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The Senate met at 10 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, make us maximum by
Your Spirit for the demanding respon-
sibilities and relationships of this day.
We say with the psalmist, ‘“‘Blessed be
the Lord, who daily loads us with bene-
fits, the God of our salvation!”—Psalm
68:19.

We praise You that it is Your will to
give good things to those who ask You.
You give strength and power to Your
people when we seek You above any-
thing else. You guide the humble and
teach them Your way. You know what
we need before we ask You, and yet, en-
courage us to seek, knock, and ask in
our prayers. When we truly seek You
and really desire Your will, You do
guide us in what to ask. Our day is
filled with challenges and decisions be-
yond our own knowledge and experi-
ence. We dare not press ahead on our
own resources. In the quiet of this
magnificent moment of conversation
with You we commit this day and ask
for the wisdom of Your Holy Spirit.
Thank You in advance for a great day
lived for Your glory. Amen.

————

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able majority leader, Senator LOTT, is
recognized.
Mr. LOTT. Good morning, Mr. Presi-
dent. Thank you very much.

———————

SCHEDULE

Mr. LOTT. This morning, the Senate
will begin consideration of the budget
conference report, and will continue
the discussion. Under the consent

Senate

agreement reached yesterday, there
will be 2 hours for debate on the con-
ference report, with the time equally
divided between Senators DOMENICI and
EXON. All Senators should be aware
that a vote will occur on the adoption
of the budget at 12 noon today.

The House did act last night—it must
have been close to 10 o’clock or so—but
they did pass the budget resolution. We
will have the papers, and we will be
prepared to vote at 12 noon. Following
that vote, there will be a period for
morning business to accommodate a
number of requests on both sides of the
aisle. I emphasize that morning busi-
ness will be after the 12 o’clock vote,
not in the morning as we begin, as is
quite often the case.

It is also possible later today the
Senate will consider other legislative-
executive items. Therefore, Senators
should be aware that additional rollcall
votes are possible during today’s ses-
sion. We are very hopeful that some
agreement, perhaps, could be worked
out on how we would handle the Fed-
eral Reserve Board appointees. We will
have further information on that when
we have the vote at 12 o’clock.

I yield the floor.

————

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR
1997—CONFERENCE REPORT

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
INHOFE). Under the previous order, the
Senate will now move to consideration
of the conference report, House Report
104-612, accompanying House Concur-
rent Resolution 178, which the clerk
will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment to the bill (H. Con. Res. 178), a
concurrent resolution establishing the con-
gressional budget for the United States Gov-
ernment for fiscal year 1997 and setting forth
appropriate budgetary levels for fiscal years

1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002, having met,
after full and free conference, have agreed to
recommend and do recommend to their re-
spective Houses this report, signed by a ma-
jority of the conferees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senate will proceed to
the consideration of the conference re-
port.

(The conference report is printed in
the House proceedings of the RECORD of
June 7, 1996.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will now be 2 hours of debate equally
divided between the Senator from New
Mexico, Senator DOMENICI, and the
Senator from Nebraska, Mr. EXON.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, on behalf
of Mr. EXON, who controls the time on
this side, I yield myself such time as I
may consume. It will not be 30 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I am con-
vinced that if this budget resolution
conference agreement is fully imple-
mented over the next 6 years, it will
lead the Nation into far more serious
fiscal difficulty than we are in today.
It follows the familiar supply-side poli-
cies of the Reagan administration,
which, as we all recall, promised to bal-
ance the Federal budget while at the
same time enacting massive tax cuts,
it calls for increases in defense spend-
ing even when the Pentagon says it
does not need the money, and cuts in
entitlements—which never came to
pass under the Reagan administration.
President Reagan’s policies did not re-
sult in the economy growing itself out
of deficits or in balancing the budget. I
voted with the President, Mr. Reagan,
in support of his massive tax cuts and
I also supported his buildup of a bloat-
ed defense budget. Instead, what did we
see? We saw a massive increase in the
national debt, which rose from under $1
trillion in the previous 200 years of the
Nation to over $2.6 trillion on January
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20, 1989, the day President Reagan left
office.

Astoundingly to me, the fiscal blue-
print contained in this budget resolu-
tion conference agreement is remark-
ably similar to those failed Reagan
policies which nearly bankrupted the
Nation, and from which we are still
suffering, and which are still placing us
in desperate straits with respect to our
fiscal situation. For example, unlike
the Senate-passed budget resolution,
which allowed a tax cut to occur in a
third reconciliation measure only after
enactment into law of the first two rec-
onciliation measures which contained
deficit reduction, this conference
agreement moves the tax cuts forward
to the first reconciliation bill. The in-
structions for that first reconciliation
bill call for the relevant Senate com-
mittees to report their proposals by
June 21. Those instructions go to those
committees with jurisdiction over wel-
fare, Medicaid, and tax breaks.

So what we see then is that this first
reconciliation bill will presumably cut
Medicaid spending, cut welfare spend-
ing, and use those savings to finance a
massive tax cut. That first reconcili-
ation bill, I am advised, will reduce the
deficit by a mere $2 billion over the en-
tire 6 years, because the savings from
welfare reform and Medicaid will be
used to finance a huge tax cut.

I think it is utter folly to be talking
about a tax cut at this time in our fis-
cal history. I say that with respect not
only to the Republican tax cut, but
also to the tax cut that is proposed by
the Clinton administration. I was the
one Democrat who voted against the
President’s budget, so I think I come
into court here with fairly clean hands.
I voted against that budget for two rea-
sons: One, it cut taxes; and, two, it cut
discretionary funding a great deal.

So if that were not enough, this con-
ference agreement also allows for fur-
ther tax breaks in the third reconcili-
ation bill. Presumably, the purpose for
this process is to allow the majority in
the Congress to have another bite at
the apple, should the President veto
the first tax-break bill, or, if the ma-
jority finds that they did not do
enough tax cutting in the first meas-
ure, even if the President signs it, they
will have the opportunity to provide
more tax cuts in the third reconcili-
ation bill.

I do not try to second-guess the lead-
ership or the other party in this mat-
ter. I have tremendous respect for Sen-
ator DOMENICI and Senator EXON. They
provide a great service to the people of
this country and to the Senate, and the
Senate is in their debt. I respect them
for their sincere judgments. But to
those of us—I am one—who partici-
pated in the river boat gamble. So I
come into court with unclean hands. I
voted for the massive tax cuts over a 3-
year period. I voted for them, although
I did offer an amendment to provide
that the tax cut for the third year, I
believe, would not go into effect until
such time as we could see what the im-
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pact of the tax cuts in the first 2 years
would be on our budgetary and fiscal
situation. But I voted for those. So I
participated in that river boat gamble
of tax cuts and a defense buildup first.
I supported those two things as strong-
ly as did the Republicans in this body.
So I am not a Johnny-come-lately after
the fact complaining about what the
Republicans did on that occasion. I
voted with them. I have been sorry for
it.

To those of us who participated in
the river boat gamble of tax cuts and
spending cuts later as proposed by
President Reagan, this conference
agreement’s proposed tax cuts now and
spending cuts later is all too familiar
to us. Have we not learned our lesson?
It is all too easy to enact tax cuts and
save the pain for later. I have voted for
a good many tax cuts in my 50 years of
politics, and I have voted against them.
I said to the administration people
that it is folly to talk about cutting
taxes now with the colossal deficits
that we have and the colossal debt that
we have; the colossal payments of in-
terest that we have to make on that
colossal debt. If we follow the policies
proposed in this budget resolution, we
are about to do it again. What will
keep the results from being the same
at the end of this 7-year period as they
were when we followed the policies pro-
posed by the Reagan administration?

This budget resolution calls for $11
billion more in defense spending just in
fiscal year 1997 alone than has been
proposed by the President. It proposes
tax cuts ranging from $100 to $200 bil-
lion or more. It proposes terrible devas-
tation on the domestic discretionary
part of the budget. I have been a mem-
ber of the Appropriations Committee
longer than anybody else in this body.
I have been chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee for 6 years, and I have
been a member of the Defense Appro-
priations Subcommittee for quite a
long time. So I view these reductions
in discretionary funding of exceedingly
important programs to our people and
to our country with a great deal of re-
gret. It proposes, as I say, a terrible
devastation on the domestic discre-
tionary part of the budget—that por-
tion which funds our investment in our
Nation’s education, environmental
cleanup, clean air and water, highways,
bridges and airports, flood prevention,
crime control, war against drugs, plus
the operations of the entire Federal
budget. For that portion of the budget,
this agreement, according to the Con-
gressional Budget Office in a table pro-
vided to me just last evening, proposes
real cuts in domestic discretionary
budget authority of $254.9 billion below
inflation over the period of fiscal years
1997-2002—$254.9 billion below inflation
for domestic discretionary budget au-
thority.

The people of this country are going
to wake up one day, and they are going
to say, “We are tired of having our do-
mestic discretionary programs cut to
the bone.” It is already into the mar-
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row of the bone, and discretionary
spending has taken it on the nose for
several years. Discretionary funding of
domestic programs has borne the brunt
of the budget cuts and will continue to
bear the brunt of those cuts under this
measure that is before us. One day the
American people will say, ‘“Where have
you been? What is happening to our in-
frastructure—our highways, our sewage
and water projects?”’ We need more
money in West Virginia and in other
rural areas to update our sewerage and
water systems, and in some instances
to install systems for the first time.

I am sure West Virginia is not alone
in this. Why cannot we help our peo-
ple? That is pretty important busi-
ness—having clean water to drink. I of-
fered an amendment twice here just in
the last few days to provide for addi-
tional funding for States and for com-
munities that need help with respect to
their water and sewerage problems.
Those amendments were defeated. Ev-
erything is being sacrificed here on the
altar of a balanced budget. I do not
decry the need to work toward our bal-
ancing the budget. But the way we are
doing it, the way we are going about it,
I object to.

Under this budget resolution, we will
be able to purchase nearly $255 billion
less in the year 2002 for domestic dis-
cretionary investments than we can
today. The needs will be greater. The
funding will be less than today.

I would point out that this budget
resolution conference agreement cuts
domestic discretionary budget author-
ity below a freeze by $33 billion. That is
a real cut. That is a cut from which the
American people suffer, and they are
going to be asking some questions
down the road. They will be shaken out
of their lethargy when they wake up
one day and see that we are continuing
to cut funding for domestic programs
that mean so much for the health and
well-being of the American people
themselves. It is an outrage. It is a dis-
grace for American communities in
this day and time not to have modern
water systems. They need them in
those rural areas to have pure water.
Not to have clean water to drink—what
is more important than that? In other
words, under this budget resolution, $33
billion 1less will be available than
would be required to fund the invest-
ments contained in the domestic dis-
cretionary portion of the budget at a
hard freeze level over the next 6 years.

For fiscal year 1997 alone, Dr. Rivlin,
the Director of OMB, points out in her
letter to the chairman of the Budget
Committee dated June 11, 1996, non-
defense discretionary spending is cut
by more than $15 billion below the
President’s request. The President’s re-
quest was not anything to boast about.
I can tell you that. The President’s re-
quest was too low. The President’s
budget over the 6 years is $230 billion
below inflation. So that is why I voted
against them. It was not anything to
beat one’s chest over when it came to
discretionary programs by President
Clinton.
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Furthermore, there is a peculiar sec-
tion in this agreement as it relates to
discretionary outlays for fiscal year
1997. According to page 28 of this con-
ference report, section 307 is entitled
“Government Shutdown Prevention Al-
lowance.” That section will hold in re-
serve $1,337,000,000 in nondefense discre-
tionary outlays which will only be
made available in the Senate pursuant
to section 307(b). That paragraph reads
as follows:

(b) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.—In the Senate,
upon the consideration of a motion to pro-
ceed or an agreement to proceed to a resolu-
tion making continuing appropriations for
fiscal year 1997, or in the House of Represent-
atives, upon the filing of a conference report
thereon, that complies with the fiscal year
1997 discretionary limit on nondefense budg-
et authority, the Chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget of the appropriate
House may submit a revised outlay alloca-
tion for such committee and appropriately
revised aggregates and limits to carry out
this section.

In other words, if I understand it cor-
rectly, this section will allow the
chairman of the Budget Committee to
provide additional nondefense outlays
of up to $1,337,000,000 to the Appropria-
tions Committee ‘‘upon the consider-
ation of a motion to proceed or an
agreement to proceed to a resolution
making continuing appropriations for
fiscal year 1997.”

This is getting curiouser and
curiouser. Section 307 virtually ensures
that there will be at least one con-
tinuing resolution for 1997. How else
can the Appropriations Committee re-
ceive the $1.3 billion in outlays? What
is this? This is an attempt by the ma-
jority to bludgeon the President into
signing appropriation bills which will
contain $15 billion less than he has re-
quested for public investments in edu-
cation, environmental cleanup, clean
air and water, crime fighting, and a
host of other programs. We faced this
same problem in fiscal year 1996 and
the President refused to accept cuts of
this magnitude, and we ended up with
total gridlock, Government shutdowns,
and a record-setting 13 continuing reso-
lutions to keep the Government func-
tioning.

What we have in this agreement, it
appears to me, is a blatant attempt to
bypass the regular appropriations proc-
ess even before it begins. Anyone can
see that the President will not agree to
sign regular 1997 appropriation bills
when he is assured of getting $1.337 bil-
lion more in outlays if he waits for a
continuing resolution. So the Repub-
lican majority has thrown up its hands
and given up before it even begins to
fight for the enactment of the 13 reg-
ular appropriation bills. They have
tried to save themselves by creating a
“Government Shutdown Prevention Al-
lowance.”

This just will not wash. Does the ma-
jority think that the President will
just roll over and play dead on his
budget priorities this year—with cuts
of $15 billion as this resolution re-
quires? Do they think that I and others
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who oppose such devastation in domes-
tic investments will be satisfied with
such cuts simply because we have a
new Government shutdown prevention
allowance? Well, let the majority pro-
ceed with their proposals and we will
meet them one at a time and see how
it turns out.

I can tell every Senator with com-
plete confidence that this Nation can-
not sustain the levels of cuts to the do-
mestic discretionary portion of the
budget over this 6-year period that are
contained in this budget resolution
without destroying the hopes of the
American people for the betterment of
their children and grandchildren. The
money will not be there for increased
investments in education. The money
will not be there for an adequate trans-
portation system to move our goods to
market and our people to and from
work in an efficient manner. The
money will not be there for the safety
and increased capacity of our national
airport system, for improvement in
flood prevention, cleaning up the envi-
ronment, better water and sewage
treatment for communities throughout
the Nation. These will not be possible.
There will be no improvement to these
infrastructure systems, which are al-
ready in a state of serious deteriora-
tion.

Mr. President, like other budget reso-
lutions before this which claimed to
balance the Federal budget, several of
which were put before the Senate by
the present chairman of the Budget
Committee, Mr. DOMENICI, this con-
ference agreement contains no enforce-
ment mechanism for any area of the
budget except discretionary spending.
We have operated under enforceable
caps with across-the-board sequester
mechanisms for a number of years. So
that Senators can be sure that the dev-
astation proposed by the cuts proposed
in this budget resolution to the domes-
tic discretionary portion of the budget
will occur. Enforcement mechanisms
make that a virtual certainty.

But, like all of its predecessors, this
budget resolution conference agree-
ment contains no such enforcement
mechanisms for entitlement spending
or for revenues. In other words, there is
no assurance that the spending cuts
proposed in any reconciliation measure
that may be enacted into law pursuant
to this budget resolution will actually
result in the savings claimed. Tradi-
tionally, those savings have been far
less than predicted. Similarly, any rev-
enue increase measures that may occur
in any of these reconciliation bills may
not achieve the levels projected and
the tax cuts may actually cost more
than is being projected. If so, there is
no method in this resolution to make
certain that the revenue projections
are, in fact, achieved or that the enti-
tlement savings are, in fact, achieved.

There is no sequester mechanism or
automatic tax-surcharge mechanism so
that we may be certain that the enti-
tlement spending cuts or any revenue
increases will be achieved, or that any
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tax cuts will cost no more than is pro-
jected. So to all Senators who support
this budget resolution today, I ask
where will you be when the numbers go
south in the future years as they did in
the Reagan budgets? Where will you
be? There is nothing here to ensure
that these deficit projections will be
reached. The only sure achievements
will be the devastation in discretionary
spending—that is a sure achievement—
because of the caps for each of the next
6 years.

Finally, Mr. President, in closing let
me point out that, despite all the rhet-
oric to the contrary, this budget reso-
lution conference agreement does not
result in a balanced budget in the year
2002. To confirm this fact one simply
needs to turn to pages 3 and 4 of the
conference report. At the bottom of
page 3 one will see under Section 101(4)
a heading entitled, deficits.

For purposes of the enforcement of this
resolution, the amounts of the deficits are as
follows:

fiscal year 1997: $227,283,000,000.

fiscal year 1998: $224,399,000,000.

fiscal year 1999: $206,405,000,000.

fiscal year 2000: $185,315,000,000.

fiscal year 2001: $141,762,000,000.

fiscal year 2002: $103,854,000,000.

So, apparently, there will still be a
deficit of over $100 billion in fiscal year
2002 under this conference agreement.

No matter how hard this thing tries
to impress by sticking out its chest
and spreading its tail feathers, it is
still a turkey and it will not fly.

I say this again to emphasize, with
great respect to all of the Senators who
have had a part in developing this con-
ference agreement. We sometimes do
the best we can, and then we are not
able to do enough. I was not entitled to
sit in on the conference. I do not know
what arguments were made and what
arguments were made and lost. I am
simply looking at the agreement as I
find it here today and making my own
personal judgment concerning it.

Mr. President, how much time have I
used?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 29 minutes.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. I kept
my word.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I say
to Senator BYRD, I purposely came to
the floor so I could hear his remarks,
and I was here for all of them. I cannot
respond right now, because the call of
duty has me going somewhere else. But
four or five of the points the Senator
makes, I will state our versions of
them, which I think are different than
your assumptions.

I share some concerns. It is clear
that if I were producing a budget and I
were the king and all I had to do was
do it myself, while I might come and
confer with you, it would not be this
budget. But we have to get a majority
of the Senators to vote to reduce this
deficit.

Frankly, I believe it is a pretty good
plan. I think your analysis of the
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taxes, the tax cuts—I think we have an
explanation that is slightly different,
maybe in some respects greatly dif-
ferent, than you assume.

I would say one thing with reference
to the appropriated accounts—well, let
me say two things. It is most inter-
esting, you have properly stated how
much the President cuts discretionary
programs. You would then, I am sure,
agree that if we took the triggered part
of his budget, it even cuts it more.
That is the one that is on par—or did
you use the triggered numbers? It
would be more.

Mr. BYRD. I already took that into
account in my numbers.

Mr. DOMENICI. There are two budg-
ets, one which uses the Congressional
Budget Office assumptions and one
which uses the President’s own as-
sumptions. In each instance, the
amount of the cuts are different.

But I would say one answer to your
concern might be that you might adopt
some of the President’s Cabinet’s ap-
proach to out-year appropriated ac-
counts, for they come around and tes-
tify they are meaningless; it goes 1
year at a time, and not to worry about
it. Frankly, we have not done that be-
cause we figure we need some of the
savings. But when you put a budget
down, you have to stand by it. You can-
not find excuses and say it really is not
real.

The second point is, we are fully
aware that it would be grossly unfair,
and probably not good for the country,
to not get the entitlement cuts and in-
sist on all of the discretionary. You
would have some things out of propor-
tion, and you probably would not get a
balance. If you read the report and the
resolution, it says if, in 1998, the enti-
tlement savings have not occurred,
then the caps are off discretionary ac-
counts. That is not of great help, but it
does at least make the point that we
are fully aware that to get the balance,
you have to have the entitlement sav-
ings; you cannot just do the discre-
tionary accounts.

I will return and have a few addi-
tional comments. I yield the floor at
this point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, while the
distinguished Senator from New Mex-
ico, the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, is on the floor, I would like to
ask him a question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico has yielded the
floor.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, do I have
the floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, sir.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that notwithstanding I
have the floor, I may ask a question of
another Senator without losing my
right to the floor.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. I am really going to
be in a meeting. I will come back and
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answer any questions the Senator has
within the next 30 or 40 minutes. I am
supposed to be 1in Representative
ARMEY’s office at this moment, but I
will come back, if the Senator has
some questions.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? If neither side yields time,
time will be charged to both sides
equally.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum and ask
unanimous consent the time be
charged equally against both sides.

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

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I have
noted with interest over the last sev-
eral weeks that our colleagues on the
other side of the aisle have repeatedly
spoken of the need for a balanced budg-
et amendment to the Constitution.
They have talked repeatedly about the
need for deficit reduction.

I believe we do need to balance the
budget. I believe we do need significant
deficit reduction, because we face a de-
mographic time bomb in this country.
That demographic time bomb is the
baby boom generation. When they
begin to retire, they will double, in
very short order, the number of people
eligible for Social Security and Medi-
care, and that is going to put severe
pressure on the finances of the United
States. So it is critically important
that we get our fiscal house in order.

Mr. President, given all the rhetoric
that has come from the Republican
side of the aisle about the need to bal-
ance the budget, about the need for def-
icit reduction, I looked with anticipa-
tion at their budget proposal that is,
after all, the work that they now con-
trol. They control the House of Rep-
resentatives. They control the TU.S.
Senate. As everyone in this Chamber
knows, and everyone Kknows in the
other House, the President is not in-
volved with the budget resolution. He
cannot veto it. He plays no role in it.
This is completely a creature of the
two Chambers, the House and the Sen-
ate, controlled by the Republican
Party.

So I think, given the rhetoric, one
would anticipate that if you look at
the budget proposal, the Republicans
would be reducing the deficit. What a
shock it is to look at the budget pro-
posal before us and find out that our
Republican friends, instead of reducing
the deficit, are increasing the deficit.

Let me repeat that, because I am cer-
tain a lot of people will find that hard
to believe. After all of the rhetoric,
after all of the discussion that said we
are going to reduce the deficit, that
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that is the priority, if you look at the
plan before us, it does not reduce the
deficit, it increases the deficit.

Mr. President, this year the deficit is
going to come in at $130 to $140 billion.
Next year under this plan, the deficit
will not go down, will not be decreased,
will not be cut, the deficit will go up.
The deficit will go up to $153 billion.
The next year it will be $147 billion,
both higher than the deficit we have
now.

Sometimes I think the popular image
is the Democrats are less in favor of
deficit reduction than our friends on
the other side of the aisle, but if one
looks at the record, one finds quite a
different result.

When President Clinton came into of-
fice, he inherited a deficit of $290 bil-
lion. That was the deficit in 1992. In
1993, we passed a plan that not a single
Republican supported, and that plan
led to a reduction in the deficit the
next year of $255 billion. The next year
it was further reduced to $203 billion.
The next year it was reduced to $164
billion, and now this year, $130 to $140
billion—4 years of deficit reduction,
the first time since the administration
of Benjamin Harrison.

I think in fairness, one has to say the
Democratic record of deficit reduction
in the Clinton administration has been
a good one. And I must say, I am dis-
appointed our friends on the other side
of the aisle, when they have a chance
to exercise control over the budget,
come in with a proposal that, instead
of reducing the deficit, raises the def-
icit. That is not the direction we ought
to be going.

I am still hopeful that we will go
back to an approach of a bipartisan at-
tempt to do what we all know must be
done, which is to put this country on a
path to fiscal responsibility. Not just
rhetoric, but the reality.

I must say, I read in the paper this
morning that some House Republicans
were in revolt, because they did not
come here to raise the deficit, but that
is precisely what their plan does. Mr.
President, I intend to vote against that
plan. I hope other of my colleagues will
vote against that plan as well, because
not only does it raise the deficit, but it
contains a set of priorities that are vir-
tually the same set of priorities that
we were confronted with last year
which the American people soundly re-
jected—soundly rejected.

We should not go on that path again
this year, and we certainly should not
be voting for a plan that raises the def-
icit.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, if my
colleague will stay just for a moment,
I would like to engage in a colloquy
with him about a point the Senator
from West Virginia made.

I have been listening to part of the
debate and participating in part of the
debate. I found the representation both
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on the floor of the Senate and even in
the newspaper this morning very inter-
esting. It says ‘‘House Narrowly Passes
Balanced Budget Plan,” which is the
plan we are talking about here. This is
the plan the House narrowly passed
yesterday, described as a ‘‘balanced
budget plan.”

This piece of paper is on every Senate
desk. It is laying here on mine, but
every Senate desk has it, and this is
the actual conference report. On page 4
of the actual conference report, it says,
“Deficits,” and then in the year 2002, it
says, ‘‘$103 billion in deficits.”

The Senator from North Dakota,
Senator CONRAD, has spoken on this be-
fore as well, but it seems to me what
this does is technically comply with
the law, because the law says that you
cannot use Social Security trust funds
to portray in a piece of legislation like
this that you have balanced the budg-
et. But with the exception of this nota-
tion on page 4 that the deficit is going
to be $103 billion in 2002, with the ex-
ception of that one notation, every
other piece of information given on the
floor of the Senate, every speech given
by the majority that brings this to the
floor alleges this is a balanced budget.

Is it just out of step, I guess, with
common practice to be able to ignore
what you put in the legislation and
claim something different? Can Sen-
ator CONRAD answer that question? I
guess the question I would ask is, what
is the circumstance that allows this
kind of hoax to continue?

Mr. CONRAD. In answer, Mr. Presi-
dent, I might just say it is perhaps one
of the most perplexing stories in this
town, because this is not a balanced
budget plan. I mean, honestly stated,
to take the retirement funds of the
people of the United States and throw
those into the pot and call it a bal-
anced budget, frankly, borders on
laughable. There is a $103 billion deficit
by the year 2002 under this plan.

Sometimes I think the media just do
not get it. They are reporting on what
we call the unified budget. The unified
budget is when you put everything into
the same pot and then you see whether
you have balance or not. The problem
with that, of course, is that includes
Social Security, all of the receipts and
all of the expenditures. Social Security
is not contributing to the deficit, as
the Senator from North Dakota knows,
Social Security is in surplus, substan-
tial surplus. And that is going to con-
tinue. In fact, those surpluses are going
to grow, and the reason we put a plan
in place to have Social Security sur-
pluses grow is because we are getting
ready for when the baby boom genera-
tion retires.

But, of course, we are not getting
ready; we are spending every dime. As
a result, to call these balanced budgets
is not accurate. It is misleading.

Mr. DORGAN. If the Senator will
yield further, on the same page it says,
“Social Security revenues,” and they
are anticipating how much in revenues
will come in to the Social Security
Program during the next 6 years.
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During the 6 years, the revenues from
Social Security, which is the payroll
tax everyone pays from their paycheck
while they are working, will increase
by $100 billion over the 6 years. It will
go from $385 to $487 billion. In other
words, this contemplates that from the
payroll taxes, which are regressive
taxes, will rise by $100 billion. People
talk about flat taxes. These are the flat
taxes. This is totally flat. Every work-
er, no matter what their income is,
pays the identical percentage of pay-
roll tax. That payroll tax will increase
the proceeds to the Federal Govern-
ment by $100 billion in the 6 years.

The solemn promise that has been
made in law is that increase in the re-
gressive payroll tax is designed to be
put in a trust fund to be saved for when
it is needed when the Social Security
System will exhibit some strains when
the war babies retire. It is interesting
to me that the $100 billion increase in
the regressive payroll tax is clearly not
going to be saved, if you listen to the
other side claim they now have bal-
anced the budget, because they clearly
are taking that $100 billion on the bot-
tom of page 4 and saying, ‘“Well, we
don’t care what the promise is with re-
spect to taking that from workers and
putting it in the trust fund, we intend
to use it to balance the budget.”

At the same time they want to con-
struct a budget they say needs bal-
ancing, they want to reduce taxes. Yes,
they want to cut the alternative min-
imum tax for corporations, they want
to make it easier to move your plant
overseas by giving a tax break, they
want to enact a whole series of tax
cuts. Most of those tax cuts will ben-
efit upper income people.

They want to bring, next, to the floor
of the Senate a proposal to build up to
a $60 billion star wars program. There
is an unending appetite to spend money
on the part of even those who claim
they are balancing the budget, but are
not balancing the budget in this pro-
posal.

I ask Senator CONRAD about the $100
billion increase in Social Security rev-
enues that are anticipated in this budg-
et. Does it not appear as if those are
the revenues that they would then use
to claim they have balanced the budg-
et, when in fact they have not?

Mr. CONRAD. In fact, if you take the
amount of money over the 6 years, it is
$5625 billion of Social Security surpluses
that are going to be used to say that
the budget has been balanced. So $525
billion of Social Security surpluses are
going to be looted or raided, or what-
ever terminology one wants to apply in
order to claim a balanced budget.

This is not a balanced budget. In fair-
ness, I think one ought to say the
President’s plan is also not a balanced
budget. Even the plan that I was part
of, part of the centrist coalition, was
not truly a balanced budget. None of
these plans are truly balanced budgets.

In fact, the only plan that we have
had a chance to vote on in the last 2
years that was truly a balanced budget
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was the one I offered last year, and the
Senator from North Dakota supported
it, the fair share balanced budget plan.
That did balance without counting So-
cial Security surpluses. It is the only
budget that has been voted on on the
floor on the Senate that was a true bal-
anced budget plan. That got 39 votes
here in the U.S. Senate. Obviously, 39
votes does not prevail.

I just say, the media, when they re-
port, ought to tell the people accu-
rately and honestly what has hap-
pened. Because to take retirement
funds and throw those into the pot and
call it a balanced budget, if we were
doing that in the private sector, if in
any company you took the retirement
funds of employees, threw those into
the pot, and said you were balancing
the budget, you would be headed for a
Federal institution. It would not be the
U.S. Congress. It would be a Federal fa-
cility, a law enforcement facility. You
would be headed for Federal prison be-
cause that is a violation of Federal
law.

Mr. DORGAN. Let me make one addi-
tional comment.

Mr. President, I know the Senator
from Nebraska wishes to contribute on
these subjects. But the Senator from
North Dakota says something I said
yesterday. The President’s budget also
is not in balance, nor was the bipar-
tisan budget in balance. I have never
claimed they were. But those who
bring this to the floor who claim they
are in balance are wrong. This is not a
balanced budget.

I only make the point that the Sen-
ator from Nebraska has been on the
floor talking about this budget issue. I
read his statement yesterday. I did not
hear his statement when he made it,
but I read it in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD. He makes the point that I
think is very important.

We ought not be talking about tax
cuts. I know that might be popular. We
ought to set the issue of tax cuts aside,
talk seriously about how do you hon-
estly and really balance the budget, do
that job, finish that job, then come
back to the question of how do you
construct a tax system that eliminates
or reduces some of the burden on mid-
dle-income people? That is what we
ought to do.

But instead of that, we have a bunch
of folks out here who wave their arms
and flail around on the floor of the
Senate and claim they have a balanced
budget, which is not in balance; and
then in the next breath say, ‘“We not
only have a balanced budget’’—that is
not in balance—‘‘but we want to cut
taxes and increase spending.”

What on Earth kind of priorities are
those? That does not make any sense. I
could understand if there was a con-
sistent approach, even if it was wrong.
I can understand consistency. But to be
consistently inappropriate in the way
you approach this issue just makes no
sense.

How can you be for a balanced budget
and then come to the floor with this
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and be consistent about wanting to do
the things that reach a balanced budg-
et? This is not advertising. I mean, this
is not some marketing game we are
playing. The issue is, are we going to
solve this problem?

This document is a remarkable docu-
ment, not only for what it says, but for
what it does not say. What it says is,
“There they go again.” That is what it
says. That is what the Senator from
Nebraska said. It is the same tired, old
set of priorities. ‘‘Let’s take money
from the health care for the elderly
and give it for tax breaks for upper in-
come folks.” There they go again; the
same set of priorities.

But even more important than that,
the inconsistency here is stark, the in-
consistency of saying we want a bal-
anced budget, then proposing one that
is not in balance and then in the same
breath saying let us reduce revenue by
giving tax cuts to those, especially
those at the upper end, who do not need
it. And then let us spend more money
especially on things like star wars and
other defense boondoggles that cost
tens and tens of billions of dollars. The
inconsistency is incomprehensible.
Senator CONRAD made that point and
Senator EXON has made the point as
well.

