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ORDERS FOR MONDAY, NOVEMBER
20, 1995

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it
stand in adjournment until the hour of
10:30 a.m., Monday, November 20; that
following the prayer, the Journal of
proceedings be deemed approved to
date; that no resolutions come over
under the rule; that the call of the cal-
endar be dispensed with; that the
morning hour be deemed to have ex-
pired; that the time for the two leaders
be reserved for their use later in the
day; and that there be a period for
morning business, with Senators per-
mitted to speak for up to 10 minutes
each.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

PROGRAM

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, for the
information of all Senators, the Senate
will be in session tomorrow to adopt an
adjournment resolution. It is also pos-
sible that the Senate may consider any
legislative or executive business
cleared for action during Monday’s ses-
sion.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, after an
opportunity has been given to speak
for the Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. CoNRAD], the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. REID], and the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. HEFLIN], 1 ask unanimous
consent that the Senate stand in ad-
journment under the previous order.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
distinguished Senator from North Da-
kota is recognized.

GOOD NEWS FOR THE
GOVERNMENT

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this is
good news tonight. The impasse has
been broken. It is certainly good news
for the country, and good news for the
hundreds of thousands of Federal work-
ers who have been furloughed and who
have been wondering if this Thanks-
giving would be a happy one for their
families. It is good news for citizens
around the country who are wanting to
have their Government back in action.

Mr. President, now that we have
achieved this breakthrough tonight, in
what was really an initial skirmish on
a much larger issue about how we bring
balance to the budget, and how we
bring the fiscal affairs of this country
into balance, | think now, perhaps, is
the time to start looking ahead at how
we could achieve the greater agree-
ment, how we could balance the budget
in a unified way over the next 7 years,
and how we could do it within the con-
straints of this agreement.
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| say to my colleagues that there are
a number of ways that we could have a
breakthrough on the larger debate that
is underway. | urge my colleagues to
look at CBO and OMB economic fore-
casts as one way out of the morass that
we are headed into with respect to a
long-term agreement.

Mr. President, we could settle this
dispute, balance the budget on a uni-
fied basis by 2002, but do it in a bal-
anced way, in a way that was fair to all
interested parties. Just so my col-
leagues have something to think about
over the week break that we are about
to have, I am going to put in the
RECORD one possible compromise. |
stress that it is a compromise, because
this is not a proposal that will find
favor among every Democrat, it is not
a proposal that will find favor among
every Republican; but | think we have
to remember that a Democrat controls
the White House, the Republicans con-
trol the Congress, and the President
can maintain a veto with the number
of Democrats that are in the House and
in the Senate.

So, ultimately, we are going to have
to compromise between what the Re-
publicans want to do and what the
Democrats want to do. Both sides are
moving from principle, both sides have
strong views about what is in the best
interest of the country. Ultimately,
neither one is going to get everything
they want. We are going to have to
compromise. It will be a principled
compromise when it is finally made,
but | urge my colleagues to take a look
at what | am going to outline this
evening, as they take this break for
Thanksgiving and see if it is not at
least an outline of what we can achieve
if we worked in good faith and sat
down together and reasoned out a final
agreement.

Mr. President, first of all, you take
the 7-year goal. | think the vast major-
ity of Members of Congress agree that
7 years is an appropriate goal to bring
balance to the unified budget of the
United States. | want to stress that
that is not the end of the job, because
to achieve real balance, we are going to
have to balance without using Social
Security trust fund surpluses. But the
first step is to achieve unified balance,
and to do that in 7 years is a good goal.

One of the great disputes we have had
is whether we ought to use CBO eco-
nomic forecasts or the OMB economic
forecasts. | think a lot of people get
lost and say: What is CBO? What is
OMB? Simply, for those who are listen-
ing, CBO is the Congressional Budget
Office; OMB is the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget. The Office of Man-
agement and Budget is controlled by
the President; the Congressional Budg-
et Office is controlled by the two
Houses of Congress. They have two dif-
ferent scenarios for what the economic
growth is going to be in this country
over the next 7 years. CBO says 2.3 per-
cent; OMB says 2.5 percent. Interest-
ingly enough, over the last 20 years,
economic growth has averaged 2.5 per-
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cent. Interestingly enough, the Wall
Street Journal, last week, endorsed the
President’s economic assumptions. But
they said that both of them are too
pessimistic.

