity funds could wind up being used to
pay for general governmental pro-
grams, just as Senator DORGAN spelled
out. It is like taking the pension fund,
if you operate a company, and putting
it on your operating budget. You just
would not do it.

Furthermore, I mentioned earlier
that this constitutional amendment
would have to pass muster with three-
fourths of the States. If you think the
debate in Congress has been difficult on
this issue for the last few years, just
wait until the voters of 50 States, or
the legislatures of 50 States, start de-
bating the permanent inclusion of the
Social Security trust funds in the Fed-
eral budget under this balanced budget
amendment. I venture to say that the
likelihood of its ratification is dim, at
best.

Well, what is the upshot of all of
this? The upshot is that we have the
vehicle to balance the budget, without
altering the Constitution, and we
should just do it.

I want to read this list. This is the
first time I have ever seen this in the
time I have been here. Forty-six Mem-
bers—22 Republicans and 24 Demo-
crats—voted for a centrist budget. The
Republican supporters are: BENNETT,
BROWN, CAMPBELL, CHAFEE, COATS,
COCHRAN, COHEN, D’AMATO, DEWINE,
FAIRCLOTH, FRIST, GORTON, GREGG,
HATCH, HATFIELD, JEFFORDS, KASSE-
BAUM, LUGAR, SANTORUM, SIMPSON,
SNOWE, and SPECTER.

These 24 Democrats voted with the 22
Republicans: AKAKA, BINGAMAN, BOXER,
BRADLEY, BREAUX, BRYAN, CONRAD,
FEINSTEIN, GRAHAM, INOUYE, JOHNSTON,
KERREY, KOHL, LEAHY, LEVIN,
LIEBERMAN, MOYNIHAN, MURRAY, NUNN,
PELL, PRYOR, REID, ROBB, and SIMON.

With the centrist budget amendment,
we were five votes short of achieving
the tax cut Republicans wanted, and
minimizing the cuts in vital programs
that Democrats wanted. We came with-
in five votes of achieving significant
savings for a wide variety of Federal
program. In Medicare, we made enough
changes to assure the solvency of the
trust fund until 2007, and made some
necessary changes in part B, as well.
We took steps to meet the needs of
Medicaid, restructuring the program,
and provide welfare reform while re-
taining a Federal safety net. We also
adopted a balanced tax cut, for individ-
uals and businesses, including edu-
cation, capital gains reform, research
and development tax credits—all put
together in a package that both parties
could buy into.

I was really very disappointed that
there were not five other Members of
this body who could stand up and we
could get the job done.
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I do not believe that a constitutional
amendment, particularly one that in-
cludes the Social Security trust fund,
is ever realistically going to be ratified
by three-quarters of the States. There
are enough people in this Nation who
pay those FICA taxes who do not want
to see their FICA taxes used for any-
thing other than their retirement.

Therefore, I respectfully submit to
this body that the centrist coalition,
which balances the budget in 7 years,
uses the Congressional Budget Office
numbers, does not make unnecessary
and precipitously deep cuts in impor-
tant programs, represents the Nation’s
best interests and is really the way to

go.

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, how
much time is available?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has one-half minute remaining.

Mr. DORGAN. How much time is re-
maining to the Senator from South
Carolina?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Forty-
seven minutes.

Mr. DORGAN. I yield whatever time
I have to the Senator from Oregon, and
I believe the Senator from South Caro-
lina would like to yield as well.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I yield 15 minutes to
the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I thank
my colleagues from South Carolina and
North Dakota.

Mr. President, colleagues, as of now
everyone knows what is going to hap-
pen when the Senate votes on this
measure. The script on this issue has
been published. It is played, and it is
almost like yesterday’s news. There
probably is more likelihood that Mi-
chael Jordan is not going to show up
for the playoffs than there is going to
be a surprise on this issue.

I am here today to say that it does
not have to be this way, my colleagues.
I have introduced along with Senator
HOLLINGS, Senator DORGAN, and Sen-
ator DASCHLE a constitutional amend-
ment to balance the budget that is
identical to the measure introduced by
Senator DOLE, save for one change. Our
measure simply says that you cannot
go out and raid the Social Security
trust fund. You cannot go out and take
$600 billion, money that belongs to
working people, to young people, to
seniors, and use it to balance the budg-
et.

I call our effort—and it has really
been led by Senator HOLLINGS for all
these years. I think that we are the
straight bookkeeping crowd. We are
the crowd that wants some truth in
budgeting. We are the folks who are
saying it is time to end this accounting
fiction which has been perpetrated, as
Senator HOLLINGS has said, in direct
contravention of section 13301 of the
Budget Act.

The Budget Act is clear. There is no
ambiguity about it. It says that you
cannot use Social Security funds to
mask the overall Federal deficit. You
cannot do it. Both political parties un-
fortunately have done it.
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So what we want to do in our
straight bookkeeping kind of effort is
to try to make sure in the interest of
both the cause of balancing the budget
and protecting the Social Security pro-
gram that we do what the law requires,
and we do what is in the public inter-
est.

I happen to think that, if you do it as
we propose, what is going to happen is
you are going to have to make tough
choices on both the budget and Social
Security more quickly.

I have come from a round of town
meetings—and I am sure all of our col-
leagues have—at home. One of the
things I heard consistently is that lots
of folks feel that the Congress has put
off the tough choices—put them off
until after the election, put them off
for years. If you do what we propose,
you bet you have to make some tough
choices, and you have to make them
earlier. Maybe we are going to have to
say no to some pork barrel spending
programs.

I believe that if you wall off the So-
cial Security program, as we propose,
that you do not let the surplus be used
for balancing the budget, and you are
going to see when the Social Security
stands, as it should, separate from the
Federal budget that we have to make
some changes there too. We have a So-
cial Security advisory commission that
is going to report fairly shortly. They
have a number of recommendations.
They are going to be tough for people
to swallow. But let me say that at a
time when more young people think
that they are going to see Elvis than
think they are going to get a Social Se-
curity check that we are going to have
to make some tough choices with re-
spect to Social Security.

So with our proposal—by making
sure that the overall deficit is tackled
responsibly and tackled more quickly—
by walling off the Social Security pro-
gram, as the Congress intended in the
Budget Act, we believe that the coun-
try will get the discipline and tough
choices that are needed, and get them
earlier.

I want to announce also this after-
noon that it is my intention, after fur-
ther consultation with the minority
leader, Senator DASCHLE, and Senator
DORGAN, to ask unanimous consent
after the Senate has voted on the
measure of the majority leader—it is
my desire and my intention—to ask
unanimous consent that our measure, a
constitutional amendment to balance
the budget without raiding Social Se-
curity, be considered immediately
after the vote on the measure offered
by the majority leader.

I think it is time to talk about a con-
stitutional amendment to balance the
budget that has some legs. I think that
we have had enough of this exercise in
failure. The script has been written. We
do not have to conclude this debate
with a debate that fails. We can con-
clude it in a manner that will bring us
real truth in budgeting, will ensure
that the books are kept, and will allow
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us to have a constitutional amendment
to balance the budget.

So let me be clear on this. I and
those that support this measure are
willing to write into law that there
would be a constitutional amendment
to balance the budget. This is not a
statute. This is a constitutional
amendment to balance the budget. And
it is identical to the measure offered by
the majority leader save for one re-
spect.

It is my intent to ask unanimous
consent to have that measure consid-
ered immediately after the vote on this
measure offered by the majority lead-
er. I hope that measure will be consid-
ered. I believe that, if it is considered,
we will get a minimum of 70 votes on
that particular measure.

My source for that appraisal is that
on February 10, 1995—Senator HOL-
LINGS was here, I was not—but on Feb-
ruary 10, 1995, on a measure that in ef-
fect recommitted a constitutional
amendment to balance the budget to
committee to do exactly what Senator
HOLLINGS and I propose now—that par-
ticular measure got more than 80
votes.

I would like to conclude my remarks
in really a bipartisan kind of fashion
by picking up on what the majority
leader said early this week.

The majority leader said early this
week, “If the President wants a bal-
anced budget, we will have a balanced
budget.” I am here to say that, if the
majority leader wants a constitutional
amendment to balance the budget, we
will have a constitutional amendment
to balance the budget. It is a measure
that will get a minimum of 70 votes on
this floor. It is a measure that will
write into law a specific constitutional
amendment to bring about the dis-
cipline the American people want, and
it will be bipartisan. But it also will be
one that will keep faith with our work-
ing people and with our seniors who are
paying those whopper payroll taxes—
15.3 percent between the worker and
the employer. Millions of Americans
pay more in payroll taxes than they
pay in income taxes. They want a bal-
anced budget, but they do not think we
ought to do it by raiding the Social Se-
curity Program. The measure we hope
to get a recorded vote on after the
measure proposed by the majority lead-
er would give us a chance to meet the
desires of the American people for a
balanced budget but one that also en-
sures that their Social Security is pro-
tected.

I thank my good friend from South
Carolina for yielding me this time.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. HOLLINGS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMPSON). The Senator from South
Carolina.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, let
me thank the distinguished Senator
from Oregon. First, I will surprise him
by thanking him for the telecommuni-
cations bill. I welcome him to the Sen-
ate and thank him for introducing a
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constitutional amendment for a bal-
anced budget that does not move the
Government’s deficit over to the Social
Security trust fund.

But more particularly, with respect
to the telecommunications bill, I wish
to thank him for his work. We passed
that bill by an overwhelming majority
here in the House and in the Senate. It
came out of the conference committee
and we reconciled the differences—
which was a very difficult job. And,
just before Christmas the distinguished
Vice President appeared on NBC News,
where he was being interviewed, and
proclaimed, ‘“We now have the infor-
mation superhighway, and I got every-
thing I want.”

Well, that really put the Speaker of
the House into a tizzy, and we, the con-
ferees, were told that our tele-
communications bill was dead. Be-
tween that time, some 10 days before
Christmas, and the first week of Feb-
ruary, Congressman BLILEY and I had
to hold the fort, but we worked in a bi-
partisan fashion. We did not change a
single word.

What really occurred is that our col-
league, Senator WYDEN, won the spe-
cial election out in Oregon, causing the
Speaker of the House to say, ‘‘Heavens,
we have to show we can do something.”’
I said we have an overwhelming major-
ity ready for the telecommunications
bill in the House and in the Senate, and
that is how we got it.

So I think it ought to be stated for
the record that the Senator from Or-
egon was instrumental in ensuring pas-
sage of the telecommunications bill.
And perhaps tomorrow if the Repub-
licans really want a balanced budget
amendment to the Constitution, we
will obtain one. All that is required is
a specific language in section 7 of the
resolution excluding Social Security
funds from deficit calculations. The
present language includes Social Secu-
rity funds. So there is no argument
about the form, the present language
already has exceptions in section T:
“Total receipts shall include all re-
ceipts of the U.S. Government except
those derived from borrowing.”

That has been interpreted as bor-
rowing from the public. But how about
borrowing from yourself, borrowing
from the Social Security trust fund.
All they have to do is change ‘‘from
borrowing’’ to ‘‘from the public and So-
cial Security trust fund.” That is all
we have to add. I and several Senators
on this side of the aisle formally in-
formed the distinguished majority
leader in a letter last year that we
would support a balanced budget
amendment that protected Social Se-
curity. I waited all year long for a joint
resolution that I could amend. We in
the Senate are used to putting an
amendment on anything so you can get
a vote. But oh, no. A constitutional
amendment can only be offered as an
amendment to another joint resolu-
tion. So, I waited and then the flag
burning joint resolution came up in De-
cember.
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And so I said I have an amendment.
In fact, I had two. I had one constitu-
tional amendment that would have al-
lowed the Congress of the TUnited
States to control expenditures in Fed-
eral elections. It would have over-
turned the flawed decision of Buckley
versus Valeo.

My other amendment was a real bal-
anced budget amendment that pro-
tected Social Security, identical to the
balanced budget amendment that the
Senator from Oregon will ask unani-
mous consent to consider tomorrow. I
will be in there supporting the Senator,
and I hope we can work it out. I hope
it is not true that they want to pass up
this opportunity, because it is right
here.