I yield the floor.

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, how much
time is left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska has 13 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. EXON. How much?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirteen
minutes.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I have
three other speakers who wanted b5
minutes each, including the leader.

At this point, Mr. President, I thank
the senior Senator from West Virginia
for the kind remarks that he made
about this individual with regard to
the budget. He is a real stalwart. I have
enjoyed working very much with Sen-
ator BYRD over the years.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an analysis of the Republican
budget, prepared by the Democratic
staff of the Senate Budget Committee,
be printed in the RECORD.

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

ANALYSIS OF THE REPUBLICAN CONFERENCE
REPORT ON THE FISCAL YEAR 1997 BUDGET
RESOLUTION PREPARED BY THE DEMOCRATIC
STAFF OF THE SENATE BUDGET COMMITTEE

INTRODUCTION

With the filing of this conference report,
all of the efforts of the Republican majority
to portray their budget as moderate are in
vain. The Republican majority have done a
superb job to airbrush their budget, but the
American people can see the real thing—
warts and all.

It retains the same unflattering profile as
its predecessor: unnecessary reductions in
Medicare and Medicaid paying for tax breaks
for the wealthy. This is in fact the Newt
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Gingrich Budget. And as Senator DOLE
leaves Capitol Hill for the campaign trail, he
leaves whatever is left of his budget to the
tender mercies of the extreme right. They
will give it their full attention.

This rehashed budget is part and parcel of
the Republican strategy of no-work and all-
political-play. They wanted to ram through
their failed and stale political agenda and
confront the President at every turn of this
crooked legislative road. Worst of all, two of
the three baby reconciliation bills the con-
ference report creates will be devoted largely
to cutting taxes—an act that will worsen the
deficit.

The House is already working its voodoo in
this conference report. At least the Senate
language required that all the entitlement
spending reductions be enacted into law be-
fore we considered the tax breaks. The House
shamelessly tossed that requirement out the
window and the Senate concurred.

The first reconciliation bill contains Med-
icaid, welfare, and tax breaks. So much for
performing deficit reduction before doling
out the tax breaks. So much for fiscal con-
servatism. The first reconciliation bill will
reduce the deficit by just $2 billion, if it re-
duces the deficit at all. This is as plain as
the light of day. The majority now want to
eliminate the Medicaid guarantee of mean-
ingful health care benefits for 18 million
children, 6 million disabled Americans, mil-
lions of nursing home residents, 36 million
people in all, to fund their tax breaks.

The conferees assume a net tax cut of $122
billion, yet Chairman Kasich maintains that
the cuts will be as large as $180 billion. There
is not a single specific mention of closing tax
loopholes or of ending corporate tax give-
aways. The same budget that eagerly reduces
funding for our Medicare and Medicaid pro-
grams cannot find the courage to call upon
the special interests to assume any of the
burden of balancing the budget.

The Republicans cling to the tax breaks—
the tax breaks that fuel the reductions in
Medicare and Medicaid and divide our great
Nation. That is why they and this budget
will ultimately fail. And that is not only a
tragedy for the departing Majority Leader
but for the American people as well.

MEDICARE

The reduction in projected spending for
Medicare is still too large. The Republican
budget reduces Medicare spending by $168
billion and proposes $10 billion in new spend-
ing for a graduate medical education trust
fund. Under these assumptions, Medicare
spending per beneficiary falls dramatically
below comparable private sector growth
rates, reducing quality and access to health
care for millions of middle-class Americans.
Private health care costs are expected to in-
crease by 7.1 percent per beneficiary com-
pared to a 4.7 percent per-person rate in the
Republican plan—a 34 percent difference.
The GOP plan will dramatically cut the pur-
chasing power that seniors have for health
care.

The plan also includes a premium increase
for high-income beneficiaries and a $123 bil-
lion reduction in Part A. Details on the pre-
mium increase are not available. The Amer-
ican Academy of Physicians, the American
Hospital Association, and the American As-
sociation of Retired Persons concur, how-
ever, that the proposal contains deeps cuts
in payments to hospitals, which could result
in cost-shifting, undermine quality, and
threaten the finance viability of many rural
and urban hospitals.

Damaging structural changes proposed by
the Republicans will risk turning Medicare
into a second-class system for seniors who
cannot afford to opt out of traditional Medi-
care through Medical Savings Accounts.
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These changes would segregate the sickest
and least affluent beneficiaries into in a se-
verely weakened fee-for-service program.

The President proved you can balance the
budget with far less Medicare savings while
keeping Medicare solvent and protecting
seniors from new costs. The President’s
budget cuts Medicare by $50 billion less than
the Republican plan but maintains solvency
for 10 years. The President’s budget shows
that premium hikes, deep reductions, and
damaging structural changes are not nec-
essary to balance the budget and guarantee
the life of the Medicare trust fund. By pre-
serving cuts in corporate subsidies for tax
cuts for the rich, the Republicans are forced
to reduce the growth of programs for middle-
class Americans far deeper than the Presi-
dent’s plan.

REDUCTIONS FROM LOW-INCOME PROGRAMS

Although the Republican budget does not
identify all of the assumptions behind cuts
in mandatory programs, more than 42 per-
cent of these savings come from programs
that help low-income Americans.

MEDICAID

The Republican budget includes $72 billion
in Medicaid cuts. This could translate into
total cuts of more than $250 billion if states
spend only the minimum required to receive
their full allocations. If this occurs, spending
growth per person would be reduced to a
level below the general rate of inflation.

Recently introduced Republican legisla-
tion shows that they have not backed down
from their proposal to block grant Medicaid
and to eliminate health care guarantees for
the elderly, disabled, and pregnant women
and children. The Republican bill distributes
more than 96 percent of the funding in ex-
actly the same way as last year’s Medigrant
proposal.

As the Democratic Governors have pointed
out, these Medicaid provisions do not reflect
the bipartisan National Governors’ Associa-
tion proposal, because the NGA agreed that
States must be protected from unanticipated
program costs resulting from economic fluc-
tuations in the business cycle, changing de-
mographics, and natural disasters. The um-
brella fund included in the new Republican
proposal is not sufficient to achieve that
goal.

Under this proposal, 36 million people will
lose their guaranteed access to health care.
Those who do receive coverage will no longer
be guaranteed a basic level of benefits.
States could be forced to deny coverage to
millions of children and people with disabil-
ities, and to older Americans who rely on
Medicaid to pay for nursing home and long-
term care.

Welfare

The Republicans claim to adopt the Na-
tional Governors’ Association’s welfare re-
form recommendations. The Republican
budget cuts $53 billion from welfare pro-
grams, however, significantly more than the
$43 billion in savings attributed to the bipar-
tisan NGA proposal. Recently introduced Re-
publican welfare reform legislation does in-
clude several provisions requested by the
Governors. But, as the Democratic Gov-
ernors have pointed out, the Republican plan
cuts food stamps more than the NGA pro-
posal, rejects the NGA’s work requirements,
and includes a 20-percent cut in the Social
Services Block Grant, which will undermine
states’ efforts to make sure that adequate
child care will be available. The Republican
bill also eliminates the provision supported
by the NGA that States maintain their cur-
rent level of effort in order to receive Fed-
eral foster care funding.

The Republican Medicaid and welfare bill
was crafted with no Democratic input. It
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would appear that the Republicans would
rather play election-year politics than work
toward real, bipartisan reforms that could be
signed into law.

Earned Income Tax Credit

The Republican plan includes $18.5 billion
in cuts to the Earned Income Tax Credit
(EITC). The EITC helps low-income working
families stay off welfare and out of poverty.
The conference report does indicate that the
tax credit would end for 4 million childless
workers, and states that the EITC would be
‘“‘coordinated” with the $500-per-child tax
credit. Most families who receive the EITC,
however, would be ineligible for much, if not
all, of the child tax credit. The same claims
were made last year, but analysis of the final
proposal indicated that more than 7 million
working households would have had their
taxes increased under the EITC provisions in
the vetoed reconciliation conference report.

EDUCATION
No Real Investment in Education and Training

The $1.3 billion by which the Republicans
increase education funding from 1996 to 1997
is wholly insufficient to maintain the levels
agreed to in the 1996 omnibus appropriations
bill. In fact, over 6 years, the conference re-
port is below a CBO 1996 freeze by $11 billion
for Function 500 (Education, Training, Em-
ployment, and Social Services) discretionary
spending. It is clear that the Republicans
have still not learned that the American peo-
ple, a majority of Congress, and the Presi-
dent believe that adequate funding for edu-
cation programs is essential.

The trivial increase included in the con-
ference report of $2.6 billion over 6 years over
the Republicans baseline for Function 500
discretionary spending is shameful given
how important education and training is to
our Nation. The President’s budget, by con-
trast, invests $569.4 billion more than the Re-
publican budget. In real terms, the con-
ference report reduces education and train-
ing spending by $25 billion over 6 years.

Capping the Direct Student Loan Program

The conference report proposes capping the
Federal direct student loan program, crip-
pling this successful program. (The con-
ference report does not provide a volume
amount at which this cap would be set. The
House-passed budget resolution eliminated
the program, while the Senate capped it at 20
percent.) Since schools participating in the
direct loan program currently handle nearly
40 percent of loan volume, hundreds of
schools will be forced out of the program.
This will lead to disruptions and disarray for
colleges and universities and considerable
headache and uncertainty for students. The
Republican majority does not believe that
competition and choice belong in the student
loan market; they want to assure banks and
guarantee agencies continued access to Fed-
eral subsidies.

Even though the Republicans claim out-
lays savings of $3.7 billion over 6 years from
their cap on direct lending, their proposal
would cost, not save billions, if it were
scored under the existing rules of the Credit
Reform Act. The Republicans add $5.8 billion
in outlays to the deficit through a ‘‘baseline
adjustment” directing the Congressional
Budget Office to override the Credit Reform
Act in its scoring of student loan programs.

THE ENVIRONMENT

Over the next 6 years, the Republican
budget cuts $3.8 billion from essential envi-
ronmental and natural resources programs, a
17 percent cut below the President’s level by
the year 2002, including a 23 percent reduc-
tion for the EPA’s enforcement and oper-
ations activities and a 36 percent reduction
for the energy conservation programs. The
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Republican plan uses these reductions to let
polluters off the hook, to the tune of $5.4 bil-
lion, by financing taxpayer spending for
Superfund cleanups rather than requiring re-
sponsible parties to pay the cost.

The Republican budget plan also assumes a
$1 billion of savings will be achieved from
the opening of the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge (ANWR) to oil and gas development,
putting at risk one of our national treasures.
The Republican plan would weaken EPA’s
ability to protect public health and the envi-
ronment and lead to further deterioration of
the National Parks. The Republican plan
jeopardizes administration priorities such as
the environmental cops on the beat program,
the Partnership for a new Generation of Ve-
hicles, and the Climate Change Action plan.

CRIME AND JUSTICE

The Republican budget, as approved by the
conferees, actually decreases the funding
level from both the House and Senate budg-
ets for the Administration of Justice func-
tion (Function 750). The proposed funding
level is $20.9 billion, and is well below the
House level of $22.1 billion and the Senate
resolution of $21.7 billion, and considerably
below the $23.5 billion requested by the
President.

The Violent Crime Reduction Fund
(VCRTF) would be funded at only $4.7 billion,
which is $300 million below the $5 billion au-
thorized level. The President requested that
the Trust Fund be funded at the full $5 bil-
lion level. In addition, funding for the
VCRTF is not included for the years 2000 and
2001. The President’s budget assumes contin-
ued funding for the Trust Fund in those
years. It is unlikely that our need to commit
adequate resources to fighting crime will end
after the year 2000.

At a time when Americans continue to ex-
press concerns about the level of violent
crime and the need to continue an aggressive
war on drugs, this Republican budget would
actually spend less money ($20.924 billion) in
1997 than was allocated in 1996 ($20.969 bil-
lion).

The Republicans continually depict the
President as soft on crime and not aggres-
sively pursuing the drug war. This Repub-
lican budget at $2.6 billion below the Presi-
dent’s request, however, clearly dem-
onstrates that Congress, not the President,
is placing a low priority on fighting crime
and achieving justice in America.

TAX BREAKS

No one should be fooled into believing that
the Republicans intend to limit their tax
breaks to $122.4 billion, as claimed by the
conferees. The Republicans try to hide the
size of their tax breaks by not including in
their baseline the extension of three expired
excise taxes dedicated to trust funds and by
counting the cuts over 6 years as opposed to
last year’s 7 years. The Republicans are not
backing off of their huge tax breaks; they
are merely disguising them with clever gim-
micks. Simply extending the excise taxes
will raise the tax cut to $155 billion. House
Budget Committee Chairman Kasich claims
that the tax breaks will be in the range of
$180 billion.

On its face, this budget does not even pay
for the one tax cut it endorses, as the child
tax credit costs about $137 billion. Unlike the
cost of the child tax credit that grows incre-
mentally each year, the Republican tax cut
in 2002 is reduced to $16.6 billion from a 2001
level of $22.6 billion. If the child tax credit is
indeed the only assumed tax cut, then it
must be sunsetted or triggered-off in some
way in 2002, perhaps by lowering the size of
the credit.

The Republican budget does not call upon
special interests to assume any of the burden
of balancing our budget. While President

S6173

Clinton has proposed that $40 billion be
raised from corporate reforms and loophole
closing legislation, the Republican budget
lists no savings from those categories.

The Republican budget allows for a ‘‘def-
icit neutral” tax relief bill that will most
likely include capital gains tax breaks and
other tax cuts. Chairman Domenici has re-
peatedly asserted that tax increases can be
used by the Finance Committee to offset ad-
ditional tax decreases. If the past is any
guide, the Republicans will soon be pro-
posing to raid pension funds for working
families as a way to pay for tax cuts that
benefit primarily our wealthiest citizens. As
many of the other corporate reform provi-
sions in the Balanced Budget Act have al-
ready been promised to pay for other legisla-
tion before the Senate, it remains unclear
what will be used to offset the costs of any
additional tax breaks.

Experience tells us to be very wary of Re-
publican promises of who will benefit from
their tax breaks. Last year’s vetoed Repub-
lican reconciliation bill devoted 47 percent of
its tax cuts to people making more than
$100,000. Chairman Kasich has already prom-
ised that this year’s tax breaks will likely be
more of the same.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AND INTERNATIONAL
AFFAIRS

For 1997, the Republican conferees adopt
the Senate position and increased defense
spending over the Pentagon’s 1997 request by
$11.3 billion. In 1998-2002, the conferees more
or less split the difference between the House
and the Senate resolutions. This $11.3 billion
increase in 1997 tops last year’s Republican
budget, which increased spending over the
Pentagon’s request by $6.9 billion. As dem-
onstrated by recent action in the House and
Senate authorizing committees, much of this
increase will go toward wasteful programs
that the Defense Department does no want
and did not request. In 1998-2002, the con-
ferees allow the defense budget to grow at a
rate slower than inflation, yielding spending
levels that are well below the President’s re-
quest for 2001 and 2002. In comparison to last
year’s budget resolution, this year’s effort
provides defense with $7.7 billion more in
real purchasing power.

For International Affairs, the conference
report provides $18.2 billion for 1997, which
exceeds what was recommended in both the
House and Senate resolutions. Despite this
relative increase in funding, this allocation
is still $1.0 billion less than the President re-
quested and $260 million less than appro-
priated last year. For the period 1997 through
2002, the Republican budget provides over $18
billion less than the President requested for
International Affairs. These reductions will
undermine our global leadership responsibil-
ities and compromise our ability to advance
core national interests. Republicans once
again talk the talk of being a global super-
power, but then refuse to walk the walk by
allocating the funds necessary to act like
one.

PROCESS IN THE BUDGET RESOLUTION

The Republican budget contains instruc-
tions for three different reconciliation bills
to try to maximize Republican exposure dur-
ing this election year.

The first reconciliation bill addresses wel-
fare, Medicaid, and tax breaks. The resolu-
tion moves the tax breaks up into the first
bill, which will barely reduce the deficit, if it
does at all. The House committee reporting
date is this coming Thursday, June 13, and
the Senate committee reporting date is June
21. The Senate committees instructed are
Agriculture and Finance (both direct spend-
ing and revenue reductions).
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The second reconciliation bill is devoted
solely to Medicare. The House committee re-
porting date is July 18, and the Senate com-
mittee reporting date is July 24. The only
Senate committee instructed is the Finance
Committee, and for only direct spending.

The third reconciliation bill addresses mis-
cellaneous direct spending and, once again,
tax breaks. This way, if the President vetoes
the first tax break bill, Congress can send
him another. The House committee report-
ing date is September 6, and the Senate com-
mittee reporting date is September 18, not
even a month and a half before the election!
Senate committees instructed for this bill
include Agriculture, Armed Services, Bank-
ing, Commerce, Energy, Environment, Fi-
nance (both direct spending and revenue re-
ductions), Governmental Affairs, Judiciary,
Labor, Veterans. Reporting is no longer con-
tingent on passage of the prior two reconcili-
ation bills, as it was in the Senate-passed
reconciliation bill.

You can bet that there will be a continuing
resolution—a C.R.—this year. That’s because
section 307 of the budget resolution—comi-
cally named the ‘“Government Shutdown
Prevention Allowance’’—provides that the
Budget Committee Chairman can boost the
allocations to the appropriators and lift the
appropriations caps by $1.3 billion in outlays
(enough to get to a CBO freeze) if and only if
the appropriators report out a C.R. The only
question now is, will the FIRST appropria-
tions bill be a C.R.?

The Republican budget contains a tax re-
serve fund that allows tax cut legislation to
be offset by spending cuts. The types of tax
breaks allowable show the Republican prior-
ities: family tax relief, fuel tax relief, and in-
centives to stimulate savings, investment,
job creation, and economic growth—read
capital gains—so long as the legislation does
not increase the deficit.

The Republican budget contains a reserve
fund to reauthorize superfund. This will
allow discretionary spending to be moved off
budget to pay for cleanup without holding
original polluters responsible.

The Republican budget contains a provi-
sion requiring that asset sales be counted,
rejecting the compromise present-value lan-
guage agreed to on the Senate floor.

The Republican majority has given us an-
other extreme budget, and the Senate should
reject it.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, in view of
the fact that we have roughly 10 min-
utes left—as I understand it, we are
planning to vote at noon, I ask the
Senator from Washington.

Mr. GORTON. The Senator from Ne-
braska is correct.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, in order to
expedite the proceedings, I ask unani-
mous consent that the final 10 to 12
minutes, whatever time is left on the
Democratic side, be reserved for use be-
tween 11:40 and 11:55 this morning.

Mr. GORTON. Reserving the right to
object, would the Senator from Ne-
braska make that period of time end at
11:50 so that the Senator from New
Mexico, as the proponent, may have
the last 10 minutes? Can the Senator
move it forward a little and end at
11:50?

Mr. EXON. Yes, if the Senator wants
that. I agree to amend the unanimous
consent request as suggested by the
Senator from Washington.

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

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.
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Mr. GORTON. Would the Senator
withhold?

Mr. EXON. I withhold.

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I regret
the absence from the floor of the two
Senators from North Dakota who just
engaged in a discussion of this and of
other budget proposals. But even in
their absence, their statements should
not go without response.

At one level, the so-called Social Se-
curity argument, the proposition that
these budgets are not balanced, we are
dealing with mere debating points, and
relatively outrageous debating points
at that.

At a second level, the concerns of the
Senator from North Dakota, Mr.
CONRAD, who was a part of the same bi-
partisan group attempting to reach a
common ground on that issue, as I was,
I wish my remarks to be more serious.
I think his were more pointed and more
thoughtful. I will try to do the same.

More than a year ago, at the time at
which this argument about whether or
not payroll taxes and Social Security
benefits should be counted when we de-
termine whether or not the budget was
balanced, Charles Krauthammer, in his
column in the Washington Post, wrote:

In my 17 years in Washington, this is the
single most fraudulent argument I have
heard. I do not mean politically fraudulent,
which is routine in Washington, in a judg-
ment call anyway; I mean logically, demon-
strably, mathematically fraudulent, a condi-
tion rare even in Washington, and a judg-
ment call not at all.

Why did Mr. Krauthammer, an out-
side observer, write about this argu-
ment in this fashion? For one simple
reason, Mr. President. The budget def-
icit of the United States of America,
however many billions of dollars we are
speaking of, is an exceedingly simple
concept, readily understood by any cit-
izen of this country. It is the difference
between the amount of money the Gov-
ernment of the United States spends
every year and the amount of money
the United States takes in every year.

Unfortunately, for various and sun-
dry purposes, some good, some not so
good, we have frequently passed laws
that put some of these receipts into a
particular fund, spend out of that par-
ticular fund, and then we have gone be-
yond that process to pretend they are
not a part of the budget or of the budg-
et deficit. But they are.

The payroll tax is a tax which the
Presiding Officer pays and I pay and
every other working American pays,
just to exactly the same extent that
the income tax is a tax or an excise tax
is a tax. The money spent by the Fed-
eral Government is a Federal expendi-
ture, however worthy or unworthy its
purpose, whether it is wasted or spent
highly constructively.

When we speak of a balanced budget
in the year 2002, we speak of it in the
sense of how much money we are
spending and how much money we are
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taking in. When President Clinton says
that he has a balanced budget in the
year 2002, he speaks of it in the sense of
how much money we spend and how
much money we take in. When the bi-
partisan group, of which the Senator
from North Dakota was a part, speaks
of a balanced budget, it uses exactly
that same concept.

My gosh, Mr. President, by the argu-
ment that we received over here, we
can balance the budget this year. All
we have to say is that $150 billion of
money we spend is not on the budget.
Let us pass a law. Just pass a law. Let
us say all the money that we spend on
national defense is not counted on the
budget. Presto, we would have a sur-
plus, and we could all go home, and the
budget would not be unbalanced.

Mr. President, obviously, it is not as
easy as that. The money we spend on
national defense does count. The
money we spend on Social Security
does count. The money that comes in
our payroll taxes does count. When we
count everything, the budget is passed.

Even worse, Mr. President, some
Members voted against a constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budg-
et unless we included in it this fiction
that payroll taxes for Social Security
purposes and payments to Social Secu-
rity recipients did not count. Mr.
President, that is especially out-
rageous because by the time the con-
stitutional amendment was ratified
and became fully effective in this coun-
try, it would have exactly the opposite
effect that the proposal has today.

Today, the proposal outlined by the
two Members from North Dakota
would say we cannot count as balanced
a budget that is, in fact, balanced. We
have to state there is a $100 billion def-
icit because in that particular year,
the Social Security taxes are taking in
$100 billion more than is being paid out
in benefits.

We all know, we have been told, we
know inevitably that sometime rel-
atively early in the next century, ex-
actly the opposite will be the case: The
Social Security trust fund will be pay-
ing out more money than it is taking
in.

So if these Senators have their way,
in 10 or 15 years we will be able to
claim a budget is balanced while the
Social Security trust fund is going
bankrupt and while the country is, in
fact, obligated to spend hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars every year that it does
not have. The books will say the budg-
et is balanced in exactly the same way
that it would say that they were bal-
anced today if we just decided to take
national defense off budget and claim
the money we were spending on it did
not count, for some reason or another.

It is for that reason, Mr. President,
that Charles Krauthammer, a year and
a half ago, said this was the most
fraudulent argument he had ever heard
in 17 years in Washington, DC. That is
not the real issue before the Senate, in
our judgment, as to whether or not to
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pass this budget resolution. That judg-
ment really rests solely on the ques-
tion, is it time to begin to move hon-
estly toward a balanced budget? Is it
time to arrest the growth rate of a
handful of entitlements which each
year take a larger percentage of our
budget and each year contribute more
to our budget deficit? Is it time to as-
sure that we are going to have enough
money for the very appropriated ac-
counts about which the Senator from
West Virginia was so eloquent, or are
we going to allow them to be eaten up
completely by these entitlements to
the point which we will have no money
for any of those purposes—for edu-
cation, for the environment, for a park
system, for the Department of Justice,
because we are simply unwilling to
deal with these entitlements?

In fact, Mr. President, it is true
under this budget resolution, the def-
icit in 1997 will be larger, by a small
margin, than the deficit in 1996. The
deficit in 1998 will begin to go down, it
will be about the same as the 1996 def-
icit, and then it will go down more rap-
idly thereafter.

Mr. President, if we were to adopt
President Clinton’s budget, the in-
crease in the deficit in 1997 would be
even greater, and in every single year
it would be significantly more than it
is under the proposal before the Senate
now. Why? Because he does not arrest
the growth of entitlements in the way
we do. In the early years, at least, he
proposes to spend much more in discre-
tionary spending.

Mr. President, this is what I prin-
cipally regret about the argument of
the Senator from North Dakota. The
bipartisan budget, which the two of us
supported, also has a higher deficit
using these figures in 1997 than in 1996.
It has a higher one in 1998 than in 1997.
Yet, the Senator from North Dakota
and I both supported it. Why? Because,
in my opinion, it does a better job in
the long-term control of entitlement
programs. Thereafter, it allows for at
least as much in tax relief to working
Americans as does ours, and allows for
more in the way of discretionary
spending on education, law enforce-
ment and the like. I felt it preferable
to the one we have before the Senate
now, but we did not win. This one is in-
finitely preferable to the proposal of
the President, and it is infinitely pref-
erable to doing nothing and allowing
the status quo to continue and engag-
ing in fruitless debate-point kinds of
arguments.

Mr. President, the job would have
been easier had we started a year ago.
The President’s veto of a balanced
budget then frustrated that goal. It
would have been easier still if we had
started 2 years before that, at the be-
ginning of the Clinton administration,
or 2 years before that in the Bush ad-
ministration. For one reason or an-
other, we did not. Now we have a series
of excuses as to why we should not
start now or, more precisely, why we
should do it differently.
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Everyone is for a balanced budget.
Everyone is for a balanced budget, Mr.
President. It is always a different one.
It is never the one they have before
them. That, accumulated over 30 years,
is the reason we find ourselves in our
present position.

I believe this resolution is going to
pass. I think that will be a good thing.
I believe the President of the United
States is almost certain to veto the en-
forcement mechanisms which would
make it a reality. That will be a bad
thing.

We are likely to be back here next
year, whoever is President, faced with
the same challenge, but a more dif-
ficult challenge. We will be further in
debt, it will be more difficult to bring
these spending programs under control,
but we will have the same debate once
again as we do now. It will not be won
by debating points. It will only be won
by a support of something that is actu-
ally before the Senate and something
that will actually work, that this
present resolution most certainly is.

I suggest the absence of a quorum,
and I ask unanimous consent it be
charged equally against both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FRrIsST). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Parliamentary in-
quiry, how much time does the minor-
ity have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-
nority has 10 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. On this side we have
how much?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority has 39 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous
consent that any time charged to the
minority in the immediate past
quorum call be charged to the major-
ity, because they are very short of
time.

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

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I voted
against the Republican budget resolu-
tion when it came before the Senate. I
told this body my reason which distills
to one simple truth: It does not reflect
the priorities of the American people.
Sadly, as soon as Members of the House
of Representatives had their say in the
budget, as soon as the influence of the
Speaker of the House was brought to
bear in the conference committee, a
bad budget was rendered even worse.

Mr. President, the bill which lies be-
fore us is in fact the Newt Gingrich
budget. After the drubbing the Repub-
lican Party took last year for holding
hostage the Government and those its
services help as those Republicans
sought their scorched Earth budget at
all costs, some of the rougher edges
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have been slightly rounded, some of the
more severe slashes have been mod-
erated. But this is unmistakably a
budget without a heart, a budget that
has no concept of investment for the
future of our country and its people.

When we first considered the budget
for the next fiscal year, I tried to im-
prove the bill by restoring funds for en-
vironmental protection and conserva-
tion efforts, for education—the Ging-
rich budget marks the largest edu-
cation cut in history—and I tried to
trim unnecessary defense spending to
the level requested by the President.

But then as now, the Republican
Party has moved in lockstep to prevent
us from providing services that the
American people urgently need.

As an alternative, the President’s
budget continues the sound economic
and fiscal policy put in place in 1993
which has halved the deficit, kept in-
terest rates and inflation low and cre-
ated more than 8 million jobs. His
budget is the right way to balance the
budget.

But this resolution is shameful. The
Gingrich budget continues the smoke-
and-mirror gimmicks vetoed by the
President and rejected by the Amer-
ican people. It slashes Medicare, crip-
ples education programs, and opens tax
loopholes for big corporations. This is
the wrong way.

Despite continuous and strong eco-
nomic news, American workers feel in-
secure. Working families worry about
their economic security; they worry
about their retirement security. As I
travel across Massachusetts, people
tell me they are worried about their
physical safety and their ability to af-
ford health care.

This Republican budget will only ex-
acerbate this pervasive sense of insecu-
rity. At a time when we are fearful
about the level of violent crime and the
need to conduct a real war on drugs,
the Gingrich budget would spend less
in 1997 than was allocated in 1996 for
crime prevention. At a time when
Americans believe that their only
chance to realize the American dream
is through education, the Republican
budget gives education and training
funding short shrift—$56 billion less
than the President’s balanced budget.
At a time when Americans look toward
their senior years and see an uncertain
future, the Republican conference re-
port slashes Medicare spending by $168
billion.

That is the wrong set of priorities for
our Nation, for our economy, and for
hard-working American families, Mr.
President. I reject this conference re-
port as I, the President and the Amer-
ican people rejected the Republican
plan last year, and as I rejected only 2
weeks ago this year’s Republican plan.

I hope my colleagues oppose the Re-
publican conference report. We can do
better for the country and we ought to.
I yield the floor.

WRONG BUDGET PRIORITIES

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the budget
resolution conference report now be-
fore us once again reflects the impact
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of what I fear is an extreme conserv-
ative agenda that I believe is not
shared by the majority of my constitu-
ents, or indeed of the Nation. I cannot
support it.

I note at the outset that I was happy
to support the bipartisan centrist al-
ternative budget that was offered last
month by Senators CHAFEE and
BREAUX. In my view, the alternative
plan took a more moderate approach
based on a far more reasonable ranking
of priorities.

I should also note that the budget
resolution which passed the Senate on
May 23 was somewhat better than the
pending conference report. Although I
did not vote for the bill, I was pleased
that the distinguished chairman of the
Budget Committee, Mr. DOMENICI,
added $5 billion to discretionary spend-
ing, of which $1.7 billion was ear-
marked for education.

Unfortunately, that enlightened step
was quickly undone by the conferees,
and the budget now before us resembles
all too clearly last year’s ill-conceived
and misguided reconciliation bill that
resulted in 2 Government shutdowns
and 13 continuing resolutions. It is dis-
maying to contemplate a repetition.

The budget before us is all wrong, in
my view. It continues the preposterous
inconsistency of scheduling tax cuts
and continuing tax breaks while at the
very same time purporting to move to-
ward a balanced budget. It pads the de-
fense budget by more than $11 billion.
And to offset these costly steps, it de-
pends on excessive and unwise cuts in
Medicare and Medicaid as well as in
welfare and education.

I am, of course, most particularly
distressed by the cavalier and to my
mind dangerous treatment of the Fed-
eral investment in education, which
this budget would cut by 20 percent
across the board by 2002. The impact
would be felt at all levels of education,
at a time when enrollments particu-
larly at the secondary levels are climb-
ing to historic highs.

At the college level, the Republican
budget would cut the Pell grant pro-
gram by $6.2 billion over 6 years. An es-
timated 1.3 million students would lose
Pell grants, and the value of the max-
imum grant would decline by $400 per
student.

College work study opportunities
would be lost by 800,000 students by
2002. The Direct Student Loan Program
would be capped, forcing colleges and
students out of the program. And na-
tional service would be cut, denying
opportunity to some 40,000 over the 6-
year period.

At the secondary level, in fiscal year
1997 alone, the pending budget will
have a very harmful effect on several
programs of proven merit:

Cuts in education for disadvantaged
children would deny funding for math
and reading skills for some 344,000 chil-
dren.

Safe and drug free school antidrug
and antiviolence programs would be
cut by $30 million next year.
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Cuts in Head Start would deny pre-
school education to at least 12,500 chil-
dren next year.

Funding under Goals 2000 would be
cut for 500 schools helping 250,000 stu-
dents meet higher education standards.

Reduction in funding for bilingual
education would eliminate services for
some 38,000 students with limited pro-
ficiency in English.

