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year 2000. That hardly comes as a sur-
prise. The Constitution, in article I, re-
quires that there be a census every 10
years. We have done a census every 10
years in the history of the Republic. It
is hardly a surprise that we are going
to do a census this year. But everybody
who is familiar with it knows that this
administration has consistently under-
funded the census, and now they are on
the verge of declaring it an emergency,
when they created the emergency.

Embassy security. Everybody knows
the terrible tragedy of where we had
two Embassies bombed in Africa. Both
of those Embassies had asked for en-
hanced security, and in both cases the
administration had rejected it, to
spend money on other things. But the
important point is, the $1.6 billion
being requested will be spent over the
next 10 years.

I could understand if you said, ‘“Well,
we want to begin it now, and until we
can write a new budget and make it
part of our budget, would you des-
ignate that as an emergency?’”’ I could
understand that. But the President is
asking us to designate as emergency
spending an item which we have been
debating and looking at for a decade
and an item which in many cases the
money will not actually be spent, and
the construction will not occur, for 4 or
5 or 6 years.

Then there is defense readiness. All
of a sudden, this administration has
discovered that we have been cutting
defense spending every day that Presi-
dent Clinton has been in office. And
these dramatic reductions in defense
spending are beginning to affect reten-
tion, they are beginning to affect re-
cruitment, they are beginning to affect
modernization.

This is hardly a surprise. Many Mem-
bers of the Senate, both Democrats and
Republicans, have stood up and de-
nounced these cuts in defense. But yet
they have been made so that money
could be spent on programs that were
deemed by this administration to be of
higher priority. Now that the Joint
Chiefs of Staff have gone public for
something they clearly must have
known for years, but remained silent
about because the process has become
politicized, in my opinion. Now the
President is saying we have an emer-
gency in defense.

My point is, this emergency was cre-
ated by an administration that would
not support defense, and now they want
to bust the budget to try to correct
problems that they produced. My alter-
native is, let the President, in next
year’s budget, propose a permanent
change in defense spending within the
overall cap in spending that he agreed
to last year. And I will support it. But
let’s not raid Social Security to try to
correct a problem that, in fact, has
been created by our own budget deci-
sions.

The next emergency is Bosnia. There
is an emergency because we have dis-
covered that we have troops in Bosnia.

That sounds almost comical.
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We sent troops to Bosnia in Decem-
ber of 1995 and they were supposed to
be there until December of 1996. Then
we expanded the mission in October of
1996 and they were supposed to be there
until March 1997. Again in November
1996 we extended the deployment of
troops to Bosnia until June 1998. Fi-
nally, in December of 1997 the Presi-
dent announced that troops would be
deployed to Bosnia indefinitely.

Now, how can it be an emergency to
fund troops in Bosnia when they have
been there since 1995 and the President
has told us they are going to be there
indefinitely? Why didn’t the President
put money in his budget to pay for
troops in Bosnia? You know why he
didn’t. He didn’t because he wanted to
take the money out of Social Security.

So here is where we are and this is
the concern that I want to raise. The
President has said—and rightly so, in
my opinion—we have a big job to do
next year in fixing Social Security.
Don’t cut taxes, don’t increase spend-
ing, and let’s take this surplus and fix
Social Security first and then we will
decide what to do if any is left. That is
what he said on January 27 of 1998.
Since then, the President has said less
and less about spending, more and
more about taxes, and now the Presi-
dent is saying, ‘“Don’t cut taxes with a
Social Security surplus;”’ but, at the
same time, the President is pushing $20
billion worth of new spending. The tax
cut passed in the House would cost $6.6
billion; the President is talking about
increasing spending by $20 billion.

Now, my point is a very simple point.
If it hurts our ability to save Social Se-
curity to cut taxes by $6.6 billion, and
that is wrong, how can it be the right
thing to do to increase spending by $20
billion—more than three times as
much?

The bargain I would like to strike so
that I and others could support the
President on a bipartisan basis: we
won’t do our tax cut, you don’t do your
spending. Let’s just say no. Then next
year, let’s fix Social Security. I believe
we will have money left for a substan-
tial tax cut next year, but let’s not
start a spending spree this year that
would endanger our ability to save So-
cial Security next year.

