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simple transfer payments or social pro-
grams. Apparently, whatever three-
fifths of the membership of future Con-
gresses think, the proponents of this
amendment believe that in no case
should the United States invest more
than 10 percent of its budget in ‘““major
public physical capital investments.”
Otherwise, 1 see no reason for this
amendment. It is surely a mistake to
put such limits on future Congresses.

Second, the loophole problem is ag-
gravated by the fact that there is no
standard definition of a capital budget.
For example, in President Clinton’s
proposed fiscal year 1995 budget, OMB
lists four broad categories of programs
that may or may not be considered
capital expenditures—OMB, Analytical
Perspectives, Proposed fiscal year 1995
Budget, p. 114. Even within those four
broad categories there are questions
about what programs should be in-
cluded. The amendment’s attempt to
cure the definitional problem only
raises new definitional problems. The
definition given is circular. And just
what does ‘“major public physical cap-
ital investment” mean? Each term is
subject to substantial debate. It is par-
ticularly inappropriate to place capital
budgeting in the Constitution when
there is no agreement on what con-
stitutes a capital budget.

Third, the Constitution is not the
place to set budget priorities. The bal-
anced budget amendment seeks to cre-
ate a process in which programs com-
pete for a limited pool of resources. A
constitutional amendment should be
timeless and reflect a broad consensus,
not make narrow policy decisions. This
exemption creates in the founding doc-
ument a new constitutional budget
subdivision with a percentage cap and
a procedural limitation on using it. We
should not place technical language or
insert statutory programs into the
Constitution and undercut the simplic-
ity and universality of the amendment.

Fourth, a capital budget exemption
is unnecessary. Total Federal spending
has generally been above 20 percent of
GDP, and less than 4 percent of Federal
outlays are for nondefense physical in-
vestment, one of the possible defini-
tions of ‘“‘capital investment”. Given
the relatively small and constant share
that such capital expenditures have in
a very large Federal budget, there is no
need to remove capital expenditures
from the general budget.

One example illustrates the lack of
need for a capital budget. Although
President Eisenhower initially pro-
posed that the Federal Interstate High-
way System be financed through bor-
rowing, Congress decided to keep it on
budget and finance it through a gas tax
at the suggestion of Senator Albert
Gore, Sr. We are unlikely to have a
capital expenditure of this magnitude
again. But if we do there is no reason
to create an exemption for such invest-
ment or to limit the percent of the
budget that goes for such investment.

Fifth, capital spending should com-
pete in the budget like all other spend-
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ing. The balanced budget amendment
seeks to foster an atmosphere in which
Congress prioritizes spending options.
Senate Joint Resolution 1 does not pre-
vent the creation of a separate operat-
ing and capital accounts, but any im-
plementing legislation which creates
such separate accounts must leave the
total budget in balance, since imple-
menting legislation cannot subvert the
clear mandate of the amendment. And
such accounting techniques should not
subvert prioritizing function of the
amendment. The proposed exemption
allows the entire budget to be used for
noncapital investment, like simple
transfer payments, and then allows a
10-percent increase in Federal spend-
ing—and debt to fund it—for capital in-
vestments. The General Accounting Of-
fice saw the fallacy implicit in this ex-
emption when it said, “The choice be-
tween spending for investment and
spending for consumption should be
seen as setting of priorities within an
overall fiscal constraint, not as a rea-
son for relaxing that constraint and
permitting a larger deficit.”

To the extent that the three-fifths
vote requirement for capital invest-
ments replicates the general provisions
of the balanced budget amendment,
this amendment is simply pointless. To
the extent it goes further, it is a
meritless straitjacket on the competi-
tion between legitimate spending op-
tions in the overall budget process.

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate stands in recess until 2:14 p.m.

Thereupon, at 12:39, p.m., the Senate
recessed until 2:14 p.m.; whereupon, the
Senate reassembled when called to
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr.
STEVENS).

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT
TO THE CONSTITUTION

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the joint resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business is House Joint Reso-
lution 1, the balanced budget amend-
ment.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Thank you,
Mr. President.

Mr. President, in 1992, I campaigned
for the Senate as a supporter of the
balanced budget amendment. | was an
original cosponsor of the amendment
voted on in the last Congress, Senate
Joint Resolution 41, and | am an origi-
nal cosponsor of the amendment being
considered today. Yet, despite my con-
sistent, outspoken record on this issue,
my backing of the balanced budget
amendment surprises some people.

In fact, Mr. President, | would add
that | went to mass on Sunday, and the
social justice committee had:
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Senator Moseley-Braun is a possible ““no.”
Please contact her to be against this amend-
ment.

So | want to clarify the record, and |
want early on to take this opportunity
to tell those of you in this body and my
constituents listening at home on C-
SPAN why | so strongly believe it is
imperative that Congress pass the bal-
anced budget amendment and without
delay.

I come from a working class family.
My father was a Chicago police officer.
My mother was a laboratory techni-
cian. We were not what you would call
wealthy, or upper-middle class. We did
not have a lot of material goods, and
my parents couldn’t afford to send us
to fancy private schools. My parents
had to keep track of every dollar to
keep us fed, clothed, and housed. Yet,
like hundreds of thousands of other
children of working class families in
this Nation, | was able to get ahead in
life, to succeed, because the sacrifices
my parents made provided me with the
opportunity to do better.

I was able to get a first-rate edu-
cation by attending quality public
schools on the south side of Chicago. |
got my first job when | was just 15
years old. To earn extra money for col-
lege, | worked as a clerk at the Chicago
Post Office. | attended the University
of Illinois at Chicago, and then the
University of Chicago Law School, be-
cause student loans were available to
help me pay the tuition. All of these
opportunities—opportunities that
would not have been available without
local, State, and Federal Government
assistance—gave me the tools | needed
to achieve in life.