Cuts in summer jobs for youth and
dislocated workers assistance will re-
sult in lost opportunities for skill en-
hancement for some 81,000 young peo-
ple.

Mr. President, these reductions
might have been justified if every last
dollar had been shaved from programs
less essential than education, or if na-
tional defense was seriously at risk or
if every taxpayer in the country was
being taxed to the limit of his ability
to pay.

But the fact is that none of these
conditions obtain. On the contrary,
this budget provides tax cuts and tax
breaks that may reach $180 billion for
the wealthiest individuals in the Na-
tion while at the same time cutting
education programs by $25 billion,.

This is an unconscionable inversion
of reasonable priorities and it ought to
be rejected out of hand. I can only hope
that our successors will bring a more
enlightened and responsible attitude to
the task.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise
this morning in strong support of the
conference budget resolution. I believe
it provides us yet another opportunity
in the 104th Congress to put our Na-
tion’s budget on a path toward balance,
and does so in the spirit of com-
promise.

Mr. President, as if we needed any
further proof of the difficulty we face
in balancing the budget after 27 con-
secutive years of fiscally irresponsible
behavior, the last year and a half has
further highlighted the challenges we
face in achieving this goal. Even with
an overwhelming majority in this Con-
gress expressing strong support for a
balanced budget—indeed, 64 Members
of this body even voted for the bal-
anced budget amendment just this past
week—and a President expressing the
same support, we have still not enacted
the legislation necessary to put us on a
path to balance.

If there is anything that we have
learned during these past 17 months, it
is that some measure of compromise
will be needed by all of us in order to
get to what we claim to be a shared
goal. The Democratic Party may con-
trol the White House, but they do not
control the Congress. By the same
token, the Republican Party controls
the Congress, but not with a margin
sufficient to wunilaterally override a
Presidential veto. Therefore, with nei-
ther side having control sufficient to
simply make happen whatever they
would like, we are forced to exercise
give-and-take if we truly wish to move
forward at all.

Mr. President, I believe that the
budget conference report that has been
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crafted demonstrates give-and-take,
and is a sincere effort to forge a com-
promise before the 104th Congress ad-
journs sine die. By doing so, this reso-
lution gives us a chance to move the
process forward. And through contin-
ued compromise in reconciliation, leg-
islation could then be enacted that
would put us on a path toward balance
in 2002.

Therefore, I would like to commend
the chairman of the Senate Budget
Committee, Mr. DOMENICI, and all of
the members of the House-Senate con-
ference committee for their efforts in
crafting this conference budget resolu-
tion. Their willingness and ability to
put together a budget that strikes a
compromise between the positions
taken by the President and congres-
sional leaders during months of often
acrimonious negotiations is a testa-
ment to their commitment to bal-
ancing the budget sooner rather than
later.

Mr. President, during the debate on
the Senate budget resolution just this
past month, I was part of a bipartisan
group of Senators that offered an alter-
native budget resolution that split the
differences on contentious issues such
as Medicare, Medicaid, and tax cuts.
Although that resolution was ulti-
mately defeated by a narrow margin, it
proved that compromise was possible
and that Republicans and Democrats
could work together and find common
ground.

After the defeat of that bipartisan
resolution, I voted in favor of the budg-
et resolution crafted by Senator
DOMENICI because I felt it offered a
sound and reasoned approach to bal-
ancing the budget—and could also war-
rant bipartisan support. I regret that
none of my Democratic colleagues
voted in favor of that resolution be-
cause I believed that it not only offered
a fiscally responsible and realistic path
to achieving balance in 6 years, but it
also demonstrated the ongoing com-
mitment to compromise by the chair-
man of the Senate Budget Committee,
Senator DOMENICI.

In an effort to gain support from
Democrats as well as Republicans,
Chairman DOMENICI incorporated a va-
riety of the bipartisan budget group’s
T-year savings targets in his 6-year
Senate budget resolution. Now, fol-
lowing negotiations with the House,
the Chairman is again presenting us
with a plan that contains many of
these similar savings targets. I there-
fore give this conference report my
support—and am hopeful that my
Democratic colleagues will reconsider
their prior opposition to the Senate
budget resolution.

To reach balance, the total level of
savings derived in the most conten-
tious categories of the 1997 conference
report are very similar to those con-
tained in the bipartisan budget pro-
posal. Specifically, the bipartisan
budget assumed $154 billion of savings
in Medicare, $62 billion in Medicaid, $58
billion in welfare and the EITC, and
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cut taxes by $130 billion. In compari-
son, the conference report would slow
the growth of Medicare by $1568 billion
over 6 years, slow Medicaid growth by
$72 billion, derive savings of $70 billion
from reforms to the welfare and the
EITC programs, and cut taxes by a net
total of $122 billion.

Mr. President, despite these similar-
ities, I am sure that there are those
who will criticize this conference budg-
et resolution on the grounds that the
policies that back the numbers are
wrong. I would simply remind my col-
leagues that a budget resolution is a
blueprint and not a final package of
policies for balancing the budget. The
policies that embrace these targets
will be crafted during the reconcili-
ation process. We will have ample time
to debate the specific policies that
achieve these targets in the coming
months.

Still others will argue that the sav-
ings targets contained in the 1997 con-
ference report are unrealistic or hurt-
ful. To those I would ask: Is it hurtful
to save the Nation’s Medicare Program
from bankruptcy? Is it unrealistic to
believe that Medicaid and welfare can
be reformed in a manner that improves
the delivery of services to those in
need—especially the poor and elderly?

The answer to all of these questions
is the same: ‘‘Of course not.”

One striking example of the unjusti-
fied vilifying of this budget resolution
is in the Medicare program. As we all
learned from the Medicare trustees this
past week, the Medicare trust fund is
now expected to go insolvent in 5 short
years—which is 1 year less than we
were told just over 12 months ago—and
perhaps in as quickly as 4 years. We
have a responsibility and an obligation
to make the changes necessary to en-
sure that this program—which provides
essential health care for millions of
our Nation’s senior citizens—be pre-
served for 10 years.

Rather than embrace a broad budget
goal for Medicare that would allow us
to craft a package of reforms to pre-
serve this program for 10 years, oppo-
nents contend that the President’s plan
—which contained real reforms that
would only extend solvency of this
trust fund for 1 additional year
—should be embraced. We owe it to our
senior citizens of today—and to those
of tomorrow—that this vital program
will not be imperiled simply because it
appeared to be a good ‘‘wedge issue”’
for an upcoming election.

By the same token, Mr. President,
the entire balanced budget debate is
not only about today, but also about
tomorrow. We must never forget that
balancing the budget is not merely an
exercise in national accounting, rather
it is about improving the lives of every
American both now and in the future.
Today, a balanced budget would mean
improved financial conditions for our
Nation’s workers and families by pro-
viding for higher growth and lower in-
terest rates. We would effectively be
putting money in the bank accounts of
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working Americans because they would
be paying less interest on their mort-
gages, less on their student loans, and
less on their car loans.

At the same time, balancing the
budget is about preserving the future
by ensuring that our children and
grandchildren would not be subjected
to an 82-percent tax rate or a 50-per-
cent cut in benefits to pay for our prof-
ligate spending today. Every genera-
tion of Americans has sought to pro-
vide a brighter economic future for the
next—but our unwillingness to exercise
self control today is imperiling this
goal for the generation of tomorrow.

I believe John F. Kennedy said it
most succinctly: “It is the task of
every generation to build a road for the
next generation.” I do not believe that
building this road for the next genera-
tion can be put off any longer. I do not
believe that we can stand idly by while
our children’s inheritance is squan-
dered.

This budget resolution provides us
with an opportunity. An opportunity to
forge a compromise now—not after the
next election. We should not allow the
forces of politics to overcome the force
of responsibility.

Mr. President, I support this budget
agreement.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, the
finishing touches have been applied to
the leadership’s Presidential election
year budget, and as many of us on both
sides of the aisle feared, the corner-
stone of that election year budget is
not balancing the books but cutting
taxes.

Even the few fig leaves that were
carefully placed on last year’s budget
resolution have been removed. The spe-
cial reserve fund from which tax cuts
were to be funded only after CBO cer-
tified that we were on a glidepath to a
balanced budget has been removed.

Instead we have a Rube Goldberg
construction of reconciliation bills,
leading to a massive tax cut which, we
are told, totals $122 billion, but which
might actually be closer to $180 billion
if one believes the Chairman of the
other body’s Budget Committee.

If anything, the conference version of
the budget resolution provides even
more opportunities for enacting a tax
cut before the budget is balanced. As I
understand the conference report, Con-
gress can now consider tax cuts as part
of the welfare-Medicaid reconciliation
bill, or as part of a separate tax cut
reconciliation bill. It is readily appar-
ent that the goal of this year’s budget
resolution is not to balance the budget
in 7 years, in 6 years, or even sooner.

The goal is to pass an election year
tax cut.

Mr. President, the goal, and thus the
budget as a whole, is entirely polit-
ical—a defect that is not unique to this
budget resolution. The tax cut bidding
war that has been heating up for the
past 2% years is now white hot. The
President is proposing tax cuts. The
Republican congressional leadership
are proposing tax cuts. The GOP can-
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didate for President is about to propose
tax cuts. Even the bipartisan coalition
of Senators proposed a significant tax
cut as part of their own budget plan,
though I think many in that coalition
would have preferred no tax cuts at all
until we balanced the budget.

Mr. President, every time you turn
around you bump into somebody about
to propose a tax cut. Last week, the
President proposed a $1,500 education
tax credit, and there are reports that
he may propose a tax break for first-
time homebuyers. The Republican con-
gressional leadership is pushing a gas
tax cut, and has also proposed an adop-
tion tax credit and a series of business
tax cuts. And the Republican Presi-
dential nominee is expected to propose
a significant tax cut, reportedly as
much as a 15-percent across-the-board
cut in income taxes, a cut that would
cost about $90 billion a year according
to one report.

Mr. President, we may need an envi-
ronmental impact statement reviewing
the loss of all those trees that will be
used to make the paper for this bliz-
zard of tax cut bills. The Washington
Post took both Presidential candidates
to task for their election year tax cut
proposals. That June 4 editorial noted
that ‘“‘both men know better,” and
went on to say that ‘‘the candidates
are moving, both of them, against what
we persist in regarding as their own
better instincts toward a bidding war
on taxes.”

Mr. President, I think that is a fair
characterization.

I respect both President Clinton and
Senator Dole, and I think they both
know better than to engage in this bid-
ding war on taxes. It is driven purely
by political winds. With continuing
budget deficits facing the Nation, our
focus must remain on balancing the
budget, not on cutting taxes.

This is true not only for the Federal
budget as a whole, but also within the
budget in areas such as Medicare. The
recent report of the Medicare trustees
came as no surprise. We have known
for some time that the Medicare trust
fund would be insolvent in a few years,
a projection that has been all too com-
mon over the past 25 years.

We need to devote our economic re-
sources toward stabilizing that trust
fund in the short term, and ensuring its
solvency in the long term. I regret that
the path of this budget resolution is in-
stead to further undermine that trust
fund by putting tax cuts ahead of both
balancing the Federal budget and the
long-term solvency of Medicare.

Mr. President, the bipartisan budget
plan that was debated here last month
also had this fatal flaw. That plan,
which held much promise in so many
areas, was fatally flawed by having to
provide funding for a tax cut that was
neither politically necessary nor fis-
cally responsible. That it used as its
funding source an across-the-board cut
in Social Security COLA’s not only
frustrated the rest of the plan, it also
may have jeopardized efforts to reform
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the Consumer Price Index which so
many respected authorities maintain
overstates the cost of living. Making a
case that the CPI needs to be modified
will only suffer if the savings realized
from reform are used to cut taxes rath-
er than to secure the fiscal stability of
Social Security.

Mr. President, there was absolutely
no need for that bipartisan plan to in-
clude a tax cut, and I very much hope
that any future bipartisan actions
which may flow from that important
effort begin by dumping those tax cuts
and focusing every last dime of savings
on balancing the budget.

Mr. President, I regret that so many
have been infected by this tax cut
fever. Its symptoms seem to cloud the
mind. Even those who persist in believ-
ing the thoroughly disproven voo doo
economics of the early 1980’s can find
little on which to launch their argu-
ments for a so-called pro-growth tax
cut.

As some have noted, whether or not
the ‘‘pro-growth’ set believe in those
discredited policies, there is little
doubt that the Federal Reserve and the
financial markets do not, and the ef-
fects of any tax cut that might be en-
acted would be countered in short
order with an offsetting rise in interest
rates.

Mr. President, we can barely cut
taxes and balance the budget on paper,
let alone actually putting such a plan
into effect. Maintaining the fiscal dis-
cipline needed to eliminate the deficit
is hard enough for Congress. Adding a
tax cut on top of that goal is fiscally
irresponsible.

Mr. President, this budget resolution
invites mischief. It provides multiple
opportunities to stray from what must
be our most important economic goal,
namely a balanced budget. And by
opening up these new fronts, it further
escalates a tax cut bidding war that is
already getting out of control.

Mr. President, we can expect a long,
hot summer of tax cut proposals flying
back and forth.

Mr. President, it may have appeal in
some quarters, but the great bulk of
the American people would much rath-
er be dealt with honestly and respon-
sibly. They know that you cannot bal-
ance the budget and cut taxes at the
same time. You have to choose one
road or the other.

Mr. President, let us choose the road
to a balanced budget.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, as I come
to the floor today to speak on this
budget conference report I am re-
minded of the immortal words of Yogi
Berra: “It feels like deja vu all over
again.”

Because, contrary to my colleagues’
protestations of moderation, this con-
ference report repeats the same mis-
takes of last year’s failed budget proc-
ess, which twice shut the Government
down. Last year’s plan gutted Medi-
care, Medicaid, education, and the en-
vironment and was soundly rejected by
the American people and this con-
ference report seems to be no different.
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Frankly, I'm amazed that after the
lessons of last year the Republicans
would try to hoodwink the American
people into thinking that they have
changed their stripes. But this budget
does just that by presenting the thin
veneer of compromise and moderation,
while at the same time maintaining
draconian spending cuts in America’s
priorities and tax cuts for Americans
who don’t need them.

But the American people will not be
fooled. They learned long ago that
when it comes to the Republican’s
budget-cutting efforts, ‘“‘All that glit-
ters is not gold.”

Unfortunately, the only thing that
shines in this budget is the repetition
of the same mistakes that gave us 13
continuing resolutions and 2 Govern-
ment shutdowns last year.

For example, on Medicare this con-
ference report calls for cuts of up to
$168 billion. These reductions would
leave seniors with an increasingly sec-
ond-class health care system. The en-
actment of the accompanying profound
policy changes would leave the sickest
and poorest Americans in a weakend
and toothless Medicare program.

This conference report also rep-
resents a $123 billion reduction in part
A. These cuts would limit beneficiary
access to hospital health services and
limit payments to hospitals. These re-
ductions could result in cost-shifting,
affect quality and leave in serious jeop-
ardy the continuing viability of many
rural and urban hospitals.

But, Republicans don’t stop with
Medicare. Medicaid, too, would be gut-
ted by $72 billion in cuts and block
grants that would threaten this Na-
tion’s guarantee to provide health care
for children and the poor. In fact,
under the Republicans’ block grant ap-
proach, these Medicaid reductions
could total $250 billion if States spend
only the minimum required.

If this conference report were en-
acted, more than 36 million Medicaid
beneficiaries, including 18 million chil-
dren, more than 6 million people with
disabilities and millions of older Amer-
icans who rely on Medicaid, would lose
their guarantee of adequate health
care.

But these Medicaid costs are an inte-
gral part of a conference report that
finds more than 42 percent of its sav-
ings by cutting priorities that affect
low-income Americans. Is this any way
to balance the budget—on the backs of
America’s poorest citizens while at the
same time including sizable tax cuts
for wealthy Americans?

Additionally, I hear a lot of rhetoric
from across the aisle about moving
Americans from welfare to work and
making the opportunity of the Amer-
ican Dream available to millions of
Americans. Maybe one of my Repub-
lican colleagues could explain to me
how we are supposed to do that when
we’re taking away the tools to make
those dreams a reality?

In my opinion, there is no better ex-
ample of the Republicans’ insensitive
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attitude to the working poor than their
proposed cuts in the earned income tax
credit. [EITC].

Here we have a program that benefits
millions of America’s working poor
that in the past has had sweeping bi-
partisan support and that provides an
essential lifeline for those Americans
trying to escape poverty.

But, while most Americans would
look at the earned income tax credit
and say ‘‘Here’s a Government program
that works,” my Republican colleagues
look at the EITC and say, ‘Here’s a
place to save money.”” This is akin to
raising taxes on the working poor.

At at time when growing wage in-
equalities threaten to segregate Ameri-
cans by economics, it is beyond my
ability to understand how my Repub-
lican colleagues could pass a con-
ference report that raises taxes on the
working poor while cutting taxes for
wealthy Americans. But, it seems
those kind of skewed priorities have
become the norm is this body.

Additionally, this budget continues
the Republican assault on education
and job training. The overwhelming de-
sire of the American people to see Con-
gress maintain our national commit-
ment to education has led my Repub-
lican colleagues to increase funding.
But, Americans won’t be fooled by
these hollow increases.

In real terms,this conference report
would mean $25 billion less in edu-
cation and training spending over the
next 6 years. On the other hand, Presi-
dent Clinton understands the need for
maintaining our commitment to edu-
cation and job training. That’s why his
budget includes nearly $60 billion, more
than the GOP budget, in new invest-
ments in priorities such as Head Start,
Goals 2000, Pell grants, school-to-work,
summer jobs, and dislocated worker
training.

The President’s budget also main-
tains our national commitments to the
environment and to crime fighting,
which suffer serious blows under the
GOP conference report.

For example, the Republican budget
cuts nearly $4 billion, from the Presi-
dent’s request for environmental prior-
ities such as energy conservation and
EPA enforcement and maintains the
GOP commitment to open up one of
America’s last great environmental
treasures, the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge, to oil and gas drilling.

On the crime front, while Repub-
licans like to portray this President as
soft on crime, it is Republicans who are
actually cutting money that helps keep
our streets safe from the scourge of
drugs and violent crime. For example,
the Violent Crime Reduction fund
would see serious cutbacks and the
total funding for the Administration of
Justice function would be cut by more
tan $2.5 billion than the President re-
quested.

Yet, at the same time they’re cutting
money for crime, education, the envi-
ronment and job training, this con-
ference report still finds enough money
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to provide $11.3 billion more in defense
funding than the Pentagon even re-
quested.

This additional, unrequested funding,
along with another $60 billion boon-
doggle for a Star Wars missile system
serves as a vivid reminder of where the
priorities of my colleagues across the
aisle lie. And to be honest with this
much in additional spending it’s hard
to take seriously Republican assertions
that they truly want to balance the
budget.

There’s an inherent hypocrisy in sug-
gesting that on one hand we need to
balance the budget—even amending the
Constitution if need be—while on the
other hand calling for additional,
unrequested defense spending and a re-
peal of the gas tax, which will only
drive up the deficit.

What’s more, these spending in-
creases come on the heels of Repub-
licans’ continued insistence that this
Congress pass tax cuts for wealthy
Americans who don’t need them. Last
year’s budget devoted 47 percent of its
tax cuts to people making more than
$100,000 and there is little reason to be-
lieve that this year is any different.

Stop me if this agenda sounds famil-
iar. As one of the 11 Senators to vote
against the 1991 Reagan budget plan
that cut taxes, raised defense spending
and plunged this Nation into deeper
and deeper debt the similarities are all
too familiar.

It was that plan that brought this
Nation to the point we’re at today. If
we hadn’t exploded the deficit during
the 1980s this debate would not nec-
essary. But, it seems some people never
learn.

If my Republican colleagues were
truly intent on balancing the budget in
a fair and equitable manner they might
want to look down Pennsylvania Ave-
nue to the White House.

President Clinton has presented a
budget that puts our fiscal house in
order while protecting our values and
priorities as a Nation. But, it seems
Republicans are more intent on playing
politics with this issue, rather than
taking up the President’s offer to con-
tinue the negotiations.

This conference report puts us in the
wrong direction toward compromise,
but more importantly it puts us on the
wrong path toward making a better fu-
ture for our children. It is my inten-
tion to vote against this conference re-
port and I urge all my colleagues,
Democrats and Republicans, to reject
it as well.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise
today to express my disappointment
that the fiscal year 1997 budget resolu-
tion alters my sense-of-the-Senate
amendment in a way that completely
changes the intent of the amendment
agreed to by 57 Senators.

In February I introduced legislation
that would create a dedicated trust
fund for Amtrak. As chairman of the
Finance Committee, I reported out this
legislation with the support of my col-
leagues on both sides of the isle. On the
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budget resolution I offered a sense-of-
the-Senate amendment that expressed
support for this legislation—for direct
funding for Amtrak—and it was over-
whelmingly approved by the Senate.

While my sense-of-the-Senate amend-
ment received strong support in the
Senate, my amendment was drastically
changed while in conference with the
House. My amendment was supported
by 57 Senators who voted for direct
funding for capital improvements to
Amtrak. My legislation would have
been offset according to the budget
rules, therefore, it would not have had
an affect on the deficit. It would fund
Amtrak without raising taxes, without
increasing the deficit, and without cut-
ting funding for other forms of trans-
portation.

Unfortunately, my amendment was
modified in conference. The modified
version of my amendment would only
create an authorization, with no direct
spending for Amtrak. These are two
different amendments with two dif-
ferent meanings. However, only my
amendment was voted on by the full
Senate and only my amendment re-
ceived overwhelming support from this
body.

Mr. President, the 57 Senators that
voted in favor of direct spending knew
what they were voting on. These Mem-
bers know that if Amtrak is to survive,
it will need direct spending to make
the needed capital improvements and
upgrades to equipment and shops. They
also know that another authorization
will not help Amtrak secure the money
needed for long term capital invest-
ments.

What Amtrak needs and what the
Senate voted on is direct funding for
capital improvements. I conclude by
expressing my profound disappoint-
ment that the conference report for the
fiscal year 1997 budget resolution does
not reflect the will of the Senate on
this issue.

Let me also point out that my pref-
erence for the overall budget resolution
would have been the lower discre-
tionary levels as contained in the
House-passed version of the budget res-
olution.

Thank you Mr. President and I yield
the floor.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I know
there is a lot of redundancy in what we
all say around here, and certainly I
have tried to make these points before,
but we had quite a discussion this
morning debating the budget resolu-
tion. During that time, I guess one of
the most eloquent Senators in the his-
tory of this body, Senator BYRD from
West Virginia, had some comments
that I want to respond to.

One was he commented on the mis-
take that he made when he voted for
tax cuts back in the 1980’s. I suggest
that there is a basic difference in phi-
losophy. I hope it came out. I think
people have to weigh this on their own.

I can remember, in 1992, a quote I at-
tribute to Laura Tyson, the chief eco-
nomic adviser to President Clinton,
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who said, ‘“There is no relationship be-
tween the level of taxation that a na-
tion pays and its productivity.” I think
that is the crux of where we are now in
our debate, whether it is about the bal-
anced budget amendment or just a bal-
anced budget. If you really believe
that, then I can understand why people
would not want to have tax cuts and
why they would vote the way they do.

But I have to remind the distin-
guished Senator that there is no period
of time in history when we had greater
tax cuts than there was in the 1980’s.
That is when we had our marginal
rates coming down so dramatically. In
1980, the total revenues for Govern-
ment were $517 billion. In 1990, it was
$1.03 trillion. It doubled in that period
of time. During that period of time, we
had the greatest tax decreases of any
10-year period in America’s history.
The revenues from marginal rates
went, in 1980, from $244 to $466 billion.

That is where the basic difference of
opinion is. People want to have more of
their money to invest. For each 1 per-
cent increase in the economy, it devel-
ops an additional $26 billion of new
funds.

The distinguished Senator from West
Virginia said—and this is a quote, I
wrote it down—he said, ‘‘“The people of
America are going to wake up and say
we are tired of cutting domestic discre-
tionary programs.” I think that is a
basic difference of opinion among
many of us here. I think perhaps the
majority of us do not believe that. We
think the people of America are not
tired of cutting domestic programs.
They are tired of tax increases. They
are tired of deficit increases. They are
tired of having their children and their
grandchildren born into an environ-
ment where they immediately inherit a
$19,000 debt, and if we do not do some-
thing to change it, they will end up
having to pay 82 percent of their entire
lifetime income just to support Gov-
ernment.

Another thing that was said was said
by the distinguished Senator from
North Dakota, who again used the ““S”
word, I call it, star wars. I have to say,
and I firmly believe it—I am on the
Senate Armed Services Committee and
the Intelligence Committee and I was
on the same committees over in the
House of Representatives—I believe
there is a greater threat facing Amer-
ica today than there has been, cer-
tainly, since World War II, maybe since
the Revolutionary War: the prolifera-
tion of nuclear weapons, weapons of
mass destruction, and the lack of de-
fense against delivery of those weap-
ons. As the distinguished Presiding Of-
ficer knows, because he is on the same
committees I am, we are in an environ-
ment where we have had slashes in the
military budget for 12 consecutive
years. So now we are essentially where
we were in buying power in 1980 when
we could not afford spare parts.

So I think it is doing a disservice to
the American people to use such terms
as star wars. When you realize it is not
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$70 or $80 or $90 billion, we are talking
about an investment that the Amer-
ican people have made in national mis-
sile defense today of about $50 billion.
Just take the Aegis ships, 22 Aegis
ships, already paid for, already float-
ing, that have launching capability, all
we have to do is spend about $4 billion
more to give them the capability of
getting into the upper tier to give us
the defense system that we have to
have.

We have rogue nations, as James
Woolsey said, some 25 to 30 rogue na-
tions, nations that have weapons of
mass destruction, not the obvious ones
of Russia and China and North Korea,
but Iran, Iraq, and all the other na-
tions, Syria, Libya. I think about the
war that took place, the Persian Gulf
war, where Saddam Hussein said, ‘If
we could have waited for 5 more years
before we invaded Kuwait, we would
have been able to have the missile ca-
pability of delivering a weapon of mass
destruction at the United States of
America.” This is coming from a guy
who murdered his own grandchildren,
so we are not talking about normal
people who think like we do.

So I would say I wanted to respond to
those two statements made by those
two very distinguished Senators from
West Virginia and from North Dakota.

Mr. DOMENICI. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin-
guished chairman of our committee.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD at
this point an article in the Wall Street
Journal of June 6 entitled, ‘A Tax Cut
Trap,” by the distinguished journalist
Albert R. Hunt.

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

[From the Wall Street Journal, June 6, 1996]
THE TAX CUT TRAP
(By Albert R. Hunt)

[No matter how many consultants told him to
make his message more upbeat . . . no one could
ever convince Dole that deficits would simply
“grow away.”’ Bobby Joe Dole grew up in Rus-
sell, Kansas. He saw people die from debt.—
From ‘““Bob Dole,”” a 1992 biography by Rich-
ard Ben Cramer.]

Bobby Joe Dole is on the verge of an epiph-
any on huge tax cuts aimed at helping the
federal budget deficit simply grow away, ac-
cording to Republican bigwigs who are prod-
ding him in that direction. Running 16 points
behind President Clinton, they want their
nominee to return to those salad days when
the GOP won elections by promising to cut
taxes for everybody.

If a tax exists, Sen. Dole is being urged to
cut it, ranging from lower capital gains rates
to bigger write-offs for personal savings and
donating to charities that help the poor.
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Overlaying this would be the big ticket: ei-
ther an across-the-board 15% reduction in in-
come taxes or a flatter income tax with only
a few politically necessary exemptions.

The total tab over seven years could reach
three-quarters of a trillion dollars, or three
times as much as the huge GOP-drafted tax
cut that played such a pivotal role in unrav-
eling the Republican’s budget plans this Con-
gress.

Sen. Dole, who undoubtedly will propose a
major tax reduction plan, probably in July,
is more cautious than those giving him ad-
vice. And for good reason; skeptical voters
may spot the fallacies in this supposed free
lunch:

(1) It would be sayonara both to the center-
piece of the Republican revolution, a bal-
anced budget, and to deficit cutting, a hall-
mark of Sen. Dole’s 36-year congressional ca-
reer (which is slated to end next Tuesday).

The Kansas Republican’s contempt for sup-
ply-side tax cutters in the 1980s was leg-
endary. In 1992 he assailed a proposed Bush
tax cut as ‘‘bad medicine,” and last year he
was quoted as saying that in the 1980s the
tax cutters said, ‘ ‘Everything’s going to be
fine.” Well . . . it wasn’t. You see how the
debt went up during those years.”

Dole advisers insist he’ll accompany tax
reductions with spending cutbacks, likely to
include tax loophole closings too, and they
note there’ll be some stimulus effect of the
massive tax cuts. But a quick glance at last
year’s budget battle shows just how tough
this is. To finance a $245 billion tax cut the
Republicans had to propose politically un-
popular cutbacks in Medicare and slash so
many social service programs that cumula-
tively their plan amounted to an assault on
the poor. The conservative House Democrats,
the so-called Blue Dogs, have proposed a fed-
eral budget that would balance in six years
with no tax cut.

(2) The economic rationale for these cuts is
full of snake oil. Proponents contend that
the 1981 Reagan tax cuts produced a surge in
revenues—rising, in real terms, an average of
3.8% a year from 1982 to 1989—and that the
1993 Clinton-engineered tax increase was a
disaster.

Tax revenues did rise in the 1980s for one
primary reason: Payroll taxes were boosted
six times during that period, and rose an av-
erage of 4.8% from 1982 to 1989. Individual in-
come tax revenues rose only an average of
2.2% and most of that was after passage of
the 1986 tax reform act.

Since the 1993 act, tax revenues have risen
4.8% a year. Back in 1993 Republicans warned
of the dire consequences of that deficit re-
duction/tax hike legislation. Newt Gingrich
said it would ‘‘lead to a recession ... and
will actually increase the deficit.”” Rep. Dick
Armey (R., Texas) called it a ‘‘job killer.”
Sen. Phil Gramm (R., Texas) was even more
apocalyptic.

Here are the facts: The unemployment rate
today is 5.4%; three years ago it was 7.1%.
Since August 1993, seven million new jobs
have been created, and the budget deficit has
been more than cut in half to $130 billion.
The Dow Jones Industrial Average has
soared more than 2000 points, with relatively
low inflation and interest rates.

(3) Under the proposed tax plans, the GOP
can forget about emphasizing income in-
equality or the lagging middle class, issues
that featured so prominently in the early
primary contests.

When Sen. Spencer Abraham (R., Mich.)
and others complain that individual taxes
have risen 25% under the Clinton administra-
tion, they omit some pertinent particulars.
The 1993 tax increase raised tax rates for
only the wealthiest 1.2% of Americans. That
legislation also included a tax cut for 15 mil-
lion poor workers and their families. The av-
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erage federal income tax rate for the typical
family of four today is lower than it was four
years ago, and lower than during much of the
Reagan administration.

The Republican tax proposals being urged
on Bob Dole—despite some window dress-
ing—would amount to a considerable redis-
tribution of income to the more affluent. If
the Republican nominee opts for a flatter,
two-tier tax, remember he already has vowed
to retain the home mortgage deduction,
charitable write-offs and deductions for state
and local taxes. Thus he is left with three
choices: (a) adopt rates so high that his plan
loses any political appeal; (b) bust the budg-
et; or (c) sock it to the middle class. More
than 47% of the benefits of a 156% across-the-
board cut would go to individuals making
over $100,000 a year; less than 8% would go to
people making less than $30,000.

Yeah, some Republicans counter, but the
Republican nominee is so far behind he needs
to try something audacious: Moreover, they
relish the idea of switching the political ter-
rain to a fight with President Clinton over
tax cuts. One example: Privately, Treasury
Secretary Bob Rubin—once a towering figure
on Wall Street—is telling the president the
evidence is that a capital gains tax cut
would do little to stimulate the economy.
Political strategist Dick Morris—with no ex-
perience in either tax policy or economics—
is whispering it could undercut the Repub-
licans and appeal to contributors. The Re-
publicans figure the president will side with
the politics and then they can outbid him.

But the GOP confidence that the tax issue
always works to their advantage may be out-
dated. It may be more like generals who are
always fighting the last war, even in the face
of changing circumstances. Few voters love
paying taxes, but polls suggest taxes are not
a high priority for the vast majority of
Americans.