Now, I know that as people get ready
to go home it is always hard to not say
yes to every spending interest in the
country. But I believe the President
took the right position in January. He
has changed that position now.

My proposal is straightforward and
simple: Don’t cut taxes this year and
don’t increase spending this year. Save
the $6.6 billion that we would have used
on tax cuts for Social Security next
year; save the $20 billion or as much of
it that we can that we would have
spent this year for Social Security next
year. And once we have fixed Social Se-
curity, then let’s look at cutting taxes
for the American people.

That is the challenge. We are going
to see this debate in the next few
weeks. I intend to be here saying no on
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spending—not because I don’t want to
build up defense. I voted against many
of the defense cuts of the last 5 years.
But nobody can say that this is an
emergency when we created it and the
President created it through his budget
problems or policy. Nobody can say it
is a shock that the year 2000 is coming
and the President didn’t know about it
when he sent us his budget in January.
Nobody can say they didn’t know we
were going to do a census. Nobody can
say they didn’t know we were going to
be in Bosnia. These are not emer-
gencies as the law was intended to
apply to emergencies.

I urge my colleagues to stand up for
the President’s position and call on the
President to do it. The President said
on January 27th, don’t cut taxes and
don’t increase spending. I say yes,
don’t cut taxes, don’t increase spend-
ing.

The only problem is the President
continues to say don’t cut taxes, but
the President is the driving force be-
hind an effort to increase spending by
$20 billion this year. And that spend-
ing, every penny of it, will come out of
Social Security, and it will diminish
our ability to rebuild the financial
foundations of Social Security. I say
no.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BURNS). The Senator from South Da-
kota is recognized.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Susan Hansen
of my staff have floor privileges during
my remarks.

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

————

BUDGET SURPLUS

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, we
have reached an extraordinary point in
our Nation’s contemporary history
with the finding of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget that we will, in
fact, at the end of this fiscal year, be
running a significant budget surplus.

I think there are a great number of
causes for that, a great number of peo-
ple who could be commended for that,
but I think to put this in some perspec-
tive, it is worthwhile to note that some
6 years ago when President Clinton
took office, the annual deficit each
year by the U.S. Government was run-
ning in the range of $292 billion each
year. We were spending $292 billion
more revenue than we had coming in.
The size of the Federal deficit had ex-
ploded through the 1980s, and we had
reached, finally, this terrible point in
1992.

Since that time, we have had 6 years
of successive declines in the Federal
budget deficit until, finally, this year
for the first time in 30 years we are
now at least in a unified budget in sur-
plus.

What an extraordinary accomplish-
ment. At a time when other nations’
economies are suffering, this country
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has reduced its debt relative to its
gross domestic product to a lower level
than any other industrialized nation on
Earth. Again there are a great many
people who can take some credit for
this. But I think that the leadership of
this White House has been a key part
of it.

Now, the Senator who preceded me
had a chart showing one of President
Clinton’s plans. It did not show the
plan that actually was acted upon
which has led to this decline in the def-
icit. It did show the alternative com-
peting Republican plan that was of-
fered in 1992 which, as many of us re-
call, was premised on plundering the
Medicare fund, education, and the envi-
ronment. One of the constructive steps
that this President took was to lead
the way, ultimately with a budget plan
which brought us to a balanced budg-
et—in fact, to a surplus—and showed,
in fact, we did not need to plunder edu-
cation, Medicare, and health care in
order to get to this point.

So we have had 6 years of declining
deficits. That is the good news. How-
ever, there is a point of great concern
that I have as a member of the Senate
Budget Committee. That is, we reached
this point because there was an agree-
ment between Congress and the Presi-
dent that we would put our country on
a pay-as-you-go basis. That is, no tax
cuts unless it is simultaneously ex-
plained who is going to pay more taxes
or whose programs will be cut to pay
for those tax cuts, and no spending in-
creases unless it is simultaneously ex-
plained who is going to pay more taxes
or have their programs cut to pay for
those increases. Every step had to be
budget neutral, scored over a b-year pe-
riod by the Office of Management and
Budget and by the Congressional Budg-
et Office, the CBO.