I am tired of the media saying the
balanced budget amendment failed by
one vote, when they know differently.
That is technical reporting, because
the truth of the matter is that they
could easily have picked up at least
five votes if they had agreed to add lan-
guage excluding Social Security.

So I will be working with the Sen-
ator, and I thank the distinguished
Senator from Oregon on his leadership.
I thank publicly, of course, the Senator
from Arkansas, for coming to the floor.
I also want to thank Senator DORGAN
of North Dakota. He understands all
these particular problems and issues,
and he is the most eloquent, I know, in
the Senate on all of them. He gives cat-
egorical leadership and very common-
sense observations, and you can follow
his rationale. I happen to agree with
most of it all the time. The Senator
from California, Senator FEINSTEIN,
has been a leader in trying to do some-
thing about a balanced budget.

But let me go, Mr. President, to
statements made earlier before I forget
them. The distinguished Senator from
Texas, Senator HUTCHISON, got right to
the point saying, why don’t we do
something. She kept talking about
generations in the future and every-
thing else like that.

We tried to do something, not pass it
off in a 7-year passing of the buck. This
constitutional amendment is really
putting off the tough decisions. It is
not biting the bullet or making any
hard decisions. Heck, you can say any-
thing in rhetoric, in language. But
should know from hard experience that
actions speak louder than words.

I came in as a Governor of a State,
where the budget I inherited was to-
tally in the red. We had in the con-
stitution of 1895, still do in the con-
stitution of the State of South Caro-
lina in 1895, ‘“‘thou budget shall be bal-
anced.” But that didn't mean any-
thing. There a number of accounting
gimmicks that they employ like bor-
rowing and moving trust funds.

And so at this particular point, Mr.
President, I want to ask unanimous
consent to list the 48 States with a bal-
anced budget requirement, the type of
requirement, whether it is constitu-
tional or statutory. They are all sup-
posed to be balanced at the end of year.
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The chart lists the balances in the gen-
eral funds and in the transfer funds. So
the States, even with the constitu-
tional requirement, do not a balanced
budget give.

I can tell you here and now, if I say
it once—I have the time, fortunately—
I say it again: A constitutional amend-
ment requiring a balanced budget does
not a balanced budget give. They play
the gamesmanship.

I ask unanimous consent to have this
printed in the RECORD, so we will have
those documents in there to show the
game that the States are playing.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

STATES WITH BALANCED BUDGET REQUIREMENTS

Ending
Balanced

. general  Transfer
State Tope of fequite- — BUIEEL  gyng bl fund (in
1&95 ance (in  millions)

millions)

Alabama Constitutional ...... Y 54
Alaska ... Statutory ... Y 0 2,136
Arizona Constitutional .. Y 270 223
Arkansas Statutory ... Y 0 0
California Constitutional .. Y 683 313
Colorado Constitutional ...... Y 484 484
Connecticut Constitutional ... Y 81 0
Delaware Constitutional ...... Y 374 79.1
Florida Constitutional ...... Y 129 282
Georgia . Constitutional ... Y 224 288
Hawaii Constitutional ...... Y 90 0
Idaho Constitutional Y 3 33
lllinois Constitutional .. Y 331 0
Indiana Statutory Y 679 419
lowa .. Statutory Y 292 116

Kansas Constitutio Y 357
Kentucl Constitutional Y 261 100
Louisiana Constitutional .. Y 146 0
Maine ... Y 4 10
Maryland Y 133 286
Massachusetts Y 179 425
Michigan .... Y 0 1,003
Minnesota Y 1,057 500
Mississippi Y 115 268
Missouri . Constitutional .. Y 473 24
Montana Constitutional .. Y 47 NA
Nebraska Statutory ...... Y 176 21
Nevada ...... .. Constitutional Y 102 100
New Hampshire .... Statutory ..... Y 0 24
New Jersey . Constitutional .. Y 952 263.3
New Mexico Statutory ...... Y 59
New York ... Constitutional .. Y 158 157
North Carolin Constitutional .. Y 892 4236
Statutory ... Y 31 0
Constitutional .. Y 70 828
Constitutional Y 195 45
Constitutional Y 496 39
Constitutional Y 429 66
Rhode Island Statutory ... Y 5 45
South Carolina Constitutional .. Y 589 164.8
South Dakota ....... Constitutional ...... Y 0 11
Tennessee .. Constitutional ...... Y 138 101
Texas Constitutional Y 1,852 9
Utah .. Constitutional .. Y 61 66
Virginia .. Constitutional Y 17 80
Washington Statutory ... Y 559 0
West Virginia .. Constitutional .. Y 64 64
Wisconsin .. Constitutional ...... Y 127 78.2

T.ﬂt\?;mont has no balanced budget requirement and reported a $15 mil-
lion deficit.

2. Wyoming has no balanced budget requirement and reported a $26 mil-
lion surplus.

3. 35 states have constitutional requirements; 13 States have statutory
requirements.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Senator COATS of In-
diana said the amendment will enforce
the discipline, force us to meet our re-
sponsibilities. Of course, that is not the
case at all. On the contrary, I have
been trying to do that. I tried freezing,
I say to the Senator. He is nice to stay
around so I have someone to talk to.
Usually they just go ahead somewhere
else. At least I can talk to C-Span. And
now I see the distinguished Senator
from North Dakota.

I want to read an article. I will not
read the whole article, I will just read
from this, referring to ‘“Ace in the
Hole” in the New Yorker, in the June

S5827

10 issue that has just come out. This is
an article, ‘“‘Ace in the Hole,” by John
Cassidy. I commend it to my col-
leagues for their reading.

Despite some suggestions to the contrary—
notably by the Heritage Foundation, a con-
servative think tank—this year cannot be
compared with 1992, let alone 1980 or 1932. In
the first quarter of 1996, inflation-adjusted
growth in national output, which is the
broadest index of economic performance, 2.3
per cent on an annualized basis; over the full
course of the Clinton Administration, such
growth has averaged around 2.5 per cent a
year. This record is about average for the
post-1973 era but well above the growth rate
of 1.6 percent eked out during the Bush Pres-
idency. A number of other measures also
suggest that the economy is doing signifi-
cantly better than it was four years ago: two
of the most widely followed are the ‘‘misery
index,” which is the rate of inflation added
to the rate of unemployment, and the size of
the federal budget deficit.

At the moment, the unemployment rate is
5.4 per cent, and the inflation rate is 2.9 per
cent. Added together, these numbers produce
a misery index of 8.3, which is an extremely
low number. The last year it was lower was
1968, when the unemployment rate was 3.6
per cent and the inflation rate averaged 4.2
per cent. For much of the nineteen-seventies
and eighties, the misery index well into dou-
ble digits. As recently as 1992, it stood at
10.4.

Perhaps the most important, and least her-
alded, achievement of the Clinton Adminis-
tration is the improvement it has wrought in
the national finances. According to the Con-
gressional Budget Office, the federal budget
deficit for the 1996 fiscal year, which began
last October, will be about $145 billion. This
is a large number, but it is only half the size
of the deficit that the federal government re-
corded in 1992, which was $290 billion. And
these raw numbers don’t tell the full story.
In ranking budget deficits, economists usu-
ally look at them in relation to the size of
the economy. Measured in this way, the fed-
eral deficit this year will be about 1.9 per
cent of the gross domestic product, accord-
ing to the C.B.O. This figure is down from 4.9
per cent in 1992; indeed, it is the lowest such
figure recorded since 1979, the year before
Ronald Reagan was elected, when the budget
deficit was just 1.7 percent of G.D.P.

That takes us to our distinguished
friend, Senator Muskie, who was chair-
man. We had a Democratic House and
Senate. Senator Muskie was chairman
of our Budget Committee, and I was
right in there behind him. I took over
in 1980. So we were working and had
more or less succeeded, under Presi-
dent Carter, in reducing the deficit
from what we had inherited from Presi-
dent Ford. However, in came President
Reagan with Reaganomics and the fis-
cal disaster that we are now experi-
encing.

I tried, during the early 1980’s, what
they called the Fritz freeze. They gave
it a name because I was so intent. I
said every Governor would come in and
he would say let us just take spending
the way it is now and let us just take
this year’s budget for next year. There
would be no cuts, there would be no in-
creases. That way we would save $50
billion at the Federal level.

We tried the freeze. We tried to hold
the line. We could not get it done. I
tried with Gramm-Rudman-Hollings.
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And then I came with a value-added
tax in 1987. There is no question that I
have been trying to head off annual
deficits with about $180 billion in reve-
nues from a b percent VAT.

I went to Darman in 1989, after we
could not get it past the Budget Com-
mittee in 1987. In 1989, when President
Bush took office, I met with Dick
Darman. I had been a close friend of his
father’s, Mr. Morton Darman. We had a
good, heart-to-heart talk.

I said, “By 1992, if President Bush
doesn’t get on top of this monster, it is
growing so, he is going to need the Se-
cret Service.” I said that in a jocular
fashion, but politically that is what
happened to him. “It’s the Economy,
Stupid.” I will put in the chart. There
have been intermittent figures, but the
real deficit then was $403.6 billion.

That is without using those trust
funds, $403. So we were up, up and
away.

I got a nice note from the President,
President Bush, that he just did not
think it was timely and he wanted to
get himself more stabilized in office.

Again, when President Clinton took
office, I went. I will never forget the
conference that we had. When I sug-
gested a VAT for the deficit and the
debt, President Clinton said, ‘I got a
call last night from Lane Kirkland.
The AFL-CIO has its annual meeting
at Bal Harbour, in Florida. He said
that he would go along with a VAT for
the deficit and the debt.” And I said,
‘““Heavens above, Mr. President, that’s
who opposed me.”’

I came before the Finance Committee
and testified for a value-added tax. I
had the experts there and everything
else to answer all the econometric
issues and questions. It was the AFL
that said, “Wait a minute, this is re-
gressive, regressive, a heavy burden,
and everything else.” Of course, every
industrialized country has a value-
added tax. Our competition in Europe
has a VAT. You cannot be a member of
the European Economic Community
unless you have a value-added tax. Out
in the Pacific rim, every country there
has a value-added tax. In Korea, for ex-
ample, it is 25 percent. So the competi-
tion is economically succeeding. They
have 5 percent in Japan. They will be
the largest economy, according to
Eamon Fingleton in ‘Blindside,” by
the year 2000. They are presently a
larger manufacturing nation than we
are here in the United States.

So I said it would solve our deficit in
the balance of trade because it is
rebatable at the bottom, at the border.
So if you produce something here
today in Washington, this desk and
chair, for $500, you will pay all the cor-
porate taxes, all the income taxes, all
the sales taxes and everything else. If
you ship it to Paris, France, they will
add on a 17 percent VAT and sell it.
But, if you produce that same chair
and desk in Paris, France, they add a
17 percent value-added tax, a VAT at
the time of manufacture, but when it
leaves the port at Le Havre to come to
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Washington, DC, they subtract or re-
bate the 17 percent.

So you can see the tremendous ad-
vantage to move the industry offshore.
We have been talking about slave
labor, about child labor, about 27-
cents-an-hour labor down. But let’s
talk about the advantage they have in
Europe and in the Pacific rim where
they employ value added taxes.

I have introduced this legislation
again in this Congress. That particular
bill now, Mr. President, is S. 237. It is
in the Finance Committee.

When the distinguished Senator from
Texas, Senator HUTCHISON, says, ‘‘Let’s
do something now,”” let’s go to the Fi-
nance Committee that the majority of
the Republicans control. I will testify.
We will get the expert witnesses, and
we will get something done. We do not
have to wait 7 years on States to find
out whether or not we are going to
meet our responsibilities.

I really resent the idea of us like a
crowd up in the grandstand hollering,
“We want a touchdown, we want a
touchdown, we want a touchdown,”
when we are the team, we are on the
field.

Mr. WYDEN. Will the Senator yield
just for a question?

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes.

Mr. WYDEN. It seems to me that
what you are saying is this is just
about budget discipline.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes.