Bob Dole hopes to capitalize on the char-
acter issue. Yet he’s about to present a
whopping tax cut that would be antithetical
to much of what he has championed for
years. This may gain Mr. Dole some pre-
viously skeptical converts, but he risks los-
ing something far more valuable in this con-
test: his credibility.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
have been so frustrated in trying to get
the truth out. I am not amazed that
colleagues on the floor differ with my
views on a tax cut, but my frustration
has been with the media’s coverage of
this issue. When I find the truth I want
to include it in the RECORD, and this is
not only a very, very good analysis of
the false promise of a tax cut, but also
outstanding advice for our distin-
guished friend, Senator Dole.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator HOL-
LINGS’ time be charged to the majority.

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

The Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
yield myself 5 minutes of our time.

I am not sure I am going to have a
chance, just before the vote, to thank
people, but I want to thank Senator
EXON. His last budget resolution and
conference agreement is this one.
Members of the Budget Committee
come and go, but he has been a member
since the 96th Congress, January 1979,
when it was then chaired by Senator
Muskie.

I want to recognize other departing
members of the Budget Committee:
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Senator BENNETT JOHNSTON, who has
been a member of the committee since
January 1975, the 95th Congress, when
it was under the chairmanship of Sen-
ator Muskie—19 years on the com-
mittee; Senator SIMON of Illinois, a
member of the Budget Committee since
the 100th Congress, January 1987, when
Senator Chiles was chairman, and a
member on the House Budget Com-
mittee, also, when he served there; and,
finally, Senator BROWN from Colorado,
a dedicated member of the committee
who has been on this committee for a
short period of time, comparatively
speaking, during all his tenure with us
in the Senate. His tenure began in the
102d Congress, in January 1991.

I thank each of the Senators for his
distinguished service and hard efforts
with reference to the budget.

Senator EXON, in your absence I had
extended my congratulations and ap-
preciation to you and including other
members who are leaving the Budget
Committee in my congratulations.

I understand, Senator EXON, that you
have 10 minutes remaining. We have es-
sentially 20 minutes at this point. I am
trying to find out if Republicans are
meeting, in which event I will leave for
a while, but we will try to arrange the
last 20 minutes in some kind of se-
quence. I have not had a chance to talk
to our leader, but I am hopeful since
you would have 10 of that 20, we would
at that point presumably have 10, that
we might divide it up in some kind of
equal proportions, with the majority
obviously being entitled to the last 5
minutes of any such arrangement. I am
unable to do that for a while, but I
hope you understand that is my inten-
tion.

Mr. EXON. Will the Senator yield for
a question? We certainly want to ac-
commodate all parties as best we can.
We had earlier assumed that we would
have a vote at 12. Is that still the in-
tention?

Mr. DOMENICI. Absolutely. I think
that is the unanimous consent agree-
ment.

Mr. EXON. Therefore, as I under-
stand it, we have 10 minutes left and
we are to use that 10 minutes under the
unanimous consent from 11:40 to 11:50,
and then you, the majority, would have
the last 10 minutes, is that the under-
standing?

Mr. DOMENICI. I do not know if that
is the consent agreement. We can ask
the Presiding Officer. What does the
consent agreement says in terms of the
allocation of the last 20 minutes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator
ExXoN will have from 11:40 to 11:50,
under the previous unanimous consent.

Mr. DOMENICI. What we are trying
to do is do you a little better than
that. When I get hold of Senator LOTT,
if there are four speakers who want to
wrap up, I am hoping to have them
speak for 5 minutes each, not the full
10 first, but 5 from you and 5 from us.

Mr. EXON. We have no objection to
that whatever. I thank my colleague
from New Mexico. All these years we
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have worked on the committee to-
gether we have had an exceptionally
fine relationship. He has always been
kind and understanding before he was
in the leadership position, and he has
been even more kind and more under-
standing since he has been my chair-
man of the Budget Committee. I thank
him for his fine remarks.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum and ask
the time be charged to the majority.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I pro-
pose the following unanimous consent
request. I ask unanimous-consent that
at 11:40, Senator EXON be recognized for
up to 5 minutes, to be followed by Sen-
ator DOMENICI from New Mexico for up
to 5 minutes, to be followed by the
Democratic leader for up to 5 minutes,
with the majority leader recognized for
the final 5 minutes prior to the vote on
the adoption of the conference report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. EXON. We have no objection.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ROBB. 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.

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I also ask
unanimous consent that I be allowed to
speak as in morning business for up to
3 minutes.

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

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I rise
today to oppose the budget resolution
conference report advanced by our Re-
publican colleagues. I do so, not be-
cause I object to implementing plans
for a balanced Federal budget. My com-
mitment to that objective remains
unshakeable. I oppose this plan because
it is tied to a political agenda, not a
substantive one, and because it opens
the door to huge tax cuts even before
we make and lock in the tough prin-
cipled choices necessary to actually
balance the budget. The sad truth
about this plan is that its proponents
know it will be vetoed by the Presi-
dent, and budget gridlock will con-
tinue. This whole exercise is not about
balancing the budget, which I have
done everything I can to advance on a
bipartisan basis. It’s about political po-
sitioning for this fall’s election. I know
of no precedent under either party’s
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control of Congress for the present
course we are following.

This budget proposal has split up the
reconciliation process into three dif-
ferent bills. The first bill will encom-
pass both Medicaid and welfare reform.
While the President has indicated his
willingness to enact a welfare reform
bill this year, this budget resolution
calls for the attachment of a Medicaid
reform plan that our Republican col-
leagues know the President will veto.
By combining these elements into the
same package, the Republican major-
ity precludes any chance for positive
action on welfare reform this year.

The second reconciliation bill is di-
rected at reform of the Medicare Pro-
gram. Given the recent report of the
trustees, action is clearly needed to ad-
dress the finances of the program.
While the Republicans deserve credit
for tackling this issue head on, the fact
of the matter is that the actions they
have proposed for shoring up Medi-
care’s finances threaten the effective
delivery of the very health care serv-
ices to our seniors that they say they
want to preserve.

Mr. President, the bottom line is
that the proposed reductions in Medi-
care, Medicaid, and welfare wouldn’t
have to be as large if they weren’t
needed to finance a large tax cut at a
time we’re trying to balance the budg-
et, and their refusal to consider an ad-
justment to the consumer price index
in order to spread the burden of deficit
reduction more equitably across the
entire Federal budget may be good pol-
itics but it’s not good policy.

Not only are the reductions in Medi-
care, Medicaid, and welfare programs
unneccessarily large in this budget pro-
posal, we are going to have to vote on
discretionary spending levels in this
resolution which are both unwise as a
matter of policy, and unattainable po-
litically. While the conference com-
mittee has attempted to provide a suf-
ficient amount for fiscal year 1997, not
a single appropriator, from either side
of the aisle, can tell you how those out-
year numbers can be achieved which
means that the pressure of future Con-
gresses to ignore the proposed re-
straints will be overpowering—and
most of the savings a sham.

Mr. President, the events of the past
year have confirmed that the only way
to solve our major fiscal problems,
both short term and long term, is on a
bipartisan basis. The difficulty is that
enacting a credible, fair, and bipartisan
budget proposal will require tough
medicine for both sides. Republicans
will have to come down on their de-
mands for tax cuts, and Democrats will
have to be more willing to confront
entitlment reform, including Social Se-
curity.

Mr. President, I have been fortunate
this past year to work with a group of
bipartisan Senators, dubbed the cen-
trist coalition, to produce a credible
balanced budget proposal—a proposal
with a realistic discretionary spending
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pattern, one with significant entitle-
ment reform which continues to pro-
tect our most vulnerable citizens, and
one which makes a justified
modifcation of the consumer price
index. This plan, offered as a substitute
during the consideration of the current
budget resolution, was the only pro-
posal to receive significant bipartisan
support this year, garnering 24 Demo-
cratic votes and 22 Republican votes.

While I cetainly understand the in-
ability to move this proposal this year
given election year politics, I am hope-
ful that it will provide the seeds for an
effective compromise early in the next
Congress since the budget resolution
before us does not move us any closer
toward long-term balanced budgets
than we are today.

Mr. President, I am very frustrated
by the process that we are engaged in
at the moment. We have an oppor-
tunity, if we can work on a bipartisan
basis, to advance the cause of a bal-
anced budget and fiscal responsibility,
and we are missing that opportunity.

I, for one, am prepared to make sub-
stantial reductions in spending in the
entitlement areas—in Medicaid, in
Medicare and in Social Security. I am
also prepared to address the very po-
litically sensitive area of adjustments
to the Consumer Price Index to more
accurately reflect inflation. But at this
point, we are not going to do that.

The current resolution is designed to
split the reconciliation process into
three different pieces. The most objec-
tionable part, from my point of view, is
we put tax cuts right up at the front so
that we undermine any public con-
fidence that we are really serious about
deficit reduction.

We are making bigger reductions in
the projected spending in some of the
entitlements than we need to because
we are planning to put that money into
a tax cut before we have actually
locked in the tough, principled choices
that are going to be necessary if we are
going to achieve the stated objective of
a balanced budget.

This resolution also substantially re-
duces the chance of ever getting any
meaningful welfare reform in this Con-
gress by linking Welfare reform with a
Medicaid reform package that the
President is committed to vetoing.

It seems to me that we ought to be
able to get together; indeed, 24 Demo-
crats and 22 Republicans found com-
mon cause with respect to a budget res-
olution that was submitted earlier. If
we are serious about solving this par-
ticular problem, the Resolution before
us is not the way to do it.

So, Mr. President, I regret very much
that I am going to have to vote against
the pending measure, notwithstanding
my long-term commitment to deficit
reduction and a balanced budget.

For the opportunity to express my
views, I thank the Presiding Officer
and I thank the ranking member of the
Budget Committee for suggesting this
approach for getting my views on the
record.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
is controlled by the Senator from Ne-
braska, and under the previous unani-
mous consent agreement, he is to be
recognized now for 5 minutes.

Mrs. BOXER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may be al-
lowed to speak as in morning business
for 6 minutes.

I make a unanimous-consent request
I be allowed to speak as in morning
business for 4 minutes.

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

Mrs. BOXER. Thank you very much,
Mr. President. I spoke yesterday on the
budget, and I will not reiterate that. I
wanted to make a very brief statement
about two issues.

BURNING OF CHURCHES

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, we have
seen in recent weeks a series of attacks
on black churches in the south. At
least 33 churches have been set ablaze
in a campaign of terror.

Mr. President, every one of us has to
make his or her voice heard in opposi-
tion to this wave of terror. These
churches have been sources of sta-
bility, of kindness, of moral and spir-
itual guidance for their congregations.

These fires are a chilling reminder of
a period that we all thought had
passed. A period marked by some of the
most shameful, hateful acts ever per-
petrated by Americans against Ameri-

cans. A period in which bombings,
fires, beatings, and shootings were
tools to prevent African-Americans

from realizing equal status in our soci-
ety. A ‘‘dark era in our Nation’s his-
tory,” the President recently called it.

I want to praise President Clinton for
his leadership in mobilizing Federal in-
vestigators while at the same time of-
fering solace to the people whose
churches have been burned. It is the
business of the president to offer moral
leadership, to console the victims of
racists attacks, to call the cowards out
for what they have done.

I also praise Ross Perot for his lead-
ership in calling on his Reform Party
members to guard the churches.

I also wish to praise Senator
MOSELEY-BRAUN for offering a resolu-
tion, of which I am a cosponsor, con-
demning the church fires and urging
the administration to mobilize all ap-
propriate resources to put the people
who set these fires behind bars.

Finally, Mr. President, I want to
state that this is a problem not just for
African-Americans, but for all Ameri-
cans. We should speak with one voice
and pass the Moseley-Braun resolution
unanimously, so that our message is
clear.

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Chair.
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(The remarks of Mrs. BOXER per-
taining to the introduction of S. Res.
262 are located in today’s RECORD under
“Submissions of Concurrent and Sen-
ate Resolutions.””)

——

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR
1997—CONFERENCE REPORT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the conference report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, as I under-
stand the situation now, under the pre-
vious unanimous-consent request, we
have 10 minutes equally divided on
each side remaining before the vote.
We have about 16 minutes, 17 minutes
before noon, according to my clock. I
ask unanimous consent that the sched-
uled vote at noon be extended to 3 min-
utes past noon so that the previous
unanimous consent request can be
abided with regard to time allotted by
each side.

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

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that a table showing
how the deficit in this budget increases
because of its tax breaks be printed in
the RECORD.

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

REPUBLICAN DEFICITS WITH AND WITHOUT THE TAX CUT

[In billions of dollars]

1996 1997 1998 1999 2001 2002 1996

CBO Baseline Defi-
cits (April) ! 130 165 175 182 192 194 210
Republican defi
with tax cut ....... 130 153 147 117 89 42 5
Republican deficits
w/o tax cut ........ 130 135 129 97 63 11
Addendum:
Republican tax
cut
Interest on tax
cut ...

-39

18 16 18 23 26 28

0 1 1 2 3 5 6

Total ... 0 19 17 20 26 31 34

1The 1996 deficit estimate is a preliminary revision from CBO based on
current Treasury data. The 1996 estimate included in their official April fore-
cast was $144 billion.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, as we wrap
up the debate on the budget conference
report, I would like to make a few final
observations, if I might.

If last year was the Republicans’ win-
ter of discontent, this is their spring of
missed opportunities. I know the Re-
publicans wanted to hit one out of the
ballpark with this budget, but what
they did reminds me more of the Red
Sox’s Bill Buckner in the infamous 6th
game of the 1986 World Series. That is
when he let Mookie Wilson’s grounder
roll through his legs. The Mets rallied
and eventually won the series. That
was a missed opportunity on a grand
scale; so is this budget.

There was a chance—granted a small
one—to craft a compromise on a bal-
anced budget this year. To his credit,
the President has repeatedly offered to
come back to the bargaining table. As
he has pointed out, at the very least,
we could have agreed on the common



June 13, 1996

savings in both the Republican and the
Democratic plans. But the Republicans
rebuffed the President, and now we are
saddled with this GOP budget retread.

It still has too many reductions in
Medicare—reductions that are not nec-
essary to maintain the solvency of the
trust fund. As much as the Republicans
bridle at the suggestion, the size of the
tax breaks always has and still does de-
termine the size of the Medicare reduc-
tions. The Medicaid provisions still
jeopardize the guarantees to health for
our most vulnerable citizens. The cuts
to education and the environment are
still too severe, and they got worse in
this conference report.

So much time has passed since we
first saw this Republican budget 18
months ago, and so little has really
changed. We can see from this same
tired budget that the majority’s cup-
board is bare; they are bereft of new
ideas. This conference report is just a
sorry addendum to last year’s budget
fiasco. I think we all know it, and I
urge my colleagues to vote against it.

In closing, Mr. President, let me
thank all of the members of the Budget
Committee on both sides, of which the
distinguished presider of the Chair is
one. On my side of the aisle, I have had
nothing but cooperation from all the
Democrats on the Budget Committee,
and I particularly thank all of them for
all of their efforts.

I want to take just a moment, if I
can, to thank Bill Dauster, who heads
up our great staff on this side of the
committee. We worked well with the
other side and staff as well.

I simply say, while we do not agree
on this budget, there has been a lot of
good-faith effort and good intentions to
try to work this out the best we could.
I am sorry that we do not have a better
product.

I reserve any balance of my time that
I have.

May I inquire of the Chair, do I have
any time left of my 5 minutes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 1 minute, 30 seconds.

Mr. EXON. How much?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One and
a half minutes.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent, although we have had
very great difficulty this morning in
coming to an agreement in breaking it,
that those who are scheduled to make
speeches at this time, to call to their
attention time is running out. I will
suggest at this time the absence of a
quorum, and that the first 3 minutes of
the quorum would be charged equally
to the time remaining on both sides. I
withdraw my request. The chairman of
the committee has arrived on the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. I am sorry I was late.
I apologize to the Senate. How much
time does the Senator from New Mex-
ico have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four
minutes, 50 seconds.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. DOMENICI. Thank you very
much.
Mr. President, as I have said fre-

quently, if I were a king I would not
write this budget. But we do not have
any Kkings in the United States. We
have a U.S. Congress. That means we
have Senators from very different
States. That is the way our Founding
Fathers decided to run this Republic.
And there are very differing views,
even among Republicans and certainly
among Democrats and Democrats and
Republicans.

I believe, however, that other than
having some kind of mandate from on
high on how to do it, I believe this is as
good as we can do this year. And to tell
you the truth, I have been at budgeting
for a long time. For those who would
call this a budget that perhaps does not
reduce spending enough, or counts on
too many things happening next year
and the year after that, let me suggest,
it would be beyond the comprehension
of the Senate 10 years ago to think
they could vote up or down and pass a
budget resolution with this much sav-
ings in it.

We have never come to grips with the
real problems. And this budget resolu-
tion at least says, ‘“We know the prob-
lems. We know we can’t continue this
deficit spending. And let’s try it this
way.”’

As I said, it is not perfect, but it
takes the main problems with deficit
spending, the big ones that everybody
knows about, and it begins to say,
“Let’s try to spend less. Let’s try to
send some of them closer to home
where more efficiencies can be adopt-
ed.”

It says to Medicaid, which is bur-
geoning beyond what the States will be
able to pay, ‘‘Let’s ratchet it down. Let
it increase, but not as much as it
would. Let the States make some deci-
sions to see if they can’t save signifi-
cant amounts of money and still cover
our poor people with health care.”

On welfare reform it is not only say-
ing we are spending too much, it is say-
ing the program is broken. Let us do a
new one, give the States more author-
ity, and build it around the premise of
5 years instead of a lifetime on welfare;
and those who are on welfare have to
get educated and work at preparing to
get a job, and then get jobs. That is
doing what the American people want.

Ten years ago if that were all the re-
form we had in the budget we would
have been heralding it as something
great for America. In addition, we try
to make Medicare solvent for 10 years
without hurting senior citizens.

Our budget also recognizes that in
addition to a deficit up here, there is a
deficit in the checkbook of working
Americans. Hspecially those with chil-
dren. Their taxes are too high and their
credits for having to raise children are
too low. So we say, let us fix one other
deficit. Let us fix the deficit in the
checkbooks of working men and women
who have children under 18. Let us give
them a $500 tax break for each child
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that they are raising. This is a deficit
that is going to destroy family life un-
less we work at trying to solve it.

We have left only 122 billion dollars’
worth of tax relief in this budget. Most
of it will go to that cause. I think when
you add it all up—and one salient
point, that for all of the discretionary
spending, we are at a freeze. We have
asked the Congressional Budget Office,
how much should we spend in 1997 if we
want to spend at a freeze level? They
gave us the dollar numbers, and that is
what we settled with the U.S. House in
conference.

So hopefully we will get appropria-
tions done and we can tell Americans
we have frozen it. We have not in-
creased it, and we have not cut it. That
is a pretty good approach to a year
when you really say you are trying to
balance the budget. When you add that
all up, it seems to me this budget reso-
lution not only deserves a majority
vote, but I am very hopeful that the
President will sign much of the legisla-
tion that comes from it because I think
we have the right message. We are de-
livering in a way that is good for
Americans, be they young or old or
those who are out there working to
make sure their children and their sen-
iors are taken care of. It is a good
budget. I yield the floor.

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Democratic leader is recognized.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, let me
begin by complimenting the distin-
guished ranking member of the Budget
Committee, Senator EXON. This will be
the last budget he works on in his ca-
pacity as ranking member of the Sen-
ate Budget Committee. I must say no
one has put more effort, more work,
and more real leadership into this
whole process than has he over the last
many years. He is an extraordinary
member of the caucus. It has been my
good fortune to work with him very
closely and, fortunately, with great ef-
fectiveness as a result of his participa-
tion. I thank him, not only for his
work in this Congress, but for all the
years that he has worked so diligently
as a very key member of the Budget
Committee.

Let me also commend his excellent
staff, led by Staff Director Bill
Dauster, for the outstanding work they
have done in presenting our case on
this budget and throughout the many
difficult budget battles in this Con-
gress. They do exemplary staff work,
and they have served this Senator, and
indeed our entire caucus and the Amer-
ican people, with distinction and intel-
ligence.

Let me also thank the distinguished
chairman of the Budget Committee. He
works diligently and with passion and
conviction. I oftentimes remark about
the real contribution he makes. I may
find myself in disagreement with him
on many occasions, but not with him
personally. He carries out his duties
admirably. I commend him for his
work.
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In this case, Mr. President, in spite of
his leadership, the fact is that he pro-
poses to move this process in the wrong
direction. He and his colleagues have
produced a budget that is designed to
appear more moderate, but it contains
the same failed policies that the Presi-
dent was forced to veto last winter.

In fact, this budget, in spite of all of
the good work and rhetoric of the dis-
tinguished chairman, contains the
same extreme proposals relating to
Medicare, Medicaid, education, the en-
vironment, and the other issues we de-
bated so vociferously last winter. It is
just as extreme if you follow it out to
take into account the 7-year budget
timeframe that we had to work with
last year. The numbers are hardly dif-
ferent. So no one should be misled.
This is almost identical to what we
were presented last year. Because of
the extreme and harmful policies it
contains, the President had to veto it
last year.

The President has offered a plan that
balances the budget without resorting
to such extremism. The deficit as a re-
sult of his efforts and our efforts over
the last 4 years has been cut by more
than half. The deficit was $290 billion
in 1992. The deficit this year is $130 bil-
lion. For 4 years in a row, the first
time since the 1940’s, we have cut the
deficit dramatically. This resulted
from real leadership, and because we
did what we said we were going to do.

This deficit will actually go back up
under the Republican budget plan for
the next 2 years. So instead of this hy-
perbole and instead of all of the par-
tisan rhetoric, we ought to be negoti-
ating downtown with the White House,
sitting down with the President and
the bipartisan congressional leader-
ship, and finding an agreement that
will balance the budget by 2002.

Instead, as is often the case in this
Congress, Democrats have been locked
out: locked out of the budget negotia-
tions, locked out of the budget process
almost entirely, and locked out of any
real effort to try to resolve these mat-
ters in a bipartisan way.

There are many problems with this
budget. But I want to cite very briefly
just six.

First of all, this budget reveals again
what is really at the heart of the Re-
publican priority list: more tax breaks
for those who do not need them. The
conference agreement drops any pre-
tense of balancing the budget before it
provides for the opportunity to propose
tax cuts. At least in the Senate bill the
tax cuts were contingent on the pas-
sage of two other bills which actually
cut the deficit and achieved balance.

The reconciliation prescription in
this budget conference report does not
even do that. The conference agree-
ment drops all contingencies. It pro-
poses that major tax reduction pro-
posals for those at the very highest in-
come levels be dealt with in the very
first reconciliation package that comes
before the Senate.

The first bill could be a $122 billion
net tax cut in addition to the deep cuts
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in Medicaid and welfare. The actual
tax breaks, Mr. President, will actually
add up to $180 billion in that bill, ac-
cording to the Chairman of the Budget
Committee in the other body.

This arrangement will force a veto. It
is designed to include devastating Med-
icaid cuts that will act as a poison pill.
There is no doubt in my view that the
tax cuts that we are going to be con-
fronted with are the same kind that
created the deficit. Just after we have
been able to deal so effectively with
the deficit over the last 4 years is no
time to turn back the clock and pro-
pose budget-busting tax breaks before
any serious effort to cut the deficit.

So that is problem No. 1: approving
tax cuts before we actually make room
for them; tax cuts in many cases that
are not necessary; tax cuts that are
going to drive up the deficit all over
again in the not-too-distant future.

The second problem is the excessive
Medicare cuts that we all know are in-
corporated in this plan. The tax cuts,
in large measure, to the extent they
are paid for at all, are paid for out of
Medicare cuts, $168 billion in Medicare
cuts. We know these deep cuts will
lower quality of health care provided
to millions of seniors and individuals
with disabilities. We know they threat-
en the solvency of many rural hos-
pitals, who may be forced close their
doors. We know they will undercut the
ability of many beneficiaries to gain
access to care, and we know they will
create real problems for many who ob-
tain their health only through the
Medicare system today.

Mr. President, these issues will go
away. They must be addressed in a
comprehensive way. We know we have
to deal with solvency. The President’s
budget proposal maintains the sol-
vency of Medicare for the next 10 years.
Yet, the pending budget resolution con-
tains $50 billion more in Medicare re-
ductions than the President’s plan. The
only purpose of such unnecessary re-
ductions in Medicare is to finance the
excessive tax breaks proposed in this
resolution. We simply cannot accept a
willingness on the part of some to use
deep Medicare cuts to pay for the tax
cuts in this budget plan.

The third problem is that this bill
virtually destroys Medicaid—it pro-
poses $72 billion in Medicaid cuts. We
are also concerned about the way in
which these cuts are provided. It pro-
poses to turn the Medicaid Program
into block grants. This approach does
not reflect the bipartisan plan proposed
by the National Governors Association.
It has been opposed by Democratic
Governors. Block grants would create a
tremendous inconsistency in the avail-
ability of benefits under Medicaid, re-
gardless of what other assurances were
being given by the Republican major-
ity. These cuts are not just $72 billion
as they relate directly to the budget.
Because of the ability for States to
dramatically reduce the availability of
funding, the cuts could actually reach
$250 billion if the States maximize
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their ability to reduce the commit-
ment to health care.

This will undercut the availability,
and in some cases completely elimi-
nate the availability for millions of
children, and for persons with disabil-
ities. It threatens seniors in nursing
homes and the financial well-being of
their spouses. All this devastation and
sacrifice is being asked for in order to
provide for tax breaks in many cases
for those who do not need them at all.
The fourth problem is this budget pro-
posal dramatically shortchanges edu-
cation. It reduces education and train-
ing by a full 20 percent in real dollars,
or $25 billion by the year 2002. When we
vote on this resolution, keep in mind
that it incorporates the largest edu-
cation cuts in history. Over the same
time period, in spite of the fact this
represents the most dramatic reduc-
tion in the availability of funding for
education in our history, school enroll-
ments are going to rise to historic
highs. Every school is going to be faced
with the prospect of increasing enroll-
ment, and greater demands for real
budgets, at the same time the Federal
Government is reducing its commit-
ment to the very schools it claims to
support. The President’s budget, on the
other hand, invests $57 billion more
than what this budget resolution pro-
vides.

The fifth problem, Mr. President, is
this resolution dramatically harms the
environment. It cuts $3.8 billion from
environmental protection and natural
resources. That is 17 percent below the
President’s commitment to the envi-
ronment into the year 2002. We cannot
all talk about how much of an advocate
we are to the environment if we are not
willing to commit the resources to en-
sure that environmental protection can
become a reality. Mr. President, we
have to address environmental funding
in a way that ensures the ability to im-
plement comprehensive environmental
protection.

Finally, the sixth problem, is that it
raises taxes on working families. It
proposes an $18.5 billion in increase in
taxes on working families through the
cutting back on the earned-income tax
credit. It raises taxes on 7 million
working families in the next 7 years.
As the President’s budget makes clear,
we can balance the budget without
raising taxes on working people.

Mr. President, we can do a lot better
than this. This is an extreme budget.
This budget takes money from health,
education, the environment, and work-
ing families. Those priorities, we have
said from the beginning, are our prior-
ities. This budget attacks those prior-
ities in ways that we do not believe are
wise for this country or for the people
affected. Obviously, this budget con-
tinues the great debate about where we
ought to be taking this country. Do we
really want to make the dramatic and
draconian cuts in health and in edu-
cation, in Medicare and in Medicaid, in
the EITC, to provide for the tax breaks
for many people who simply do not
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need them today? I do not think the
American people want that. I know
members of our caucus do not want it,
either.

This budget resolution represents an
abandonment of any pretense of bal-
ancing the budget before cutting taxes.
As a result of this fiscal irrespon-
sibility and the cruelty of its prior-
ities, this budget is dead. The rec-
onciliation process that will be carried
out as a result of this budget resolu-
tion is going nowhere.

The only way that we can resolve
this matter is to do what we talked
about doing yesterday, to work to-
gether, to resolve our differences, and
in a bipartisan way to come up with an
agreement on a plan that details ways
with which to balance the budget. We
should build on the record of the last 4
years, and guarantee the kind of eco-
nomic growth and the protection of
priorities that we all know are so crit-
ical to the long-term best interests of
this Nation.

I urge all of our colleagues to look at
this resolution very carefully and to
join us in opposition when we have
that opportunity a few moments from
now. I yield the floor.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I have 1
minute remaining. I will stay within
that 1 minute. I thank my Democratic
leader, my good friend from the neigh-
boring State of South Dakota for his
kind remarks. I thank the chairman of
my committee for all that he has done
over the years.

This is my last part in managing a
budget resolution. I simply say in leav-
ing, while I am not satisfied with what
we have done and while I will be in-
volved, I am sure, in the months to
come this year in trying to bring some
resolution to the remaining dif-
ferences, I want to say it has been a
thrill and an honor to work with so
many outstanding people on both sides
of the aisle. I only wish my friends on
the Republican side could have been a
little bit more understanding. But I
simply say we have, in the last 3 years,
cut the deficit from about $300 billion
to about $140 billion. We are on the
road to the right course. We should not
give up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I know the
hour of the vote has arrived. I believe
we have 5 minutes’ time remaining. I
will use leader time if that is nec-
essary.

Mr. President, I am proud to be here
today to endorse this budget resolution
conference report. It is obviously the
thing we need to do. It is the first crit-
ical step in the process this year. After
we pass this budget resolution con-
ference report, we can then quickly
move to the reconciliation bills that,
in fact, enforce the things that we say
we are going to do in this bill, and we
can begin passing the appropriations
bills because the Appropriations Com-
mittees will then have the numbers
they need to mark to, and we can move
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this process forward as we need to in a
cooperative way. But first, we must
pass this conference report.

I begin by again recognizing the out-
standing work of the distinguished
chairman, the chairman of the Budget
Committee. I daresay there is no Sen-
ator that knows more about the budget
rules and the budget itself than Sen-
ator PETE DOMENICI of New Mexico. He
does outstanding work, here in this
body, on that committee, and working
with Members across the aisle and with
the other body. I congratulate him for
the fine job he has done, once again,
this year.

I also want to extend my congratula-
tions and best wishes to our good
friend, the Senator from Nebraska,
Senator EXON. He certainly epitomizes
the old saying, ‘‘you can disagree with-
out being disagreeable,”” and particu-
larly this year we have found that
while he made his points and offered
some amendments he has worked with
us to move the process along. I know
the Senator from New Mexico has al-
ready pointed that out. We appreciate
the very fine work of Senator EXON.

Also, I might note today, Mr. Presi-
dent, that this the last budget resolu-
tion other Senators who are members
of the Budget Committee will work on,
too. Senator BENNETT JOHNSTON of
Louisiana has been an excellent mem-
ber of the Budget Committee since the
95th Congress, January 1977, I believe
under the chairmanship of Senator
Muskie. Mr. President, 19 years on the
committee is almost a sentence, but he
has done excellent work as a member
of the Budget Committee. He also has
been a pleasure to work with and has
been helpful on many occasions.

The distinguished Senator from Illi-
nois with the bow tie, Senator SIMON,
has always worked as a really good
member of the Budget Committee, and
the distinguished Senator from Colo-
rado, Senator BROWN, has worked on
budgets many times in the past and
has been a great member of the Budget
Committee. I commend them all for
their fine work and what they have
done.

It has not been easy to reach this
budget conference report, to get to this
point. We have had disagreements
along the way. In the Budget Com-
mittee and on the floor of the Senate
efforts were made to amend it, sub-
stitute alternatives were offered, and
the Senate passed an amendment that
added some additional funds for non-
defense discretionary spending. When
the conference work was going on, that
was not received with a great deal of
pleasure in some circles, but we worked
it out and we came up with a reason-
able agreement that will allow us to do
what we need to do for our country and
continue to move us toward our ulti-
mate important goal of a balanced
budget by the year 2002.

We do have a budget resolution con-
ference report here before the Senate
that continues to represent dramatic
changes in the way we govern. If you
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want to continue to build a monument
to status quo, the way things have been
done around here for years, that basi-
cally always seems to lead to more
spending, then you do not want to be
for this budget resolution. This budget
resolution continues the good work
that was started last year, that moves
us in a different direction, that moves
toward giving some relief to the Amer-
ican people that work and pay taxes,
and moves toward some real reform in
the entitlement areas, where we need it
so badly.