The fact that the public—through
Government—helped broaden my op-
portunities is part of what led me to
choose a career in public service. | ran
for the Senate in 1992 for the same rea-
son | ran for the State legislature in
1978—because | am fundamentally com-
mitted to ensuring that future genera-
tions have the same opportunities | en-
joyed. Every child born in this coun-
try—whether black or white, whether
rich or poor—should have the chance to
achieve his or her dreams. Every per-
son should have a chance to contribute
to society, to the maximum extent
their talent or ability will allow.

Government should play an active
role in expanding people’s opportuni-
ties. The Government should be able to
invest in technology and infrastruc-
ture, in job creation and training, and
in education, in order to raise the peo-
ple’s living standards. The Government
should help unemployed Americans get
back on their feet, it should help those
who want to work to find jobs, it
should ensure that high-quality, afford-
able health care is available to all
Americans, and it should protect our
environment. Government is not the
enemy of society; it should be a part-
ner, an instrument of the people’s will,
and a facilitator of our public inter-
ests. But if the Government does not
get its fiscal house in order—if we
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don’t act now to stop our runaway defi-
cit spending—the Government will
have little money left to provide for
the public interest. Only the holders of
the Treasury bonds will be assured of
any Government assistance.

I am going to tell a story today that
some in this body may have heard be-
fore. Back in 1991, when | was being
urged by a number of people to run for
the Senate, | sat down with my son,
Matt, to discuss the issue. Matt is now
17. He was 15 at the time. As you know,
Mr. President, running for office is a
tremendous strain on a family; | did
not want to make a decision that big
without discussing it with Matt first.
And, during the course of that con-
versation, he said something | will
never forget. He said, ‘““You know Mom,
your generation is the first one that
has left this world worse than you
found it.”

Now, as you can imagine, those
words were like a knife to my heart.
The thought that Matt might be right
sent a chill down my spine and the no-
tion that my generation would leave
the world worse off than we found it
gave me the push | needed to get in-
volved in running for the Senate. And |
am bound and determined to use my
tenure in the Senate to prove Matthew
wrong, to show him that his generation
will have more opportunities and a bet-
ter life than my generation. | want him
to know that the American dream is
alive and well—and that his future is a
bright one. That is why | am fighting
to see that the balanced budget amend-
ment becomes part of the U.S. Con-
stitution.

Mr. President, | was privileged to
have served as a member of the Presi-
dent’s Bipartisan Commission on Enti-
tlement and Tax Reform—the so-called
Kerrey-Danforth Commission. Some
might say that serving on the Entitle-
ments Commission was more of a
curse, but | welcomed the challenge.
Serving on the Commission allowed me
to take a close look at our current
budget trends, and at how those num-
bers will affect our ability to meet im-
portant priorities, like retirement se-
curity, and health care security, not
just for current recipients, but for
Matt’s generation and beyond.

The final report of the Commission,
issued last December, confirmed what
most of us already know: Unless we get
the deficit under control, we will be
leaving our children—and our chil-
dren’s children—a legacy of debt that
will make it impossible for them to
achieve the American dream of living a
better life than their parents.

I would like to take a moment to dis-
cuss those numbers. There have been
and there will be a great many facts
and figures talked about here in the de-
bate on the balanced budget amend-
ment. | know, frankly, that numbers
have a tendency to make people’s eyes
glaze over. | want to discuss some of
the numbers because they are so pro-
foundly important to our future as a
country and to the kinds of opportuni-
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ties that will be available to future
generations.

Most Americans, or | hope most,
know that, thanks to the 1993 budget
approved by this Congress, the budget
submitted by President Clinton, Fed-
eral budget deficits are declining in the
short term. The deficit is projected to
remain under $200 billion through 1998.
That would place it at about 2.5 per-
cent of the economy—its lowest level
since the 1970’s. We can and should be
proud of that, Mr. President. The 1993
budget deal represented a serious at-
tempt to attack the deficit, and our
economy has benefited as a result of it.

What Americans do not know is that
after 1998, unless we change course, the
deficit will begin rising again rapidly,
reaching $400 billion by 2004. As early
as 2012—and again when you say 2000, it
sounds like a long way off, but we are
only talking 5 years from now, to the
turn of the century. In 2012, entitle-
ment spending and interest on the na-
tional debt alone will consume all tax
revenues collected by the Federal Gov-
ernment, leaving nothing at all—noth-
ing—for defense spending, housing,
Head Start, education, protection to
the environment, transportation, and
science research. Nothing.

What is driving this trend, Mr. Presi-
dent? Despite what people would like
to believe, frankly, the catalyst behind
our growing budget deficit is not $600
toilet seats or Air Force generals tak-
ing $200,000 plane rides. There is no line
item in this budget labeled ‘‘fraud,
waste, and abuse’ that we can line out
and get rid of; nor is the deficit grow-
ing due to the amount the Congress
spends for the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting or for food stamps or
anything else that seems to consume
the conversation on talk radio.

What we spend at home is actually
lower now as a percentage of our econ-
omy than it was 25 years ago. If you ex-
amine a brief snapshot of the 1994 budg-
et, this becomes clear. In 1994, the Fed-
eral budget allocated approximately
$270 billion for defense spending, $335
billion for Social Security spending,
$155 billion for Medicare, and $95 bil-
lion for Medicaid. All other entitle-
ment programs combined total $185 bil-
lion, while interest on the national
debt consumed $210 billion.

Discretionary domestic spending,
which is often blamed again in popular
conversation with leading the country
to the brink of financial ruin, ac-
counted for approximately $250 billion.

Mr. President, I do not mean to
imply that the $250 billion we spent on
discretionary items in 1994 is not a lot
of money or that there is not room in
that figure for further discipline and
cutting. But we have to be honest with
ourselves and with the American peo-
ple. In light of the amount of money
and percentage of the Federal budget
we are spending on all of the programs
I listed above, discretionary spending
alone cannot bear the sole blame for
our budget deficits. If we want to get
ourselves out of the hole we have dug
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ourselves into, we cannot focus exclu-
sively, or even primarily, on discre-
tionary spending.

So where are the problems? What
drives this budget deficit? Why is it so
persistent? In a nutshell, there are two
major problems: The rapidly rising
costs of medical care, and the changing
demographics of the American popu-
lation are the most important forces
driving the Federal budget.