After years of wandering in the wil-
derness of faulty and unsuccessful
mechanisms that go back over a dec-
ade, we finally reached a formula that
put this country on a commonsense,
pay-as-you-go basis, something we
should have been doing for 200 years
but which we have been doing now for
about 6 years.

Because we now have this unified
budget surplus, we find there are those
in Congress who grow giddy about this
projected surplus. By some projections
it could run as high as $1.6 trillion over
the next decade. Keep in mind that
those projections are not money in
hand, they are simply projections, and
they are premised on the notion that
our country will continue to have eco-
nomic growth in the range of 2.2 GDP
growth annually from here to the hori-
zon, and that we will never stumble
into a recession and that our economy
will never slow down again.

Well, while we have had a remark-
able run of good fortune over the years
of the Clinton Presidency, with record
low unemployment, low inflation and
high economic growth, I think it would
be foolhardy for any of us to assume
that somehow business cycles have
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been abolished, that we are on an up-
ward plain and that economic growth
will never end. So I think we need to
approach these projections with a great
deal of caution and some skepticism,
given what is going on today with the
economies in Asia, Russia, and increas-
ingly in Latin America.

Secondly, the other point of caution
that I think needs to be stated with
great emphasis is that the budget sur-
plus that we have today, as noteworthy
as it is, and as worthy of applause as it
is, is a unified budget surplus; that is,
our operating budget is still in the def-
icit. That is, the surplus that we have
is only a surplus if you count revenue
flowing into the Social Security trust
fund. I think the chart that I have with
me here graphically shows the cir-
cumstances we face today.

The Federal surpluses—and it is sim-
ply amagzing that we are even talking
about surpluses, given where we have
been over the last decade—the Federal
surpluses are projected to grow stead-
ily all the way out through the year
2008, and that is the farthest out any-
one has dared make a projection. That
is a positive thing.

Before we get carried away about
how to spend the surplus, whether for
tax cuts or for new programs, the red
line represents where we are without
counting Social Security money. If you
look at that, we will not be in the
black until the year 2002. That is even
assuming continued economic growth.
We are not in the black—we have no-
body’s money to spend other than the
Social Security revenue until the year
2002. We will dip back into deficit, in
fact, briefly, under current projections,
in 2003. It is approximately 2005 before
we will be consistently in the black,
without counting Social Security sur-
plus dollars and the interest earnings
that are attributable to Social Secu-
rity. Finally, in about 2005, if we be-
have ourselves and continue to go on
pay-as-you-go, if the economy con-
tinues to grow, we will be in the black,
without counting the money that needs
to be reserved for Social Security.

So the President was exactly right as
he talked to both the House and the
Senate this year, saying, ‘‘do not be
thinking about how to spend this sur-
plus this year when we have not yet de-
cided what we are going to do about
our long-term reform for Social Secu-
rity.” That issue will be up next year
in the 106th Congress. It is not for cer-
tain it will be resolved in 1 year, ei-
ther. We have some reforms that no
doubt will have to be made for the
long-term viability of Social Security.
If we do nothing, the Social Security
trust fund will eventually be drawn
down and today’s baby boomers will re-
ceive only about 75 percent of today’s
buying value of Social Security. It is
not as if Social Security will go away.
It is not as though the system will col-
lapse, but as you get far out into the
2032 range, today’s boomers and today’s
younger people, who are also relying on
Social Security, will find that the buy-
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ing power of that program has been re-
duced by about one-fourth. So there is
a need to make changes, and the sooner
they are made to preserve the full 100-
percent buying power of Social Secu-
rity for those outyears, the better off
we are. But in the meantime, to use
money that has been raised and col-
lected from the American taxpayers for
the purposes of a strong Social Secu-
rity system, and to use it for another
purpose, is simply wrong.

If we approach this with the kind of
responsibility that I think is needed,
and with the kind of bipartisanship I
believe is needed, we will reject the tax
proposal coming to this body from the
House of Representatives, which calls
for a tax cut paid for out of Social Se-
curity revenue.

Now, the Senator who preceded me
was making reference to a $6.6 billion
tax cut. That is only the cost to the
Treasury next year. It is an $80 billion
tax cut over 5 years, $170 billion over
10, and it goes into perpetuity, forever,
constantly taking more and more
money out of the Social Security sur-
plus fund—all the more reason to nip
that in the bud, stop now and take a
deep breath, albeit an election year and
there is a temptation on the part of our
friends in the other body to offer what
looks like a free giveaway.