It does continue to restrain spending.
It does allow enough funds for a strong
national defense, but it will continue a
pattern overall, in that period of years,
of less spending for defense. We have
worked on that very carefully, and I
think this conference report does an
adequate job there.

This conference report reflects our
beliefs in a balanced budget and lower
taxes for families with children. When
I hear these accusations about tax re-
lief for those that do not need it, I won-
der first of all, whose taxes are they,
anyway? Whose money is it? It is the
people’s money. We are talking about
allowing families with children to have
just a little help in raising their chil-
dren with their own money, a $500 tax
credit—which, by the way, is limited to
people under a certain income level.

So I do not apologize at all for want-
ing to help families with children, for
wanting to help children with some tax
relief instead of it coming to Wash-
ington and letting Washington decide,
“Oh, yes, we will send it back the way
that we determine is best for your chil-
dren.” We say, ‘“‘How about letting the
families make that determination?”’

With regard to the Medicare issue, we
have seen recently that the decline in
the Medicare Trust Fund is greater
than we had anticipated, greater than
even a year ago. We can stand here and
ignore this problem. But what we are
threatening is our parents’, our grand-
parents’, and our children’s future, and
their ability to depend on this pro-
gram.

The bipartisan substitute that was
offered, as a matter of fact, had pro-
posed Medicare reforms that would
lead to a savings over the 6-year period
of $154 billion. In this conference re-
port, the proposed savings are $158 bil-
lion. As you can see, the numbers on
Medicare are very close. Over a T-year
period, I think the difference between
the administration’s proposal and ours
is around 2 percent. Yet, we are still all
talking about an increase every year—
every year for this important program.

So I think that we are doing the
right thing here. It provides for re-
duced Government spending and less
Government intervention. It lays out a
blueprint for what we need to do, but it
continues the path we started with last
year. By the year 2002, we will have the
first balanced budget since 1969.

With regard to what the President
has proposed, Mr. President, I would
like to submit for the RECORD a chart
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which shows budget deficits, and 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:

BUDGET DEFICITS

[In billions of dollars]

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Current law baseline
Conference agreement
President’s Budget: 2

With trigger ...

Without trigger
Chaffee-Breaux Mode
Balanced Budget Act® .

146 156 160 147 136 111 105
146 153 147 117 89 42

155 152 123 105 54 -3
156 153 125 108 87 81
147 154 134 114 77 49
151 159 127 97 73 34 -3

a(BO reestimate.
(B0 reestimate from December baseline.

Prepared by SBC Majority Staff, June 13, 1996.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, this chart
shows that every year—every year—the
President’s proposals would have the
deficits that our package has over
these 6 years. As a matter of fact, there
has been this reference to the spike we
have in the next fiscal year. Yes, there
is a spike in our budget in the next fis-
cal year, but there is also one in the
President’s budget, and it is $2 billion
higher than our proposal.

So if you want to compare the pro-
posals, I invite you to do so. This chart
will be in the RECORD.

I am proud to support this package.
It is fair. It is what we need to do.

I urge my colleagues today to stand
up, do the right thing, and vote for this
budget resolution. Let us move the
process forward. Let us do what is right
for our children and for our country.

I yield the floor, Mr. President.

Mr. President, I understand the yeas
and nays have not been requested. I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the con-
ference report. On this question, the
yeas and nays have been ordered, and
the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS] is
necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. BUMPERS] would vote ‘“‘no.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ASHCROFT). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber who desire to
vote?

The result was announced—yeas 53,
nays 46, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 159 Leg.]

YEAS—53
Abraham Coverdell Grassley
Ashcroft Craig Gregg
Bennett D’Amato Hatch
Bond DeWine Hatfield
Brown Domenici Helms
Burns Faircloth Hutchison
Campbell Frahm Inhofe
Chafee Frist Jeffords
Coats Gorton Kassebaum
Cochran Gramm Kempthorne
Cohen Grams Kyl
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Lott Pressler Specter
Lugar Roth Stevens
Mack Santorum Thomas
McCain Shelby Thompson
McConnell Simpson Thurmond
Murkowski Smith Warner
Nickles Snowe
NAYS—46
Akaka Ford Mikulski
Baucus Glenn Moseley-Braun
Biden Graham Moynihan
Bingaman Harkin Murray
Boxer Heflin Nunn
Bradley Hollings Pell
Breaux Inouye Pryor
Bryan Johnston Reid
Byrd Kennedy Robb
Conrad Kerrey Rockefeller
Daschle Kerry
Dodd Kohl Sarbanes
Dorgan Lautenberg Simon
Exon Leahy Wellstone
Feingold Levin Wyden
Feinstein Lieberman
NOT VOTING—1
Bumpers

The conference report was agreed to.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the con-
current resolution was agreed to, and I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am dis-
appointed and disillusioned by this
conference report on the budget resolu-
tion for the 1997 fiscal year.

I am disappointed that the con-
ference report lowered next year’s dis-
cretionary spending by $1.3 billion from
the Senate-passed budget resolution. I
applaud Senate Budget Committee
Chairman PETE DOMENICI and ranking
member JAMES EXON for their strong
support of adequate funding for pro-
grams that invest in our country. Un-
fortunately, the House of Representa-
tives refused to accept the Senate’s
more responsible discretionary spend-
ing levels.

Moreover, I am disillusioned that the
House budget conferees have resorted
to a new budget gimmick. Instead of
showing leadership to produce a more
moderate budget resolution, they have
added a new smoke and mirror—the
Government shutdown prevention al-
lowance. This section of the conference
report will free up $1.3 billion more in
spending only if Congress decides to
pass a continuing resolution to fund
the Government. This is a billion-dol-
lar incentive for Members to pass a
continuing resolution.

After two unnecessary and expensive
Government shutdowns and more than
a dozen continuing resolutions last
year, I have had enough of this piece-
meal approach to budgeting. Budgeting
by continuing resolutions is a true fail-
ure in leadership. Instead of passing
the buck by passing continuing resolu-
tions, we should make the tough budg-
et decisions and then vote on them in
appropriations bills. Unlike short-term
continuing resolutions, year-long ap-
propriations bills allow Federal, State,
and local agencies to plan their budg-
ets and make Government more effec-
tive.

This conference report also makes
harmful short-term cuts in important
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programs that will have devastating
consequences over the long-term. It
cuts Medicare and Medicaid more than
is necessary to achieve a balanced
budget. These cuts would reduce Medi-
care spending growth per-beneficiary
far below projected private sector
growth rates. I am disappointed that
the majority persists in cutting a pro-
gram that is vital to 83,000 Vermonters,
12 percent of whom live below the pov-
erty level.

And it cuts environment funding
while increasing defense spending by
$11 billion for 1997—which is unaccept-
able in today’s post-cold-war world.
The people of the United States never
voted to gut environmental spending in
the last election. They overwhelmingly
want to make sure Government pro-
vides basic safeguards for a clean envi-
ronment. This is a job that Govern-
ment can do and needs to do.

Mr. President, this budget resolution
is better than last year’s extreme budg-
et, but it still cuts programs for elder-
ly, young and low-income Vermonters
more than is necessary to balance the
budget. And it hurts the environment
while resorting to budget gimmicks.

We can do better than this dis-
appointing and disillusioning budget.

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, we hope to
have some announcement about pro-
ceeding for the remainder of the day
and week momentarily. We are work-
ing on that right now. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. LOTT. 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.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM NOM-
INATION OF ALAN GREENSPAN
TO BE CHAIRMAN OF THE FED-
ERAL RESERVE SYSTEM

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, as in exec-
utive session, I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate now proceed to execu-
tive session to consider the nomination
of Alan Greenspan, to be the Chairman
of the Federal Reserve System, and it
be considered under the following time
agreement: The time beginning at 2
p.m., today, for the remainder of to-
day’s session, and all debate time dur-
ing Friday’s session be equally divided
between Senators D’AMATO and HARKIN
or their designees; at 9:30 a.m., on
Thursday, June 20, there be 3 hours re-
maining on the nomination, to be
equally divided between Senators
D’AMATO and HARKIN; and that the vote
occur on confirmation of Alan Green-
span at 2 p.m., on Thursday, June 20,
1996.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I further
ask unanimous consent that imme-
diately following the confirmation of
Alan Greenspan, the Senate proceed to
the vote on the nomination of Lau-
rence Meyer to be a member of the
Federal Reserve System, to be followed
immediately by a vote on the con-
firmation of Alice Rivlin to be a mem-
ber and Vice Chairman of the Federal
Reserve System.

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

Mr. LOTT. Finally, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that following
the confirmation vote of Alice Rivlin,
the President be immediately notified
that the Senate has given its consent
to these nominations and the Senate
then resume legislative session.

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

———

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that there now be a pe-
riod for morning business, with Sen-
ators allowed to speak for up to 5 min-
utes each; and, further, that Senator
THOMAS be in control of the first 30
minutes, and Senator DASCHLE or his
designee be in control of up to 30 min-
utes.

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

————

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, to update
all Senators, following morning busi-
ness, the Senate will then move to the
consideration of the Federal Reserve
nominations that are on the Executive
Calendar. The agreement reached,
therefore, will provide that no further
votes will be called for today or during
tomorrow’s session of the Senate. We
have discussed this with the Demo-
cratic leader and worked it out very
carefully.

This matter has been delayed far too
long already, and we need to take up
these very serious nominations. So we
now have reached a process that allows
us to do that. I assume there will be 3
hours or so of debate today, and then
debate again on Friday on these nomi-
nations, and then, of course, the vote
for them would occur on Thursday, at 2
p.m., of next week. That is at the re-
quest of the Democratic leader.

We will be looking at what issues will
be taken up on Monday and/or Tues-
day, and we will notify the Members
once an agreement has been reached on
that. I yield the floor, Mr. President.

Mr. THOMAS addressed the Chair.

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

———

“ME, TOO” POLITICS

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, we ap-
preciate the opportunity to take some
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time this afternoon. This is a continu-
ation of our effort among the freshmen
to have a freshman focus and to bring
what is often a unique perception of
Senate Members, those of us who just
came less than 2 years ago, on the top-
ics of today. So we appreciate that.
Some of my colleagues will join in.

Mr. President, we want to talk a lit-
tle today about me, too politics. I
think it is a timely topic. It is one that
has been very prominent here in this
body over the last several months or
even, in fact, year.

It sounds kind of good—me, too. It
sound like that ought to give us an op-
portunity to agree. We will order some-
thing and there will be a resounding,
me, too.

Unfortunately, that is not the way it
works. Unfortunately, me, too politics
means when there is an idea that
comes up, I say, me, too, and then find
lots of reasons why you cannot do it, so
that there is a very difficult problem in
determining—walking one way and
talking another, saying, “I'm for it,”
but making sure that it never happens.
That is what we increasingly are seeing
with this administration, President
Clinton, and with the minority here in
the Senate.

There are, of course, real choices to
be made. There is nothing wrong with
choices. That is what politics is about.
It gives you and me, as voters, a
chance to choose because various can-
didates are for various things. That is
how the system works. When those
choices are made indistinguishable,
then it is very difficult. It is very dif-
ficult to have politicians who say one
thing and do another, and continuously
do that.

So there are basic decisions that
have to be made. Are we going to have
more Government, more Federal Gov-
ernment or less? Are we going to move
in the direction of having more taxes,
or are we going to move in the direc-
tion of having American families spend
more of their money themselves? Those
are basic decisions. Are we going to
spend more? Are we going to borrow to
spend more so that the credit card can
go to our kids, or are we going to re-
duce spending?

These are tough decisions, but they
are fairly clear decisions. What is hap-
pening is they are being blurred by this
me, too politics. The technique, of
course, is that whatever is suggested as
fundamental change, then the others
say, ‘“Well, I'm for that as well,” and
then go about making sure it never
happens.

The technique, of course, is to speak
for it, and then decide, ‘“Well, but it
goes a little too far,” or, ‘“There are
some details here that we can’t do. I
want a balanced budget, but this isn’t
the right way.” So it is a way of say-
ing, “I’'m for it,”” but making sure you
never have to vote for it.

Mr. President, I think that is trou-
blesome. I think that is troublesome in
terms of the system. It is troublesome
certainly in terms of elections where,
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at least in my view, the purpose of
elections is to give some direction to
our Government.

We have to generally do it in fairly
broad areas. Certainly no one talks
about 800 different votes that you take
in a year, but they do talk about your
philosophy. Are you for less Govern-
ment or for more? More spending or
less? A balanced budget or not? Term
limits or not?

Unfortunately, the President has be-
come a me, too President. There are
countless examples of echoing the fun-
damental changes that have been
brought about by the Republican
Party, or by Bob Dole, almost like a
shadow. Every time the Republicans
come out with a plan to make funda-
mental change, to bring about the re-
forms that people have asked for, why,
we see the President standing up and
saying he agrees; but when the chips
are down, he goes the other way. It is
no longer ‘‘Me, too.”” It is more like the
old Frank Sinatra song, the old tune of
“My way.” “Do it my way.”

So it is easy to say, ‘“Well, I'm for
that, but, you know, it’s not the right
way to do it,” or, “I’'m for that, but it
goes too far,” or, “I’m for that, but
there are the details.” So it confuses
where we really are.

Balancing the budget and cutting
taxes and reforming welfare, ending
the days of big Government, why, the
President continues to sound in tune
with fundamental change, but when
the reform comes around, then his po-
sition shifts and it does not happen.
That has happened so many times this
year.

For example, he vetoed the balanced
budget after saying he was for a bal-
anced budget. After running on a bal-
anced budget, after saying, we can do it
in b years, in 8 years, in 10 years, in 7
years, he vetoes a balanced budget.

He vetoed welfare reform after pledg-
ing to change welfare as we know it. He
vetoed legislation that would have
kept Medicare solvent for the next gen-
eration after promising to save the pro-
gram. These are the issues that we are
seeing too much of ‘“Me, too” instead
of reform.

We need to really bear down on the
idea of people saying one thing and
doing another. I am pretty proud of
this body and of the majority in this
body who came here a year and a half
ago and said we believe that voters
want some fundamental change in
terms of the direction of this country,
a balanced budget being one of them.

Of course, the idea of moving welfare
and many of the programs closer to
people by moving them to the States,
these are fundamental changes that
people talk about. We have done many
of those things, but unfortunately, the
“Me, too” politics has kept them from
being completed. We have sent the first
balanced budget in 25 years to the
White House—the first time. Vetoed.

So we need to really take a look at
what we are for. If people disagree, if
people want more government—and
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there are those who do, a legitimate
point of view. I do not happen to share
it. But you can argue that, ‘““Yes, there
are more things Government can do.
Yes, we ought to take more money
from folks because we can spend it bet-
ter in the Government.”” That is a le-
gitimate point of view; not one I share.
But we at least ought to decide where
we are on those things so that what we
say and what we do are the same.

Welfare reform is one that comes, of
course, to mind. We provided the Presi-
dent an opportunity to reform the Na-
tion’s welfare system, not just once,
but twice. On both occasions the Presi-
dent said no; first, as part of the Bal-
anced Budget Act in November and
then a bill that stood on its own in
January.

Just last month the President issued
an Executive order requiring States to
end welfare payments to teenaged par-
ents who quit school or refuse to live
with a responsible adult, language in
part that was part of the proposal. Now
the ‘“Me, too’ politics will say, ‘“‘Yeah,
I'm for that. I agree with that. Look
what I've done,” which is about one-
hundredth of the total package. We see
more and more of that.

Another flip-flop occurred on, of
course, announcing support for Wiscon-
sin’s historic welfare reform plan to
put able-bodied recipients to work,
something the Republican welfare pro-
gram that was vetoed would have ac-
complished. Now the administration is
backing off of that, flip-flopping again,
saying there are some details in the
Wisconsin plan that need to be nego-
tiated.

Let me tell you, the people in Wis-
consin have a better idea of what needs
to be done to deliver services in their
State than bureaucrats here do.

I come from a State that is small. We
need a different system than you need
in a large State. The States are the
only place to do that. So you cannot
talk one way and walk another. Bal-
ancing the budget clearly has been the
most significant issue over the last
year and a half, not simply because of
the numbers, not simply because of the
arithmetic, but because the budget re-
flects the kind of approach we take to
govern, whether we are fiscally respon-
sible, whether we say, ‘“‘Yes, we will
spend more than we take in,”” whether
we say it is morally correct if you want
services, those people who receive
them ought to pay for them, rather
than putting it on the credit card for
the kids. Those are basic issues.

We cannot balance the budget unless
we are willing to adjust and make fun-
damental changes in Government.
Budgets are vital to where we are
going. The first 2% years the adminis-
tration never submitted a balanced
budget to the Congress despite all of
the talk, and opposed a balanced budg-
et amendment to the Constitution, ar-
guing we do not need to do this. ‘“‘Just
balance the budget,” the same argu-
ment that has been going on 25 years
right here in this place, and we have
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not balanced it. Of course we need the
discipline of a constitutional amend-
ment.

Finally, under the pressure to
produce a balanced budget, but not ba-
sically making the changes that have
to be made to do it. You have to deal
with entitlements. Two-thirds of the
expenditures are in entitlements. If
you do not deal with entitlements, sev-
eral things happen. One is that you
never balance the budget. The other is
that programs we want to strengthen
and save, like Medicare, cannot exist
unless you make some fundamental
changes in them.

Tax cuts, promises to cut taxes—in-
stead, what do we get? The largest tax
increase in the history of this country.
Last year, we came forward with plans
to reduce taxes—vetoed, of course.

Mr. President, I have great con-
fidence in the American people. I have
great confidence in voters that they
will make decisions based on funda-
mental direction. I certainly hope so.
That is our job as voters, to decide
where we want to go and then, of
course, have to decide who the can-
didates are that are going in the same
direction we are, not that any party or
any politician is going to represent
every detail of our point of view, but in
general this party, this party, this can-
didate or that candidate comes closer
to representing my view than the
other. That is the choice we have.

Mr. President, I hope we all under-
stand this business of ‘“Me, too, poli-
tics’’ is not leadership. It is not deci-
siveness. It is a matter of avoiding tak-
ing strong positions. It is a matter of
saying, ‘‘Yes, this is a good idea. I am
for it, I want to balance the budget,
but I just cannot vote for it the way it
is,”” and never will.

I appreciate the opportunity to dis-
cuss this. I see my associates have
come forward. I yield to the Senator
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SANTORUM. I thank the Sen-
ator. On the issue of the President,
which is a discussion that many of us
are scratching our head about with re-
spect to the rhetoric we are hearing
from the White House on issues—very,
very important issues—that face this
country, where Republicans here in the
Congress and in many places, on a bi-
partisan basis, are trying to move for-
ward with programs we believe will
move this country forward. We have
been met with very stiff resistance
from the White House.

Yet when the campaign that has now
commenced—the speeches; the Presi-
dent is out, making the campaign
speeches—you would think from the
speeches that he gives that all of the
things that we are pursuing, that the
American public is in general agree-
ment with, like balancing the budget,
like cutting taxes, like having smaller
Government, like giving more power
back to State and local governments,
like welfare reform, all of those things
that are very much supported by the
American public and have been
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stopped, clearly been stopped by this
White House, because we have passed
all of those things, and they have been
vetoed down at the Oval Office, the
President is now campaigning in his
speeches that he is for all of this. In
fact, he is the one who is trying to
make these things happen.

It is particularly difficult for me, as
someone who has worked extensively
in the area of welfare reform, to hear
the President of the United States not
only giving speeches on the issue about
how he is in support of the welfare sys-
tem, but we have a President of the
United States running ads on tele-
vision talking about his welfare plan.
Let me remind the President and my
colleagues that the President of the
United States has introduced one wel-
fare reform proposal. It was introduced
in June 1994, some 18 months into the
President’s term.

As you may recall, in 1992 when he
ran for election, he promised to end
welfare as we know it and made it a
centerpiece of the campaign—he was a
new Democrat, someone who under-
stood that big Government policies of
the Great Society were, in fact, hurt-
ing the very people they intended to
help, and that we had to do something
different. We had to do something dra-
matically different. As a Governor
from Arkansas, he saw the need for de-
centralizing welfare back to the States,
into the communities, where anti-
poverty programs have been more ef-
fective and more tailored to the needs
of the people in those communities.

So he said he wanted to end welfare
as we know it. I think that was a very
significant component of putting to-
gether the Clinton majority that
earned him the electoral votes nec-
essary to win the Presidency. Mr.
President, 18 months later, he intro-
duced in that interim period of time
massive health reform, tax increases,
further spending increases, new entitle-
ment programs, a whole lot of other
things were introduced in the first 18
months. He tried to do the gays in the
military and other things that were ob-
viously higher in priority because they
certainly came before any initiative on
welfare. He took no initiative.

The 103d Congress, from 1993 and 1994,
introduced no legislation, the Demo-
cratic majority in both Houses intro-
duced no legislation to move the wel-
fare debate forward. In June 1994, it
was introduced. It was a pathetic bill
by everyone’s estimate. It was panned
by both sides as being no significant re-
form at all. In fact, they had trouble
finding Democratic cosponsors of the
bill. Someone even introduced the leg-
islation for the President because it
was considered such a minimal, incre-
mental, insignificant reform of a sys-
tem that was in terrible need of re-
form.

This is the plan—I assume this is the
plan—that the President now is going
around the country suggesting ends to
welfare as we know it. No one from the
left or the right, whether you are for
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welfare as it is or would like to see sub-
stantial changes, would indicate that
the President’s plan of 1994 ended wel-
fare as we know it. Yet, we have the
President of the United States out on
television, out in speeches, suggesting
that he is trying to end welfare as we
know it.

He had an opportunity to end welfare
as we know it. Last year, we worked on
a bipartisan basis here in the U.S. Sen-
ate and passed, I think, a very strong
bill, one that attacked the significant
problems in the welfare system, began
to attack them. I do not see this as the
final solution, by any stretch. But, in
fact, it began to take us into a new
course, where we focus more on allow-
ing individual communities and States
to fashion their own welfare programs
with more flexibility. We put some
work requirements in there, because
we believe that is absolutely essential
to transition people off of welfare. If
you are going to transition people off
of welfare, you have to give them work
experience and teach them the skills
necessary to work, and you have to put
in time limits. If you do not put time
limits in, you have a system that per-
petuates nonwork, perpetuates a whole
lot of values which I do not believe
make for successful Americans.

We worked together on a bipartisan
basis here in the Senate and came up
with a bill that got 87 votes on the
floor of the U.S. Senate—87 out of 99
votes; there were 12 who voted against
it. That is an enormous bipartisan ef-
fort. In a year or two, now, where you
have seen claims and disgust from the
public about the intense partisanship,
about the serious issues that face the
country, here in the U.S. Senate, the
issue that I think is one of the most
pressing and important issues to this
country and to our culture, to helping
those who are in need, we were able to
get 87 votes for a bipartisan bill.

The President of the United States,
who originally said, ‘“This is a great
bill and I like it,” as time went by, as
we were working on this bill in con-
ference, the President said he would
veto, in fact, the Senate bill, that he
would not support the Senate bill, even
though it got 87 votes here in the U.S.
Senate. So the President again very
clearly signaled to the other side that
he was not for anything that looked
like the Senate bill or certainly not
the House bill, and sent the signal to
block whatever came out of conference
as unacceptable welfare reform, even
though there were 87 votes here.

Now, this is the President who is run-
ning ads saying he wants to end wel-
fare as we know it, having torpedoed a
bill that got 87 votes here in the U.S.
Senate, having not offered any sub-
stantive proposal in this session of
Congress, having offered a weak pro-
posal in 1994 that, again, was panned by
both left and right as insignificant.

This is the President who now wants
you to believe that he is for us; he is
for the same things that we are for and
that you are for in welfare reform. The
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fact is on this ‘‘me, too” he is not
“me.” He is not ‘“‘us.” He is ‘‘them.” He
is the status quo. He is for perpet-
uating a system that while well mean-
ing in its inception—and certainly the
people who put these programs to-
gether did not put these programs to-
gether because they thought they were
going to hurt the poor, or because they
thought they were going to hurt the
children, or they thought were going to
destroy communities, or thought they
were going to create a culture of de-
spair, or thought that they were going
to really begin to tear apart families,
or thought they were going to see fa-
thers becoming less and less respon-
sible for their children. None of those
things were intended consequences of
the Great Society programs and the
other welfare programs we passed. But
they surely have contributed to all of
those things.

What we are saying is that it is time
to do things differently that we know
work in rebuilding those institutions.
The institutions of family, of parental
responsibility to children, of commu-
nity organization that builds values in
the communities like churches and
nonprofit organizations, and civic asso-
ciations that build a sense of commu-
nity and set standards and values for
this community so people can relate
to—in fact, not only do they relate to
but they participate in establishing.

We believe that sending welfare back
down is not just substituting a State
bureaucrat for a Federal bureaucrat,
but substituting the neighbor down the
street who works at the local commu-
nity center, or the pastor of the
church, or the social worker at the
nonprofit mission helping the poor.
That is what we are talking about in
the welfare reform that is envisioned in
the bills. I am hopeful that we can see
that kind of progress in this area.

I am also hopeful that the President
will own up to the fact that he is not
for welfare reform as that envisioned
that I have just given you. That is not
his vision of welfare reform. His vision
of welfare reform is ensuring Federal
control over these programs, guaran-
teeing that you will hear very much,
“Well the Republican plan didn’t guar-
antee this; it cannot guarantee that.” I
can tell you what all of these Federal
guarantees have gotten us over the
past 30 years: Guaranteed failure, Fed-
eral guarantees failures of families and
communities and culture. We want to
get rid of the Federal guarantees. Yes,
because we believe it is much more im-
portant that instead of having the bu-
reaucrat guarantee that someone gets
a check passed out by someone who
sits behind bulletproof glass and you
receive the check because the number
that you have on your card is the num-
ber that matches that computer. Who
you are does not matter. What your
concerns are, does not matter. What
your needs are, does not matter. You
are a number in a computer and you
get processed like it. That is not the
kind of guarantee that I think the poor

S6189

want in this country. What they want
is the guarantee that someone loves
them, cares for them, who sees them as
a neighbor, who sees them as part of
what they are in a community, and has
the resources available to them to help
them. That is the guarantee that we
want to provide. That is the kind of
program envisioned that we see for
helping the poor in this country, and it
is not about the Federal Government
taking care of people. It is about neigh-
bors taking care of each other which is
about the goodness of America and the
culture that we so much want to re-
build in this country.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

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

Mr. GRAMS. Thank you very much,
Mr. President.

I just wanted to add a few words to
what my colleagues have been talking
about here this afternoon—about lead-
ership that I believe the American peo-
ple have been calling for, leadership in
areas such as a balanced budget, lead-
ership of Federal spending reforming
our welfare system, and, yet, leader-
ship in providing tax relief to Amer-
ica’s hard working families. That is
what people think about leadership on
these type of issues. They usually first
think of the President because he natu-
rally, after all, is our chief executive
officer of the country; the person who
delivers the State of the Union Address
every year; the one required by law to
begin the budget process by submitting
that proposal to Congress. The Presi-
dent is elected to lead. But that is not
what President Clinton has done over
the last 3% years. Instead of leading
the Nation he has been more of one
that is following in the footsteps of
Congress. Whatever we do the Presi-
dent now especially in this campaign
year is saying ‘‘me, too” as we have
noted in other things. But his pro-
posals in comparison with ours are
really just pale examples of what needs
to be done.

We talk about welfare reform. He
says ‘‘me, too.” But he does not pro-
vide adequate reform that we need to
save and provide for that system of
Medicare. We say we need to save
Medicare. He says ‘“‘me, too’ but does
not provide the Dbasic reform and
changes in the Medicare system to en-
sure that it is going to be here for the
seniors who rely on it today and for the
generations to come.

Few issues symbolize the me-too re-
sponse better than what has happened
to tax relief. This President in 1992 as
candidate Bill Clinton for President
campaigned on the issue of tax relief
for American families. In fact, then
even called for tax relief as high as
$1,000 per child tax credit. He said
American families need tax relief. But
what did the President do after the
election? Did he come to Congress? Did
he come with a budget that said, ‘“Now
I am going to do what I promised to do,
and that is to provide tax relief in
some form to America’s families?”’ No.
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He did not. In fact, in 1993 the Presi-
dent proposed and this Congress
passed—again without one Republican
vote because we did not want to add to
the tax burden of the American fami-
lies—a $265 billion tax increase; not tax
relief for families, but tax increases. Of
course, we are going to hear the rhet-
oric all the time that it was targeted
for the rich so they can pay their fair
share. If that is true, why is the aver-
age tax burden on Americans today at
all levels higher than it was just 3
years ago? Why is tax freedom day now
on May 7 and not May 1 as it was 3
years ago? It is because the average
American in this country is paying
more taxes today than at any time in
history.

Our tax levels are higher today than
at any time in history for average
Americans—not just for a few but for
all Americans. This flies in the face of
what President Clinton said just 3%
years ago in 1992 that he was going to
provide tax relief.

In 1993 while a Member of the House
I introduced a budget called families
first, and among the budget proposals
included was tax relief, and specifically
$600 per child in that tax relief pack-
age, half of what the President had
talked about but as much as we can get
a consensus on. We thought that was
important. But when it reached the
White House as part of our budget plan
last year what did the President do?
The President vetoed that. The Presi-
dent did not carry through on his
promise of providing tax relief as I
said, in fact he added more taxes to the
average American family’s debt.

In doing so, I was hoping that we
could win the President back over by
providing for and including this tax cut
in our budget. For nearly 3 years we
have been fighting that. As I said, the
President has vetoed every attempt
that we have made.

So the President keeps saying—and
we will hear it on the floor here as
well, again as I mentioned—that this is
just tax relief for the rich. I do not
know where that comes from. When av-
erage American families in this coun-
try—in my State of Minnesota alone
$500 million a year for average families
could stay in their pockets rather than
being sent to Washington. You will
hear a lot of those—‘‘Well, Washington
speaks, and we can’t afford here in
Washington to give this type of tax re-
lief.” Well, the question is: Whose
money is it? It is not Washington being
able to afford to give tax relief. The
question should be: Should American
families be able to keep more of the
money that they worked hard for every
day? How much can we allow them to
keep? That should be the question
rather than saying, ‘“How much is this
going to cost Washington?”’

The President though in his me-too
efforts says, “Well, I do want to give
tax relief now.” This is an election
year. But now he is saying in his latest
budget, “Yes. I want to give tax relief.
Me, too. I want to give a family tax
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credit, $600 per child. Me, too.” But
what is the President’s proposal? It is
not $500, and it is not for all children.
It starts out as a $300 tax break for
children, and it is phased in over 5
years. But at the end of 5 years it dies
again. So he gives it and takes it away.

Is it for all children? No. It is for
children up to the age of and including
the age of 12. So it is not for the same
type of a tax relief that we have offered
across the board of $500 per child tax
credit.

So, in other words, when it comes to
$500 and the tax credit, the President
has said ‘‘me, too” but only for a few
years, not for children over the age of
13, and I guess not for real.

So today, still 4 years after that
promise was made, 3 years after we
began the fight of offering tax credit
and tax relief for American families,
taxpayers still find themselves now
caught between the rhetoric and re-
ality. We have tried. We have included
tax relief in our budgets. The President
has vetoed it.

So when Bill Clinton took office in
1993 we said then the taxes were too
high, we believed Government was too
big, and that spending was out of con-
trol. Nearly 3% half years into the
Clinton Presidency, and despite all the
efforts that we have made, taxes are
still higher than they were 3 years ago,
Government is bigger than it was 3
years ago, and spending. Well, I think
you get the message. Spending has in-
creased over the last 3 years.

The bottom line is this cannot con-
tinue. We cannot give up on our efforts
to return to the American people their
hard-earned tax dollars. If the Presi-
dent is not willing to exercise the re-
sponsibilities of leadership handed to
him by the voters, then we must. We
are going to continue our efforts when
it comes to carrying out the taxpayers’
agenda. Their demand for a balanced
budget, less Government spending, and
tax relief is what we are going to con-
tinue to work for. We cannot afford to
simply sit back and say, ‘“Me, too,”
like the President has done. We have to
say we can and we will do this.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I want to
continue this same theme of discussing
ideas that have been put forth by Re-
publicans in the Congress and which
the President has claimed he also sup-
ports, though in some cases the record
would suggest otherwise.