Mr. WYDEN. This is about making
tough choices, and you can make them
in a variety of ways. I said the other
day that I thought some of what was
going on in this town was like a hot-
fudge-sundae approach to dieting. You
can have tax cuts, you can have new
weapons systems and then somehow
say the books are going to balance. It
is like having six or seven hot fudge
sundaes a day and still lose weight.

I think what you offer in your impor-
tant remarks is, this is about budget
discipline, and you are going to suggest
a variety of ways to do it.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Exactly. I thank the
distinguished Senator. Let’s make the
record on the hot fudge sundae.

At the present time, the Dole agen-
da—and I repeat this and I got into it
this morning—was the repeal of the 4.3-
cent gas tax. That is $30 billion. The
missile defense system is $60 billion.
The across-the-board tax cuts, $600 bil-
lion.

So that is what we are up against;
$690 billion that is in the Presidential
campaign and, whoopee, ‘I have to get
elected because I can cut the revenues
another $690 billion. And, incidentally,
I get another $600 billion from the So-
cial Security trust fund.” When the
smoke has cleared, we are down well
over a trillion bucks.

What a charade. What a fraud. How
can anybody be serious and stand up
here? But they all have the same sing-
song. Let me go quickly, because we
are going to run out of time.

They all come in here with the same
stock phrases—Thomas Jefferson, chil-
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dren and grandchildren, first balanced
budget in 30 years, largest tax increase
in history. The largest tax increase in
history, one more time—I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the
RECORD ‘‘Fiddling with the Numbers,”
by Judy Mann.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post]
FIDDLING WITH THE NUMBERS
(By Judy Mann)

Gov. Christine Todd Whitman, the Repub-
lican meteor from New Jersey, had the un-
usual honor for a first-term governor of
being asked to deliver her party’s response
to President Clinton’s State of the Union
message last week.

And she delivered a whopper of what can
most kindly be called a glaring inaccuracy.

Sandwiched into her Republican sales
pitch was the kind of line that does serious
political damage: Clinton, she intoned, ‘‘im-
posed the biggest tax increase in American
history.”

And millions of Americans sat in front of
their television sets, perhaps believing that
Clinton and the Democrat-controlled Con-
gress had done a real number on them.

The trouble is that this poster lady for tax
cuts was not letting any facts get in her way.
But don’t hold your breath waiting for the
talk show hosts to set the record straight.

The biggest tax increase in history did not
occur in the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1993. The biggest tax increase in post-
World War II history occurred in 1982 under
President Ronald Reagan.

Here is how the two compare, according to
Bill Gale, a specialist on tax policy and sen-
ior fellow at the Brookings Institution. The
1993 act raised taxes for the next 5 years by
a gross total of $268 billion, but with the ex-
pansion of the earned income tax credit to
more working poor families, the net increase
comes to $240.4 billion in 1993. The Tax Eq-
uity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982, by
comparison, increased taxes by a net of $217.5
billion over 5 years. Nominally, then, it is
true that the 1993 tax bill was the biggest in
history.

But things don’t work nominally. ‘A dol-
lar now is worth less than a dollar was back
then, so that a tax increase of, say $10 billion
in 1982 would be a tax increase of $15 billion
now,”’ says Gale. In fact, if you adjust for the
48 percent change in price level, the 1982 tax
increase becomes a $325.6 billion increase in
1993 dollars. And that makes it the biggest
tax increase in history by $85 billion.

Moreover, says Gale, the population of the
country increased, so that, on a per person
basis, the 1993 tax increase is lower than the
one in 1982, and the gross domestic product
increased over the decade, which means that
personal income rose. ‘‘Once you adjust for
price translation, it’s not the biggest, and
when you account for population and GDP, it
gets even smaller.”

He raises another point that makes this
whole business of tax policy just a bit more
complex than the heroic tax slashers would
have us believe. ‘“The question is whether
[the 1993 tax increase] was a good idea or a
bad idea, not whether it was the biggest tax
increase. Suppose it was the biggest? I find it
frustrating that the level of the debate about
stuff like this as carried on by politicians is
generally so low.”

So was it a good idea? ‘“We needed to re-
duce the deficit,” he says, ‘“‘we still need to
reduce the deficit. The bond market re-
sponded positively. Interest rates fell. There
may be a longer term benefit in that it
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shows Congress and the president are capable
of cutting the deficit even without a bal-
anced budget amendment.”’

Other long-term benefits, he says, are that
“more capital is freed up for private invest-
ment, and ultimately that can result in more
productive and highly paid workers.”’

How bad was the hit for those few who did
have to pay more taxes? One tax attorney
says that his increased taxes were more than
offset by savings he was able to generate by
refinancing the mortgage on his house at the
lower interest rates we’ve had as a result.
The 1993 tax increase did include a 4.3-cent-
a-gallon rise in gasoline tax, which hits the
middle class. But most of us did not have to
endure an income tax increase. In 1992, the
top tax rate was 31 percent of the taxable in-
come over $51,900 for single taxpayers and
$86,500 for married couples filing jointly. Two
new tax brackets were added in 1993: 36 per-
cent for singles with taxable incomes over
$115,000 and married couples with incomes
over $140,000; and 39.6 percent for singles and
married couples with taxable incomes over
$250,000.

Not exactly your working poor or even
your average family.

The rising GOP stars are finding out that
when they say or do something stupid or
mendacious, folks notice. The jury ought to
be out on Whitman’s performance as gov-
ernor until we see the effects of supply side
economics on New Jersey. But in her first
nationally televised performance as a
spokeswoman for her party, she should have
known better than to give the country only
half the story. In the process, she left a lot
to be desired in one quality Americans are
looking for in politicians: honesty.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin-
guished Chair. So we know from all the
quotes from the Wall Street Journal,
the New York Times, and everything
else that the largest tax increase was
back in 1982 under the chairman of the
Finance Committee, the Senator from
Kansas.

The first balanced budget in 30
years—I showed the two letters that we
put in from the Director of the Con-
gressional Budget Office, June O’Neill.
One day in October of last year on the
present 1996 budget, she had a slight
surplus, and then 2 days later when we
reminded her of section 13301, she said
it is a $105 billion deficit.

The distinguished Senator from
North Dakota did it in more dramatic
terms. Here, again, my colleagues
should look at this year’s budget reso-
lution, Senate Concurrent Resolution
57. Turn to page 5: Fiscal year 2002,
deficits, $108.3 billion.

Come on, how can you keep on saying
the first balanced budget when the doc-
ument itself shows a deficit. You talk
about backloading. The President had
a backloaded budget. Almost two-
thirds of the cuts in that particular
phony budget was to occur after the
second Presidential election, the last 2
years. Two-thirds of it. It ought to be
ashes in their mouths.

So there they are with their first bal-
anced budget in 30 years. All the chil-
dren and grandchildren—come on, it is
us.

You can look at these particular
charts and you can see at a glance,
even with the President halving the
deficit—and he is the only President
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who has—spending on interest costs
continue to rise. The interest costs
during the last 4 years has gone up $50
billion. That is just interest costs; that
is spending on automatic pilot.

We have increased these costs, forc-
ing the American people to pay more
and get less. We are getting hit now; I
cannot fully fund women, infants, and
children feeding and Head Start and
title I for the disadvantaged and stu-
dent loans and get the economy re-
built, do the bridges, the highways, ex-
pand the airports, and strengthen our
economy. I talked about that early this
morning. Why can I not do it? Because
my money is going to interest costs on
the national debt.

President Reagan promised a bal-
anced budget in 1 year. He came in and
said, ‘““Whoops, this problem is way
worse. I'll do it in 3 years.” But, Mr.
President, instead he added almost $270
billion in forced spending for nothing.

The interest cost on the national
debt after 217 years of history in 1981
was $74.8 billion. Let’s call it $75 bil-
lion. Now it is projected at $344 billion.

He has added almost $270 billion in
unnecessary spending that we get noth-
ing for. We cannot get funds for prisons
or the environment. In fact, it just was
pointed out, if he had done what he
promised—and they all say ‘‘President
Clinton promised; President Clinton
promised; President Clinton prom-
ised”’—if Reagan had carried out his
particular promises, what would we
have done? We would be talking about
a surplus around here.

So the unmitigated gall of this crowd
that comes aboard—the freshmen. It
reminds me of a saying in the Navy
during World War II, “When in danger,
when in doubt, run in circles, scream
and shout.”

And they come down and get their 2-
hour session. I do not know if I have all
the time to go down through, because I
was making notes. We need to focus on
the problem at hand. It is not Social
Security which is presently in surplus.
It is not Medicare that the distin-
guished majority leader saw fit to
come in and talk about. Medicare is in
surplus until 2001, they say, which is
what it was when President Clinton
came to office.

So we have not gone backward. We
had gotten it up to 2002 when Senator
ExXoN and I voted for the 1993 $57 billion
cut in Medicare. That is what we did in
1993.

So we have been cutting spending
and making progress. As Senator
HUTCHISON says, we ought to really do
something. They all come in with
“children and grandchildren, children
and grandchildren,” that is on some
silly pollster’s chart; it is like parrots
at a pet store. Then quoting Thomas
Jefferson. Ha. They ought to quote
Lyndon Baines Johnson. He was con-
scientious. He was being blamed for the
Great Society, the War on Poverty, and
the war in Vietnam.

I pointed out how Senator DOLE
voted back in 1968 as a House Member
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for, what, a 10-percent surcharge on in-
come tax for individuals and corpora-
tions, $6 Dbillion in spending cuts,
$200,000 in employees’ cuts, extended
excise taxes, and everything else. But
we did it. We balanced the budget.

We do not have to go to what Thomas
Jefferson said and a constitutional
amendment that puts off everything,
passing the buck to the legislatures,
and the people generally arguing again
for another 7 years with interest costs
of $353 billion. I can tell you now the
interest cost will be over $500 billion by
the time they get their so-called con-
stitutional amendment if they can get
it.

Mr. President, right to the point, do
not quote Jefferson on that. Quote Jef-
ferson on what he said: If between a
free press and a free government, I
would choose the former. Jefferson’s
point was, you can have a free govern-
ment, but unless you have a free press
to keep the politicians honest, it is not
going to stay free long. That is what is
occurring. The free press has joined in
the conspiracy with the politicians in
making the news, getting polls, report-
ing ahead of time, making more news.
You cannot get them to report the true
deficits that we have, the true interest
costs that we have, the true initiatives
that we make and have made.

There is the ‘‘Balance the budget.
Who stands for a balanced budget?”’
when the only gentleman in this city
that has done something about it, and
cannot be blamed, is President William
Jefferson Clinton. You can blame me. I
have been here. I am in my 30th year.
You can blame the Senator from Ne-
braska or some of the Senators that
have been here before 1992.

January 1993 is when President Clin-
ton came to town. We are the ones who
gave him the spending on automatic
pilot, this horrendous debt, the horren-
dous interest costs. What does he do?
He faces up to the task. He brings in
his Vice President and he gets every
Democrat to vote for $500 billion in
spending cuts, increasing taxes on liq-
uor, beer, cigarettes, and increasing
taxes on gasoline, increasing taxes on
Social Security.

Who is really serious about Social
Security? The Senator from Pennsyl-
vania came here and said, ‘“You are
trying to hide. You’re trying to hide,”
he said, ‘‘hide behind Social Security.”
Who is hiding? Old Joe Louis said,
“You can run, but you can’t hide.”” The
Senator from Pennsylvania.

We made it crystal clear. We have it
written in the law. What you are trying
to do is hide, in section 7, the repeal of
that law. You are the one that is hid-
ing. You are the one that wants to
move the deficit from your political ac-
counting in the Government over to
the Social Security trust fund and
decimate the program. That is exactly
what has been going on.

Mr. President, how much time do I
have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina has 6 min-
utes.



S5830

Mr. HOLLINGS. I would gladly yield
to the distinguished ranking member
of our Budget Committee. I thought he
was eloquent. I thought he made a
masterful statement that was common
sense. Out in the Midwest they think
that way. I would be glad to yield to
the distinguished Senator from Ne-
braska if he would like a little bit of
time in the remaining few minutes I
have.