Based on current trends, Federal
health care expenses will triple as a
percentage of the economy by 2030.
Federal health care costs, which con-
sist primarily of Medicare and Medic-
aid, grew at rates exceeding 10 percent
for 5 years in a row. While they are
currently growing at slightly lower
rates due to changes in the private sec-
tor, those rates, frankly, are still
unaffordable. Due to the rapid growth,
the Medicare hospital insurance trust
fund will go broke by 2001.

Clearly, this is a far more serious
problem than just welfare reform,
which makes up 1 percent of the Fed-
eral budget. AFDC and food stamps are
not growing anywhere near the rate
Medicare and Medicaid are. In fact,
AFDC benefits, again, have declined by
more than 40 percent in real terms
since 1970. That is not to suggest that
we do not need to reform our welfare
system; we do and we will. But any-
body who suggests that the budget can
be balanced by reforming welfare is
being less than honest with the Amer-
ican people.

The Chicago Tribune recently ran an
editorial on the subject of health care,
underscoring the need to control
health care costs if we are to get seri-
ous about the balanced budget. | would
like to quote briefly from that piece.

It stated:

But if this Congress is serious about bring-
ing the Federal budget into balance, some-
thing must be done to stem the still-rising
cost of health care. Health reform isn’t men-
tioned in the Contract With America, but
unless some changes are made, several of the
GOP’s other goals will prove beyond reach.

Mr. President, | think the first goal
will prove to be out of reach. If we do
not control health care costs, we will
not be able to achieve a balanced budg-
et.

Rising health care costs are not the
only problem we have to contend with.
We must also confront the second leg
of this dilemma, which is the
‘“‘graying”’ of America, due both to
longer life expectancy and the aging of
the baby boomers.

When the Social Security system was
established, the average life expect-
ancy was 61 years old; now it is 76 years
old. We cannot ignore this because the
Social Security benefits are funded pri-
marily by payroll taxes on current
workers. As our population ages and as
the baby boom generation retires,
there will be fewer workers to support
more retirees. While in 1990 there were
almost five workers for each retiree, in
2030 there will be less than three. What
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this means is that if current trends re-
main unchanged, the Social Security
trust fund will begin to pay out more
than it takes in by the year 2012. By
2029, the fund will have exhausted all of
its previously accumulated surpluses.

Mr. President, there is simply no way
to get around the fact that our present
spending trends are not sustainable in
the long run. In 1963, mandatory spend-
ing, which is the combination of enti-
tlement programs and interest on the
national debt, comprised 29.6 percent of
the Federal budget. By 1983, that num-
ber had almost doubled, to 56.3 percent.

Ten years later, in 1993, mandatory
spending was 61.4 percent of the annual
budget. Let me underscore that. Today,
mandatory spending—entitlements
plus interest on the national debt—
comprise almost two-thirds of the en-
tire Federal budget.

What about the future? If we do not
act now, by the year 2003, which is only
8 years from now—and again, these
numbers sound further out than they
are—mandatory spending will comprise
72 percent of the Federal budget, 58.2
percent for entitlement programs and
13.8 percent for net interest on the
debt. Obviously, if we are spending 72
percent of the budget on mandatory
spending, there will not be much left
over for defense, education, and infra-
structure.

The budget deficit also has disastrous
implications for our private savings.
Countries that save at higher rates
grow faster and have a more rapid in-
crease in the standard of living than
countries that save at lower rates. In
the United States, as our budget defi-
cits and national debt grow, our pri-
vate savings decline, we limit our in-
vestments, our productivity, and our
economic growth and, therefore, our
job production.

Since the 1960’s, private savings have
dropped from more than 8 percent of
the economy to around 5 percent of the
economy. At the same time, Govern-
ment deficits have risen from less than
1 percent of the economy to more than
3 percent of the economy. As a result,
the supply of savings available for pri-
vate investment—our net national sav-
ings—has dropped from more than 8
percent of the economy in the 1960’s to
less than 2 percent today. This is par-
ticularly harmful for us with regard to
our international competitiveness in
this new global economy.

In today’s increasingly global econ-
omy, our major industrial competitors
are saving and investing at a much
greater rate than we are. Japan’s na-
tional savings from 1983 to 1992 totaled
approximately 18 percent of its gross
domestic product, while the European
Community’s savings totaled around 8
percent. If we want to stay competitive
in the global marketplace, we can and
we must do better; again, another rea-
son to support the balanced budget
amendment.

Mr. President, earlier, | mentioned
that AFDC benefits have declined since
1970. The significance of that fact
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should not be lost. We are spending
ourselves into a deeper and deeper hole,
and yet people who need help from
Government are not better off as a re-
sult.

I live less than 2 miles from the Rob-
ert Taylor homes in Chicago, a public
housing development on the south side
of the city. | grew up in the shadow of
that development.

Just last week, a study was released
that showed that 9 of the top 10 poorest
neighborhoods in the country were lo-
cated in public housing in Chicago. And
I know my senior Senator saw the
study. It was shocking. Included in
that number were three neighborhoods
in the Robert Taylor Homes. That is
not something to be proud of. In fact,
it is disgraceful, and it is especially
distressing to me, because I am third
generation Chicagoan. | love the city. |
know the people who live and work in
those developments. I know they want
the opportunity to get ahead and to
have a chance to lead productive lives.

The study that | mentioned, which
was based on per capita income infor-
mation taken from the 1990 census, un-
derscores why | so firmly believe that
Congress must adopt this balanced
budget amendment.

The people living in the Robert Tay-
lor Homes and in the developments
mentioned in that study are not better
off than they were in 1969, which was
the last time that this country had a
balanced budget. In fact, they are
worse off. They have become more iso-
lated, and less connected to jobs and
the American dream, less able to ac-
cess and afford an education. They
have fewer opportunities.