Former Congressman and HUD Sec-
retary Jack Kemp has said something
that I always thought was very wise.
He said that campaigns are not so
much about defeating an opponent as
they are about providing leadership
and new ideas.

The Republican Congress, particu-
larly under the leadership of then Ma-
jority Leader Bob Dole and Speaker
NEWT GINGRICH, have provided the lead-
ership and the new ideas that have ani-
mated the agenda here in Washington
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for the last year and a half. It began
with the Contract With America, and it
followed through with many of the
ideas that have just been discussed by
the Senator from Pennsylvania and the
Senator from Minnesota.

One of those was the idea of tax cuts
that the Senator from Minnesota was
just talking about. These were pro-
posed, of course, by Republicans. The
President said, ‘‘Me, too, but not as
much.”

With regard to welfare reform, the
Senator from Pennsylvania talked
about that. I remember when President
Clinton said, ‘“Me, too” on that, and
tried to steal the thunder, apparently,
from Majority Leader Bob Dole, who
was prepared to talk about welfare re-
form, when President Clinton said, ‘I
like that Wisconsin State plan. That is
the kind of real welfare reform we
need,” in a Saturday morning radio ad-
dress. Then, when it came time for fol-
lowing through and signing the waiver
that would allow Wisconsin to follow
through with its welfare reform, the
White House said, ‘“Well, we are not
quite ready to do that, yet. We want to
think about it a while.” So one is not
even certain whether, when the Presi-
dent says, ‘“‘Me, to0,” he really means
it.

In any event, taxes and welfare have
been discussed. Let me mention quick-
ly three other subjects that fall into
the same category. One is the subject
of defense and, in particular, ballistic
missile defense. This is something that
has concerned Republicans in the Con-
gress, and some Democrats, for a long
time. It was a particular challenge
when, during the cold war, the Soviet
Union had the capability of raining on
the United States the ultimate in
weapons of mass destruction, the abil-
ity to destroy, literally, the United
States and, if we retaliated, eventually
the world.

President Reagan decided that the
best way to deal with this was through
the development of a defense, so that
no longer would the world be threat-
ened with annihilation as a result of
two superpowers Kkilling each other and
every other living thing on the face of
the Earth; that we would provide a de-
fense for ourselves so no nation would
want to attack us because they would
know they could not succeed and they
would simply be wasting their money
to try.

That work on star wars, as opponents
called it—it was really called the Stra-
tegic Defense Initiative [SDI]—is cred-
ited by many Russians as being one of
the things which finally caused the So-
viet Union to throw in the towel in the
cold war, to acknowledge they could
never compete with us, not only eco-
nomically but also militarily in these
sophisticated high-tech areas, and,
therefore, they may as well decide to
be our friend rather than our enemy.

Today’s ballistic missile threat is a
little different. It does not come from a
country like Russia. It comes from a
lot of so-called rogue nations around
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the world who are acquiring the tech-
nology to deliver weapons of mass de-
struction by ballistic missiles, perhaps
a little shorter range than the Russian
missiles, but still with the capacity to
rain harm on their neighbors, on neigh-
boring states, on the capitals of our al-
lies, capital cities, on troops deployed
abroad.

The administration said, “We are for
that, too. But we do not really want to
spend as much money as it would take
to develop the systems, at least as soon
as you would like to see them devel-
oped.” So it has been distressing to
those of us who tried to support these
programs to see the administration
delay them and delay them and delay
them, while all the time suggesting
that mnevertheless they do support
them. Specifically, I have in mind two
very important theater ballistic mis-
sile programs, the so-called THAAD
Program and the Navy Upper Tier Pro-
gram.

Both of these are designed to, when
they are deployed, intercept missiles
that would be delivered by an enemy in
some theater around the world. One
reason for the Navy program is that
you could send the Aegis cruisers all
over the world, literally, and defend
against such a situation. For example,
if the North Koreans decided to launch
one of their new missiles against Japan
or against South Korea, or even, as
they will have the capability of doing
after the turn of the century, against
the United States—say Alaska or Ha-
waii—positioning those Aegis cruisers
somewhere in the western Pacific
would permit us to intercept such a
missile.

The administration, however, has re-
fused to comply with the law of the
land in spending the money necessary
to develop those programs within the
timeframe called for by the legislation
that was adopted by the Congress and
signed by the President last year.
Therefore, it is another example of an
idea where the President has said, ‘I
am for that, too,” but he is not willing
to back up the words with actions.

Quickly, Mr. President, two other ex-
amples I wanted to mention. One is one
where I really hope we can have a bi-
partisan effort, because this should
know no partisanship. It deals with the
question of victims’ rights. People who
have been victimized by violent crime
ought to have some constitutional
rights in our criminal justice system. I
say criminal justice system because
that is what it has come to be called.
But in a perverse way, it also expresses
what has really happened to our sys-
tem, where justice is provided to crimi-
nals—and we would have it no other
way—but it is not provided to the vic-
tims of crime. We need to right that
imbalance right now.

Our society believes in the rights of
innocent people so strongly that we
even say we would rather have nine
guilty people go free than have one in-
nocent person convicted of a crime. So
we protect the rights of defendants,
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people who are accused of crimes. But
we do not provide similar protections
to those people who are innocent and
have already been victimized. Senator
FEINSTEIN, a Democrat, and myself
have introduced a constitutional
amendment to protect victims of
crime. We hope this will be a bipartisan
effort.

Recently, we find that sounds coming
from the White House suggest, again,
the President is for this. I am hoping
this time he will not only be for it in
his expressions, but that he will sup-
port us in our effort to get this con-
stitutional amendment adopted. The
former majority leader, Bob Dole, is a
cosponsor of our legislation. I would be
very, very bpleased if President Bill
Clinton would join with us in sup-
porting this constitutional amendment
so Republicans and Democrats alike
could provide real protection for the
victims of crime. This should be a real
test for the President. Will he not just
say, ‘“Me, too,” but come aboard and
achieve the goal.

Finally, I just wanted to mention the
fifth item, and that is the balanced
budget. The President has been very,
very willing to say he, too, is for a bal-
anced budget. The problem is that
every effort that we have undertaken
to try to achieve that balanced budget
he has thwarted.

We tried to do it first through a bal-
anced budget amendment to the Con-
stitution, because we knew it would be
difficult to get the Congress to actu-
ally pass a balanced budget. He lobbied
several Senators on the Democratic
side who had previously supported the
balanced budget amendment, urged
them to oppose it, and it failed by one
vote, as we all know. So we did not get
a balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution, even though the Presi-
dent said he was for a balanced budget.

He said that ought to be the job of
the House and Senate, so we took him
up on his word. On November 17 of last
year, the Senate of the United States
passed a balanced budget, the first one
in 20-some years, I think it is 28 years.
The House did the same thing. We sent
that balanced budget to the President.
On December 6 last year, he vetoed it.

He is for a balanced budget, but when
it came time to actually sign it, he was
not ready to do that. So, once again,
we have an example—this is the fifth
one, as I said—where the President is
very quick to say, ‘“‘Me, too,” but when
it comes time to follow through, he is
not there.

I will return to the beginning of my
remarks. As Jack Kemp said, cam-
paigns are about providing leadership
and new ideas. The Republicans have
provided this leadership. We have pro-
vided the new ideas. We have really
won this campaign of ideas because it
seems to me that the President and
many of our Democratic friends are
now agreeing with us that welfare re-
form, Medicaid reform, tax relief for
American families, a strong national
defense, a balanced budget, regulatory
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reform—which I have not even talked
about—all of these things are good
ideas and they should be implemented.

The President says, ‘I agree.” The
problem is that we cannot get him to
follow through with this. That is what
this next election probably is going to
be all about. Will we follow our leader-
ship? Do you agree with our ideas? If
you do, Mr. President, what we will be
saying is elect the kind of people who
will follow through on those ideas. If
you do not agree with those ideas, of
course, then you are going to want to
support someone else. But I think poli-
tics is about providing leadership and
new ideas. These are the right ideas,
and it is time for us to get support, not
just in the House and in the Senate of
the United States, but from the Presi-
dent of the United States.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

——

BUDGET RESOLUTION
CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I cannot
support the budget resolution which
the majority has presented to us. First,
it reduces funding for Medicare and
Medicaid more than is necessary in
order to provide dollars for tax cuts
which are likely to benefit most of the
wealthiest among us.

The budget also reduces discre-
tionary funding for education from cur-
rent levels—and I emphasize that—the
funding for education is being reduced
in this budget from current levels for 5
of the next 6 years. It does that at the
same time that it increases the funding
for defense each and every year during
that period, including $11 billion more
for next year than the Pentagon re-
quested.

Those are not the right priorities.
Last year we fought long and hard be-
fore succeeding in restoring funding for
education, such as Head Start, voca-
tional education, the title I reading,
writing and math skills program, Per-
kins loans and the State student incen-
tive grants for college students. I be-
lieve it would be shortsighted to now
retreat from a firm commitment to the
best investment in our future, and that
is education.

We have now reduced the deficit for
three straight years, and we are on the
verge of a fourth. We are doing that—
reducing the deficit for three straight
years—for the first time since World
War II. During those same years, the
deficit has been cut by more than half,
from $290 billion in 1992 to less than
$145 billion in 1996.

We should build on that progress, and
we should continue that progress. That
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is why I supported two alternative
budget resolutions, each of which
would have balanced the Federal budg-
et within 7 years.

Those budgets would do so, however,
without providing large tax cuts to the
wealthiest among us at the expense of
children, seniors and students. We can
balance the budget without damaging
cuts to health care for the elderly, edu-
cation funding and environmental pro-
tection, and those are among the top
priorities of American working fami-
lies.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
proceedings under the quorum call be
dispensed with.

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

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that I
be allowed to speak as in morning busi-
ness.

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

(The remarks of Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN
and Mrs. MURRAY pertaining to the
submission of Senate Resolution 263
are located in today’s RECORD under
“Submission of Concurrent and Senate
Resolutions.”)

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed as in
morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-
TON). Without objection, it is so or-

dered.
——
THE POWER OF RELEVANT
EDUCATION

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, yes-
terday, I was privileged to see and hear
a dramatic presentation by four high
school sophomores from my home
State of Washington. They performed a
short dramatic work, with choral
music, in my office for me and my
staff. They had no fancy stage lights or
microphones or curtains. They had
simple costumes, and no stage make-
up. Yet, they created true magic. It
was emotional, powerful, and indic-
ative of what young people can do if
given half a chance.

These four young women, Dallas
Milholland, Cynthia Ward, Kristin
Allen-Zito, and Malissa Kobbevik,

came to Washington, DC, from their
home 3,000 miles away in Bellingham,
WA, to compete in the National His-
tory Day Finals. The presentation they
created was entitled ‘‘Focus of Con-
cern: Breaking the Silence Sur-
rounding Battered Women.”’

They researched the plight of bat-
tered women throughout history. They
examined the accounts of women’s ill-
treatment, and the silence, ignorance,
and approval of such treatment. They
also looked at the rise of concern about
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domestic violence and passage and en-
forcement of laws to protect women

against it.
These four young women wrote the
script, adapted the accompanying

music for beautiful three-part har-
mony, chose the subdued black cos-
tumes, and did the understated block-
ing and choreography. They performed
before national judges, and other stu-
dents from around the country.

This morning, they called and told
me that they have been chosen as the
National Champions of the National
History Day Competition. I know the
Presiding Officer is as proud of these
four young women from Washington
State as I am.

The teachers and students of Bel-
lingham High School, and those on
Vashon Island, in Port Angeles, and
Richland, who also brought their ter-
rific History Day projects to the com-
petition, should all be proud. The peo-
ple of Bellingham, of Washington
State, and all Americans should be
very proud of these four young women
from Bellingham, and all those who
made their great victory possible.

What their performance teaches
every person who sees it is that domes-
tic violence is an overpowering pres-
ence in the lives of too many women
and children, almost as hard to outlive
as his to live through. As these young
women point out in their presentation,
“During the 10 minutes of (our) presen-
tation, 66 women have been beaten.
Sometime during the next 3 hours, one
of these women will die.”

To quote further: ‘“During the 13
years of the Vietnam war, 58,000 Amer-
ican service personnel died on the bat-
tlefield. During the same time period,
54,000 American women were killed by
their domestic partners.”

Their performance teaches that with
brutality against women, as with all
brutality in the human experience,
there are times of concern, when ac-
tions happen, and there are times of si-
lence, or worse, times when brutality is
condoned. Each of us needs to be re-
sponsible to call 911 when we hear the
sounds of domestic violence in our
neighborhoods. Each of us needs to be
responsible to value women and their
young children. Each of us needs to tell
young girls that they deserve and
should expect better.

We must become aware that every
day women are beaten, pushed, and
threatened by those they love: and
they are too afraid to admit ‘‘someone
I love is hurting me.”

This performance also teaches some-
thing about the power of a relevant
education. Young people learn best
when they see relevance to their own
lives outside the classroom, relevance
to their current interests, and rel-
evance to their future careers.

These young women are talented, in-
terested, and powerful. They are not,
however, alone, and they are not
unique. Behind these four young
women are four families, and at least
one great teacher who gave them a
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chance. A chance to do something
adults these days don’t seem to expect
from American students—strive for ex-
cellence.

Every student can benefit from see-
ing this performance. Every student
can also benefit from being given a
chance to work hard for something
that they truly care about. Whether
it’s a book, a social cause, a business
idea, a sport or hobby—we must en-
courage young people to see the con-
nections.

These young people from my State
are incredible. They can help us solve
the problems facing this country, so
can all the other children in this coun-
try today.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent the text of the script from the stu-
dents at Bellingham High School be
printed in the RECORD.

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

“BATTERED WOMEN"’—SCRIPT

4 girls standing in darkness with backs to
audience.

C/D/K: Open with song: ‘‘Can You Hear the
Prayer of the Women.”’

[single spotlight on.]

M: My heart is in anguish within me. The
terrors of death have fallen on me. Fear and
trembling come upon me and horror over-
whelms me. It is not enemies who taunt me.
I could bear that: It is not adversaries who
deal insolently with me. I could hide from
them, but it is you, my equal. My com-
panion, my familiar friend with whom I kept
pleasant company—Psalm 55.

[spot off.]

C/D/K: Song: ‘‘Crying Jesus Help me to see
the morning light of one more day. But if I
should die before I wake, I pray my soul to
take.”

M: I was charged with first degree murder.
I have 15 to life: I killed my husband.

K: I was charged with murder in the first.
I have life without: I killed my husband.

D: I was charged with second degree mur-
der. I'm serving 15 to life: I killed my hus-
band.

C: I was charged with first degree murder.
I'm doing life without. I killed my husband.

[4 spots on.]

All: T killed my abuser.

C: During the 13 years of the Vietnam war
58,000 American service personnel died on the
battlefield.

D: During the same time period 54,000
American women were killed by their domes-
tic partners.

All: Beaten to death.

K: Stomped.

C: Kicked.

M: Choked.

D: Their head bashed repeatedly against
solid stationary objects.

All: Battered.

C: Every fourth woman who enters a hos-
pital is there because of injuries sustained
during an attack by her domestic partner.

D: Every 9 seconds in America a woman is
beaten by her husband: The flash of the red
light is indicative of this time of violence.

M: Seven women die each day as a result of
these beatings.

K: For 1,000’s of years society has not only
allowed, but has tacitly encouraged the bat-
tering of women.

D: The Old Testament.

C: “The Levite picks up his battered wife
and cutting her into 12 pieces he sends her
remains throughout the land.” Judges 19:30
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D: 300 A.D.

M: In Rome the Emperor has his young
wife boiled to death when she is no longer of
any political use to him. Constantine 1st
Christian Emperor.

D: 1517.

K: “When my wife gets saucy, she gets
nothing but a box on the ear.” German re-
former, Martin Luther.

D: 1804.

M: “Women are like walnut trees, they
should be beaten daily.” Napoleon Bonapart.

C: Throughout history a man’s right to
beat his wife was clearly acknowledged in
the law.

M: 1395.

D: It is the husband’s right to inflict ex-
treme punishment on his wife because it is
reasonable and solely for the purpose of re-
ducing her from her errors.

C: Supported by the Church as his spiritual
duty.

M: 1850.

K: “Woman was created after man, there-
fore she is a byproduct of him. She was cre-
ated in response to his needs. She was the
agent of his downfall and the cause of his
banishment from paradise. All of these
things are proof of her inferiority.”

C: And implicitly condoned by society.

M: 1791: French citizen. Lavacher batters
his wife during a meal with two male guests.
Their response.

D/K: It is not appropriate to ill-treat your
wife in front of your friends.

K: Because society believes.

M: It is his right.

K: It is his duty.

D: It is God’s will.

C: It is her fault.

M: It is her cross.

All: She must bear it.

K: Perpetrators and victims also believe.

D: 1963: the Perpetrator.

M: “I’'m sorry I hit you, but it was your
fault, you provoked me. You’ll just have to
learn that I'm the boss.”” Mickey/Michigan.

D: 1996: The victim.

C: ““All the time he was beating me I be-
lieved his mind games and thought this is
my fault maybe if I try harder to be what he
wants.’” Heather/Bellingham.

M: For 100’s of years wife abuse has cycled
through the public awareness.

C: A focus of concern.

K: The early 1600’s.

D: Puritan leaders take a stand against
family violence because they believe that it
weakens the community and offends God.
Citizens are encouraged to watch neighbors.
To stop domestic violence as it occurs and
report these cases to the authorities.

K: The church strongly supports this
stand. Puritan Preacher Cotton Mather.

M: “For a man to beat his wife is as bad as
any sacrilege. Any such rascal were better
buried alive than to show his face among his
neighbors.

D: This stand by community and church
eventually impacts the law.

K: 1641.

C: The Massachusetts Body of Liberties. A
Civil and Criminal Code, becomes the first
American reform making domestic violence
illegal.

M: “Every married woman shall be free
from bodily correction or stripes by her hus-
band.”

C: Over time this defense of women be-
comes clouded in a confusion of perspective.

K: From the late 1600’s to the mid 1800’s

D: A time of silence.

C: “What goes on behind closed doors
should stay behind closed doors.”

K: This social attitude weaves a fabric of
silence surrounding the issue of wife abuse.

M: I do not see it.

D: Ido not hear it.
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K: Ido not know it.

C: Ido not feel it.

All: T cannot help it.

C/D/K: Song: ‘““Can You Hear the Voice of
the Women Softly Pleading. No More Silence
in Their Shattered World.”

M: A focus of concern.

C: The mid-1800’s to the turn of the cen-
tury.

M: Taking a stand, women begin cam-
paigning for radical social change, one of
their issues.

D: Relief for battered women.

K: 1871: The court rules:

M: “The privilege, ancient though it may
be, to beat her with a stick, to pull out her
hair, to choke her, to spit in her face, to
kick her about the floor, is not acknowl-
edged by law.”

D: Suffragists realize that although this
law clearly forbids wife abuse, society does
not consider wife abuse a crime and so it
goes unpunished and unabated.

K: 1876.

C: Lucy Stone, editor of the Women’s Jour-
nal takes a stand against the ineffectiveness
of these laws by demanding that they be
backed by appropriate penalties.

D: “The law for the use of the whipping
post should exist in every State. An abusive
husband will not fear a month in jail nor a
fine, but he will dread the pain and disgrace
of a whipping.”

M: Laws specifying punishments for wife
beaters are passed.

D: But over time, public interest wanes.
Although laws exist to protect women, pub-
lic apathy renders these mandates useless
and for the next 70 years a silence of indiffer-
ence drowns out the prayers of women.

CDK: Song: “Empty Eyes With No More
Tears To Cry.”

M: A time of silence.

D: 1967. A desperate woman calls the po-
lice.

C: “My boyfriend is mad at me, he’s going
to beat me up.”

D: The dispatcher replies:

K: ““Call us again when he does.”

M: The Civil Rights movement of the 1960’s
focuses public attention on the rights of mi-
norities including the rights of women. The
feminists movement of the 1970’s continues
this struggle. One of it’s issues, public and
judicial support for battered women.

D: Time and time again the terror of abuse
pushes women to desperation. Without sup-
port from neighbors, police, or the judicial
system. Women are pushed into violent acts
of their own.

K: A focus of concern: 1977.

C: Francine Hughes, battered wife of 15
years takes the only stand she can. She
douses her husband’s bed with gas while he
sleeps. Francine lights a match and is finally
freed from his abuse.

K: Jennifer Patri. Evelyn Ware. Sharon
McNearny.

M: Patricia Ross,
Barbara Jean Gilbert.

D: Idelia Meija, Hazel Morris, Bernestine
Taylor.

C: Elsie Monic, Shirley Martin, Martha
Hutchinson.

All: Shot and killed her husband.

K: It is tragic that these women are left
alone to take such drastic measures. How-
ever the stands which they take shatter the
silence surrounding wife abuse and screams
for society’s intervention.

D: Eventually society does intervene and
significant changes occur.

K: Public awareness, concern and support
for battered women.

M: The issuance of ex parte protection or-
ders.

C: Mandatory arrest laws and criminal
penalties for perpetrators.

Marlene Roan-Eagle,
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M: Shelters and legal services for women in
crisis.

K: We are told that history repeats itself
and we have seen how the issue of wife abuse
has cycled through the public’s conscience.
The time to stop that cycle is now while bat-
tered women are still a focus of concern.

M: During the 10 minutes of this presen-
tation, 66 women have been beaten.

K: Sometime during the next 3 hours one
of these women will die.

D: Will we again allow the silence to fall?

[All spots off.]

CDK: Song: ‘“‘Crying Jesus Help Me.”’

[single spot on.]

M: “Today in my small natural body I sit
and learn, my woman’s body, like yours, tar-
get on any street taken from me at the age
of 12. T watch a woman dare, I dare to watch
a woman, we dare to raise our voices.” Vic-
tim 1975.

C: Song: ‘““Can You Hear * * *”

K: Can you hear the prayers of the women?

D: or is the silence too loud?

[spot off/close.]

Mrs. MURRAY. I encourage all Mem-
bers to read these young women’s pow-
erful work, and I encourage you all to
help all our students strive to be the
best.

Mr.
Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. LIEBERMAN per-
taining to the submission of Senate
Resolution. 263 are located in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Submission of Concur-
rent and Senate Resolutions.””)

Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to set aside the
pending business so that I may speak
as if in morning business.

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

LIEBERMAN addressed the

——————

STANLEY R. BROWNE

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise
today to mourn the untimely passing
of a former Senate staff member, great
Iowan, and personal friend. Stanley
Browne started from very humble
roots, one of six children born to a
school administrator and housewife in
Sioux Falls, SD, in 1923. His father
Walter died suddenly when Stan was
just 6 years old. From that day on, he
watched the determination and selfless
dedication of not only his mother Ida,
as she cared for the family all day,
then scrubbed floors and cleaned homes
evenings, but also his oldest brothers
as they dropped out of school, and sac-
rificed their futures—all to enable
their family to stay together. He grew
up rather quickly, acutely aware of
both the value of hard work and
money, for then there was no such
thing as welfare. He became an Eagle
Scout and served in various leadership
roles in Scouting as an adult. He served
our country in World War II, as a Para-
trooper with the 13th Airborne Divi-
sion, 326th Glider Infantry in central
Europe, European African Middle East
theater. After the war, he rekindled an
acquaintance with a wonderful lady
named Coral Jane Freeman. They
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would have celebrated their 48th wed-
ding anniversary this Thursday, June
13. Stan Browne, both with the help of
this great country’s GI bill and the
hard work ethic installed upon him and
embedded in his mind as a young child,
went on to graduate from Drake Uni-
versity Law School in Des Moines, IA,
while simultaneously juggling several
part-time jobs to make ends meet.
While at Drake he was president of the
Delta Theta Phi law fraternity. Upon
graduation, he practiced in the law
firm of Wilson and Browne. He was ac-
tive in Republican politics as both a
candidate and campaign manager.
After a victorious Senate campaign,
Stan Browne became Senator Jack
Miller’s administrative assistant for 12
years. He served as president of the Ad-
ministrative Assistants Association
and was a member of St. Marks Pres-
byterian Church in Bethesda, MD. As
current member and past chairman of
the 116 Club, he was especially proud to
have been responsible for admitting the
very first woman to this formerly male
dominated organization during his ten-
ure. After his departure from the Hill,
Stan Browne entered the private sec-
tor, joining the DuPont Corp., serving
as its Washington counsel until his re-
tirement in 1986. He served on the
board of directors for the PUBCO and
Bobbie Brooks Corp., based in Cleve-
land, OH. He was also a former member
of the Iowa State Bar Association,
Polk County Bar Association and the
Jr. Bar Association, Worshipful Master
of New Century Masonic Lodge, past
president of the Central Iowa Multiple
Sclerosis Society, and a member of the
Landings Club in Savannah, GA. Both
on and off ‘‘the Hill,” Stan Browne was
known for his modesty, humbleness,
honesty and integrity. With his calm
and cool demeanor, he was highly re-
spected and well known for his effec-
tive low-key and behind-the-scene ac-
complishments. In addition to his wife
of nearly 48 years, Coral, he leaves be-
hind two children; Laurel Bigelow and
Neal Browne—currently in the Senate
Document Room—14 years service—
daughter-in-law Lisa Browne, three
surviving siblings; Norma Egland, Bar-
bara Fonder, and Miles Browne, seven
grandchildren; Daniel Bigelow, Thom-
as, Scott, and Joshua Trickett, Adam
and Rachel Browne, Skylar Hattrich;
and one great grandson, Christopher
Bigelow.

———

“IOWA SPIRIT” SALUTE TO
EDUCATION

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, for
those awaiting the floor, I will only be
here for another 3 or 4 minutes. I start-
ed a week ago to speak about the 150th
anniversary of the State of Iowa, which
we are celebrating with a congressional
reception on June 26 on The Mall out-
side the Smithsonian Institution. I
hope all of my colleagues will come to
that and see some of the exhibits over
the next 2 weeks honoring our 150th an-
niversary of our State.
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I had a chance earlier this week to
speak about the only Iowan to become
President, Herbert Hoover. I want to
speak today about something that is
really great about Iowa, our edu-
cational system.

Our country’s Founding Fathers, of
course, had a very clear vision about
America’s public schools and firmly be-
lieved that excellence in education is
paramount to the growth and pros-
perity of America. Iowa benefited from
a pattern that was set by the central
government, even before we had a U.S.
Constitution, when the Northwest
Compact was adopted in 1786, when
land was set aside for public education
in the new territories. That tradition
continued west of the Northwest Com-
pact area to be included in the tradi-
tions of education throughout the
upper Midwest.

Today, in honor of Iowa’s sesqui-
centennial celebration, I am proud to
be able to tell you that Iowa’s edu-
cational system is a working example
of what our Founders had in mind.
Iowa’s high standard of excellence in
education began in one-room rural
school houses on the prairie. That
same standard can now be seen in ad-
vanced academic settings across our
State, both in the urban areas as well
as the rural areas and small towns of
Iowa.

The one-room rural school environ-
ment ended in the 1950’s, but there is
still the foundation in today’s edu-
cational system of the personal inter-
est of teacher and student in each
other that comes from that one-room
rural tradition.

Today, though, I am proud to share
with you accomplishments of Iowa’s in-
creasingly diverse student population.
I commend the continued dedication to
education not only of students and
teachers, as I have already said, but of
parents and the volunteer school board
members as well as school administra-
tors across the State. Their combined
daily efforts are a key part in the con-
tinued success of the Iowa public
school system and the Iowa private
school system.

Iowans are proud of our commitment
to quality education for all children. It
is a commitment that has earned na-
tional and international respect. Iowa’s
excellence in education is a direct re-
sult of its local control of schools and
community-level responsibility. For
decades, Iowa students have received
the highest quality education and per-
formed well above national averages in
academic assessment.

It is estimated that 88 percent of
Iowa students graduate from high
school. What’s more, each year Iowa’s
rate of students pursuing post-sec-
ondary education and other post-high
school training continues to grow.

Iowa’s high literacy rate is a key
component of the success of Iowa’s stu-
dents. We rank as No. 1 of the 50 States
in literacy. And, individuals in Iowa
read more books than those in any
other State on a per capita basis. The
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active involvement of some 525 public
libraries, 7 regional libraries, and 62
academic libraries is testimony to
Iowa’s commitment to the advance-
ment of knowledge.

Iowa’s young scholars have ranked at
the highest level in the Nation for a
number of years in college testing as-
sessments. In fact, for 6 of the last 7
years, Iowa has ranked first of all the
50 States in the SAT tests—and either
first or second vis-a-vis Minnesota or
Wisconsin, depending upon what year
you are looking at, as tops in the ACT
test.

In addition to Iowa’s 390 public
school districts and 235 mnon-public
school districts, educators across the
Nation rely on the Iowa Tests of Basic
Skills and Iowa Tests of Educational
Development to assess student achieve-
ment in grades 3 through 12. These two
standardized achievement tests, devel-
oped by the Iowa Testing Program in
Iowa City, where our university is lo-
cated, provide teachers nationwide
with unique supplementary informa-
tion of the students that are in their
organizations. This information bears
on decisions about academic objec-
tives, instructional materials, and
learning environments for students in
elementary and secondary schools.

I also want to acknowledge the proud
tradition, although it is a relatively
new tradition of about 30 years, of
Iowa’s 15 community colleges. Prior to
the community college we had a stu-
dent system of junior colleges through-
out Iowa. But it was not statewide. The
community college system developed
30 years ago is a statewide system of
community colleges so that all stu-
dents throughout the entire State of
Iowa have access to a community col-
lege.

Each year, thousands of students in
Iowa have successful academic experi-
ences through one of Iowa’s 15 commu-
nity college districts. Last year, over
50 percent of the new freshmen in Iowa
colleges and universities were enrolled
at public community colleges. Year
after year, these community colleges
award thousands of high school equiva-
lency GED diplomas for that 12 percent
of our students who do not graduate
from high school. Iowa’s community
colleges provide a myriad of curricula
options for students whether they are
seeking a degree or whether they want
just a few courses. Our State’s commu-
nity colleges promote the concept that
is a fact of life in our technological
age—that education does not begin at
kindergarten and stop with a college
degree. Today, for people of all ages,
education is a continuing process
throughout life, including the formal-
ized aspect of education that comes
through an institution.

So access, quality, and responsive-
ness, are the three fundamental con-
cepts upon which the community col-
leges’ mission was developed and the
principles which guide their growth
and development that began 30 years
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ago and is an expanding and more in-
fluential aspect of education in Iowa
all the time.

Iowa’s long history of academic ex-
cellence meets the high standards that
our Founding Fathers set over 150
years ago when our State was estab-
lished. With ongoing dedication from
students, parents, teachers and school
officials, I am confident that Iowa’s
education system will continue its
path of growth and success as we con-
tinue our history and development as a
leading State in the Nation.

I look forward to these new develop-
ments in education for today’s leaders
and future generations of American
students.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I preface
my comment by joining with my friend
and colleague from Iowa, congratu-
lating his great State on the sesqui-
centennial of admission to the Union.
As he and I discussed before, I have a
good many relatives who live in his
State. I have had the privilege of
spending a good bit of time over the
years in Iowa. I enjoy the State, the
people, and, again, I express my con-
gratulations to them on the occasion of
their celebration.

———

LEGAL GAMING ENTERTAINMENT
INDUSTRY

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I rise to
discuss the issue about which much has
been said recently, the so-called need
for a Federal gaming study.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada is advised that some
time ago we were to have gone to cer-
tain Federal Reserve Board nomina-
tions.

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that we set aside
the pending business and that I be able
to speak as in morning business.

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

Mr. BRYAN. I thank the Chair for ad-
vising me of the parliamentary situa-
tion.

Mr. President, I was commenting, we
have had much discussion in the media,
on the floor and as part of the national
dialog of the need for a so-called Fed-
eral study of gaming. The integrity of
the legal, legitimate entertainment in-
dustry, one which is of primary impor-
tance to the economy of my State, has
been repeatedly impugned.

One Member of the other body took
the House floor to call those who work
in the gaming entertainment industry
a group of ‘‘roaches.”