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. EXON. I thank very much my
great friend and colleague from South
Carolina, whom I have admired ever
since I came here 18 years ago. I served
under him on the Budget Committee,
and I served under him in his chair-
manship of the Commerce Committee.
We have worked together for so very
long on the budget problems of the
United States of America. But I simply
say that I wish everybody who serves
in Congress had his head screwed on as
correctly as does the Senator from
South Carolina.

During all of this rancorous debate
about who is to blame, I am reminded
once again of that time—it must have
been in 1979—when Jimmy Carter was
President of the United States. I be-
lieve the Senator was on the Budget
Committee and Senator Muskie served
as chairman. I remember well the
statement that the Senator made when
the President of the United States
called us down to the White House. The
President was very alarmed by the fact
that the deficit for that particular fis-
cal year was likely to go over $100 bil-
lion, and if we did not arrest what we
were doing, we were going to exceed in
the next year or two $1 trillion—the
horrible $1 trillion figure—on the na-
tional debt. I do not know what the in-
terest on the debt was at that time, but
obviously it was small compared to
what we are now paying.

So the Senator from South Carolina
is accurate in explaining what he did
with regard to the remarks that have
been made on the floor of this Senate
today.

We are not here to find fault. We are
here trying to solve a problem. But the
problem we have been sinking into over
the years goes back to the time when
supply-side economics was ushered into
this body, when Ronald Reagan became
President of the United States.

As the Senator from South Carolina
just said, President Ronald Reagan,
who is an honorable man, said when he
came into office that he was going to
balance the budget in 4 years. The facts
of the matter were that the budget
went out of balance in those 4 years
faster than it has gone out of balance
any time in the whole history of the
United States of America.

The facts of the matter are, while
there has been so much criticism of the
President of the United States today,
it should be remembered and written
indelibly, so it will not be forgotten,
that under this President we have had
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3 successive years of deficit reduction,
from a figure of about a $300 billion
shortfall in the budget each year, down
to about $130 billion. That is what Bill
Clinton has done.

So Bill Clinton is the one who has ac-
complished reducing the deficit faster
than any President, probably going
back to Harry Truman or Lyndon
Johnson. We still have a major problem
on our hands. It goes back, and all of
this crying and moaning today goes
back to that period in the early 1980’s
when the United States of America was
under $1 trillion in national debt and
was under $100 billion a year in the an-
nual deficit.

That rose appreciably. And as the
Senator from South Carolina has said
time and time again, if we had not run
up those deficits that were run up
under Ronald Reagan, the budget
would be balanced today, would be in
surplus today, and we would not have
all the concerns that we do have about
future solvency of Social Security and
Medicare.

So I simply say that the reason I am
not going to vote for the constitutional
amendment to balance the budget, as I
elaborated on to some extent earlier
today, is the fact, Mr. President, that
this is a sham. This is a political sham
where the U.S. Senate is being used as
a tool in the Presidential race. Unfor-
tunately, that is not the way to run
the Government and that certainly is
not the way to run our budget. I do ap-
preciate very much the Senator yield-
ing me time.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, how
much time do I have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Accord-
ing to the timekeeper, Senator EXON
had 2 minutes reserved for him; so
using those 2 minutes, there would still
be 2 minutes left.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I yield the
balance of my 2 minutes to my friend
from South Carolina.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin-
guished Senator.

In the 2 minutes I will read from the
daddy rabbit of Reaganomics where
they start talking about growth now,
David Stockman:

The root problem goes back to the July
1981 frenzy of excessive and imprudent tax
cutting that shattered the Nation’s fiscal
stability. A noisy faction of Republicans
have willfully denied this giant mistake for
fiscal governance and their own culpability
in it ever since. Instead, they have inces-
santly poisoned the political debate with a
mindless stream of antitax venom while pre-
tending that economic growth and spending
cuts alone could cure the deficit. It ought to
be obvious by now that we can’t grow our
way out.

With the time left I see the distin-
guished colleague from Texas, the sen-
ior colleague from Texas. I know we
will hear a lecture about who is in the
wagon. It is the contention of the Sen-
ator from South Carolina that it is the
Senators and Congressmen in this
wagon. We have been in the wagon for
15 years, spending $270 billion for noth-
ing, having a wonderful time, and now
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with this so-called balanced budget
amendment we will get from a wagon
into a limousine to ride around the
countryside and tell them how we bit
the bullet and something will happen
two Presidential elections from now.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I yield the
senior Senator from Texas 2 minutes.

Mr. GRAMM. Let me say to my dear
colleague from South Carolina that I
do not want to talk about who is in the
White House. I want to change who is
in the White House. Today I want to
talk about drought.

————
THE DROUGHT

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, we have
45 million bushels of feed grain in
emergency reserve in the United
States. We pay $10 million a year in
rent to store that feed grain. We have
a major drought in many parts of the
country. Obviously, much of it is cen-
tered in my part of the country. I
thought last night we had worked out
an agreement whereby we could pass a
resolution calling on the Secretary of
Agriculture to release this emergency
feed grain to let it flow into the mar-
ket and flow to people who are being
forced to liquidate their Ilivestock
herds because they cannot obtain food.

It is my understanding that we have
now worked that out. I think it is very
important this resolution pass tonight.
This is not going to make it rain in
Texas, Oklahoma, and Kansas. It is not
a solution for the kind of divine inter-
vention that we need in eliminating
the drought, but it is a small step in
the right direction. I hope this resolu-
tion tonight will pass. I was dis-
appointed the Democratic leader ob-
jected to it yesterday. We could have
sent good news out last night. I hope
we can do that tonight.

In addition, Senator HUTCHISON and I
hope, tonight, to pass a resolution on
haying on conservation reserve land. If
you will remember, the President wise-
ly, in an action that I applauded, al-
lowed people to put livestock on con-
servation reserve land. We want to let
them hay it in drought areas. I think
that is also a step in the right direc-
tion.

I thank the distinguished Senator for
yielding.

——————

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT
TO THE CONSTITUTION

The Senate continued with consider-
ation of the resolution.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the amount of time
the Senator from Texas used not count
against the total remaining time Re-
publicans have on the balanced budget
debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, for a good
number of hours today the Senate has
been involved in what is an important
debate, the issue of a balanced budget
amendment to our Constitution.
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Before I begin, I want to acknowledge
the hard work and leadership of several
Members of the Senate and the House
who have devoted many years of effort
on behalf of this legislation. These
have included Senator THURMOND, Sen-
ator HATCH, and of course the distin-
guished majority leader, Senator DOLE,
on our side of the aisle; Senator SIMON,
who is a true statesman and friend, and
Senator HEFLIN, on the other side; and
Congressmen STENHOLM and SCHAEFER,
the House authors of this amendment.

This legislation has come a long way.
In 1982, the Senate voted 69 to 31 to
pass a balanced budget amendment. It
fell 46 votes short in the House. Last
year, the House passed it by 300 votes
to 132. It lost here in the Senate by a
single vote. Of course, we know that
Senator DOLE changed his vote to pre-
serve the right to move for reconsider-
ation.

We are now in reconsideration of
House Joint Resolution 1. That was
after six Democrat Senators switched
their vote and opposed the same lan-
guage that they had voted for 1 year
earlier. This is an issue, Mr. President,
that is not going to go away. If it is not
going to be this Congress, it certainly
is going to be the next Congress or an-
other Congress very soon that has to
deal with this issue.

There is a very simple reason why it
will not go away, because we are not
here to decide whether there will be a
balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution, we are here to decide
whether the American people ought to
have a right to express their will on
this issue. In other words, under article
V of the Constitution, we in Congress
may only propose amendments to the
States for ratification.

That is what we are here to do. The
reason I think, Mr. President, this will
not go away is because in 1982, 63 per-
cent of the American public said this
was an issue that ought to be addressed
by Congress passing a balanced budget
amendment and sending it to the
States. In a Gallup Poll just within the
last week, by 83 percent to 14 percent—
a 6 to 1 margin—they said they support
the balanced budget amendment and it
is time we deal with this issue. In other
words, the American people, by a very
large majority now, say to the Con-
gress of the United States, “‘Give us
the right to choose.”

Tomorrow when we vote on this, it
will be Democrats on the floor of the
U.S. Senate that will refuse the Amer-
ican people the right to choose whether
to ratify this amendment. Those who
oppose the amendment, those who seek
to postpone the day of reckoning when
this Government must deal with this
issue are simply not recognizing their
moral obligation to respond as they
should to this issue.

Why is it happening now, that the
Senate will not pass this amendment?
Why will some in the opposition not
stay true to where they were on this
issue over the last good many years?
By that, I mean, Mr. President, acting
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in a bipartisan way. Why does this
issue appear to have become so par-
tisan?

The balanced budget amendment to
our Constitution has always been a bi-
partisan issue. It is now clearly par-
tisan. The President put tremendous
pressure on Democrats in 1995. That is
why six Senators switched to ‘‘no”
votes from their previous history of
‘“‘yes” votes. We know that. The record
ought to be awfully clear that is what
happened. Up until that time, we al-
ways had that strong bipartisan major-
ity in support of the amendment. Last
year, for example, 72 Democrats in the
House voted for it; 14 Democrats in the
Senate voted for it.

I think, Mr. President, it is truly sad
and certainly frustrating when you
think you have agreement on such a
fundamental principle of government,
only to see Senators change their
votes. This is not a partisan issue but,
I think, a moral issue, a moral impera-
tive, a responsibility of this Senate, to
at least allow the American people to
express their will. Now we find the only
response is that the welfare state men-
tality of this administration, and trag-
ically enough, those who now oppose
this amendment, now want to politi-
cize it. I am afraid that is how the vote
will come out.

There are two reasons why the bal-
anced budget amendment was defeated
in this past year. In this 104th Con-
gress, the party whose majority and
leadership opposed the balanced budget
amendment no longer had control of
the Congress. They could always ma-
nipulate the vote in the past. They
could always assure it would not pass.
This year, by a change in the elec-
torate, the American people, and most
importantly, the Congress, and always
the interest groups involved, knew the
Congress was firing with real bullets.
The liberal special interest groups who
are feeding off big Government spend-
ing and sending the bill to our children
realized we were the closest ever to
sending a balanced budget amendment
to the States.

That is when the President said to
his friends here on the other side, “You
have to block this. You have to stop
this.” That is why six Senators who
had been with us before backed off,
changed their tune, found an excuse to
say something different, switched their
vote from a yes to a no. This President,
who had never really been for a bal-
anced budget, was able to call the tune.
Tragically enough, he and his col-
leagues denied the American people an
opportunity to choose. The President
who sent us a so-called balanced budget
with an $81 billion deficit in the year
2002 is the one that is now denying the
American people their constitutional
right to decide this issue.

I simply call on President Clinton to
release his hostages, if you will, to re-
lease the “BBA 6’ that once were with
us, the Balanced Budget Amendment
Six, who once sat on the other side,
proud to vote for a balanced budget
amendment.
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I say, Mr. President, let our col-
leagues go. Let the American people
have a chance to decide. That is really
what this effort is all about. Con-
gresses do not enact constitutional
amendments; they only propose.

But you would think, from the de-
bate you heard today, that the vote to
be cast on the floor of this Senate to-
morrow will be the deciding factor that
crumbles the Government, destroys the
budget.

No, it will not be that at all, Mr.
President. What passing this amend-
ment would do is launch one of the
most important national debates in the
history of our country—a debate that
would occur in every capital city in
every State in our Nation among the
legislators of that State, as to whether
this Government balances its budget,
and whether the people have a right to
tell us to do so—as I think they ought
to have.

Those six flip-floppers—those who
voted against the amendment when
they previously had all been for it—
used a very interesting word, a neat
little three-letter word, the ‘‘but” word.
They used that three-letter word some-
thing like this: “‘I am for balancing the
budget, but not this way.” “I am for a
balanced budget amendment, but not
this one.” “‘I was for a balanced budget
amendment last year, but”—but—"I
discovered a new reason to be against
it this year.”

Mr. President, the amendment was
not any different in March 1995 from
what it was in March 1994. Why did
they change?