Perhaps if we had been able to take
the $800 million we spend each day on
interest, and directed it instead to im-
prove the lives of those residents, this
situation would not seem so hopeless.
But, in order to halt this downward spi-
ral, we have to get our budget problems
under control. And that is another rea-
son | support this balanced budget
amendment.

Consider another set of facts. Just
yesterday, the National Center for
Children in Poverty released a study
showing that a quarter, fully a quarter,
of American children under the age of
6 were living in poverty in 1992. Even
more shocking, nearly three out of five
of those children had working parents.
Despite the stereotypes you hear about
on the nightly news, less than one-
third of the children living in poverty
have families that rely entirely on pub-
lic assistance. The bulk of these chil-
dren have parents who work. All of our
spending has not done those children,
or their parents—most of whom are
working, scrimping and saving and try-
ing to get ahead—has not done them
much good. Without our massive defi-
cits, if we did not have to devote such
a substantial amount of our budget to
interest on the national debt, the Gov-
ernment could help these people find
better jobs. These are people who want
to work; but, because we have gotten
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ourselves into such a hole with our
lack of fiscal discipline, the Govern-
ment cannot give them the hand that
they deserve.

I have heard many opponents of the
balanced budget amendment question
the need to tackle the deficit imme-
diately. America is not, they maintain,
in the midst of a budgetary crisis. In
the short term—the next 7 years—that
is perhaps true. The country can prob-
ably continue on its current irrespon-
sible path for a few years into the next
century. But, after that, it will no
longer be possible to ignore the basic
demographic and health care cost
trends driving the increases in Federal
spending. We simply will not be able to
continue on our current path, and ex-
pect the Federal Government to func-
tion as a partner of the people well into
the next century. And, if we wait to act
until crisis comes, any action we take
will be that much more painful, and
that much less effective.

Again, a quick glance at our current
budget provides ample reason why we
must act now, instead of waiting for
the crisis to hit full blown. The entire
Federal deficit for the current fiscal
year—estimated at $176 billion—rep-
resents the interest owed on the huge
national debt run up during the 1980’s.
This year, and next year, the budget
would be balanced if not for the reck-
less supply-side economics that caused
the deficit to balloon from its 1980 level
of about $1 trillion to its current level
of more than $4.7 trillion. If we had
acted in 1980 to tackle the deficit, rath-
er than adopting approaches that mere-
ly fed its rapid growth, the problems
we face today—in terms of demo-
graphics, and the aging of the baby
boomers—would seem much more man-
ageable. In 1980, interest on the debt
was $75 billion—that is a lot of money,
Mr. President, but it is nowhere near
the $950 billion we currently pay. How
much better off we would be if, in 1980,
Congress had possessed the courage to
make the difficult choices, and balance
the budget. Not passing the balanced
budget amendment will not make our
problems go away. Our ability to meet
our priorities will be much greater if
we enact the balanced budget amend-
ment now, if we tackle the tough prob-
lems now, instead of waiting until the
country is on the brink of financial
ruin. If we need any convincing about
the need to address the deficit now, in
1995, we should just look at the con-
sequences of our failure to address it
then, in 1980.

The Entitlements Commission con-
cluded last December without issuing
any specific recommendations to Con-
gress, to the dismay of some. Nonethe-
less, 1 believe the Commission was a
real success, for outlining in painstak-
ing detail the truth about our budget
future, and the consequences of not
facing it honestly. | would also add
that this report was adopted by a
strong bipartisan vote of 30 to 1, which
is quite remarkable, when you think of
the wide variety of personalities and
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viewpoints that served on the Commis-
sion. What that bipartisan vote told me
was that all of us, Democrat and Re-
publican alike, know what the prob-
lems are, and know we need to act now
to get them under control. If nothing
else, the balanced budget amendment
will help end the conspiracy of silence
surrounding our Nation’s fiscal prob-
lems, and ensure that we no longer
have the ability to ignore the facts
that are staring us in the face. Instead,
it will guarantee that we face those
facts, sooner rather than later.

Mr. President, given the level of pub-
lic concern about our growing budget
deficits, | was surprised that the Com-
mission’s final report did not receive
more media attention than it did. | at-
tribute that lack of interest to the dif-
ficulty of putting cold, hard, incompre-
hensive numbers into real, human
terms. People hear what we are saying
when we talk about the deficit being a
certain percentage of the economy;
that does not necessarily mean they
know what the numbers actually mean.

To paraphrase Alan Greenspan,
chairman of the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem, it is hard to get people—or the
media—interested in a problem whose
symptoms are hard to detect and whose
full-blown effects seem to be years or
decades away.

But the final report of the Kerrey-
Danforth Commission should not be of
interest solely to economists and pol-
icy wonks. These numbers have a real
effect on us all. We need to commu-
nicate to ordinary Americans how the
fiscal bottom line affects them; we
have to put the sometimes incompre-
hensible into real, human terms.

The senior Senator from Illinois, my
Senator, PAUL SiIMON—to whom the
country owes a great debt of gratitude
for championing this issue—often re-
fers to a study by the New York Fed-
eral Reserve Board, that looked at
what the budget deficit cost America
during a 10-year period from 1978 to
1988.

According to the study, during that
10-year period, our country lost 5 per-
centage points of growth due to the
deficit. According to the Congressional
Budget Office, each percentage point of
growth translates into approximately
650,000 jobs. Let me repeat that—650,000
jobs. In other words, our country would
have created an additional 3.75 million
jobs during that period, if not for the
Federal budget deficit.

Another way to make these numbers
more real to ordinary Americans in-
volves looking at what we spend in in-
terest. Every dollar that the Federal
Government spends on interest pay-
ments on the Federal debt squeezes out
funds that could otherwise be used to
increase the productivity of society.
Currently, the Federal Government is
spending $800 million every day for in-
terest payments on the national debt.

Think about that—$800 million that
could otherwise be used for Head Start,
for housing programs, for our battle
against crime and drugs, to create jobs,
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or to repair our crumbling infrastruc-
ture—every day.

In total, in 1994, we spent $203 billion
to service the national debt—an
amount equal to 14 percent of total
Government outlays. We can not afford
to waste this precious capital on fi-
nancing the Government debt. We are,
essentially, paying bond holders with
money that could otherwise be used to
help working people get ahead.