Well, what would happen if we just
compromised between the OMB and
CBO economic forecast? That would
provide an additional $225 billion that
we could distribute over the next 7
years, if we used the OMB economic
forecast. Again, the Wall Street Jour-
nal says it is too pessimistic. If we did
that and we went down the large cat-
egories of spending that we have to de-
cide on, if we are going to achieve a
balanced budget on a unified basis by
2002, one can see the possibility of a
compromise that would look something
like this: In the Republican bill, in do-
mestic discretionary spending, they
have achieved savings or cuts, if you
will, of $440 billion over the next 7
years.

In a potential compromise, we might
have a hard freeze, and just freeze do-
mestic discretionary spending for 7
years—freeze it. That would save $289
billion. We have had intense debates on
this floor about Medicare. In the Re-
publican proposal they have saved $270
billion out of Medicare. On a com-
promise that would balance on a uni-
fied basis in 7 years, we could have a
savings of $140 billion. That would pre-
serve and protect Medicaid. It would
strengthen the program, and it would
do what the trustees say is necessary.
But it would not threaten to close
rural hospitals in the same degree as
the Republican plan. It would not put
the same burden on beneficiaries as the
Republican plan.

| suggested to my colleagues a poten-
tial compromise. On Medicaid, the Re-
publican plan calls for $163 billion of
savings, or cuts, if you will, over the
next 7 years. A compromise might fol-
low more closely the commonsense
plan introduced by conservative Demo-
crats in the House and Senate, an $80
billion savings out of Medicaid.

On agriculture, the Republican plan
is to cut $12 billion. Here it is not re-
stricting the rate of growth. Here it is
a real cut—no question about it. It is
$12 billion less in agriculture. An alter-
native would be the President’s number
of $4 billion.

Mr. President, the Republican plan
goes too far. It goes too far. They
eliminate the authorization for an ag-
riculture program that has been in the
law since 1938. They eliminate it. |
think everybody recognizes agriculture
needs some changes, but we should not
be eliminating the farm program in
this country. We certainly should not,
when our competitors are already
spending three or four times as much
as we are on agriculture, and just wait-
ing for us to wave the white flag of sur-
render. That does not make sense.

So | submit to my colleagues that
perhaps a $4 billion reduction could be
part of a final package that achieves
balance on a unified basis by the year
2002.
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Student loans. The Republican pack-
age calls for a $5 billion reduction. Mr.
President, this is one area where |
think most Members on our side—cer-
tainly, | think every Member on our
side—would say we should not cut stu-
dent loans by a nickel. That is not
good for the future of America, to re-
strict people’s ability to go to college.
So let us eliminate that one area of
cuts—the $5 billion that is in the Re-
publican plan.

Welfare reform. The Republican plan
has $107 billion.

An alternative would be a number,
about $47 billion, again, close to what
was in the commonsense plan offered

by conservative Democrats in the
House and the Senate.
I say to my colleagues, this dif-

ference is important because if we are
serious about our rhetoric, if we really
want people to go to work and not be
on welfare rolls, we have to understand
that will cost some money.

The Republican Governor of Wiscon-
sin has reminded people if you really
want to put people back to work, you
have to have the child care that will
allow them to go back to work. We
know that means a savings of less than
what is in the Republican plan.

In addition, in the Republican plan,
they dramatically reduce the earned
income tax credit. Ronald Reagan said
the earned income tax credit was the
best profamily, prowork program that
ever came out of Congress.

Mr. President, | do not think we want
to be cutting the earned income tax
credit that will actually mean a tax in-
crease for some 7 million families in
America. We should not be increasing
their taxes.

On veterans, the Republican plan
calls for $7 billion of savings; the alter-
native, $5 billion.

Now, some people are beginning to
wonder, where do you get this extra
money? First of all, remember, we have
adopted a compromise between the eco-
nomic assumptions of CBO and OMB.
When we do that, we have $225 billion
of additional resources that can be
used over the next 7 years.

I want to swiftly point out that every
forecaster in the private sector has
suggested that OMB is actually quite
conservative with their economic fore-
casts. Most of the private-sector fore-
casts are more optimistic than either
OMB or CBO.

Another way we get additional re-
sources is by an adjustment in the
Consumer Price Index. The Consumer
Price Index is used to adjust Social Se-
curity payments. It is used to index the
income tax system. The whole idea of
the Consumer Price Index and using it
has been that we are adjusting to the
cost of living.

The experts are now telling us that
the Consumer Price Index overadjusts
for the cost of living. It is making too
big an adjustment. In fact, we just had
a commission that reported to the Fi-
nance Committee and said that we are
overcorrecting from 0.7 of 1 percent to
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2 percent a year in the Consumer Price
Index.

If we would adopt just a half-a-point
correction, 0.5 correction in the
Consumer Price Index, that would save
$139 billion over the next 7 years.