I want to cut through some of this
rhetoric and set the record straight.
Excessive rhetoric has been used to
drown out a constructive dialog and a
careful deliberation about a legitimate
issue: the rapid growth of gaming
across America.

Opponents of legalized gaming have
resorted to character assassination,
guilt by association, and distortion of
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the views of those with whom they dis-
agree.

The time, Mr. President, has come to
say, ‘‘Enough is enough.”

At the outset, it is imperative to step
back from this emotional rhetoric by
gaming critics and to observe that
gaming entertainment in all forms
would not be expanding without de-
mand for this form of entertainment.
Simply stated, the American con-
sumer, not the Government, has de-
cided to spend his or her precious rec-
reational dollar in this fashion. For ex-
ample, 30 percent, or 32 million house-
holds, made a total of 125 million visits
to casinos across America in 1994. The
total number of casino visits rose to
150 million in the following year of
1995. In many respects, this growth in
casino visits is not surprising, given
the changing nature of gaming enter-
tainment in general and casino gaming
in particular.

Since the late 1980’s, casinos have be-
come what the experts characterize as
“‘destination resorts’ which offer more
than the various games of chance nor-
mally associated with the casino.
These destination resorts now offer a
range of additional entertainment ex-
periences, including a variety of sport-
ing events and recreational activities,
theme dining experiences, unique shop-
ping, Broadway-quality shows, and
many other attractions.

If casino entertainment was not pro-
viding solid value for the dollar spent,
consumers would not be patronizing
these establishments. It is somewhat
puzzling that those who are defenders
of the free market and proponents of
State regulation are quick to second-
guess consumers and States on this
policy question.

Advocates of legislation to create a
Federal gaming study commission have
stressed in their public statements and
in testimony before various congres-
sional committees that the limited
purpose of this commission was to
study the socioeconomic effects of all
forms of gambling and to give policy-
makers at the local, State, and Federal
level the data they need to make edu-
cated decisions.

I might just say parenthetically that
there has been no request generated by
local or State government, that I am
aware of, of calling upon the Federal
Government to conduct such a study.
But that is ostensibly what they claim.

They have consistently emphasized
that no one, least of all the legal gam-
ing industry, should fear anything that
is just a study.

Mr. President, the gaming entertain-
ment industry in my own State has ab-
solutely nothing to fear from a fair and
unbiased study. Nevada’s tough regula-
tion has made this industry a model for
other States, which have adopted gam-
ing, to follow and, indeed, is an inter-
national or global model.

However, what is going on here is a
crusade by those who want to destroy
an activity that they do not like, and
that, Mr. President, is dangerous. The
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principal premise for the proposed
commission advanced by its
antigaming opponents is that States
and local governments lack the ability
to acquire and act on objective infor-
mation in the face of well-financed at-
tempts to put casinos in. This simply
does not square with reality.

No State—and I repeat, Mr. Presi-
dent, no State—has approved new ca-
sino gaming for several years. For ex-
ample, 7 of 10 gaming initiatives were
defeated in 1994, and no new casino
gaming was approved by a new jurisdic-
tion in 1995.

Let me just comment parentheti-
cally. From a parochial perspective,
representing my State, I am not an ad-
vocate for the expansion of casino gam-
ing in other jurisdictions. But the
point needs to be made that that is a
decision which States, local govern-
ments, free from Federal interference,
ought to be able to make on its own.

Those who have an established agen-
da decided to elevate this commission
from one to study the impact of gam-
ing to one that is designed to inves-
tigate the operation of a legalized gam-
ing industry.

While many of those who support a
study have good intentions and prefer a
reasonable approach, they are being
drowned out by those extremists whose
goal is the destruction of this industry.
The loudest voices calling for a gaming
study are those who want to shut down
a legal industry in a State which has
chosen to allow gaming. They believe
they possess a superior moral barom-
eter and should tell us what is right
and what is wrong.

They feel the same way on other as-
pects of our society, and we know not
what will be their next target. What I
want to do today is to give you a more
fair picture of the legal and highly reg-
ulated gaming industry in my own
State.

In Nevada, the gaming entertainment
industry provides 43 percent of the $1.2
billion annual State general revenue.
This is the source that finances the es-
sential operations of State govern-
ment; first and foremost, education.

The gaming entertainment industry
accounts for more than 50 percent of
Nevada’s employment, either directly
or indirectly. The gaming industry in
Nevada has today extensive regulation
and oversight, involving day-to-day on-
site supervision by State gaming con-
trol authorities, the Internal Revenue
Service, and the Treasury Department
unit which handles currency trans-
action issues.

In fact, when the Treasury Depart-
ment testified before the U.S. Senate
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs
Committee recently, they had high
praise for the regulation of currency
transactions in the State of Nevada.

The regulation of gaming is not per-
fect. We have worked long and hard in
Nevada to establish a tough regulatory
system that is a model for how such a
system should be run.
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The State of Nevada employs 372 reg-
ulators and charges the gaming indus-
try $19 million on an annual basis to
see that only legitimate interests are
involved in gaming and that the games
of chance are conducted honestly and
fairly.

Despite Nevada’s success with gam-
ing, I would be the first to admit that
legalized gaming may not be the best
choice for every community, and I have
repeatedly expressed my concern that
Indian gaming regulation in some
States is far too lax.

Some States have unrealistically
looked at gaming to solve all of their
financial problems; a panacea, if you
will. And some States have rushed into
gaming without the proper regulatory
controls, and the results have been dis-
astrous. Any State or community that
chooses to legalize gaming should do so
with its eyes open and with a strong
commitment to strict regulation and
control.

I am confident, however, that States
are more than qualified to make these
type of decisions on their own without
the intrusion of the Federal Govern-
ment.

I am proud of what I did in Nevada in
my 6 years as Governor at a time when
the industry worked with me to im-
prove the industry’s operation. The
chairman of the Nevada Gaming Con-
trol Board is Bill Bible, the son of a
highly respected colleague of ours, U.S.
Senator Alan Bible. Bill Bible is tough,
he is honest, and he is effective. Ne-
vada’s gaming regulations reflect his
commitment to making sure that our
industry is regulated completely and
thoroughly.

The fact is that today the legalized
gaming industry is a legitimate busi-
ness, as legitimate as any business on
the Fortune 500 list. More than 50 pub-
licly traded companies, all regulated
by the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission, own gaming interests. The fi-
nancial operations of these concerns
are carefully scrutinized by market an-
alysts, market regulators and investors
of all kinds. All these companies file
10K’s, or similar forms, with the SEC.

The stocks of these companies are
widely traded on major public stock ex-
changes, including the New York Stock
Exchange and overseas markets.
Stocks of gaming and gaming-related
companies are broadly held by major
institutional investors, such as pension
funds and other retirement-related
funds, including the California Public
Employees Retirement System, the
Colorado Public Employees Retirement
System, the New York State Teachers
Retirement Fund, the Wisconsin In-
vestment Board and Harvard Univer-
sity.

The gaming entertainment industry
employs over 1 million people through-
out the United States, paying $6.8 bil-
lion in salaries in 1994. The industry
paid more than $1.4 billion in taxes to
State and local governments in 1995,
along with an estimated $6 billion to $7
billion more paid by other forms of
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gaming entertainment, such as State
lotteries, sports betting, horse and dog
racing.

While Las Vegas is proud to be the
gaming entertainment capital of the
world, Nevada is far from alone as a
gaming industry base. Jobs, entertain-
ment, taxes and positive economic ef-
fects are felt in States as economically
and politically diverse—New Jersey,
Mississippi, Il1linois, Connecticut, Min-
nesota and Iowa. Indeed, some forms of
gaming entertainment are legal in 48 of
the 50 States.

The industry will spend an estimated
$3 billion on new construction in 1996,
with billions more slated to be spent on
construction projects over the next
several years. This construction cre-
ates demands for goods and services
sold by companies around the country
for everything from construction mate-
rials to architectural services.

The true agenda of the industry’s
critics is an agenda of ending legalized
gaming, as the title of the group ‘‘Na-
tional Coalition Against Legalized
Gaming”’ states in bold letters.

My response is simple: in this coun-
try, adults are free to make their own
decisions about where, when, and how
to spend their entertainment dollars.

It is indeed ironic, at a time when
many decry the power of the Federal
Government and seek a return to more
State and local control and personal
freedom, that some of the very same
people who assert this as their philos-
ophy are people who seek to establish a
national commission in this case, with-
out requiring involvement of State
government officials, to determine how
best to oversee a State-regulated in-
dustry.

None of this is to suggest that gam-
ing entertainment, like any other
major business, particularly one which
hosts millions of visitors each year,
does not have its share of public issues
and challenges. For example, in all of
the recent commentary, little if any-
thing has been said about the serious
effort made by individual companies
and the industry as a whole to address
concerns about problem gaming.

The industry recently announced the
creation of a multimillion dollar com-
mitment to the new National Center
for Responsible Gaming.

The companies involved in gaming
entertainment are recognizable names
like Hilton, ITT, and Harrah’s.

These companies engage in a wide
range of community activities.

These companies are run by highly
respected business leaders such as
Terry Lanni, Bill Bennett, Clyde Turn-
er, Dan Reichartz, Bill Boyd, and many
others I could mention who are recog-
nized for the business acumen well be-
yond gaming circles.

When a Member takes the floor to
call a hard-working, law abiding indus-
try a group of ‘‘roaches’, it is time for
a return to civility, to disagreeing
without being disagreeable or disingen-
uous, in order to permit a rational de-
bate on matters pertaining to the gam-
ing industry.
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I thank the Chair and I yield the
floor.

Mr. CHAFEE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may proceed
as in morning business for 5 minutes.

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

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I want
to thank the Senator from Iowa for
permitting me to go on his time.

THE OUTRAGEOUS ABUSE OF
POWER BY THE WHITE HOUSE

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, we have
learned that an extraordinary number
of highly confidential FBI files were
improperly obtained by the White
House. I do not know what I find more
appalling: the fact that the White
House requested, received and kept the
confidential files of more than 300
Reagan and Bush administration work-
ers—that is appalling enough—but is
that more appalling than the fact that
the FBI turned them over to the White
House these files without an apparent
second thought?

This latest White House mishap, or
snafu, or outrageous abuse of power
raises serious questions about the
White House, the FBI, the Secret Serv-
ice, and the Department of Justice. I
cannot help wondering if anyone is in
charge.

I have no doubt that if this kind of
misadventure occurred on the watch of
a Republican President, it would create
a tremendous furor. The irony is that
it was discovered during an investiga-
tion into the Travel Office affair which
also involved the admitted misuse of
the FBI by the White House. It seems
as though this White House views the
FBI as its own personal private investi-
gator. This is the kind of arrogant
abuse of power that led to the fall of
the Nixon White House. Mr. President,
this is what Watergate was all about.

FBI files on individuals should be the
most private and confidential of all
documents. They are not compiled for
political purposes, and they should
never be used for political reasons.
They certainly should not be easily
provided to partisan political ap-
pointees.

What was actually in these files?
They were summaries of comprehen-
sive FBI files on Reagan and Bush Ad-
ministration employees whose last
names began with the letters A though
G. They include James A. Baker,
former White House Chief of Staff and
Secretary of State in the Bush admin-
istration. They include another former
chief of staff of the White House, Ken
Duberstein; and the fired Travel Office
Director Bill Dale.

These files contained summaries of
interviews with neighbors, friends, co-
worker going way back to the high
school years of those upon whom the
files were complied. Some of those
interviewed might be individuals with
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an ax to grind. They can contain any
bizarre allegation that such an indi-
vidual may concoct. This is the type of
information that the Clinton White
House thought should be trusted to a
low-level civilian detailed from the
Army who answered to a partisan, po-
litical appointee.

This all come up because of the in-
ability of the White House to admit
that it fired Billy Dale to make room
for the President’s Arkansas cousin
and his Hollywood friends. For months,
the White House has refused to comply
with the Clinger committee’s subpoena
of all documents related to the Travel
Office firings. When Billy Dale cried
foul upon learning that his FBI file had
been turned over to the White House,
the White House claimed it received
his file as part of a routine investiga-
tion of employees. That was the origi-
nal explanation. Suddenly the Billy
Dale file shows up in the White House.
How did it get there? As part of a rou-
tine investigation of an employee?
Then the story changed. The White
House tried to claim that it was not its
request after all. The GAO had asked
for the FBI files. ‘‘No, no, no,” said the
GAO, ‘‘not us!” Suddenly the whole
thing became an innocent mistake that
involves trampling on the fundamental
right to privacy of 330 loyal public
servants.

I applaud Representative CLINGER,
chairman of the House Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight, for
his commitment to untangling this
web of misinformation, claims of exec-
utive privilege, and rationalizations. I
believe that his matter is serious
enough to warrant a full congressional
investigation. Unfortunately, this
White House has dodged the truth for
too long.

I remember when an overzealous
Bush supporter, Elizabeth Tamposi,
who was an Assistant Secretary of
State, decide to search the passport
records of a young Governor from Ar-
kansas, Bill Clinton. The press was
outraged. Bill Clinton was outraged,
but, most of all, President Bush was
outraged. He fired Elizabeth Tamposi.

What have we heard from this admin-
istration about this latest scandal?
Mark Fabiani, a White House attorney
hired to answer questions about
Whitewaster and the Travel Office
matter, believing that the best defense
is a good offense, said, ‘‘Instead of at-
tacking, CLINGER and Speaker GING-
RICH should be apologizing.”” Now that
is chutzpa if I ever heard it.

This is a serious matter Mr. Presi-
dent. We cannot have the FBI used as
a private research agency for the White
House. I think this matter needs imme-
diate attention.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
again want to thank the Senator from
Iowa for permitting me to go before
him.
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NOMINATION OF ALAN GREEN-
SPAN, OF NEW YORK, TO BE
CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD OF
GOVERNORS OF THE FEDERAL
RESERVE SYSTEM

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to the nomination of Alan Green-
span, to be Chairman of the Federal
Reserve System. The clerk will report
the nomination.

The bill clerk read the nomination of
Alan Greenspan, of New York, to be
Chairman of the Board of Governors of
the Federal Reserve System for a term

of 4 years.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KEMPTHORNE). Under the previous

order, time is equally divided under the
control of Senator D’AMATO and Sen-
ator HARKIN. Senator HARKIN is recog-
nized.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, finally
we have gotten to the nomination of
Alan Greenspan to be Chairman of the
Federal Reserve Board. I have been
waiting for several months for this op-
portunity, to have the opportunity to
debate not just the nomination but
what this nomination means for the
American people.

I am very pleased that we finally
have a reasonable opportunity to de-
bate this nomination, the nomination
of the most important Presidential
nomination to come before this Con-
gress, the nomination of Alan Green-
span to serve as Chairman of the Fed-
eral Reserve System. I have been push-
ing for this debate for months, and I
want to thank the Republican and
Democratic leaders for scheduling this
3-day debate.

This debate about Chairman Green-
span’s policies and their impact on our
economy, about how we can get our
economy to grow faster, about how we
can create more jobs and raise in-
comes, zeros in on the most important
issues that we face.

Before we get into substance, I want
to be clear about one thing. This issue
has never been about personalities. It
is about policy. It is about making sure
that this body gives thorough consider-
ation to the nomination of the Chair-
man of the Federal Reserve System,
the single most important economic
decisionmaker in our land.

Over the course of today and tomor-
row and next Thursday, I and others on
our side hope to cover at least the fol-
lowing areas.

First, we want to talk about a policy
of growth versus a policy of no growth
that has been prevalent at the Fed for
the last several years and that is prev-
alent today. We wish to talk about the
record of Alan Greenspan. I will go into
his record at some length. Why? Be-
cause he has been Chairman of the Fed
now for two terms.

I think it is legitimate for us to ask:
Has his stewardship, has his running of
the Federal Reserve, been such that
we, the Congress and the Senate,
should reward him with another 4-year
term? We would ask that of any person
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nominated by the President to fill an
important position. We certainly
should ask it of Alan Greenspan and
look at his record.

Third, we hope to talk about the im-
pact on our budget and what we do here
over the next several years and the im-
pact on our economy of decisions made
by the Federal Reserve Board, espe-
cially the Open Market Committee.

Fourth, a recent GAO study that re-
cently came out in preliminary form—
the final version of that, I guess, will
be out next Thursday—I believe raises
substantial questions about how the
Federal Reserve System is operating.
Let us also be clear about another
thing, Mr. President. The Federal Re-
serve Board is a creature of Congress.

Yes, it is independent, and I believe
it should be independent, but it is not
a separate branch of Government en-
shrined in the Constitution. It is not
like the judiciary or like the executive
branch or the legislative branch. It is,
in whole, a creature of the U.S. Con-
gress. As such, it must be responsive to
the Congress, responsive to the Amer-
ican people through Congress. I believe
it is our duty to examine closely the
policies of the Federal Reserve and to
suggest through the legislative process
changes that we may wish to make in
the Federal Reserve System.

I will be talking about one thing
later, for example, the fact that the
minutes of the Federal Open Market
Committee are held secret for 5 years.
Why 5 years? Maybe there is a legiti-
mate reason to keep them withheld for
a period of time, but certainly not 5
years. I think that needs to be reexam-
ined. Maybe 1 year, but not 5 years.
Having said that, I will say we have
gone back in the minutes of 5 years, 8
years, and 10 years ago and looked at
the minutes, that quite frankly re-
vealed some pretty interesting com-
ments by the nominee now before the
Senate. We will be talking about that
at some length later, also. Those are
the items we wish to cover in this de-
bate.

Again, I want to thank both the Re-
publican and Democratic leaders for
working this out. It is something that
is going to take some time because this
is a complex subject, but, I believe, a
very important subject, one that really
ought to command the attention not
only of the Senate, but of the Amer-
ican people.

The real point, I believe here, Mr.
President, is to start a national dialog
and to deliberate and not simply
rubberstamp this important nomina-
tion, as well as other nominations to
the Federal Reserve. The Chairman is
the single most important. Again, I
think that is our duty and our obliga-
tion. Let me say I consider this debate
that we begin today a victory for this
body and a victory for the American
people. So we did not just rubberstamp
and put someone through of this im-
portance without raising serious policy
questions about the Federal Reserve
and how it is operated.
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Mr. President, raising the living
standards and real wages of ordinary
Americans stands as our primary eco-
nomic challenge. The policy of the Fed-
eral Reserve under Chairman Green-
span has stood in the way. Under cur-
rent law, the Federal Reserve is obli-
gated to conduct a balanced monetary
policy, so as to reconcile reasonable
price stability with full employment
and strong, stable, economic growth,
and balance. But under the Greenspan
Fed, job growth and the living stand-
ards of average Americans have been
sacrificed in the blind pursuit of infla-
tion control. The Greenspan Fed has
raised interest rates not when inflation
was knocking at the door or threat-
ening, but when there was not even any
specter of inflation.

In 1994, in the midst of six straight
rate increases, Chairman Greenspan
himself acknowledged there was no evi-
dence of rising inflation. Mr. President,
I raise a lot of eyebrows at a lot of
meetings when I talk about the Fed
and why I wanted to have this debate.
When I tell people, Mr. President, in 1
year, from February 1994 to February
1995, that Alan Greenspan raised inter-
est rates 100 percent, people look at me
like I arrived from another planet.
They say, ‘“That is impossible.” It is
true. Look at the record. The Federal
funds rate went from 3 percent in Feb-
ruary 1994 to 6 percent in 1995, a 100-
percent increase in 1 year, with no in-
flation threatening. I will have more to
say about that later. Since that time,
it has only come down three-quarters
of a point. Again, no inflation threat-
ening. I believe that is leading this
country to an economy where we see
more and more millionaires every
month, but average working families
are stuck in a rut. They are working
harder, spouses are working, and yet
they are not getting ahead. I will have
more data on that as we go through the
debate in terms of what wage increases
have been in the last few months, sev-
eral months, last couple of years, what
prices have done, to show the average
working family is not only not getting
ahead, they are falling behind in this
great economy. Our stores are chock
full of goods, and yet for some reason,
the American family is not getting
ahead.

One of the reasons they are not get-
ting ahead is because their debt load is
too great. We hear a lot of talk around
here about cutting taxes, because the
American people feel they are overbur-
dened with taxes. They do and they
are. I submit there is another burden
that they are carrying that is weighing
them down, and that is the burden of
debt and the high interest rates that
they are paying. There is no reason for
those high interest rates now. Again, I
intend to go into this in great depth
over the next few days. Mr. President,
100-percent increase in interest rates in
1 year, and they are still there.

Mr. President, the decisions of a Fed
Chairman touch every pocketbook and
every family budget in America. The

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

decisions of this Chairman have cost
American families in lost wages and
lost opportunities. The Greenspan Fed
has stifled economic growth and the in-
comes of average Americans. Interest
rates have been kept artificially high,
and middle-class families and busi-
nesses have been forced to pay the
price. It is time for the Federal Reserve
to pursue a more balanced policy based
on raising economic growth and in-
creasing jobs alongside continued vigi-
lance against inflation.

America at this point in our history
ought to have a forward-looking Fed
Chairman who recognizes the impor-
tance of expanding opportunities for
our economy and our people in today’s
global market. We do not live in the
1970’s. We have changed considerably
since that time. We need strong leader-
ship, committed to higher growth and
incomes, fuller employment, and lower,
more stable interest rates to improve
the quality of life for average Ameri-
cans. We have not gotten that with
Alan Greenspan. There is what I call a
common thread, Mr. President, in the
thinking and the actions, and the poli-
cies of Mr. Greenspan over the years. It
did not start yesterday. It will not end
tomorrow or next week.

Ripe from his days as Chairman of
the Counsel of Economic Advisers
under President Ford, until today, Mr.
Greenspan has consistently shown the
same two tendencies, as evidenced by
the public record. First, he often mis-
judges the signs of an oncoming reces-
sion. Second, he does not act decisively
enough to pull the economy out of re-
cession because of an inordinate fear of
inflation.

Again, I will discuss both of these
issues in greater detail throughout my
remarks. Let me ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD at
this point, Mr. President, a guest edi-
torial that was in the Investor’s Busi-
ness Daily, May 1, 1996. It is headlined
“Greenspan’s Rotten Record,” by Mr.
Don Hays. I do not know Mr. Hays.

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

[From the Investor’s Business Daily, May 1,
1996]
GREENSPAN’S ROTTEN RECORD
(By Don Hays)

We may have an exciting new contrary in-
dicator: Alan Greenspan’s predictions. Our
search of the record has never found him to
be right about what the economy, inflation
or interest rates were going to do.

We could go back further, but let’s begin
with a much-noted 1981 speech. As a private
and well-connected economist, Greenspan de-
clared that inflation would not decline any-
time soon. Whoops—inflation was about to
drop from 12% a year down to 4%.

In 1982, he wrote a letter of commendation

for Charles Keating. He also made an impas-
sioned plea to Congress, asking for more
freedom for the savings and loan industry.
Years later, the S&Ls went bust at great
cost to the taxpayers. Keating wound up in
jail.
! The same year, Greenspan’s published eco-
nomic forecast said bond yields would fall
4% from the previous year-end level. In fact,
they fell 3%2%.
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But the drop in inflation was only tem-
porary, he argued in May 1983. The extraor-
dinary Volcker-induced inflation calm, he
insisted, was about to end. In fact, inflation
stayed quite steady at 4% through 1987 and
the end of the Volcker regime.

Also in 1983, Greenspan said long-term in-
terest rates would increase 20 basis points.
This proved to be his best forecast ever:
Rates did rise—but by 1%, not the meager
0.2% he predicted.

At the start of 1984, he forecast that for the
next three years, bond yields would rise from
5 to 55 basis points. They actually dropped
each year, from 123 to 199 basis points.

Perhaps because he spent more time
schmoozing the halls of the White House and
Congress than he did in his office, in 1987
Greenspan was chosen to be chairman of the
Federal Reserve Board. He promptly got in a
contest with the Bundesbank to see who
could raise interest rates faster, and also
squabbled flagrantly with Treasury Sec-
retary James Baker. Some would argue that
the conditions fostered by these conflicts ul-
timately let to the October 1987 stock mar-
ket crash.

Greenspan answered the crash with a flood
of monetary easing. But by mid-88, he was
right back to the battle, raising the fed
funds level from 6% to 93s% by mid 1980.

He seemed to think this famine-feast-fam-
ine was just the thing for the economy. In
February 1990, he told Congress the economic
weakness had stopped. In fact, it continued
to weaken, and a recession began in August.

On top of his chaotic monetary reversals,
he launched a regulatory war. In 1990-91, he
bought the claim that banks held too many
real estate loans. In concert with Treasury,
he sent swat teams of auditors through the
banking system, totally wrecking banks sen-
timent to loan.

As a result, when Greenspan tried to drive
the economy away from the ditch he had
steered it into in 1992 and 1993, he found the
vehicle extremely sluggish, unresponsive to
the lower fed funds rate. He had to ratchet
them down until he’d achieved the steepest
yield curve in history. With short-term rates
at 3% and the long bond up close to 8%, Or-
ange County and many corporations and
hedge funds leveraged their bond positions to
the hilt.

Let’s jump ahead to a more recent exam-
ple. In 1995, a sales slump moved auto dealers
to offer the biggest rebates in history to
tempt consumers. In September, Greenspan
saw the temporary hike in auto sales in his
rear-view mirror—and declared that his mon-
etary policy and the economy were right on
track. So he refused to lower interest rates.
That Christmas was the weakest in at least
four years. Judging by the bellwether Wal-
Mart earnings, it could be argued that it was
the weakest in 25 years.

Greenspan’s rear-view mirror finally
cleared up in late December, with the econ-
omy about to drive once again into the
ditch. He reversed course, cutting interest
rates by %% in December and again in Janu-
ary.

It looks like we can go in a direction al-
ways opposite to Greenspan’s current mes-
sage and look like an economic genius.

So why did Republicans leave President
Clinton no choice but to reappoint Green-
span? Maybe they thought Clinton should
have to suffer the same election-year treat-
ment the Fed chief had dished out to GOP
presidents. More likely, they are just more
proof of his amazing ability to mesmerize
the herd—despite a record that has virtually
never been right.

Mr. HARKIN. I wanted to read a few
of the lines from this editorial.

We may have an exciting new contrary in-
dicator: Alan Greenspan’s predictions. Our
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search of the record has never found him to
be right about what the economy, inflation
or interest rates were going to do.

We could go back further back, but let’s
begin with a much noted-1981 speech. As a
private and well-connected economist,
Greenspan declared that inflation would not
decline any time soon. Whoops, inflation was
about to drop from 12 percent a year down to
4 percent.

In 1982 he wrote a letter of commendation

for Charles Keating. He also made an impas-
sioned plea to Congress, asking for more
freedom for the savings and loan industry.
Years later, the S&L’s went bust at great
cost to the taxpayers. Keating wound up in
jail.
! The same year, Mr. Greenspan’s published
economic forecasts said bond yields would
fall one-quarter of a percent from the pre-
vious year-end level. In fact, they fell 3%
percent.

But the drop in inflation was only tem-
porary, he argued in May of 1983. The ex-
traordinary Volcker-induced inflation calm,
he insisted, was about to end. In fact, infla-
tion stayed quite steady at 4 percent through
1987 and the end of the Volcker regime.

Also in 1983, Mr. Greenspan said long-term
interest rates would increase 20 basis points.
This proved to be his best forecast ever:
Rates did rise—but by 1 percent, not the
meager .2 percent that he predicted.

At the start of 1984, he forecast that for the
next 3 years bond yields would rise from 5 to
55 basis points.

Listen to this. At the start of 1984, he
forecast that for the next 3 years bond
yields would rise from 5 to 55 basis
points. They actually dropped each
year from 123 to 199 basis points.

Well, the article goes on. I will have
more to say about this article. I do not
know the author of the article, but he
correctly, I think, captured the record
of Mr. Greenspan.

Again, I want to talk about this be-
cause the bottom line is that Chairman
Greenspan has this long history of fo-
cusing solely on inflation to such an
extent that all focus on expanding our
economy has been lost.

So what do we have today? We have
a mindset at the Fed that 2-percent
growth is acceptable—2 percent—that
the economy cannot grow any faster;
maybe 2.5, but that is getting close to
the limits, but that we cannot have the
3-percent growth of the 1970’s or the 4
percent growth of the 1960’s. That is
the mindset at the Fed.

Mr. President, I believe we ought to
do more to promote stronger economic
growth, and at the very least we should
not put our economy in a harness when
there is such a tremendous potential
for growth in America today. Saying
that America can grow at 2 or 2.5 per-
cent is like saying that we are going to
accept a C average when we know we
can do a B-plus or an A. I would not let
my kids get by with that, and neither
would you, and neither would anyone
else. We should not let America get
harnessed in these shackles when all of
the indications are out there that, with
a better monetary policy at the Fed,
our manufacturing sector will expand,
we will get new plant and new equip-
ment, we will have some wage growth
for average working families that will
not be inflationary, and our farmers
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will be able to have a better deal, be-
cause they borrow a lot of money, and
especially our small main street busi-
nesses. They are the ones in our main
streets of our small towns that have to
borrow money at higher rates of inter-
est. They need a break, too. It is small
businesses that employ most of the
people, the ones that are getting the
new jobs out there. They should not be
shackled by this low-growth mentality
that we see evidenced by the Chairman
of the Fed.

I urged President Clinton to appoint
someone with a greater orientation to-
ward economic growth, someone with a
greater concern for the need to in-
crease the incomes of average Ameri-
cans, and someone who would strive to-
ward keeping the unemployment low.

There is a constant flow of articles
written about relatively minor changes
in tax policy or in the amount of
spending for a number of relatively
trivial Federal programs. Yet, the
questions of our monetary policy and
what we do about the supply of money
and interest rates are just not being
written about or discussed. That is one
of the reasons I took the position
which I did when this nomination came
to the Senate back in March—that we
needed articles written about him, that
we needed voices heard around the
country to start talking about the
monetary policy of the Fed, to bring it
out of the shadows and into the sun-
light. We have seen more and more ar-
ticles and more and more economists
speaking out and business people
speaking out saying that we ought to
have a better growth policy at the Fed.

Because of the huge deficits run up in
the 1980’s to the present, fiscal policy
changes in the amount of Government
spending and taxes have become pretty
ineffective in our efforts to stimulate
the economy during poor economic
times. We cannot afford to increase the
deficit even when we are entering a re-
cession. One of the reasons, I feel, for
reaching a balanced budget and then to
perhaps run a small surplus is so that
we can restore this capability—this ca-
pability of the Federal Government to
be able to respond to recessions in a
meaningful manner. So with such a
huge deficit and high debt load, we can-
not do that. We need to get to that bal-
anced budget and reduce the debt load
of the United States so that we can
begin to invest more in our infrastruc-
ture. I do not mean just our physical
infrastructure; I mean our human in-
frastructure such as education.

This dependence that we have today
on monetary policy and the extent that
we have any control over it whatsoever
is set by the Federal Reserve System.
There is little doubt that the Chairman
of the Federal Reserve and the policies
he espouses are crucial to our econ-
omy.

What will be the balance between our
concerns for inflation and our concern
about economic growth and unemploy-
ment? Rising interest rates mean a tre-
mendous downward pressure causing
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the economy to slow. Higher interest
rates mean higher costs of doing busi-
ness, or running a farm. It means
smaller profits. It means buying a
home or a car is more difficult for
working families. If you have an ad-
justable rate mortgage, as more and
more people do these days, it means a
bigger chunk of money will be going to
the mortgage and less money will be
available to your family for other
needs like education. It also means we
have rising interest rates; high interest
rates. It means more unemployed peo-
ple and the social unrest and harm that
this causes.

When we talk about family values,
few things are as destructive to a fam-
ily as unemployment. It strains mar-
riages, causes divorces, and our chil-
dren suffer. This stricture on our mon-
etary policy also means fewer pay in-
creases and a lower standard of living
even for those who do not lose their
jobs. People ask a lot of times, and I
read articles, about why in America
today with our seemingly wonderful
economy that the stores are full of
goods, and prices in most cases are
pretty decent, why is it that there
seems to be this unrest among the
American people? Mr. President, it was
there in 1992. It was there in 1994, and
it is still there in 1996. It can all be
summed up by saying that the average
working families are stagnant in their
incomes. Their wages are not increas-
ing as fast as prices. They are incur-
ring more and more of a debt load and
paying higher and higher interest rates
for the money they borrow. I believe
this is leading to great social unrest
and will continue to lead to great so-
cial unrest unless we have a change in
monetary policy at the Fed.