Many opponents of the balanced
budget amendment argue that Govern-
ment should be allowed to deficit-spend
in order to continue investing in infra-
structure, jobs, education, and the like.
| agree that public investment is a nec-
essary and proper Government func-
tion. But | disagree that deficit spend-
ing is the most effective way to accom-
plish that.

In 1966, when our deficit totaled $3.7
billion, 2.6 percent of our budget went
toward funding long-term investment.
Now, with our budget deficit about to
hit $268 billion, our long-term invest-
ment has shrunk to 1.8 percent of the
budget. The reason, | think, is obvi-
ous—more and more of our funds must
be devoted to paying interest on the
debt, leaving less and less for invest-
ment.

There are many other negative con-
sequences, of course, of chronic Gov-
ernment borrowing. When households
and businesses have to compete with
the Federal Government to obtain
loans, the increase in demand pushes
interest rates up. Government takes
scarce capital that would otherwise be
available to the private sector for job
creation, investment in infrastructure,
or even savings. Deficits have a
chilling effect on private initiative. To
quote one of our Founding Fathers, An-
drew Jackson:

Once the budget is balanced and the debts
paid off, our population will be relieved from
a considerable portion of its present burdens,
and will find * * * additional means for the
display of individual enterprise.

We would all do well to heed his
words today.

Mr. President, the opponents of H.J.
Resolution 1 have a great many argu-
ments to support their view that a bal-
anced budget amendment is unwise. |
do not doubt the sincerity of their op-
position, for their ranks include a num-
ber of Senators with whom | usually
find myself in agreement. | greatly re-
spect their view; however, | simply
cannot agree with them. | would like
to take a minute to discuss why.

I know | have taken a couple of min-
utes already. | would like to finish.
This is such an important issue. | know
the Senator from Louisiana is waiting,
but | would like to make a complete
statement today.

First and foremost, opponents of
House Joint Resolution 1 state that we
should not be tinkering around with
the Constitution. Well, | could not
agree with them more. The years |
spent studying law at the University of
Chicago gave me a deep appreciation
for the Constitution. | believe the U.S.
Constitution to be the finest exposition
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of democratic principles ever written. |
make that statement fully aware that,
in its original form, the Constitution
included neither African-Americans
nor women in its vision of a democratic
society. But it changed to better real-
ize the promise of America. The beauty
of the Constitution is that it can,
through a deliberate, cumbersome, and
sometimes painful process, be amended
to reflect the changing realities, and
meet new challenges faced by our Na-
tion. This current problem—the prob-
lem of our growing fiscal disorder—is
too important not to act on today. Who
could be opposed to affirmatively stat-
ing in the Constitution that current
generations must act responsibly, so
that future generations will not be
forced to bear the burden of their irre-
sponsibility? What could be more im-
portant than the fiscal integrity of our
Nation? As another of our Founding
Fathers, Thomas Jefferson once said:

We should consider ourselves unauthorized
to saddle posterity with our debts, and mor-
ally bound to pay them ourselves.

Why is that proposition not impor-
tant enough to be included in the Con-
stitution?

Mr. President, it is argued that mat-
ters of fiscal policy should not be in-
cluded in the Constitution. | believe
that proposition frankly ignores the
fact that the Constitution deals with
fiscal policy in a variety of ways. | will
mention just a few of them here: Arti-
cle 1, section 7, provides that all bills
for raising revenue shall originate in
the House of Representatives; article 1,
section 8 provides that Congress shall
have the power to lay and collect
taxes, duties, imposts, and excises, and
to pay the debts of the United States;
it further provides that Congress has
the power to borrow money on credit,
to coin money, and to fix the standard
of weights and measures. Section 8 in-
cludes the power to punish those who
produce counterfeit money, to appro-
priate funds for the support of the
Armed Forces, and to enact uniform
laws on the subject of bankruptcy.

Article 1, section 9 of the Constitu-
tion provides that no money shall be
drawn from the Treasury but in con-
sequence of appropriations made by
law, and mandates that a regular state-
ment and account of receipts and ex-
penditures of all public money shall be
published from time to time. Article 1,
section 10, forbids the individual States
from coining money. Article 6 provided
that all debts contracted before the
Constitution was adopted would be
valid against the United States. Clear-
ly, fiscal measures are part of the
Constitutions’s main text.

Fiscal issues are also mentioned in
various amendments. The 16th amend-
ment, of course, grants Congress the
power to collect income taxes. The 14th
amendment, in section 4, states that
neither the United States nor the
States may assume or pay any debt in-
curred in aid of insurrection or rebel-
lion against the United States. There
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are other provisions | could mention,
but these are sufficient to refute the
contention of opponents of the bal-
anced budget amendment, that mone-
tary issues should not be dealt with in
the Constitution.

Nor do | accept the argument that
budget deficits are a temporary prob-
lem, and will not always need to be
dealt with; we should not, opponents
argue, write into the Constitution an
amendment that will become irrele-
vant and outdated once we get our cur-
rent situation under control. Nothing
would make me happier than to believe
that our current budgetary deficits are
only temporary, and are not something
that future generations will have to
contend with. That, however, Mr.
President, is not the case. We are here
today precisely because we have not
previously had the discipline to volun-
tarily achieve the goals of House Joint
Resolution 1.

Opponents of House Joint Resolution
1 also argue that there are times when
the Federal Government needs to run a
budget deficit. This, of course, reflects
a Keynesian notion of economic policy;
that in times of economic downturn,
the Federal Government must act to
stimulate economic activity through
deficit spending. To that argument, I
would simply respond that House Joint
Resolution 1 does not prevent the Gov-
ernment from spending its way out of a
recession if it chooses to do so; it mere-
ly provides that three-fifths of the Con-
gress must affirmatively vote to do so.

