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to do with the military bases. And we 
finally concluded that the only way to 
address base closings was to put to-
gether a commission. The commission 
would evaluate the priorities, and we 
in this body would vote up or down on 
the Commission’s recommendations. 

With the balanced budget amend-
ment, it is the same set of cir-
cumstances, Mr. President. To try and 
spell out first what the cuts will be is 
simply a copout. We do not have the 
self-discipline. If those who say, well, 
this is a very dangerous proposal to 
mandate a balanced budget because it 
may affect some of our social pro-
grams, I would ask them to reflect on 
the reality if we do not maintain a 
healthy economy, a monetary system 
that is stable, that provides confidence, 
how in the world are we going to meet 
those obligations if there is a break-
down in investor confidence, a collapse 
of our monetary system, because of one 
single thing—too much debt. 

It has happened in South America, 
time and time again. It has happened 
in Mexico. Canada is paying over 20 
percent of their total budget in inter-
est on their debt. They have a govern-
ment health care system that is cost-
ing them more than their initial pro-
jection. They are among the most 
heavily taxed population in North 
America. They are facing a monetary 
crisis because they have nowhere to go. 
They cannot generate more revenue in 
order to float more debt. They have to 
pay more interest, and the con-
sequences, Mr. President, are ex-
tremely significant and extremely se-
vere. 

So, I would ask my colleagues to re-
flect on this reality as we consider this 
issue. The previous posture that we 
have had of increased debt has been 
fraught with inability to bring to-
gether the reality associated with any 
fiscal matter, and that is revenue bal-
ancing expenditures. We have that set 
of facts today. We are not living up to 
it and we have little opportunity other 
than to take this measure which may 
seem extreme to some. 

Mr. President, I have no further re-
marks. I know others are anxious to 
speak. But I wonder if I may be granted 
30 seconds under morning business to 
simply introduce a technical amend-
ment. 

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

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair. 
f 

AMENDMENT SUBMITTED TO S. 333 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak for 
the purpose of submitting an amend-
ment to legislation within the jurisdic-
tion of the Senate Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources. 

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

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk an amendment to S. 
333, the Department of Energy Risk 

Management Act of 1995, and ask unan-
imous consent that it be printed as a 
Senate document. 

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

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I yield my re-
maining time, and I thank my col-
league for the courtesy he extended to 
me. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah. 

f 

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT 
TO THE CONSTITUTION 

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

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I will not 
be long. I just wanted to make a couple 
of points on the balanced budget 
amendment debate. 

I want to mention today’s New York 
Times, February 3, an article entitled 
‘‘Clinton’s Budget Falls Well Short of 
G.O.P. Demands;’’ subtitle ‘‘No Balance 
by Year 2002,’’ another subtitle, ‘‘His 
Message Foresees Deficit of About $190 
Billion Each Year for Next Decade.’’ It 
is by Robert Pear. It is a very inter-
esting article: 

WASHINGTON, Feb. 2.—President Clinton 
will propose $1.6 trillion of spending in his 
1996 budget, and he would more than offset 
the cost of a middle-class tax cut with sav-
ings in other areas of the budget. But he still 
falls far short of Republican demands for a 
balanced budget in the year 2002. 

Mr. Clinton’s budget request, to be sub-
mitted to Congress on Monday, shows a def-
icit of $196.7 billion for the 1996 fiscal year, 
up slightly from the $192.5 billion that he 
projects for this year. Although his Budget 
Message boasts that his economic policies 
have sharply reduced the deficit from record 
levels, he says the deficit will probably stay 
in the range of $190 billion through 2005. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent the full article be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

CLINTON’S BUDGET FALLS WELL SHORT OF 
G.O.P. DEMANDS—NO BALANCE BY YEAR 2002 
HIS MESSAGE FORESEES DEFICIT OF ABOUT $190 

BILLION EACH YEAR FOR NEXT DECADE 
(By Robert Pear) 

WASHINGTON, Feb. 2.—President Clinton 
will proposes $1.6 trillion of spending in his 
1996 budget, and he would more than offset 
the cost of a middle-class tax cut with sav-
ings in other areas of the budget. But he still 
falls far short of Republican demands for a 
balanced budget in the year 2002. 

Mr. Clinton’s budget request, to be sub-
mitted to Congress on Monday, shows a def-
icit of $196.7 billion for the 1996 fiscal year, 
up slightly from the $192.5 billion that he 
projects for this year. Although his Budget 
Message boasts that his economic policies 
have sharply reduced the deficit from record 
levels, he says the deficit will probably stay 
in the range of $190 billion through 2005. 