There is a need in this body, I think,
to respond responsibly to that kind of
proposal coming to us from the House.
There may be room for some tax relief
this year. I applaud the leadership of
Senator DASCHLE, the Democratic lead-
er, and others who have worked with
him, including those from the White
House, in suggesting that we could find
in the range of a $25 billion tax relief
package, which could be focused on the
needs of the middle class and working
families, and it could be done through
savings in the existing budget, through
new efficiencies in the existing budget,
from the closure of loopholes in the ex-
isting Tax Code. That could free up in
the range of $25 billion to be utilized
for tax relief for middle class and
working families. So it is not a ques-
tion of are you for tax relief or not; I
think there is room for some tax relief.
But it has to be financed out of the ex-
isting budget, rather than going the
easy route and that is raiding the So-
cial Security trust fund.

I think something needs to be said as
well about the requests for emergency
funds. Much has been said about the re-
quests from the President for emer-
gency funding. I think there is a possi-
bility that some of those requests
could be offset from within the existing
budget, but I think it also needs to be
clear that the needs being presented to
the Congress by the White House were
not foreseen either by the White House
or by the Congress in either political
party. It was not foreseen that we
would have expenses at the scope that
they are for dealing now with the year
2000 computer problem, and the delay
of addressing that problem will only
cost the taxpayers and the economy
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potentially enormous sums later down
the road. Congress did not foresee, nor
did the White House, when the original
budget was presented last year, the full
cost of our Bosnia role, or the need to
upgrade security at our embassies, or
the scope of the farm crisis today.

Again, it is my hope that perhaps
some of this could be offset by reduc-
tions elsewhere in the budget. But the
fact is that the budget agreement that
was agreed to, which led us on the
track toward the reduction of that $292
billion deficit to a surplus today, was
premised on the assumption that we
would, from time to time, have emer-
gency needs that would have to be
funded outside of the budget. There is
no surprise to that. I think we need to
use discipline so we don’t wind up
denominating everything that comes
along that we would like to do as an
emergency. But it is in the nature of
emergency funding, and it is one time
only that it could not be reasonably
foreseen, as these were not either by
the White House or by the Congress,
and that they have some extraordinary
level of urgency about them.

The budget agreement that led to
this elimination of the budget deficit
did foresee that we would have these
emergencies come up from time to
time. So nobody should be surprised
today that we do, in fact, have a need
to address some issues that may have
to be outside the pay-as-you-go frame-
work that has, overall, led us to the
budget deficit. But what we cannot af-
ford to do is to use Social Security sur-
pluses as a source of funding for non-
emergency, in perpetuity-type expendi-
tures, whether it be domestic spending
programs or for tax relief that could
not otherwise be funded. I, for one,
think that the next priority, after pre-
serving Social Security, probably
ought to be to begin to pay down the
existing accumulated debt that this
country has in the $5 trillion range, or
more. To the extent that we do that,
we are, in fact, hoping that every tax-
payer in this country—to the extent
that the U.S. Government is not com-
peting for credit dollars and that we
bring down interest rates—buying a
car, buying a home, sending a kid to
college, or expanding a business and
creating jobs, is made easier and all
the more affordable for the private sec-
tor of our economy to do.

If we act with budget responsibility
here, keep our Federal budget in equi-
librium with the pay-as-you-go mecha-
nism that was passed initially in the
1993 budget agreement—legislation
which has passed and has contributed
more than any other single legislative
policy step taken in Congress, passed
without a vote of a single Republican
Member, passed exclusively with
Democratic votes in both the House
and the Senate. And there were many
Members of Congress, many Demo-
crats, frankly, who lost their seats in
Congress, in the House and the Senate,
over the controversy, over the conten-
tion, that the passage of that landmark
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legislation caused because it was a bold
step. It was a courageous step. It re-
duced our Federal budget deficit from
$292 billion to a surplus today. But as is
often said in politics, no good deed goes
unpunished. And that was certainly the
case of many of our colleagues who are
no longer here; who did the right thing
and paid a dear price for it. But here
we are with positive consequences of
that legislation which has led us now
to a surplus with a unified budget. The
great danger we have is to abandon the
discipline which that budget legisla-
tion set in place.