But more importantly, | would say to
my colleagues that there is a great
deal of difference between the Federal
Government stimulating economic ac-
tivity by spending during a recession,
and our current situation. The Federal
budget has not been balanced since
1969. During the past 25 years, we have
enjoyed substantial periods of eco-
nomic growth—our economy has not
been in a recession, it has been grow-
ing, over most of the past 25 years. But
we did not balance the budget in the
good years either. Our current fiscal
policy reflects more than recessionary
spending; it is regular, habitual, undis-
ciplined, deficit spending—and it must
stop.

Last year | had the honor of reading
George Washington’s ‘‘farewell address
to the nation’ on the floor of the Sen-
ate. This is something that one fresh-
man Member a year gets a chance to
do. Really, a singular honor. In that
address, Mr. Washington left us with
some words of wisdom that, | believe,
support the notion of a balanced budg-
et amendment. | would like to quote
those here today:

As a very important source of strength and
security, cherish public credit. One method
of preserving it is to use it as sparingly as
possible, avoiding occasions of expense by
cultivating peace, but remembering, also,
that timely disbursements, to prepare for
danger, frequently prevent much greater dis-
bursements to repel it; avoiding likewise the
accumulation of debt, not only by shunning
occasion of expense, by my vigorous exer-
tions, in times of peace, to discharge the
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debts which unavoidable wars may have oc-
casioned, not ungenerously throwing upon
posterity the burden which we ourselves
ought to bear.

These words, which are ceremo-
niously repeated each year in the Sen-
ate, underscore what the balanced
budget amendment stands for: that
borrowing money to pay the Govern-
ment’s debts, and running a budget def-
icit, should not be impossible, but
should be an extraordinary event, done
only when an overwhelming percentage
of the Congress thinks it wise. While
running a budget deficit may be nec-
essary at times, it is not good fiscal
policy to do so on a consistent basis.
The Congressional Budget Office, the
General Accounting Office, and a mul-
titude of distinguished economists
have all warned that our continued def-
icit spending will result in lower pro-
ductivity and deteriorating living
standards. It should require more than
a simple 51 votes to deficit spend. The
three-fifth requirement reflects that
reality.

This is not, | might add, a subversion
of the principle of majority rule. | do
not believe in unduly restricting the
ability of Congress to function. | would
not have supported this amendment if
it had, for instance, provided that
taxes could be raised only upon a
three-fifth vote of both Houses. But the
three-fifth requirement to run a budget
deficit really preserves the constitu-
tional principle of no taxation without
representation. By running budget defi-
cits, we are saddling future genera-
tions, people who have no vote today,
with the burden of paying for our in-
ability to get our fiscal house in order.
As it now stands, every man, woman
and child now owes at least $18,000 to
pay off the Federal debt. Without ac-
tion, that number will only grow. We
are literally borrowing from our grand-
children to pay today’s expenses. Per-
mission to do so ought to, in my opin-
ion, require consensus and a
supermajority vote.

And it is not unprecedented. Again,
there are a number of places in the
Constitution that specifically provide
for supermajority votes: article 1, sec-
tion 3 provides for a two-third vote of
Senators to convict in an impeachment
proceeding; section 7 provides that a
two-third vote of both Houses may
override a Presidential veto; article 2,
section 2, requires the Senate to ap-
prove treaties by a two-third vote; and,
of course, two-third of both Houses of
Congress must vote to approve a con-
stitutional amendment—to name just a
few.

Another argument against the bal-
anced budget amendment is that Con-
gress doesn’t have to amend the Con-
stitution to balance the budget; it
merely needs to make the difficult
choices needed to reach that goal. |
agree. The opponents are correct on
that score. But the simple fact of the
matter is that, absent a constitutional
amendment, Congress has not proved
itself capable of making the tough
choices necessary to get the Federal
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budget under control. In 1986, before |
came to Congress, the Senate came
within one vote of passing the balanced
budget amendment. At the time, the
Nation was $2 trillion in debt. Now, in
1995, that number is over $4.7 trillion.
We had, and blew, our chance to re-
solve the issue when it was easier to re-
solve. We need to act now, before the
crisis hits.

Likewise, the Gramm-Rudman-Hol-
lings provision, in theory, was sup-
posed to balance the budget by 1991, be-
fore | even reached the Senate. Obvi-
ously, that never quite happened. So |
would assert that history adequately
demonstrates the fallacy of the argu-
ment that Congress will balance the
budget absent a constitutional amend-
ment.

Yet another argument offered by bal-
anced budget amendment opponents is
that the amendment will be unenforce-
able. | believe that elevating the bal-
anced budget requirement to constitu-
tional status will, in and of itself, be
enough to guarantee that the provision
is upheld. Every single one of us in this
body has taken an oath to uphold and
defend the Constitution of the United
States. The American people expect, as
they have every right to, that the offi-
cials to whom they entrust the Con-
stitution will not betray that public
trust.

Nor do | believe that the amendment
will unduly involve the Federal judici-
ary in matters of fiscal policy. House
Joint Resolution 1 provides that ‘“‘the
Congress shall enforce and implement
this article by appropriate legislation
* * * 7 |In other words, Congress is di-
rected to enact legislation to make the
amendment work. That can include, if
necessary, action to limit the remedies
a court could grant in a case brought
under the balanced budget amendment.

In addition, courts have already de-
veloped a number of doctrines which
will limit the type and number of law-
suits that may be brought under the
act. First and foremost, all litigants
must have standing in order to bring a
claim. This generally requires poten-
tial plaintiffs to show they have suf-
fered an injury in fact, that was caused
by the alleged unlawful conduct, and
that is redressable by the court. Courts
have been extremely reluctant, with
one or two notable exceptions, to con-
fer standing to litigants based on their
general status as taxpayers.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Will the Senator
yield at that point?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Yes.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Is not that language
about the Congress acting to enforce
the amendment by appropriate legisla-
tion identical to the language found in
section 5 of the 14th amendment, and
that has not prohibited the courts from
issuing literally thousands upon thou-
sands of orders under the 14th amend-
ment, so why would it under this
amendment?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. | thank the
Senator from Louisiana. He is correct.
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The 14th amendment does have similar
language, but | would point out also
that in the first instance the distinc-
tion and the difference—l mean legis-
lating or litigating now, but | would
think, first, the issue of standing would
matter. You have to show individual
and direct harm to have standing in a
court case brought under this amend-
ment and certainly under the 14th
amendment.