The politics changed. The politics
changed dramatically in the fall of
1994, and, as I said, they knew that we
were now firing with real bullets, and
the chance to send a balanced budget
to the American people was, for the
first time, truly a real likelihood.

Members of this body may have read
a book written a few years ago by a
former staffer of the Democrat Speaker
of the House, a book on ‘‘Inside-the-
Beltway Political Gamesmanship.” It
had an entire chapter devoted to the
following rule, Mr. President:

When you are losing the argument,
concede on the principle and continue
to fight over the details.

The balanced budget amendment op-
ponents, obviously, have read the book,
memorized that rule, and are today im-
plementing it on the floor of the U.S.
Senate.

Now we have at least 72 Senators who
say that they agree on the principle of
a balanced budget amendment. But
fewer than the 67—the two-thirds nec-
essary—that will ever vote for the pas-
sage of one.

Now there appear to be 90 or 100 Sen-
ators who say, ‘“Well, now, we agree on
the principle of a balanced budget.”
But there are more than enough votes
to sustain the President’s veto when,
in fact, he vetoes a real balanced budg-
et. In other words, when you are losing
the argument, concede on the principle
and continue to fight on the details.
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Mr. President, I respect the sincerely
held opinions of those who have come
to the floor and oppose any balanced
budget amendment. That is different.
There are Senators who do that. Sen-
ator Bob BYRD of West Virginia says he
opposes any balanced budget amend-
ment. It is my understanding that he
has been consistent in not voting for
one. He holds true to his conviction. He
does not now agree ‘‘in principle” and
say, ‘‘But something is wrong with the
details.” Well, I have to respect that.
That is fair.

What frustrates me, and will increas-
ingly anger the American people, is
how so many in this body, or the other,
say, ‘‘Oh, I am for a balanced budget
amendment in principle,”” but, Mr.
President, their actions imply dif-
ferently, as shown in their votes versus
their words.

It is a time-tested trick in this busi-
ness called ‘‘political gamesmanship”’
to make the perfect the enemy of the
good.

If you want to Kkill a proposal like the
balanced budget amendment, instead of
saying you are against it, when 83 per-
cent of the American people are for it,
you simply say that it is not good
enough, not quite the way we want it,
and if we can only shape it a little dif-
ferently, then we would have it the
way it ought to be.

Now, that is nitpicking in the high-
est form, Mr. President. You make up
the exceptions that would gut the
amendment, and you say, ‘‘This is an
improvement because I cannot vote for
it the way it is.” The result is, you kill
the amendment because you want to
preserve the status quo.

All this nitpicking and all of the
blamesmanship really misses the point.
The one central question before us is
this:

Would this country be better off,
would the lives of American citizens be
improved, if we placed the Government
under a balanced budget amendment to
our Constitution?

Would our children have a better life
now and in the future? Would working
men and women have better jobs?
Would our senior citizens be more se-
cure in the Government’s ability to
keep its promises to them? Would
homes and education be more afford-
able?

Over the long run, would there be
more money left over for charities,
families, and Government to care for
the poor, the sick, and the needy?

These are all variations of one ques-
tion. And, of course, the answer to that
question is undeniably yes. We know
that, and the American people know
that. We know of the huge amount of
money, the economic vitality, that the
debt of the Government now consumes.

Balanced budget amendment oppo-
nents say, “We will not vote for a con-
stitutional amendment to require a
balanced budget until we see your ac-
tual plan to balance the budget, be-
cause we know we can produce one.”’

You and I both know, Mr. President,
we have produced a balanced budget, in
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answer to that argument, over the last
12 months.

We, in fact, produced a balanced
budget and did not touch Social Secu-
rity. We increased spending and in-
creased consumer choices for every
senior citizen in Medicare. We pre-
served the safety net for the needy and
cut the redtape to make it easier for
Federal-State partnerships to help
them. And we continued to be respon-
sible in protecting the environment.

All of those things were done in the
context of a balanced budget. We an-
swered their charge, and we answered
their call.

And the President vetoed it.

Now we understand a great deal more
about this debate. Without the extraor-
dinary discipline that our Constitution
will bring us, we probably will find it
very difficult to get to a balanced
budget, or even a nearly-balanced
budget, unless we can, in fact, get a
constitutional amendment that re-
quires, in the supreme law of the land,
that this body and the other respond
every year with a balanced budget.

Here is an example of why I think
that argument makes so much sense.
Here is the record about the goodwill
and the intent of Congresses and Presi-
dents of the United States when it
comes to balancing the budget:

The Budget and Accounting Act of
1921, also called the Anti-Deficiency
Act, was intended to keep the budget
balanced. The Revenue Act of 1964 was
supposed to balance the budget. The
BYRD amendment of 1978—offered by
Senator Harry F. Byrd of Virginia—re-
quired balanced budgets. The Hum-
phrey-Hawkins Act of 1978 called for
balancing the budget. The Revenue Act
of 1978 was supposed to balance the
budget. The Debt Limit Increase of 1979
included language to balance the budg-
et. The Bretton Woods amendment of
1980, as amended by a second Byrd
amendment, required a balanced budg-
et. The recodification of title XXXI, in
1982, with an amendment better known
as Byrd III, called for a balanced budg-
et. The Gramm-Rudman-Hollings Act—
act No. 1—of 1985 required a balanced
budget. The Gramm-Rudman-Hollings
Act of 1987—act No. 2—required a bal-
anced budget. The Budget Enforcement
Act of 1990 was supposed to balance the
budget.

Why, then, do we have a debt of the
kind we have today, of $5.13 trillion
dollars? Why are we spending hundreds
of billions of dollars on interest, after
all of that exercise, from 1921 to 1990, in
which the specific language and the di-
rection of the public policy of this
country was to balance the Federal
budget, and why do we not have a bal-
anced budget?

The reason is very simple. We do not
have an amendment to the constitu-
tion. We do not have in the organic law
of the land a requirement that says to
the Congress and the President that
you cannot pass ‘‘go,”” you have to
make the tough choices, you have to do
it.

June 5, 1996

As a result of that, the tough choices
were never made. The American public
was played to. There was good intent
in many of those instances. But Con-
gresses and Presidents simply could
not face the kind of decisionmaking
that the people expected of responsible
leaders.

Now, I have heard today the flip and
the flop of the red herring so many
times coming from that side that it has
been most difficult to hold a straight
face.

What am I talking about? I am talk-
ing about Social Security. Let me say
for the RECORD they are wrong. It is a
false argument, and they know it. But
once again the safety for the status
quo is in fighting over the details.

If you do not want to face up to bal-
ancing the budget, and if you really do
not want a balanced budget amend-
ment, then you find a new argument.
Just this year alone, after those six
Senators were always with us, when
the President said to them, you cannot
be with the amendment’s supporters,
find a way out, they found a way out.
They found a new argument. That new
argument was Social Security.

At best, those making the argu-
ment—while one might wonder about
their intention, and I trust that it is
good—I must agree with Members on
our side that they are tremendously
misinformed.

At worst, there are big special inter-
est groups with deep pockets using
mass mail scare tactics to frighten in-
nocent seniors, with one goal and one
goal alone, and that is to destroy the
idea of a balanced budget amendment.

Senior citizens I have talked to in
my State of Idaho—and I am sure that
you have also, Mr. President, in your
State of Michigan—know perfectly well
that a bankrupt Federal Government
will not have the ability to send any
Social Security checks out to anybody.

No checks will go out, if our Govern-
ment is bankrupt. By killing the bal-
anced budget amendment, opponents
are Killing the only way—the only true
way—to save Social Security and other
seniors programs.

Robert J. Myers, the former chief ac-
tuary and former deputy commissioner
of the Social Security Administration,
has said this. We have had him before
hearings. He has publicly testified and
made these comments. He says,

“Regaining control of our fiscal affairs is
the most important step we can take to pro-
tect the soundness of the Social Security
trust fund. I urge Congress to make the goal
a reality, to pass a balanced budget amend-
ment without delay.”

That is a former chief actuary of the
Social Security system. He says the
only way you save Social Security is to
balance the budget.

Mr. President, we keep hearing about
raiding Social Security. No one is raid-
ing the Social Security trust funds.
That is false rhetoric. It is wrong for
them to use it, and they know it. But
it gives them their excuse for opposing
the amendment.
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There are two things happening.

First, ever since President Franklin
Delano Roosevelt, a Democrat, created
Social Security in the 1930’s, any sur-
plus funds have been borrowed by the
Federal Treasury and invested in Fed-
eral bonds.

Why? So that the money not needed
immediately to pay out benefits could
earn interest safely and soundly.

Second, ever since President Lyndon
Johnson, a Democrat, put the Govern-
ment on a unified budget in the 1960’s,
annual Social Security surpluses have
been counted as reducing the overall
Federal deficit in that year.

It is simply a matter of bookkeeping.
Many believe it is bad bookkeeping.
But in all fairness, it is no ruse. It is
only bookkeeping.

Those are facts. They are reality.
There have been no games played. That
is the law.

Ever since our last balanced budget
in 1969, these borrowing and book-
keeping practices have been happening
with Social Security. Under 20 budgets
passed by Democrat Congresses, under
six budgets passed by divided Con-
gresses, and so far for one budget re-
sulting during a Republican Congress,
this has been the law, and this has been
the reality, this borrowing, and this
bookkeeping.

The reality is that every budget sub-
mitted by President Clinton in the last
year, the House Democrat blue dog
budget in the last year, the Conrad
substitute budget, and the Chafee-
Breaux budget—all of them use this
kind of borrowing and bookkeeping.

So let us not play games with the
record of the Congress, with the record
of the Senate, with the minds of the
American people. The reality is in the
answer to the question, Are you for or
are you against a balanced budget? If
you are for one, you will allow the
American people to engage in this de-
bate, to become actively involved.

Treasury borrowing from Social Se-
curity would continue under the bal-
anced budget amendment, and under
any and every substitute—the ones of-
fered by Senator HOLLINGS, Senator
WYDEN, Senator DORGAN, Senator FEIN-
STEIN, Senator REID, whomever—the
reality is, under their alternatives,
they continue to borrow from the trust
funds because the laws of the 1930’s re-
quire it.

Their alternative does nothing to
change or stop the Treasury from bor-
rowing Social Security surpluses.

Why do they not tell us this? In other
words, get honest and get real. Quit
playing the mind game with the Amer-
ican people.

There is only one way to change
Treasury borrowing from Social Secu-
rity, and it has nothing to do with a
balanced budget amendment.

The only way to make surplus Social
Security funds unavailable to the Fed-
eral Government is to pass a law that
requires Social Security surpluses to
be invested somewhere else outside of
the Federal Government.
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Has that been proposed today? It has
not. Will it be proposed by any one of
these Senators? We will see, but I
doubt it. And if that bill were proposed,
and if it became law, that law would
have exactly the same effect under our
amendment or their amendment.

So, to those who are suggesting that
their opposition to the balanced budget
amendment is because of Social Secu-
rity, I say, You do not quite argue the
whole argument. Bring forth your bill
to change the system for investing in
Treasury bonds, if that is what you be-
lieve. But stop hiding behind this ridic-
ulous, absolutely false claim that the
balanced budget amendment somehow
does anything to harm the Social Secu-
rity system.

Every alternative to the balanced
budget amendment the opponents have
put forth dealing with Social Security
has loopholes in it that you could drive
nearly any amount of spending through
it, as long as you call it Social Secu-
rity. They are more loophole than law.

Their proposal would allow Social
Security to run unlimited deficits and
would allow future Congresses to raid
Social Security trust funds to spend for
anything and everything they wanted.

Has that question been asked of them
today? No, it has not. I ask it now. Is
that what you are proposing—to allow
unlimited deficits in Social Security to
allow borrowing for other purposes? Of
course, they would say no, but that is
what their language would allow. But
they do not seem to want to talk about
it.

A flatout exemption for Social Secu-
rity in the balanced budget amendment
would mean more borrowing and more
debt. It would mean Social Security
would go bankrupt to pay for all this
other spending, or there would have to
be a huge tax increase to stabilize it.

Several Senators have had serious
discussions to see if there was a way to
protect the surpluses of Social Secu-
rity trust funds from being used for
other purposes, without creating loop-
holes.