I am hopeful as we finish up these
closing weeks that we will reject this
shortsighted and I believe somewhat
demagogic, frankly, effort coming out
of the other body to raid the Social Se-
curity trust fund.

I hear people saying, ‘“Well, the
President wants to address emergency
crises. So we ought to just pile on and
spend more money out of the Social Se-
curity trust fund.” That is the logic
that is not worthy of a third grader, in
my view. We have some emergency cri-
ses of one time only that we will face,
and we will decide how to finance that,
whether it is out of the ordinary budg-
et, or whether it is through an offset,
or some combination of both. But to
set us on track down the road in per-
petuity for nonemergency, long-term
expenditures out of the Social Security
trust fund makes no sense whatever.

Of the $1.6 trillion surplus projected
over the next decade, virtually the en-
tire sum is attributable to Social Secu-
rity and the interest earnings due to
Social Security.

So let’s resolve one problem at a
time: Maintain the discipline that has
made this much progress over the last
half dozen years of the Clinton admin-
istration; preserve Social Security so
we can make some difficult policy
choices in the coming years about what
we need to do further to maintain its
viability on into the next generation.
When we have done that, then we may
be in a position ultimately, if we have
surpluses at that point, to decide what
combination of investments in our
schools, in child care, in health care, in
medical research and, yes, possibly in
tax relief for American taxpayers
might be able to come out of that sur-
plus. But don’t get put the cart before
the horse. Do not be demagogic in an
election year about this kind of issue.
We need some statesmanship. We need
some bipartisan responsibility as we
deal with what I believe is one of the
most fundamental most challenging re-
sponsibilities that our Congress has;
that is, how do we sustain our eco-
nomic growth? How do we sustain the
pay-as-you-go discipline that has
brought us to this good point after so
many years—after 30 years—of budget
deficits?

Mr. President, I conclude by saying
that it is certainly my hope that
statesmanship will rise to the top; that
we will abide with the President’s rec-
ommendation; that we not raid the So-
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cial Security trust fund during these
closing days of this Congress; that we
go home and tell our constituents that
we did the right thing; we did the right
thing by them; we did the right thing
by our government; we did the right
thing by our Nation by retaining fiscal
responsibility; and by preserving the
opportunity to have a strong Social Se-
curity program on into the future
years, at least until we decide what fu-
ture changes are needed. By doing that
we will keep the cost of money down
for the private sector, and we will do as
much as possibly can be done to put us
on track to sustain what has been
record economic growth, low inflation,
low unemployment, and increased op-
portunity for all of our citizens.

I yield the floor.

Mr. THOMAS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, what is
the status of the floor at the moment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, we are in a period
of morning business.

Mr. THOMAS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be allowed 10 minutes in
morning business.

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

——
APPROPRIATIONS BILLS

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I have
been wanting to come to the floor for
some time to talk a little bit about the
situation that we are in here in the
Senate, here in the Congress, the
amount of work that we have to do in
a relatively short time, and, frankly,
to urge my colleagues that we get on
with it.

The immediate need, of course, is to
deal with the appropriations, to deal
with continuing to finish what has to
be done this year so that we keep the
Federal Government operating, so that
we do the things that need to be done.

At last count, it seems to me, out of
13 appropriations, I think only three
have been passed: one prepared by the
Presiding Officer, which is the only one
I think signed by the President.

In any event, we have a great deal to
do. Of course, as is always the case,
there are many things being talked
about, some of which are amendments
on appropriations. Others are free-
standing bills. But a lot of things could
wait. None of us like to see things wait
that are ours, of course. But I guess I
am prepared to say that the appropria-
tions are what we need to do, and fin-
ish this job so that a week from Friday
we will be out of here. I think that is
what we really need to do.

It is an opportune time, having had
almost all year dealing with appropria-
tions, to remind my colleagues that we
ought to take a look at a biannual ap-
propriations process where we do that
every other year, where we appropriate
for 2 years as they do in almost all leg-
islatures, which not only gives the
agencies more time to know what
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