The case law has evolved differently
with regard to Federal taxpayers’
rights rather than someone complain-
ing of a violation of their civil rights,
for example.

In addition, the Federal courts have
a longstanding practice of avoiding
controversies that involve a political
question. In determining what con-
stitutes a political question, the courts
will generally examine three factors:
First, whether the issue in the case is
one that is generally committed to
other branches of government; second,
the lack of judicially discoverable and
manageable standards for evaluating
the controversy; and third, the need for
a single pronouncement on the issue.
The fact that any plaintiff which
brought suit under the balanced budget
amendment would have to overcome
these two hurdles—the doctrine of
standing, which we discussed already
with regard to the 14th amendment,
and the political question doctrine—
should be more than sufficient to limit
the Federal court’s involvement in
matters of budgetary policy.

As a matter of legislative history
perhaps, we should take up at some
other time that it is very clear it is not
our intention that the Federal courts
be involved in budgetary policy mat-
ters upon the passing of this amend-
ment.

I want to take one moment to discuss
the right-to-know amendment, which
will be offered by the distinguished mi-
nority leader, Senator DASCHLE. The
Right to Know Act simply provides
that Congress must give the States a
list of how we propose to balance the
budget before the States vote on ratifi-
cation. Along with 41 of my Senate col-
leagues, | signed a letter to the major-
ity leader, Senator DOLE, urging he act
to ensure that the American people
know what is in the Federal budget,
and what it will take to bring the
budget into balance—and even more
importantly, to keep it in balance. It
seems to me that this is nothing more
than full disclosure. The Right to
Know Act provides for the same thing
that the entitlement commission ac-
complished with its interim report—a
full accounting to the American people
of where we are, where we need to go,
and how we can get there.

There have been suggestions that
adopting the Right to Know Act will
kill the balanced budget amendment
because the American public does not
have the stomach for the tough choices
we face. Frankly, | believe that argu-
ment does a real disservice to the
American public. People want Congress
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to level with them; they are tired of
the cynical manipulations, the smoke
and mirrors, that have been used to ob-
scure our fiscal disorder in the past.
The people know that getting our fiscal
house in order will not be easy, and
certainly will not be painless, but the
long term consequences of not acting
are far worse than any short-term pain.
So | support that initiative, and | will
vote for its adoption when it is offered
on the Senate floor.

However—and | would like to make it
very clear—if the Right to Know Act
fails to be adopted, that will not miti-
gate my support for the balanced budg-
et amendment. Opponents of the bal-
anced budget amendment have had
plenty of time to propose their version
of what should be cut, and by how
much, in order to balance our books.
The fact is, they have not. | do not
fault them for that, Mr. President, and
| agree with them that the States
should have as much information as
possible before they decide to ratify
this amendment; but Congress cannot
accept any excuse for further delay on
this front. The time to act is now.

Mr. President, | have every con-
fidence that the balanced budget
amendment will soon be passed by the
Senate. | hope that this debate, there-
fore, will serve as a ‘‘call to arms’ for
everyone who truly cares about the fu-
ture of our country to come together
and begin a dialog on the tough choices
ahead.

As we begin this dialog, however, it
is critically important that we leave
all choices on the table—nothing can
be off limits if we truly want to suc-
ceed. That includes examining our tax
laws; we cannot succeed unless tax re-
form is part of the agenda. We need to
simplify the Tax Code. We need to
eliminate unfair and inefficient tax
breaks that are known as tax expendi-
tures. After all, tax expenditures result
in treating taxpayers with the same in-
come differently, depending on whether
or not they qualify for the expenditure.
They are every bit as much a spending
program as those whose funds are di-
rectly distributed by the U.S. Treas-
ury. Again to quote from George Wash-
ington’s farewell address:

* * * |t is essential that you should prac-
tically bear in mind, that towards the pay-
ment of debts there must be revenue; that to
have revenue there must be taxes; that no
taxes can be devised which are not more or
less inconvenient and unpleasant * * *

Fiscal honesty means we have a duty
to make sure the American people can
take a look at both sides of the Federal
balance sheet, both the spending side
and the revenue side. Building a con-
sensus for the decisions necessary to
balance the budget—and keep it bal-
anced—means making sure the Amer-
ican people know what businesses and
investors pays taxes and what does not,
and why, just as much as it means
knowing where their tax money is
spent.

We cannot expect to succeed in our
task if we begin by declaring individual
programs or tax expenditures off lim-
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its. As we move forward, we have to
keep our eyes on the prize. The issue is
not saving each and every individual
program, but instead defining what ob-
jectives are important to us as a na-
tion—and how we can most effectively
accomplish those objectives. What is
important is not which programs job
training funds come from. What is im-
portant is that people who need job
training assistance are able to get it,
and are therefore able to get or hold
the kinds of jobs that can help turn the
American dream into an American re-
ality. Likewise, we should not be con-
cerned with who will administer hous-
ing grants. What is important is the
goal—ensuring that every American
has access to decent, affordable hous-
ing—and seeing that the goal can be
achieved in the most efficient, produc-
tive manner. We all know that not
every program administered by the
Federal Government actually works it
is no secret. By keeping everything on
the table, we can keep our promisses
and keep what works, get rid of what
does not, and therefore devote our
scarce financial resources in a more ef-
fective, productive manner.

Finally, Mr. President, | would like
to take head on the political implica-
tions of this debate, because it is an
important political question for the
Congress. | am not a signatory of the
Contract With America. Indeed, | agree
with Senator BYRD; the only contract
with American that matters to me is
the U.S. Constitution.