Other mandatory spending, the Re-
publican plan, $16 billion of savings;
this alternative that we propose, $58
billion.

Then we go to revenues. Loophole
closures: In the Republican conference
report they call for $18 billion of loop-
hole closures. In the alternative, we
double that and call for $37 billion in
loophole closures.

I might just say to my colleagues,
the biggest pot of money that we have
are the tax entitlements. We have
heard a lot of talk about reducing the
spending entitlements—Medicare, Med-
icaid, a lot of talk that they are grow-
ing too fast. Indeed, they are. So we
achieve savings in the spending entitle-
ments of Medicare and Medicaid.

The tax entitlements are the biggest
pot of money of all. We are going to
have $4 trillion of tax entitlements
over the next 7 years, compared to $3
trillion spent on Social Security, about
$2 trillion spent on Medicare. So the
biggest pot of money of all is the tax
entitlements.

We could achieve $39 billion of sav-
ings out of a pool of $4 trillion without
any heavy lifting around here. It ought
to be done.

Mr. President, the Republican plan
calls for $245 billion of additional tax
preferences—tax cuts. Very frankly, a
compromise would require something
less than that. There are many of us
that do not see the wisdom of reducing
revenue when we are adding $1.8 tril-
lion to the national debt that already
stands at $5 trillion.

Why are we cutting taxes when we al-
ready have a debt of $5 trillion and we
are adding $1.8 trillion to it over the
next 7 years?

We will have to borrow every penny
of that tax cut. So compromise might
be to reduce that proposed tax cut in
the Republican plan from $245 to $131
billion.

Then we get to the so-called fiscal
dividends. In the Republican plan, the
CBO says they get a fiscal dividend of
$170 billion. Fiscal dividend, Mr. Presi-
dent, simply means that once we move
toward balance, the markets in this
country are going to adjust. They are
going to lower interest rates. We are
going to get greater economic growth,
and that will produce a fiscal dividend
of $170 billion. The alternative plan |
am discussing tonight, that would be a
fiscal dividend of $114 billion.

Then, of course, because we substan-
tially reduce the deficit under the Re-
publican plan, there would be $150 bil-
lion of debt-service savings. Under this
alternative plan that I am discussing
tonight, the debt-service savings would
be $113 billion.

Then, of course, there is the dif-
ference in the economic assumptions
that | mentioned at the beginning, the
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bridge between the Congressional
Budget Office economic forecast and
the Office of Management and Budget
economic forecast. That is a difference
of $225 billion.

The bottom line: deficit reduction in
the Republican plan of $1.131 trillion
over the next 7 years. In the Demo-
cratic plan —I will not label it a Demo-
cratic plan because really this would be
a compromise. This would be a com-
promise between the Democratic alter-
natives that have been offered pre-
viously, the Democratic priorities and
the Republican priorities. Maybe we
ought to call it the American plan.

It would achieve deficit reduction of
$1.121 trillion. It would achieve unified
balance in the year 2002. We would have
done it with much less in the way of
cuts to Medicare and Medicaid, no cuts
to education. We would have done it
with much less in the way of cuts in re-
ductions to food programs and agri-
culture. It would still be a tax reduc-
tion, but would not be as big as the Re-
publicans have been calling for.

There would be more money for high-
ways and bridges. There would be more
money for research, which | think is
critical to the future of this country.

Mr. President, | will ask that a table
that outlines this potential com-
promise be printed in the RECORD. I
hope my colleagues and the staffs of
my colleagues would take a look at
this over the break period, because at
some point we will have to come to-
gether in the House and the Senate be-
tween the Congress and the White
House. This is at least an outline, a
suggestion, something to think about,
about how we could bring the two sides
together and achieve something great
for America.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
table printed in the RECORD.
There being no objection, the mate-

rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE BUDGET PACKAGES
(Changes from CBO baseline)
(7-year changes; in billions of dollars)

Potential
compromise

Republican
conference

Discretionary: Discretionary Savings .............. —440 —289

Mandatory:
Medicare .. —270 —140
Medicaid .. —163 —-80
Agriculture -12 —4
Student loans -5 0
Welfare reform (includes EITC, nutrition) —107 —47
Veterans ........ =17 -5
CPI —18 —139
Other mandatory . —16 —58
Revenues:
Loophole closers . —18 -37
Tax cuts (shown as posi
they increase the deficit) ... 245 131
Fiscal dividend —170 —114
Debt service —150 -113
CBO/OMB baseline bridge ..... 0 —225

Total deficit reduction ... -1121

Mr. REID. | advise the chairman that
Senator HEFLIN does not wish to use
his time. Therefore, | believe that all
speakers have since departed the
Chamber.
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