Federal Reserve policy has a consid-
erable impact on the health of the
economy, the level of unemployment,
and the ability of average Americans
to improve their incomes.

So I am happy to say that I have seen
some increase in the number of sub-
stantive articles in this area over the
past few months. I believe that is one
of the benefits of the delay that we
have had. I hope that we see more arti-
cles in the future.

Mr. President, Mr. Greenspan has had
a long history in key economic posi-
tions; as chairman of the Council of
Economic Advisers under President
Ford, and as Chairman of the Federal
Reserve since 1987. He is a known quan-
tity. He is, I believe, proud of his rep-
utation as a so-called inflation hawk.
By that I mean he consistently empha-
sizes the need to fight inflation. Unfor-
tunately, his policies seem cold to the
needs of families to see a little more
income come in and to not lose their
job. I am not saying he does not care.
I am just saying that his orientation
toward fighting inflation is, in my
view, almost obsessive. It seems to
blind him to the need to react to signs
of recession or to the societal inequi-
ties that his policies lead to.

Mr. President, the current law of the
land is that the Federal Reserve is to
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balance concerns about inflation on the
one side and full employment and pro-
duction on the other. These goals are
in law, placed in law by the Full Em-
ployment and Balanced Growth Act of
1978. It is still the law of the land.

Prior to the 1978 act, I understand
there was no specific mention of infla-
tion in the law at all. It was not in the
Employment Act of 1946 or laws prior
to that, going all the way to the found-
ing law of the Federal Reserve in 1913.

Now Mr. Greenspan wants to over-
turn that balance. He actually supports
the concept of eliminating the require-
ment that the Federal Reserve consider
the need for full employment and pro-
duction. He wants to focus solely on
the goal of very low inflation. That is
not a balanced policy, in my view, and
I think we need, at this point in our
history, a Federal Reserve Chairman
with more balance.

Mr. President, I now want to get
back to looking at the results of some
of Mr. Greenspan’s policies at the Fed-
eral Reserve and what have been the
results of his policies during his tenure
at the Federal Reserve System. I have
a series of charts and some other
things I would like to refer to here at
this point in time.

Let us take a look, first, at this
chart. This is, ““Economic Performance
Under Greenspan.” We have compared
the years 1959 through 1987, in aggre-
gate, versus his tenure at the Fed from
1987 to the present. We have different
indices here. We have: GDP, real GDP,
income per capita, payroll jobs, and
productivity. The green bar represents
the pre-Greenspan years. The orange
bar depicts the Greenspan years.

Let us look at real GDP. During the
years, cumulative years—and there
were some that were pretty bad in
there, too. There were some good and
some bad. But during the years prior to
Mr. Greenspan, real GDP averaged 3.4
percent per year. That is from 1959. The
only reason we picked 1959 is because
we changed the way we calculate the
GDP. Those figures only go back to
1959. GDP averaged 3.4 percent. Under
Mr. Greenspan, it has only averaged 2.2
percent growth, in real GDP.

Let us look at per capita income. The
average prior to Mr. Greenspan’s ten-
ure, 2.5 percent growth in per capita in-
come; under Mr. Greenspan, 1.2 percent
average growth in per capita income.

Let us look at payroll jobs, growth of
jobs, new jobs. Prior to Mr. Greenspan,
an annual average of 2.4 percent
growth in new jobs; with Mr. Green-
span, 1.7 percent growth in real jobs.

But this is one of the most telling of
all, and that is the last bar on this
graph. It has to do with productivity.
Productivity prior to Mr. Greenspan
averaged 2.3 percent. Under him, it has
averaged 1.1 percent. That is crucial. It
is through productivity growth that we
get our ability to increase incomes of
people with little inflation risk.

I suppose there are some who say
there are other reasons for this. That
may be true that there are other fac-
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tors that influence this, but I believe
that in each one of these, the key, let
us say the one domino that you push
that knocks over all the rest, is the ac-
tions taken by the Federal Reserve in
each one of these areas, because it has
to do with the monetary policy and
what our monetary policy is.

I would like to turn to another chart,
which was in an article written by
Rosanne Cahn. I will read parts of that
article. This article was in a publica-
tion, issued by CS First Boston. This is
an economic treatise put out by CS
First Boston, May 31, 1996, by Ms.
Rosanne Cahn. Again, I do not know
Ms. Cahn. Let me read some of this be-
fore I turn to the chart, because it will
tell you what this chart shows. Ms.
Kahn writes, in the May 31, 1996, CS
First Boston report on the economy,
“Grow Is Not a Four-Letter Word.”

The Federal Reserve acts like it’s wrong
for the economy to grow at a reasonable
rate. The bond market, conditioned by a
stern parent, deteriorates so rapidly in re-
sponse to strong growth that it may not even
be necessary for the Fed to raise short-term
rates anymore. Like a child catching itself
in a naughty deed, it punishes itself by sit-
ting in the corner in advance of a parent’s
reprimand.

Between 1950 and 1989, U.S. annual growth
averaged 3.6 percent, with one-third of the
years above 4 percent. The 1990’s, at a 1.8 per-
cent average annual rate, have been the
slowest 6-year period since 1950.

We wonder why there
around America?

The immediate post-war recession and the
beginning of the Great Depression were the
only 6-year periods with worse records since
1929. The rate that rocked the bond market
this year was first published at 2.8 per-
cent. . . .

That was first quarter. I remember
when it came out, oh, my gosh, a huge
surge in growth, 2.8 percent. Later on
we found out that it had to be revised
down to 2.3 percent. Ms. Cahn asked,
“Can’t we grow faster without jacking
up bond yields by a percentage point?”’
These are not this Senator’s words.
These are words written by Rosanne
Cahn in this article.

Chairman Alan Greenspan’s record on
growth is the worst of all post-war Fed
Chairmen, with no meaningful progress on
inflation.

Maybe, Mr. Greenspan argued, we
have not had growth because we have
had great progress on inflation. Well,
that is not so. As shown, growth during
his leadership has been, as I pointed
out on the earlier chart, a paltry 2.2
percent—right down here, real GDP
growth, 2.2 percent, with inflation in
the year before he took over at 4.1 per-
cent and inflation averaging 3.2 per-
cent.

Paul Volcker, right before him, real
GDP growth, 2.5 percent, kind of paltry
but a little bit better than Green-
span’s. But look what Mr. Volcker did
with inflation. You can say, ‘“Yeah, he
didn’t have much growth,” but look at
inflation. The year before he came in,
inflation was 13.2 percent. He brought
it down to 6.2 percent during his term.
He cut it in half.
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If you go back through, you can see
the same thing. What has happened is
in each of these cases—then you see
here the real higher GDP growth rates
during the other terms—what happened
is that Mr. Greenspan really has not
cut inflation by that much, but he has
stifled the economy with low growth.

So, if we are going to be suffering
with low growth, well, inflation 4.1, we
should probably be down to zero infla-
tion. We are not. So, again, we are suf-
fering low growth without any real at-
tack on inflation and no real headway
made there at all.

Ms. Cahn goes on to say:

Some would assert that the U.S. economy’s
rate of expansion is constrained by its matu-
rity. That argument has been made through-
out history.

I particularly like this part.

For example, after the invention of the
wheel, cavepeople presumably thought that
there was nothing more they needed. Today,
penetration of cellular phones and home
computers is low, so buying them should
keep consumers busy until the next new
products/services are invented.

By some measure, there’s not much wrong
with the U.S. economy. For example, full
employment has been achieved according to
some experts. Why quibble over one percent?
Anyone who is willing to give up a percent-
age point per year of income growth for the
next six years can stop reading now. Mul-
tiply that by 100 million households and it
adds up to real money.

Other wonderful things happen with a
strong economy. The Federal budget deficit
shrinks . . . For example, if growth were 1
percentage point per year faster for the next
6 years, that would reduce the deficit by $120
billion, according to Congressional Budget
Office (CBO) estimates, or bring it close to
balance.

Households’ debt problems evaporate if in-
comes grow without new debt being added.
Income distribution disparities might or
might not narrow, depending on structural
factors behind the higher growth. However,
the poor would certainly become less poor as
the economy expanded rapidly.

So what is the problem? Why not go for
growth?

Ms. Cahn goes on to say:

Prices are determined by the intersection
of supply and demand. As demand gets closer
to supply, inflation heats up. Inflation is bad
because it allegedly causes distortions in the
economy, and eventually accelerates enough
to destabilize the economy. Most problems
caused by inflation are infeasible to quan-
tify; many are subtle or hidden. Therefore,
no one has taken a stab at measuring the
costs of inflation. However, adults who lived
through the 1970s and early-1980s recognize
double-digit inflation imposes serious bur-
dens on the U.S. economy.

Without quantifying the cost of inflation,
it is impossible to determine the rational
policy choice between inflation and growth.

Besides, no one knows what number to put
on full resource utilization, though many
will argue vigorously for or against a specific
one. In 1993 most analysts contend that
NAIRU (non-accelerating inflation rate of
unemployment) was above 6 percent; now
some say 6 percent and many say 5% percent.
In mid-1960s, debate focused on 5 percent, 4%
percent and 4 percent.

The policy dilemma is compounded by the
long lag between when the economy reaches
full employment and when wage inflation
picks up.
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Under such uncertainty, what is a wise
monetary policymaker to do? We’ll never
know, because the Feds’ anti-inflationary
fervor is more religious than intellectual.

Even if the above difficulties are serious,
perhaps there is a more favorable inflation/
employment trade-off than the Fed will
allow, without taking too much risk in the
area of uncertainty.

I think what Ms. Cahn basically has
said here is that you have to have a
balance, you have to have a balance be-
tween caution on inflation and making
sure that we have adequate growth,
and to just have this almost religious
fervor against inflation can send us
into a tailspin in terms of real GDP
growth per capita income and the well-
being of working Americans.

Mr. President, I want to talk just a
minute more about NAIRU, the non-
accelerating inflation rate of unem-
ployment, and what that means. A lot
of people say, ‘“Well, we can’t have
lower unemployment because that will
push wages up and that will cause in-
flation.” Maybe that might have been
true in the sixties, and it may have
been true in the seventies, but we live
in a different global economy today
that a lesser unemployment rate and
concurrently some wage increases for
hard-working Americans can be offset.

We are in a global market. If they
push too high, obviously businesses
will tend to take their jobs offshore.
Likewise, if the price of goods gets too
high because the supply and demand is
getting too close, well, then, because of
the global economy, more goods can
come in from overseas. So we do not
have the kind of economic mix that we
had in the sixties and seventies.

I might add one other thing. We did
not have in those years either the kind
of mass marketing and mass whole-
saling that we have today, like the
Wal-Mart syndrome that we have in
America today. That, too, acts as a
buffer, as a damper on the push on in-
flation if, in fact, supply and demand
gets too close.

I now want to turn to a couple of ar-
ticles by Mr. Felix Rohatyn. The first
appeared in Time magazine in May,
May 20, 1996. Mr. Rohatyn is a well-re-
spected investment banker, perhaps
the best kind of an economist, not one
who lives in an ivory tower but one
who is out there in the real world and
has been very successful in what he
does.

I first met Mr. Rohatyn over 20 years
ago. Actually it has been 21 years ago,
I think, when I was a Member of the
House of Representatives. I represented
a very rural district in Iowa, and that
was about the time when New York
City needed some help from the Fed-
eral Government in order to avoid de-
faulting in its financial obligations. I
did not have much interest in that. In
fact, I was predisposed to vote against
the so-called bailout of New York City.

Then Mr. Rohatyn—I do not know
what his position was at the time—
came down to speak to us on behalf of
the city government of New York City
at the time. For a very then-young
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freshman Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives who was very much pre-
disposed to vote against a bailout of
New York City, I listened with great
attention to what Mr. Rohatyn had to
say about New York, why it was in the
position it was in, how it was going to
get out, why it was in the best interest
of our country to pass the New York
City bailout bill and how New York
would pay back every dime on the dol-
lar and how it would lead to greater
growth in the future for that city.

I voted for the New York City bail-
out. It probably was not the smartest
thing for a Congressman from a rural
district in Iowa to do, but I did, and I
defended it.

It turns out he was right and we were
right to do what we did at that time.
So I have had a great deal of respect
for Mr. Rohatyn over all those years,
because I felt he had a commonsense,
hands-on judgment of really what was
happening in the marketplace. I be-
lieve he understands economics very
well, but he understands it both in the
theoretical aspect and in the actual as-
pect.

The one thing I have always admired
about Mr. Rohatyn is that he has al-
ways believed that America can do bet-
ter, that we can grow better and not be
just obsessed with the fear of inflation.

Anyway on May 20, in Time magazine
Mr. Rohatyn wrote the following—I
will not read it all, but I think there
are some passages in here I want to
read for the RECORD. The title is ‘“‘Fear
of Inflation Is Stifling the Nation. An
outdated obsession is depriving us of
greater wealth.”

Mr. Rohatyn writes, on May 20, not
even a month ago—

As recently as March, most observers were
concerned that the economy might be headed
for recession. Many expected the Federal Re-
serve to lower interest rates. Suddenly the
great concern is that the economy may be
growing too fast. Earlier this month, the
Commerce Department reported that the
economy grew at a rate of 2.8% during the
first quarter of the year. The bond and stock
markets treated this very good news as if it
were an unwelcome visitor, and declined
sharply. Fickle behavior in financial mar-
kets is nothing new, but this latest episode
illustrates a deeper problem.

It has become an article of faith among
policymakers and on Wall Street that if the
economy grows at an annual rate above 2%
or 2%, inflation will rise, perhaps uncon-
trollably. As illustrated by recent events,
such conventional wisdom has become al-
most a self-fulfilling limitation. When
growth rises above this level, investors,
spooked by a belief that the Federal Reserve
will soon be ‘‘forced” to raise short-term in-
terest rates in order to prevent an outbreak
of inflation, rush to sell bonds. This pushes
long-term interest rates up. The result is
that prospects for future growth are damp-
ened.

And he points out parenthetically—
““(And should the Fed do nothing, bond-
holders sell because they fear the cen-
tral bank is no longer vigilant against
inflation.)”

The irony is that these economic statis-
tics, which so frightened the markets, actu-
ally tell us that higher growth is possible
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without inflation. The real rate of inflation
for the first quarter was 2.1%, with no sign of
any upward pressure; actual growth was un-
derstated because of the General Motors
strike and the winter blizzard. And remem-
ber, inflation statistics are generally be-
lieved to be overstated at least 0.5%.

So perhaps the real rate of inflation
was not 2.1 percent. It could have been
closer to about 1.5 or 1.6 percent.

What the first-quarter results make clear-
er is that the economy can grow more than
3% while holding real inflation below 2%.
The same can be said about unemployment.
The latest unemployment figures came in at
5.4%; that’s well below the 6% unemploy-
ment figure that is supposed to trigger infla-
tion through demands for higher wages, ac-
cording to the standard view.

That is the NAIRU view.

. . . This view fails to take into account the
forces of global competition. American
workers no longer compete for jobs only with
one another, but with workers worldwide,
and that tends to dampen wage demands at
home. Wage inflation is not a real threat,
but we keep treating it as such.

Sure, one quarter isn’t a trend, but there is
nothing in these numbers to provoke fear of
inflation; on the contrary, they should have
been the basis for satisfaction and the deter-
mination to do better.

I guess that is what I like about Mr.
Rohatyn. He believes we can do better,
that a C average is not good enough for
America.

The conventional wisdom, however, is so em-
bedded in the financial community that the
National Economic Council chairman, Laura
D’Andrea Tyson, felt understandably com-
pelled to reassure the markets by announc-
ing that the Administration’s growth fore-
cast for the year was unchanged from its
original 2.2%. It should not be necessary to
tell Wall Street that the economy isn’t as
good as it 1ooks.

Perhaps this is an argument I have
with the Clinton administration. If
they are accepting a 2.2-percent growth
forecast, and if that is acceptable to
the Clinton administration, all I can
say is it is unacceptable to me, and it
ought to be unacceptable to this coun-
try. We need a higher growth rate than
that.

Mr. Rohatyn goes on to say:

There was a time when 2.8% would have
been considered a modest rate of growth;
today it is considered dangerously robust.
The sad reality is that it is still below our
real needs. Many corporate leaders don’t
agree with this notion of dragging the an-
chor just as soon as the economy has the
wind behind it. They understand how we can
sustain high growth based on the muscular
productivity improvements they are gener-
ating in their own businesses. In today’s en-
vironment of rapid technological innovation
and international integration, we should be
willing to be bolder, both in fiscal and mone-
tary policy.

Our excessive fear of inflation has a huge
price: stagnating wages for the vast majority
of American workers, the decline of our cit-
ies and the deepening of our social and eco-
nomic ills. Although there is no single an-
swer to these problems, increasing wealth
and incomes hardly seems like a bad way to
start. As President Kennedy said, ‘‘A rising
tide lifts all boats.” The difference between
then and now is that the tide is not rising as
fast—and it certainly is not raising all boats
equally. Without more growth we are simply
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setting the stage for a battle over the same
pie.

We need higher growth if we are to balance
the budget without unacceptable cuts to so-
cial programs, or without letting our infra-
structure crumble. Only a growing economy
lets us generate the revenues needed by the
public sector while reducing the tax burden
on the private sector.

The Clinton Administration is entitled to a
great deal of credit for cutting the federal
deficit in half, while putting the economy on
a path of stable, moderate growth. But it’s
time for Administration and congressional
leaders to take advantage of the current mo-
mentum to reach for a higher level. It’s also
time for Wall Street and the Federal Reserve
to stop kicking up interest rates reflexively
every time the economy shows signs of mo-
mentum. The notion that we must choose be-
tween growth and inflation is a false choice.
Global competition as well as new tech-
nologies has set new parameters on every as-
pect of the economy. A 3%-t0-3%2% growth
rate is not only an achievable national objec-
tive; it is an economic and social necessity.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that that article be printed in its
entirety in the RECORD.

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

[From Time Magazine, May 20, 1996]
(By Felix G. Rohatyn)
FEAR OF INFLATION IS STIFLING THE NATION—

AN OUTDATED OBSESSION IS DEPRIVING USs

OF GREATER WEALTH

As recently as March, most observers were
concerned that the economy might be headed
for recession. Many expected the Federal Re-
serve to lower interest rates. Suddenly the
great concern is that the economy may be
growing too fast. Earlier this month, the
Commerce Department reported that the
economy grew at a rate of 2.8% during the
first quarter of the year. The bond and stock
markets treated this very good news as if it
were an unwelcome visitor, and declined
sharply. Fickle behavior in financial mar-
kets is nothing new, but this latest episode
illustrates a deeper problem.

It has become an article of faith among
policymakers and on Wall Street that if the
economy grows at an annual rate above 2%
or 2%%, inflation will rise, perhaps uncon-
trollably. As illustrated by recent events,
such conventional wisdom has become al-
most a self-fulfilling limitation. When
growth rises above this level, investors,
spooked by a belief that the Federal Reserve
will soon be ‘“‘forced’ to raise short-term in-
terest rates in order to prevent an outbreak
of inflation, rush to sell bonds. This pushes
long-term interest rates up. The result is
that prospects for future growth are damp-
ened. (And should the Fed do nothing, bond-
holders sell because they fear the central
bank is no longer vigilant against inflation.)

The irony is that these economic statis-
tics, which so frightened the markets, actu-
ally tell us that higher growth is possible
without inflation. The real rate of inflation
for the first quarter was 2.1%, with no sign of
any upward pressure; actual growth was un-
derstated because of the General Motors
strike and the winter blizzard. And remem-
ber, inflation statistics are generally be-
lieved to be overstated at least 0.5%.

What the first-quarter results make clear-
er is that the economy can grow more than
3% while holding real inflation below 2%.
The same can be said about unemployment.
The latest unemployment figures came in at
5.4%; that’s well below the 6% unemploy-
ment figure that is supposed to trigger infla-
tion through demands for higher wages, ac-
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cording to the standard view. This view fails
to take into account the forces of global
competition. American workers no longer
compete for jobs only with one another, but
with workers worldwide, and that tends to
dampen wage demands at home. Wage infla-
tion is not a real threat, but we keep treat-
ing it as such.

Sure, one quarter isn’t a trend, but there is
nothing in these numbers to provoke fear of
inflation; on the contrary, they should have
been the basis for satisfaction and the deter-
mination to do better. The conventional wis-
dom, however, is so embedded in the finan-
cial community that the National Economic
Council chairman, Laura D’Andrea Tyson,
felt understandably compelled to reassure
the markets by announcing that the Admin-
istration’s growth forecast for the year was
unchanged from its original 2.2%. It should
not be necessary to tell Wall Street that the
economy isn’t as good as it looks.

There was a time when 2.8% would have
been considered a modest rate of growth;
today it is considered dangerously robust.
The sad reality is that it is still below our
real needs. Many corporate leaders don’t
agree with this notion of dragging the an-
chor just as soon as the economy has the
wind behind it. They understand how we can
sustain high growth based on the muscular
productivity improvements they are gener-
ating in their own businesses. In today’s en-
vironment of rapid technological innovation
and international integration, we should be
willing to be bolder, both in fiscal and mone-
tary policy.

Our excessive fear of inflation has a huge
price: stagnating wages for the vast majority
of American workers, the decline of our cit-
ies and the deepening of our social and eco-
nomic ills. Although there is no single an-
swer to these problems, increasing wealth
and incomes hardly seems like a bad way to
start. As President Kennedy said, ‘‘A rising
tide lifts all boats.” The difference between
then and now is that the tide is not rising as
fast—and it certainly is not raising all boats
equally. Without more growth we are simply
setting the stage for a battle over the same
pie.

We need higher growth if we are to balance
the budget without unacceptable cuts to so-
cial programs, or without letting our infra-
structure crumble. Only a growing economy
lets us generate the revenues needed by the
public sector while reducing the tax burden
on the private sector.

The Clinton Administration is entitled to a
great deal of credit for cutting the federal
deficit in half, while putting the economy on
a path of stable, moderate growth. But it’s
time for Administration and congressional
leaders to take advantage of the current mo-
mentum to reach for a higher level. It’s also
time for Wall Street and the Federal Reserve
to stop kicking up interest rates reflexively
every time the economy shows signs of mo-
mentum. The notion that we must choose be-
tween growth and inflation is a false choice.
Global competition as well as new tech-
nologies has set new parameters on every as-
pect of the economy. A 3%-t0-3%2% growth
rate is not only an achievable national objec-
tive; it is an economic and social necessity.

Mr. HARKIN. There was another arti-
cle by Mr. Rohatyn. This one was in
the Wall Street Journal, last Decem-
ber. In this article he talks about the
growth assumptions that we have made
and the affect it has on policy. I just
want to read a couple of parts of it. I
will not read the whole article, but I
ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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[From the Asian Wall Street Journal, Dec. 7,
1995]
CUT AND BE PROSPEROUS
(By Felix G. Rohatyn)

The current budget debate in the U.S. be-
tween the Clinton administration and Con-
gress has an air of unreality about it. First,
the debate is dominated by economic num-
bers to which all sides cling with theological
devotion, despite the lack of any evidence
that they correspond to events in the real
world. Second, the debate focuses on only
one part of the budget-balancing equation—
controlling expenditures. Nobody is talking
about growing revenues by growing the econ-
omy, yet this is certainly more important
than any other part of the budget equation.

Start with the numbers. Both the Presi-
dent and Congress have signed off on a seven-
year goal to balance the budget. But there is
nothing magical about the number seven.
Whether the budget is balanced in seven
years or six or eight has no economic, finan-
cial or intellectual relevance; the financial
markets will react no differently if, ulti-
mately, there is an eight-year or even nine-
year agreement. What is critical to the mar-
kets is the certainty of the outcome. In the
present seven-year plan there is no certainty
whatsoever; the only certainty is that things
will undoubtedly turn out differently than
the budget forecast.

That’s because the economic assumptions
made by both sides are faulty. The Congres-
sional Budget Office forecast is for 2.3% an-
nual growth for the seven-year period; the
administration’s is for 2.5% annual growth.
Both forecasts are undoubtedly wrong. That
is not their greatest sin, however, because
all forecasts are wrong, especially when they
g0 beyond next year. Their greatest sin is to
accept, and implicitly condemn, the U.S. to
our present growth rate. Despite Wall
Street’s love affair with slow growth, the
vast majority of the business community be-
lieves this to be far short of the economy’s
real capacity for noninflationary growth, as
well as being inadequate to meet the na-
tion’s private and public investment needs.

What’s pushing us toward accepting lower
growth? Part of the problem is faulty eco-
nomic measurements. Both Federal Reserve
Chairman Alan Greenspan and a distin-
guished panel of economists have said that
U.S. actual inflation rate may be more than
50% below the official measurement of the
consumer price index. This means inflation
may be a less immediate danger. Further-
more, the Bureau of Labor Statistics has de-
cided that the methodology of growth rate
measurements is faulty and needs to be re-
vised downward. Once this is adjusted, it
may ease fears that we’re growing ‘‘too
fast.”

Another factor pushing the U.S. toward
lower growth is its foreign trade partners. In
Western Europe, the goal of a single Euro-
pean currency, requiring lower budget defi-
cits and lower debt, is given priority over
growth and employment in every country ex-
cept Britian. Both Germany and France,
with inflation rates around 2% and unem-
ployment rates of 9% and 12% respectively,
are running deflationary policies of high in-
terest rates together with budgetary con-
traction. Japan is effectively in a no-growth,
asset-deflation mode.

I would be a tragic mistake for the U.S. to
join the rest of the developed world in a set
of economic policies combining low growth,
high real interest rates and fiscal contrac-
tion—the prescription seemingly favored by
both Congress and the White House. The net
result of these policies will not be balanced
budgets but higher deficits and serious social
strains, because they will lead to less growth
and hence lower government revenues.
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Every major American social and eco-
nomic problem requires stronger economic
growth for its solution. This includes im-
provements in public education as well as in-
creasing private capital investment and sav-
ings; balancing the budget and maintaining a
social safety net; improving the economic
conditions in the big cities and reducing ra-
cial tensions as a result. The economic and
social pressures of global capitalism can be
offset only by higher rates of economic
growth. Even when global competition was
less severe and social problems less
daunting, the U.S. did not generate suffi-
cient jobs and government revenues at less
than 3% to 3%% annual growth in gross do-
mestic product.

There is only one explanation for the U.S.
government’s reluctance to adopt a higher
growth objective: The inordinate fear of in-
flation resulting from higher growth. The
view that the economy’s capacity for nonin-
flationary growth in limited to 2%% is
strongly supported by the financial commu-
nity, the Treasury and the Federal Reserve,
all rightly anxious to protect the securities
and currency markets. But business leaders
strongly believe that we can achieve higher
growth with little risk of higher inflation.
The latest economic statistics seem to con-
firm this: The last quarter saw 4.2% growth
and less than 2% inflation. It is totally ap-
propriate to fight inflation; it is counter-
productive to limit economic growth unnec-
essarily.

It is obviously not possible, overnight, to
try to raise the growth rate without raising
the fear of renewed inflation; global capital
markets are very nervous, and maintaining a
strong dollar is fundamental to U.S. pros-
perity. But a number of policy changes
should be considered—but aren’t at the mo-
ment.

First, the U.S.’s European and Japanese
partners should be persuaded to set a par-
allel course and coordinate lower interest
rates while promoting domestic growth poli-
cies of their own. At home, the U.S. should
consider tax reform to promote investment
and savings. It should make appropriate in-
creases in public investment, even as it re-
duces the cost of social programs and defense
spending. It should make improvements in
public education an integral component of a
strategy of higher growth and higher produc-
tivity. Hard money, higher rates of growth,
low interest rates and low inflation should
be the economic platform.

There will be obviously be vigorous dif-
ferences between Republicans and the ad-
ministration about the tax and spending
policies needed to achieve these goals. How-
ever, since there is no real argument any
more about the goal of a balanced budget let
us, at least, agree that balance must be
achieved by higher growth and retrench-
ment. There is an excellent precedent for
this strategy: New York City’s experience in
1975, when it teetered on the edge of bank-
ruptcy. How did the city balance its budget
in five years and regain access to the credit
markets? Through a combination of rapid
and sustained economic growth, on the one
hand, and, on the other, year-by-year com-
pliance with tough budget targets enforced
by an Emergency Financial Control Board.

At the federal level, no new agency is need-
ed—but a new mechanism is required to keep
the budget plan on track year to year: First,
the Congressional Budget Office would deter-
mine the actual deficit, as opposed to the
projected one. Second, the President and the
congressional leadership would agree on
measures to resolve differences between the
predicted deficit and the real one; this could
include additional spending cuts or new
taxes, or a combination of the two. This
agreement would be subject to ratification
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by Congress. Third, if no agreements was
reached, automatic across-the-board cuts in
the budget (interest payments on the debt
alone would be exempt) would come into ef-
fect to comply with the forecast. Of course,
provisions would have to be made to defer
cuts in case of a serious recession or a na-
tional emergency, but this plan would reas-
sure financial markets far more than any
seven-year budget goal.

As a final step, both the administrative
and the congressional Republicans should
agree on an objective of at least 3% annual
growth to be reached in the next two or
three years. The difference between 2.3% and
2.5% growth over the seven-year period is
$475 billion of added revenues; the difference
between 2.5% and 3% is more than $1 trillion.
There are stakes worth fighting for. The na-
tional debate should now focus on the most
important issue facing America: not wheth-
er, but how, to generate the growth that is
adequate to the country’s needs.

Mr. HARKIN. This was in the Decem-
ber 7, Asian Wall Street Journal.

Mr. Rohatyn is talking about budget
forecasts. Let me just start where he
says:

That’s because the economic assumptions
made by both sides are faulty. The Congres-
sional Budget Office forecast is for 2.3 per-
cent annual growth for the seven-year pe-
riod; the administration’s is for 2.5 percent
annual growth. Both forecasts are undoubt-
edly wrong. That is not their greatest sin,
however, because all forecasts are wrong, es-
pecially when they go beyond next year.
Their greatest sin is to accept, and implic-
itly condemn, the United States to our
present growth rate.

Let me repeat that. What Mr.
Rohatyn said is that to forecast and to
set our policies based upon 2.3 percent
or 2.5 percent growth for several years,
that is not the greatest sin, he says, he
stated the greatest sin is to accept and
implicitly condemn the United States
to our present growth rate.

Despite Wall Street’s love affair with slow
growth, the vast majority of the business
community believes this to be far short of
the economy’s real capacity for nonin-
flationary growth, as well as being inad-
equate to meet the Nation’s private and pub-
lic investment needs.

Mr. Rohatyn goes on, he says:

What is pushing us toward accepting lower
growth? Part of the problem is faulty eco-
nomic measurements. Both Federal Reserve
Chairman Alan Greenspan and a distin-
guished panel of economists have said that
U.S. actual inflation rate may be more than
50 percent below the official measurement of
the Consumer Price Index. This means infla-
tion may be a less immediate danger. Fur-
thermore, the Bureau of Liabor Statistics has
decided that the methodology of growth rate
measurements is faulty and needs to be re-
vised downward. Once this is adjusted it may
ease fears that we’re growing ‘‘too fast.”

Mr. Rohatyn goes on to say:

It would be a tragic mistake for the U.S. to
join the rest of the developed world in a set
of economic policies combining low growth,
high real interest rates, and fiscal contrac-
tion—the prescription seemingly favored by
both Congress and the White House. The net
result of these policies will not be balanced
budgets, but higher deficits and serious so-
cial strains, because they will lead to less
growth, and hence lower Government reve-
nues.

Every major American social and eco-
nomic problem requires stronger economic
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growth for its solution. This includes im-
provements in public education as well as in-
creasing private capital investment and sav-
ings; balancing the budget and maintaining a
social safety net; improving the economic
conditions in the big cities and reducing ra-
cial tensions as a result. The economic and
social pressures of global capitalism can be
offset only by higher rates of economic
growth. Even when global competition was
less severe, and social problems less
daunting, the U.S. did not generate suffi-
cient jobs in Government revenues at less
than 3 percent to 3% percent annual growth
in gross domestic product.

There is only one explanation, for the U.S.
government’s reluctance to adopt