But | want to be clear that this issue
is not a partisan one. It reflects philo-
sophical differences that have little to
do with party lines. The senior Senator
from my State of Illinois, Senator
SIMON, has been one of the chief advo-
cates of the balanced budget amend-
ment for years. Senator SiMON’s liberal
credentials are without question. He is,
and has always been, a Democrat—he
was at one time even a candidate for
our Presidential nomination. So this is
not a Republican versus Democrat de-
bate.

Nor is this a battle of the conserv-
atives against the liberals. | am proud
to call myself a liberal, for the simple
reason that | believe government has a
positive and constructive role to play
in promoting the public good. | do not
believe government is the enemy of
progress. | believe it can promote
progress. In my lifetime, | have seen
first hand the positive contributions a
commitment to the American dream of
equality and opportunity can make. |
would not be here today but for the
struggles of people of good will to
make the American dream a reality.
And it is precisely because | so value
their struggles that | believe we must
take the steps that a commitment to
providing opportunity requires. We
have a duty to use our decisionmaking
power in a manner that preserves free-
dom and opportunity for all Ameri-
cans, not only in this generation, but
in generations to come.



January 31, 1995

Poor people and working people and
those most in need of Government as-
sistance are not helped by the deficits
and out-of-control spending habits we
cannot seem to shake. It is interesting
as | listen to the debate that swirls
around the issue of the balanced budget
amendment and Social Security, the
reason that debate is so intense is that
current recipients of Social Security—
and even those of us in the baby boom
generation who will be in that system
soon—too soon, in the not so distant
future—have an absolute expectation
that Social Security will provide for us
in our retirement. The same can not be
said for those in our younger genera-
tions. When you speak to people who
are my son Matthew’s age, they have
absolutely no faith that Government
will be there for them when they need
it, that it will help them enjoy retire-
ment security or affordable health care
or a high standard of living.

And why should they, Mr. President?
Since my son was born in 1977, we have
never seen a balanced budget. Mat has
no idea what it means to live under a
Federal Government that spends with-
in its means. His generation has heard
politician after politician promise to
balance the budget, yet has only seen
the deficit skyrocket.

That cynicism grows deeper and
deeper every day, despite pronounce-
ments that a brighter day is just
around the corner. The fact is, with
current budget trends, a brighter day is
not around the corner. What lies ahead,
if we fail to act, is slower economic
growth, greater debt, fewer options and
higher taxes. Generation X’s pessism
will be affirmed if we do nothing.

The time has passed for us to realize
that by failing to act, we are indeed
making a choice—a choice that in-
volves throwing away most of our op-
tions for dealing with our fiscal prob-
lems. The only way we will be able to
turn current budget trends around is to
face reality with the help of the bal-
anced budget amendment.

Every generation of Americans has
been able to address and resolve the
challenges unique to their time. That
is what makes this country great. Our
current fiscal challenges are daunting,
but I am convinced that—with passage
of the balanced budget amendment—we
can save our ability to invest in people,
and we can protect our capacity for hu-
mane government. Getting our fiscal
house in order will give us the freedom
to invest in people. That is what this
country is all about. That is what this
debate is all about, and | urge my col-
leagues to support this amendment.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

INHOFE). The Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. HATCH. Will the Senator yield
for just one moment?

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, | believe
my colleague has not yielded the floor.
I think my colleague from Illinois still
has the floor.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana was recognized.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, | did
not want to cut off the Senator from Il-
linois. I thought she had finished her
speech. Did she?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Senator
SIMON wanted to ask me a question and
he had risen to ask me a question.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, | will
yield for the purpose of Senator SIMON
asking a question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. SIMON. | thank my colleague.
First, her eloquent statement illus-
trates why | am proud to have her as a
colleague in the U.S. Senate.

I do not know if she is aware that
Data Resources, Inc., one of the major
econometric think tanks just a few
days ago came out with a statement
saying, and this is in line with her
talking about jobs, that if we balance
the budget by the year 2002, we will
create 2.5 million more jobs in our
country. And they also say here, by
2002, half the savings in our budget
simulation come from lower interest
costs. They project a 2.5-percent drop
in interest rates. What that would do
for our economy.

Then if | may also, just while | have
the floor, because she mentioned this,
and knowing the concern that my col-
league has for people in the Robert
Taylor Homes—it is some massive
housing project, | thought she might be
interested.

Congressman JOE KENNEDY of Massa-
chusetts, one of the cosponsors in the
House, said in a statement a few days
ago on the floor of the House: People
come up to him and say listen, JOE,
you are a liberal Democrat. How can
you possibly be for a balanced budget
amendment? Is it not going to cut the
very programs that much of your fam-
ily and others have stood for for gen-
erations?

And then JoE KENNEDY replies:

I say to them that those very programs
that stand up for the working people, the
poor and the senior citizens of this country,
have suffered the worst cuts over the course
of the last 15 or 20 years in this country as
a result of budget deficits. Look at the hous-
ing budget, cut by 77 percent over the course
of the last 15 years; look at those who have
press conferences who say they want to pro-
tect fuel assistance for the poor. Look at
what happened to the fuel assistance pro-
gram—cut by 30 percent.

Then he goes on to a number of oth-
ers and then this final line that Con-
gressman JOE KENNEDY says:

Do we see the bellies of our poorest chil-
dren filled as a result of interest payments
on the national debt?

I think that is a powerful way to re-
spond there. | really appreciate it.

If my colleagues—I am not sure who
I am getting yielded from——

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. | have no
further comment except to say | very
much appreciate the Senator’s leader-
ship in this, and the patience of my
colleagues. The statement took a little
longer than | expected. | did want to
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make it because this is the beginning
part of what is probably one of the
most historic debates this Congress has
seen in a very long time.

| feel honored to be a part of it.
Again | thank the Senator for his lead-
ership and | yield the floor.

Mr. SIMON. It was an excellent
statement and if | could respond to the
question my colleague from Louisiana
asked earlier about implementation

language, he mentioned the 14th
amendment.
This amendment has two other

things | think are of interest. No. 1,
section 6 says, ‘‘Congress shall en-
force—"" and, No. 2, “The history of
State governments.”’

Mr. President, 48 of the 50 States
have s