Senator SIMON, whom I have worked
with for years on this issue, Senator
DOMENICI, and Senator HATCH spent an
awful lot of time, and I have, too, try-
ing to find out if there was a clean, re-
sponsible way to protect the surpluses
Social Security trust funds in the con-
text of the argument put forth by
Democrats.

We know that can be done, but we
have not been able to accomplish
agreement with those who say that is
what they want.

We said, let’s prohibit Social Secu-
rity surpluses from being counted to
make the deficit look smaller. Let’s
balance the budget without using the
Social Security surplus. But, when So-
cial Security starts running deficits
around the year 2019, let’s make up
those deficits, let’s keep the lid on Fed-
eral borrowing, and let’s shore up So-
cial Security with funds from the rest
of the budget.
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Unfortunately, the opponents once
again agreed with us on principle, but
not on the details.

Let’s get back to the most important
point in this Social Security debate.
And it is something very, very simple.
If you balance the budget and if you
quit creating debt, you in fact
strengthen and stabilize Social Secu-
rity. You solve the problem now by cre-
ating fiscal responsibility and eco-
nomic growth in this country, and you
accomplish that by balancing budgets
and moving along the process that sets
this economy free.

Deficit spending and a mounting na-
tional debt are taking a tremendous
toll on real people, on real families.
And if we do nothing, it will only get
worse.

The President’s own budget for fiscal
1995 said that unless things change, Mr.
President, future generations face a
lifetime total tax rate of nearly 82 per-
cent. A new analysis by the Congres-
sional Budget Office says that rate ac-
tually may be around 84 percent.

The National Taxpayers Union esti-
mates that unless things change, a
child born today will pay an extra
$180,000 in taxes just to pay interest on
the national debt. And the President
and some Democrats in the Senate will
not allow the American people to cre-
ate the mechanism that will stop the
growth of that kind of debt structure.

The Concord Coalition says that the
existing Federal debt already has re-
duced the typical American family in-
come by 15,000 spendable dollars a year.

On the other hand, who benefits if we
balance the budget?

The kids benefit, the future benefits,
and everyone who wants a job, who
wants to buy a home, who wants a good
education, wants to buy a car, wants
the kind of economic growth that will
provide his or her children the future
opportunities that they had at their
age when they were young.

That is what this whole debate is
about—about a $2,400-a-year reduction
in a mortgage payment on $75,000, 30-
year mortgage. Or it is about a $1,000
reduction in interest on the life of a 4-
year car loan. Or a family saving $1,900
on a 1l0-year student loan. And it’s
about creating 6 million new jobs by
the year 2002.

Mr. DOMENICI.
yield for a question?

Mr. CRAIG. I am happy to yield to
the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee.

Mr. DOMENICI. I heard you say bal-
anced budgets are good for the children
and it is good for the future. It is good
for senior citizens, too, is it not?

Mr. CRAIG. If the senior citizens
want a strong and stable system of eco-
nomic security, you are darned right it
is good. There is something else. Senior
citizens live on fixed incomes. The best
thing in the world for them is a very
strong economy that allows them to
live and to not have their money ex-
ploited by inflation.

Mr. DOMENICI. It seems to me that
almost everybody who has looked at

Will the Senator
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the Social Security system over time
has said the most significant, positive
thing that can happen for that Social
Security system is to have a strong,
growing, robust American economy
with low inflation. I thought one of the
big reasons we were all working on this
balanced budget is because it is more
apt to produce a strong, robust growing
American economy than deficit spend-
ing of the type we have been under-
taking for the last 40 years.

Am I correct in that?

Mr. CRAIG. The Senator is correct. A
year ago we were challenged on this
floor by those who opposed a balanced
budget amendment and who said you
can balance the budget without an
amendment.

The chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee met that challenge responsibly
in the way that it ought to be met and
produced a balanced budget amend-
ment, one that brought us to balance.
The chairman produced a budget that
honored the critical policy priorities of
this country and sent it to a President,
this President, and he vetoed it.

And now it is this President who is
twisting the arms over here on the
other side to assure that a balanced
budget amendment does not pass and
that the American people do not get to
exercise their constitutional to debate
whether to ratify it.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator
very much.

Mr. CRAIG. So the chairman is abso-
lutely right.

Mr. President, let me try to close
soon. My colleague from AlasKka is here
to debate this issue. Here are some
other statistics that are just so darned
important for all of us to understand.

The gross Federal debt now tops $5
trillion—that is more than $19,000 for
every man, woman and child in this
country. The gross interest payments
this year are around $344 billion.

Here is what that says to all of us
who try to deal with these monstrously
big numbers that nobody really under-
stands.

That $344 billion in interest pay-
ments this year amounts to $1,300 for
every American. In other words, the
average American household will pay
$3,400 in taxes this year, not for roads
or education or defense, but to pay in-
terest on past Federal debts.

Gross interest payments this year
will be equal to 54 percent of all the in-
dividual income taxes collected.

Gross interest payments on debt will
be just $4 billion less than what we will
spend on the entire Social Security bill
for the year; $77 billion more than we
will spend on all domestic discre-
tionary programs put together; $79 bil-
lion more than we will spend on de-
fense, the second largest Federal pro-
gram; $145 billion more than all Fed-
eral means tested poverty programs
put together; $148 billion more than we
spent on all Medicare, the third biggest
Federal program.

What is the message here? The mes-
sage is that slowly but surely because
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this Senate has been unwilling to grap-
ple with the true issue of getting to a
balanced budget—and that is the bal-
anced budget amendment—over the
yvears we have seen this debt grow in
proportion to the budget and the econ-
omy, and today’s interest on debt is
literally consuming the Federal budget
and the assets of the American people.

The Economic and Budget Outlook
just released by the Congressional
Budget Office contains a truly fright-
ening chapter on the long-term budget
outlook. It says, if we do nothing, our
children face a grim future.

Today, we are suffering from histori-
cally slow economic growth. Unless we
change things, in one generation, the
economy will start a real decline and
our children will face a permanently
declining standard of living.

If we do not pass this amendment, I
fear for our children and I fear for our
country.

If we do nothing:

In less than two generations, the
debt burden will grow so huge that, in
CBO’s words, it ‘“would exceed levels
that the economy could reasonably
support.”

Our children will reach the prime of
their life and then retire in a nation in
the grip of a permanently worsening
recession.

Our grandchildren will raise families
in a declining Third World economy.
Or—and I do not say this lightly—there
will be a revolution.

On the other hand, these same CBO
projections show what will happen if
we do the right thing today:

If we balance the budget permanently
beginning in 2002, real incomes for the
next generation will be one-third high-
er than they are today.

Our path is clear.

The worst thing you can say about
the balanced budget amendment is that
maybe Congresses and Presidents will
have the courage and vision to do the
right thing without it.

The bitter experience of history sug-
gests otherwise.

The best thing you can say about this
amendment is that it guarantees we
will pass on the American dream to our
children and that they will continue to
have the opportunity for a better life;
that our seniors will be more economi-
cally secure; and that Americans today
and tomorrow will have more and bet-
ter jobs.

I certainly hope we can arrive at that
magic two-thirds vote tomorrow. I cer-
tainly hope the President would free
his balanced budget amendment hos-
tages over on the other side and allow
them to vote their true conviction as
they have over the years under the
leadership of the Senator from Illinois,
PAUL SIMON, who has worked so hard to
keep this a balanced, bipartisan issue. I
am so disappointed that this issue has
become a partisan-type issue. But I re-
main hopeful, because the balanced
budget amendment will not go away.
The people want it. The future needs it.
And our nation deserves it.
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Mr. President, I now yield——

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Ten minutes.

Mr. CRAIG. Ten minutes to the Sen-
ator from Alaska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair indicates to the Senator from
Idaho he has exactly 10 minutes re-
maining under his time.

The Senator from Alaska.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair.
I thank my colleague from Idaho. I
thought his comments were certainly
appropriate. Let us reflect a little bit
about the vote we are going to cast to-
morrow. That vote will really deter-
mine the economic stability and the vi-
tality of this Nation as we enter the
21st century.

Mr. President, I am going to vote for
this balanced budget amendment be-
cause I believe nothing short of amend-
ing the Constitution is going to change
our addiction to spending and living
beyond our means.

I was a commercial banker during
my previous life outside this body. I re-
call back in 1962 the Federal Govern-
ment’s budget reached $100 billion. By
1971, it had doubled to $200 billion. By
1977, it had doubled again. In 1983, the
Federal budget topped $800 billion. The
budget for next year, fiscal year 1997,
will be more than $1.6 trillion.

We have heard concerns expressed on
the other side relative to the Social Se-
curity issue. It has been commented
that somehow a balanced budget will
have a detrimental effect on our obli-
gation to meet our Social Security
commitments.

Just think for a moment. How can we
meet our obligation to our seniors, how
can we meet the obligation of coming
generations if our fiscal house is not in
order? It has already been suggested as
to what the increased tax burden will
have to be on future generations.

We have been spending far in excess
of revenues. That is like carrying an
overdraft or carrying your accounts on
your credit card knowing you cannot
pay them off. So what have we been
doing? We have been increasing the
amount that we are spending for inter-
est. I think it is somewhere in the area
of $240 billion today. That is nearly
$1,000 for every man, woman, and child
in America. What does it do? It pays
interest on the Federal debt.

Now, not too many people talk about
the Federal debt, but we have increased
the Federal debt authorization now to
$6 trillion. It seems as if we go through
a budget process, we add up what we
need, we take a look at the revenue
that we have, and instead of either in-
creasing the revenue or cutting the ex-
penditures we simply take what we
need and add it to the accumulated na-
tional Federal debt, which is over $5
trillion.

This interest cost must be paid. I
have said it on this floor time and time
again. Interest is like owning a horse
that eats while you sleep. It goes on
and on and on. What is the exposure
with the increased amount that we
have to pay? As everyone knows, inter-
est rates fluctuate. I am often re-
minded of what the prime rate was in



June 5, 1996

December of 1980. The prime rate was
20.5. You can imagine the interest cost
on $5 trillion if, indeed, we were in that
range again, and this could happen. It
happened before.

After years of trying, last year this
Congress came within one vote of send-
ing a balanced budget constitutional
amendment to the States. The amend-
ment passed the House of Representa-
tives on January 26 when House Joint
Resolution 1 was approved by a vote of
300 to 132, easily exceeding the nec-
essary two-thirds majority. The Senate
added an amendment restricting the
power of the courts to enforce the
amendment and defeated many weak-
ening amendments, but then on March
2 the Senate failed by one vote to adopt
the proposed constitutional amend-
ment.

We have the opportunity to address
this again tomorrow.

If we look at history, we will realize
that for more than one-third of a cen-
tury—35 of the last 36 years, the Gov-
ernment has been running a continuous
and unending string of deficits. Even if
we adopt this amendment, it is an ab-
solute certainty the deficits will con-
tinue into the year 2000.

I have reflected on the debt being
more than $5 trillion. In 10 years, Mr.
President, that debt is going to rise by
80 percent up to what? Nine trillion
dollars. Put another way, in the year
2006, every man, woman, and child in
America will owe Uncle Sam $32,700.
For a family of four, that is $131,000.

What are we thinking of here? There
should be absolutely no question that
we do not have the self-discipline in
this body to address a balanced budget
process. With a constitutional amend-
ment, it will mandate that process.

We have not been blind to these defi-
cits. For the last 11 years, Congress and
the President have sought to find solu-
tions, remedies. We passed statutes and
reconciliation bills, all in the name of
reaching a deficit of zero. On three oc-
casions over the past 10 years, legisla-
tors on both sides of the aisle sat down
with the President and tried to ham-
mer out some workable solutions to
solve the deficit. On every occasion the
promise of a zero deficit has evapo-
rated.

Congress did not have the discipline
or the political courage to do the one
thing that would bring down the def-
icit, reduce spending. Yes, we voted to
raise taxes on more than one occasion,
but have we ever cut or frozen spend-
ing? No. It was only last year that we
finally had the courage to face up to
the challenge of runaway entitlements.
Today, those entitlements account for
55 percent of Federal spending and will
grow to 59 percent by the end of this
century. There is not going to be any
discretionary spending left.

The American public witnessed, I
think, an unprecedented spectacle
when the President vetoed the only
creditable balanced budget proposal
ever to be written by Congress.

Then—we got blamed for it—but he
shut down the Government because of
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his refusal to give up the taxing and
spending policies that have brought us
to the brink of national bankruptcy
and placed blame on Congress because
we attempted to responsibly address
the deficit.

Had this amendment been incor-
porated in the Constitution, the Presi-
dent would have been in violation of
his own oath of office to preserve, to
protect and defend the Constitution—
which he refused to abide by vetoing a
real balanced budget.

We are basically broke. Any CPA or
banker can look at the Federal state-
ment and find $5 trillion in debt; inter-
est of 14 percent of the budget would
tell you that. We can no longer labor
under the assumption that business as
usual in Washington assumes that
every year we can run those deficits of
$150 billion, $250 billion, $350 billion—
$350 billion. This accumulation of debt
has brought us, today, to the point
where, for the first time in our history,
we are forced to borrow from the credit
markets for the sole purpose of paying
interest on the debt.

Think of that. We are borrowing to
pay interest on the debt. We are not
borrowing just out there to fund our
programs. We are having to borrow to
pay the interest. That is why we are
broke. It may surprise some people to
know that over the next 10 years we
would be running a surplus, we would
be running a surplus in this country in
the Federal budget if every year we did
not have to pay that $200 billion to $400
billion annual interest bill that has re-
sulted in our chronic inability to bring
revenue and spending into balance.

I said we are broke. We are borrowing
just to cover those interest costs. That
is fiscal irresponsibility. We all know
it. We are subject to the shifting winds
of international investment flows,
where a minor change of economic pol-
icy, not in this country, but in Bonn or
London, or an earthquake in Japan—
those are the people who are financing,
if you will, a portion of our debt—could
have a direct effect on what this
United States Government has to pay
for money to finance its debt. Can any-
one imagine what would happen if the
owners of our debt—18 percent of
which, I might add, is owned by for-
eigners—if they felt there was a sudden
loss of confidence in the U.S. economy,
and they called in the debt, they called
in just $300 billion or $500 billion of our
debt? How would we pay the owners
off? We could not unless we inflated
our dollar to the point that what a dol-
lar buys today would actually be worth
50 cents or less. That is how it is done.

The only way to get out of this sea of
red ink is to adopt a simple mandate
because we do not have the discipline
to do it—we have proven it time and
time again—and adopt the balanced
budget amendment.

The public knows that no family or
business can survive very long when,
year in and year out, the principal of
its debt grows and all its borrowing is
dedicated to paying off the debt hold-
ers.
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When future generations look back
on the decisions that we made in the
last decade of the 20th century, I know
they will appreciate the wisdom of the
people in the Congress in adding the
balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution. For this amendment
stands for the proposition that future
generations are entitled to economic
freedom, unburdened by the financial
debt of past generations.

It is our responsibility to end the
practice of sending unpaid bills to our
children and to our grandchildren.
That is a principle that belongs in the
Constitution in the same sense as the
freedom of speech and the freedom of
press belong to the Constitution.

Let me just repeat that because 1
firmly believe that. It is our responsi-
bility to end the practice of sending
unpaid bills to our children and grand-
children. That principle belongs in the
Constitution in the same sense as the
freedom of speech and press belong in
that document.

I urge my colleagues to adopt this
amendment, send it to the States
where it can be debated by the people.
Give them a chance to render their
judgment.

Mr. President, I would like to intro-
duce a bill.

(The remarks of Mr. MURKOWSKI per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1844
are located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, we
are talking this evening and voting to-
morrow on whether to add another
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States. Our Constitution has
had 27 amendments added to it in 209
years. If you do not count the Bill of
Rights, the first 10 amendments, then
it has been amended 17 times in about
205 years. That is not very many times.

Most times that we have amended
the Constitution it has been when it
has become an absolute necessity. We
do not revise this sacred document oth-
erwise.

I support the balanced budget amend-
ment that is before us. I had a chance
to vote on it last year, when it failed
by one vote. I supported it in 1994,
when it failed by two or three votes, I
believe. I voted on it in other versions
in previous years. I very much support
the principle of having a constitutional
amendment and to have our Constitu-
tion then say that Congress should live
within its income. I think this is very,
very good discipline that results from
such a constitutional provision, a dis-
cipline that we see in State legislative
bodies. I think about 46 States have
such requirements. Their requirements
make legislative bodies, whether con-
trolled by liberals or by conservatives,
fiscally responsible. Fiscally respon-
sible is mainly interpreted as living
within your annual income. As families
must live within that income, as busi-
nesses live within that income, the
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same discipline ought to apply to the
Federal Government.

Many of our early constitutional
Framers, early statesmen, and early
political leaders, believed in that prin-
ciple so strongly that they did not feel
it had to be put in the Constitution.
For maybe 170 years, living within our
means, was really not much of a prob-
lem. But in the last generation, the
Congress and even leaders in the execu-
tive branch have gone hog wild on
spending money. They have not cared
about building up a tremendous debt
that puts an obligation on future gen-
erations. They failed to consider it an
immoral obligation that we have given
to other generations.

Living beyond our income is an ex-
pression of materialism that is too
rampant in American society. Living
beyond one’s income, in and of itself, is
a major problem. Possibly, the Federal
deficit is just an expression of our soci-
etal excess. But to some extent, maybe
the lack of leadership shown by us in
the Congress of the United States on
the principle of not balancing the Fed-
eral budget is an example of not living
within our income and has fed that
base materialism of the American peo-
ple. I see our discussion today and the
amendment we are dealing with as an
effort to reject that sort of fiscal policy
and reject the materialism that it pro-
motes within our American society.

So we have another chance on this
vote for a balanced budget constitu-
tional amendment. Who knows, maybe
some think this is the last chance. I do
not think it is the last chance if we do
not pass this tomorrow. This is not
going to go away, so people might as
well realize that eventually the wisdom
of the American people is going to win
out. Their wisdom is that Government
ought to live within its income, just
like families must live within their in-
come and businesses must live within
their income or otherwise go bankrupt.

When is the day of bankruptcy for
America? Maybe we cannot predict it.
It might be next year, or it might be 10
years from now, but there is always a
day of reckoning when you are not fis-
cally responsible. The same principles
apply whether it is Government or
whether it is families or businesses.

I am thankful for Senator DOLE’S
wisdom in reversing his vote so that he
could file this motion to reconsider the
balanced budget amendment and we
can have another opportunity to do
right what we did wrong last year. He
gave us another vote on this important
amendment.

Of course, I am also thankful for the
U.S. Constitution, including all of its
inherent imperfections. It may be im-
perfect, but our Constitution has con-
tinued longer than any other written
form of government. I believe that this
is because it is a living, breathing, and
evolving document. Indeed, it is evo-
lution that we seek.

Originally, it sought to fulfill the
promises of the Declaration of Inde-
pendence, and that declaration grew
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out of our Nation’s ordeal that we re-
member as the Revolutionary War.
People at that time were, literally,
bleeding for a crusade of liberty that
they believed in. They knew the op-
pression of a distant authoritarian
monarchy. They had a yearning to be
free. They believed that freedom was
bestowed upon them by their creator,
and the Constitution reflects that.

The Declaration of Independence was
a promise of liberty. The Constitu-
tion—this Constitution that I hold in
my right hand—is a fulfillment of that
promise. It continues to fulfill the
promise not of politicians, but of the
hearts of the people of our Nation.

I Dbelieve that American people,
again, sense themselves oppressed by a
distant authoritarian power. That au-
thoritarian power is Washington. It has
evolved, as such, since the Constitu-
tional Convention of 1787. The oppres-
sion that the American people feel is
an ever-increasing national debt and
the heavy hand of big government.
That big government comes as a result
of more laws and more expenditures
and more programs that are not paid
for on a current basis. Rather, they are
left to our children and our grand-
children.

Big government, aided and abetted
by Congresses and Presidents, appro-
priates the future liability and promis-
sory notes of our children and our
grandchildren. History teaches us that
modern day Presidents and Congresses
cannot resist the temptation to spend
us into oblivion. Those who oppose this
balanced budget amendment speak
with little credibility when they pro-
pose with sanctimony some alternative
way. We have tried their alternative
way, and it failed.

In last year’s debate, Mr. President,
we were told we did not need this con-
stitutional amendment, because if you
want to balance the budget, you could
just go do it without it being required
by the law of the land. So we worked 8
months, in 13 committees, on a 1,800-
page Balanced Budget Act of 1995. We
sent it to the President around
Thanksgiving time. The President ve-
toed our work on December 5, 1995. We
received not one bit of help from people
who said we did not need a constitu-
tional amendment. They thought that
we could just do it, but they were
wrong.

How many times did we hear on the
Senate floor, just do it, and we did it
without the constitutional amend-
ment, without the help of people who
said, just do it. Then, we got a veto
from a President who says now he be-
lieves in a balanced budget. At the
time of the veto he had not presented a
balanced budget. We still do not have
it, and we will not know if we will have
it, even though we are going through
the process of resolving to balance the
next fiscal year’s budget.

I have come to the conclusion that
the only viable alternative is with a
congressional commitment to a bal-
anced budget through the constitu-
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tional amendment that we have before
us. Living within our means must be
the law of the land. Americans must
know that we current legislators, and
those who follow us, cannot enslave fu-
ture generations to distant creditors. If
there is any inalienable right, Mr.
President, surely it is the one to know
that you are not burdened for the cost
of something that you did not have any
opportunity to enjoy.

In 1775, Alexander Hamilton said
something pertinent on this issue. He
said:

The sacred rights of mankind are not to be
rummaged for among old parchments, or
musty records. They are written, as with a
sunbeam, in the whole volume of human na-
ture, by the hand of the divinity itself; and
can never be erased or obscured by mortal
power.

Mr. President, this means that the
people’s will is the law, and the Con-
stitution only becomes the law as enu-
meration of the people’s will. It tells us
that sooner or later the American peo-
ple will again have their balanced
budget, like they did for most of the
first 170-year history of our country.
The people will not ultimately be op-
pressed by our spending habits. If we do
not show a commitment to a balanced
budget, the people will balance the
budget with a future Congress. Their
first step toward that balance will be
to replace the current Congress with
its irresponsible spending habits. Our
first step to avoid being replaced
should be to pass a resolution for this
amendment and send it to the States
for their review.

The key to passing a balanced budget
amendment is its abundant grassroots,
bipartisan support. This support re-
flects the fact that Americans support
the amendment by very, very large
margins. It should, therefore, have
passed this body a long time ago by
equally large margins, but it has not.
It has not because some Members of
the other party have decided to play
politics. Some want to try to deny any
victory to Republicans for purely polit-
ical reasons.

I think the American people deserve
better. I think that the American peo-
ple deserve a Government that re-
sponds to the will of the American peo-
ple. They deserve a Government that
spends only what it takes in; in other
words, a Government that does what
simple, common sense dictates.

Somehow, common sense eludes us.
In the past, year after year, Members
of one Chamber or the other voted
down this constitutional amendment,
and year after year, the budget deficit
increased. Meanwhile, year after year,
our children have been saddled with in-
creasingly larger debt.

The American people, I think, ex-
pressed their desire to eliminate the
burden when they elected a Republican
Congress in 1994 for the first time in 40
years.

A Dbalanced budget would mean a
stronger economy, good Government,
and more jobs produced by that strong-
er economy. DRI-McGraw Hill, which
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has been called the world’s leading
nonpartisan economic analysis and
forecasting firm, has concluded that
the balanced budget amendment would
add credibility to budgeting.

This credibility would lead to lower
interest rates and a stronger economy.
Mr. Greenspan, the Chairman of the
Federal Reserve Board, says that for
individuals balancing the budget would
yield $2,300 less interest on a 30-year
home mortgage, $603 less interest per
year on a student loan, and $150 less
per year on car loans. So we are talk-
ing about real economic benefit coming
from our passing something like the
failed Balanced Budget Act of 1995.
Possibly we will succeed this year.

This same firm found that the lower
interest rates resulting from the bal-
anced budget amendment could create
half the necessary savings needed to
balance the budget in the first place.
This is because interest on the debt is
such a large portion of our Federal
budget. Lower interest rates then mean
lower payments.

I believe that the American people
are willing to do their part to prevent
future generations from being saddled
with an unconscionable amount of
debt. They are willing to do so even if
it means that some Federal spending
they support would be affected. This is
especially true if our budgeting is done
fairly.

I am reminded by a constituent of
mine who told me he was a lifelong
Democrat. He now votes Republican be-
cause he is certain that if we do not
stop spending more than we take in, we
will be the ruin of our children and
grandchildren.

That is what this debate is all about
today. It is about passing on the Amer-
ican dream to our children and our
grandchildren. Americans of all polit-
ical persuasions are realizing that the
role of the Federal Government must
be limited. Even the people of the other
party are taking that view now in this
town. So messages from the grassroots,
expressed in the last election, are get-
ting through, not only to Republicans,
but to Democrats as well.

They know that all Federal programs
have not delivered what had been
promised. They also know that the
sums of money that are spent on these
costly programs are tremendous. Many
of these programs have failed or are
filled with waste and abuse.

I hope that the Senators who may
have supported this amendment in the
past, particularly in 1994 when it was
the same wording as it is now—they
changed their mind last time because
of pressure from the White House—will
come back to the original position they
had when their party controlled the
Congress. That was a time when their
President was not fighting the lan-
guage of this amendment.

It seems what was OK in 1994 should
have been all right in 1995. Senators
have one more opportunity in 1996 to
correct that mistake. I think the rea-
son to do it is because our children’s
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future is too important for us to ignore
this opportunity.

I have spoken before about my first
involvement in legislation to balance
the budget. It was not a constitutional
amendment. It was a law to require a
balanced budget. There was a Senator
by the name of Harry F. Byrd from Vir-
ginia at that time. I think it was in
1978. I was a Member of the other body.
I worked with Senator Byrd to pass a
simple law that says, ‘“The Federal
Government shall not spend more than
it takes in.”

That was a very well-intentioned but
law. Quite frankly, as I look back on it,
it unfortunately was a very weak re-
sponse to a very serious problem that
was a lot less serious then than it is
today. Because under our Constitution,
as you know, succeeding Congresses
can obliterate anything that a pre-
ceding Congress has done.

I learned an important lesson from
that Byrd-Grassley legislation. Con-
gress needs help with self-discipline.
Each of the prior efforts to balance the
budget, whether it was the Byrd-Grass-
ley law or whether it was Gramm-Rud-
man I, Gramm-Rudman II, or other
budget agreements in the 1990’s, have
all failed because they can be changed
so easily.

Pure and simple, big government is
addicted to big spending and the big
debt that results therefrom. That is
why a constitutional amendment is
necessary. A constitutional amend-
ment, though difficult to get adopted
in the first place, is also difficult to
change. It cannot be changed like
Gramm-Rudman I or II was changed.
So it would not be changed by a simple
unwillingness of legislative bodies to
follow its mandate and bite the bullet.

We take an oath to uphold this Con-
stitution every 6 years when we are
sworn into the Senate. We see the ef-
fective restraint that a constitutional
provision brings to the States, as I
have spoken of already. Because State
legislatures that are controlled by con-
servative Republicans or liberal Demo-
crats take a similar oath, the rule of
law that follows it applies and is strict-
ly adhered to.

So only the balanced budget amend-
ment that is before us will ultimately
restrain runaway Government spend-
ing. A new day will come when we have
a constitutional amendment dis-
ciplining our spending appetites. The
Senate’s passage of the balanced budg-
et amendment would show the public
that we have decided to get serious
about protecting the American dream
and passing that dream on to our chil-
dren and grandchildren. It is in doubt
today with big debt, high interest
rates, and a growth in the economy
that is slower than it takes to sustain
the American dream for our expanding
population.

Because of high interest rates and
high taxes, there are 3 million jobs
that have not been created in the
present recovery since 1992 that would
have been created in other normal re-
coveries since World War II.
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Our beloved, but imperfect, Constitu-
tion has allowed us to endanger the
American dream because we have not
yet added the written philosophy that
our forefathers had in their hearts and
practiced in the Congress. They did not
put it into the Constitution because
they did not think it was necessary.
Now, 209 years later, we find it abso-
lutely necessary to protect our way of
life. We have an imperfect document
except that the Framers gave us article
V so that the people can change the
Constitution when necessary.

The people are now asking us to vote
to allow them the opportunity to
amend the Constitution. Amending the
Constitution is a prescription for pro-
tecting the American dream. So this
vote that we have tomorrow is ref-
erendum in giving our constituents,
particularly the younger ones, the
right to preserve the American dream.
In my view, that is an absolute neces-
sity. It is a very clear choice between
responsible spending or losing the
American dream and our way of life. I
yield the floor.

Mr. SIMON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I rise in
strong support of this amendment. I
want to pay tribute also to Senator
HATCH, Senator CRAIG, and Senator
THURMOND, who have been among the
leaders on the Presiding Officer’s side,
and former Senator DeConcini on our
side, as well as Senator HEFLIN and
Senator BRYAN.

The charge is made that we are talk-
ing pure politics. I would be naive if I
did not admit there is some politics in
all of this. Obviously, BOB DOLE is a
candidate for President, and he wants
to stress this. I have to say, in fairness
to BOB DOLE, this is not a phony posi-
tion on his part. This is a stand he has
taken all along. I am supporting Bill
Clinton for President, but I appreciate
BoB DOLE’s stand on the balanced
budget amendment.

To my Democratic friends, if you
want to depoliticize it, pass it. To my
friends on the other side who are op-
posed to a minimum wage, you want to
depoliticize the minimum wage? Pass
it. It will be eliminated from the elec-
tion. And the same on the balanced
budget amendment.

The Presiding Officer is from New
Hampshire where in the woods and the
trails of New Hampshire, prior to the
Revolution, there was talk about ‘‘tax-
ation without representation.” My lat-
est grandchild is now 2 months old.
Nicholas Simon, 2 months old, does not
know anything about the taxation that
has been imposed upon him. Talk about
taxation without representation, that
is what we are doing to future genera-
tions. Listen to the Democratic plat-
form of one century ago, 1896.

We are opposed to the issuing of interest-
bearing bonds in times of peace.

Incidentally, no other country in his-
tory in times of peace has moved from
being a creditor nation to being a debt-
or nation. Not only have we done that,
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we have moved from being the No. 1
creditor nation to being the No. 1 debt-
or nation. It is like moving from Super
Bowl champ to the very last place.

We have a lot of Jefferson-Jackson
dinner parties. I assume the Presiding
Officer has never been invited to one of
these. Andrew Jackson said, ‘I am one
that does not believe a national debt is
a blessing but rather a curse.”” Thomas
Jefferson was not in the United States
when the Constitution was written. He
was over in Paris, negotiating for us.
When he came back, he said, ““If I could
add one amendment to the Constitu-
tion, it would be to require a balanced
budget.”

It is very interesting, Laurence
Tribe, a professor at Harvard who op-
poses the constitutional amendment,
says this in testimony last year:

Despite the misgivings I expressed on this
score a decade ago, I no longer think that a
balanced budget amendment is, at a concep-
tual level, an ill-suited kind of provision to
include in the Constitution.

The Jeffersonian notion that today’s
populace should not be able to burden
future generations with excessive debt
does seem to be the kind of funda-
mental value that is worthy of
enshrinement in the Constitution. In a
sense, it represents a structural protec-

tion for our children and grand-
children.
There is, as the Presiding Officer

knows, a lot of cynicism toward Gov-
ernment, much more so than in West-
ern Europe, where the taxes are much
higher than they are in the United
States. I believe a fundamental reason
for that is that, with the exception of
Israel, no modern industrial State
spends as high a percentage of its tax
dollars on interest and on defense as
does the United States. The average
citizen does not see much for that.
They do not see much in the defense
area. Clearly, we have to spend money
in defense. For interest, all we get out
of the huge debt is higher interest
rates. That is it.

Now, I have heard some of my col-
leagues say they cannot vote for this
because of Social Security. My friends,
that is a fig leaf. It would make more
sense to say, ‘“Your astrologer advised
you not to vote for this.”

The reality is, this provides more
protection for Social Security than So-
cial Security will have without this.
Those who say, ‘“Well, let’s make it
2002 excluding Social Security,” not
one offered an amendment to the budg-
et to do that when that was up. Yet,
they suggest we should enshrine it in
the Constitution.

I, frankly, worked with Senator
HATCH in trying to fashion something
that over a period of years—and
worked with Senator DOMENICI—over a
period of years would slide into that,
because you cannot do it from 2002 that
quickly. That would harm the econ-
omy.

It is very interesting that the chief
actuary for Social Security for 21
years, Bob Myers, says it is essential
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for Social Security that we do it. Now,
why is that the case? As Adam Smith
warned us in ‘“The Wealth of Nations,”
a classic document, he said that the
history of nations is that you keep pil-
ing up debt and then you eventually
debase the currency.

That is where we are headed—there is
just no question about it—as you look
at those long-term projections. We are
going to keep piling up the debt, and
then at some point the order will be
made, ‘‘Start the printing presses roll-
ing; we are going to print the money.
We are going to debase the currency.
We are going to do what the econo-
mists call ‘monetize the debt.””’

I get a publication that has a very
limited circulation, I am sure, called
Grant’s Interest Rate Observer. It
comes out every week. Here is the most
recent. You will be interested in these
figures: May 17, 1995, foreign bank hold-
ings of treasuries, $444 billion. May 15,
1996, a year later, $5563 billion. It goes
up and up and up. And Lester Thurow,
the distinguished economist, says the
question is not ¢if”’ foreign govern-
ments and people in other countries
are going to stop buying our bonds, the
question is ‘“when.” We have to face up
to this.

I heard Senator MURKOWSKI speak
just a little bit ago in which he said 18
percent of our bonds are now held be-
yond our country. In fact, the figure is
larger than that because a lot of it is
hidden. Many countries prohibit their
citizens from buying bonds from other
countries.

Just take the 18-percent figure. If
you take the $344 billion that is the
gross interest expenditure that CBO
now says it will be, take 18 percent of
that—if my math is correct, I just cal-
culated it here quickly—that is $62 bil-
lion that will be sent overseas for in-
terest this year.

Now, there are some who believe if
you help the wealthy, it will trickle
down and help everybody. I do not hap-
pen to believe there is much validity to
that. But there sure is not much valid-
ity to sending that $62 billion to
wealthy people in Great Britain or The
Netherlands or Saudi Arabia or Japan.
That is not going to trickle down to
American working men and women.
That just does not make sense.

Mr. President, $62 billion abroad is
four times what we are spending on for-
eign aid. In other words, we are spend-
ing four times as much on foreign aid
to the wealthy as we are on foreign aid
for poor people. That just does not
make sense.

The head of the IMF has complained
that the wealthy United States goes
into the financial markets and raises
interest, and poor countries have to
pay that high interest. Prof. David
Calleo of Johns Hopkins University
calls that action obscene.

Now, to the credit of Senator DOMEN-
1cI and Congressman KASICH and people
in this body who voted to say we will
balance the budget in 7 years, to your
credit on that side, you led the way on
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this. I voted for it in the Budget Com-
mittee, but you led the way.

Let me say, in all candor, we are not
going to have a balanced budget in 7
years unless we have a constitutional
amendment. We are putting all the
tough decisions in the last years. That
is true in the Democratic proposal; it is
true in the Republican proposal. Those
of us in public life like to do popular
things. We need the discipline of a con-
stitutional amendment.

We have great interstate highways
today. President Eisenhower proposed
issuing bonds to pay for it. A Senator
by the name of Albert Gore, Sr., said,
“Let’s not have deficit financing. Let’s
increase the gas tax and pay for it on a
pay-as-you-go basis.”” His 