The budget is always a political document, 
and a theme of Mr. Clinton’s 1996 budget is 
that he wants to ‘‘work with Congress,’’ now 
controlled by Republicans. Indeed, he ap-
pears to be in a race with them as he tries to 
eliminate or consolidate programs or trans-
fer them to the states or to private industry. 

Parts of the Clinton budget echo Speaker 
Newt Gingrich, ‘‘The American people re-
main deeply dissatisfied with how their Gov-
ernment works,’’ the budget says. ‘‘Many 
programs, perhaps even whole agencies, have 
outlived their usefulness.’’ 

In confidential galley proofs of the budget, 
Mr. Clinton says he can ‘‘save $2 billion by 
ending more than 130 programs’’ and ‘‘pro-
vide better service to Americans by consoli-
dating more than 270 other programs.’’ 

For example, he asks Congress to abolish 
the Interstate Commerce Commission and to 
eliminate the role of the Army Corps of En-
gineers in smaller projects like the control 
of beach erosion, ‘‘local flood protection’’ 
and the construction of recreational harbors. 

He says private meteorologists should take 
over some functions of the National Weather 
Service. He would rely on private businesses 
to track and communicate with spacecraft 
like the space shuttle. And he asks Congress 
to terminate 37 small ‘‘low-priority’’ edu-
cation programs. 

But budget documents show that Mr. Clin-
ton will propose a major increase in his na-
tional service program, Americorps, which 
has been denounced by Mr. Gingrich as a 
form of ‘‘coerced volunteerism.’’ 

The number of participants, now 20,000, 
would rise to 33,000 at the end of this year 
and 47,000 next year under Mr. Clinton’s pro-
posal. For the corps’ parent agency, which 
operates several volunteer programs, he re-
quests $1 billion in 1996, an increase of $290 
million over this year’s appropriation. 

Mr. Clinton says his economic policies 
have slashed the deficit from the record $290 
billion in 1992. Still, his proposals would re-
quire additional Federal borrowing of nearly 
$1 trillion over five years, and the Federal 
Government would spend $194 billion more 
than it collects in revenue in the year 2000. 
Mr. Gingrich’s Contract With America calls 
for eliminating the deficit by 2002, but the 
Republicans have not specified the cuts 
needed to achieve that goal. 

The President’s $1.6 trillion budget for 1996 
breaks down this way: $262 billion, or 16 per-
cent of the total, for the military; $351 bil-
lion, or 22 percent, for Social Security; $271 
billion, or 17 percent, for Medicare and Med-
icaid, and $257 billion, or 16 percent, for in-
terest on the Federal debt, the accumulated 
total of Federal borrowing. 

Only $21 billion, or 1.3 percent of the total, 
is for foreign aid and other international ac-
tivities. 

The President and the Republicans have 
agreed that Social Security is off limits in 
their quest for savings, and Mr. Clinton has 
said that he will not tamper with Medicare, 
the Federal health insurance program for 
people who are elderly or disabled. 

That means that a large share of the cuts 
must come from domestic programs subject 
to annual appropriations: activities like law 
enforcement, scientific research, highway 
construction and environmental protection. 
These account for $266 billion, or 17 percent 
of the budget. 

The remainder—$184 billion, or 11 percent 
of the total—is for benefit programs like 
welfare, food stamps, Civil Service pensions 
and veterans’ benefits, which are automati-
cally available to people who meet certain 
eligibility criteria. 

In his Budget Message, Mr. Clinton says: 
‘‘Now that we have brought the deficit down, 
we have no intention of turning back. My 
budget keeps us on the course of fiscal dis-
cipline by proposing $81 billion in additional 
deficit reduction through the year 2000.’’ 

Mr. Clinton estimates that his tax cut, in-
cluding a new tax credit for children and a 
new deduction for college expenses, will cost 
the Treasury $63 billion over five years. But 
he says, ‘‘I am proposing enough spending 
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cuts to provide more than twice as much in 
budget savings—$144 billion—as the tax cuts 
will cost.’’ So he asserts that the net effect 
would be to save $81 billion over five years. 

The savings fall into four categories: $26 
billion from radically reorganizing three 
Cabinet departments and two agencies; $81 
billion from extending a cap on military and 
other discretionary spending through the 
year 2000; $32 billion from benefit programs, 
and $5 billion from lower interest payments 
on the Federal debt. 

Here are other highlights of the Presi-
dent’s budget: 

The Federal deficit would rise to $213 bil-
lion in 1997, drop back to $196 billion in 1998 
and then ‘‘fluctuate in a narrow range’’ 
around that level for several years. But the 
economy would continue to grow, so the 
ratio of the deficit to the gross domestic 
product would be lower than at any time in 
two decades. 

Mr. Clinton proposes an across-the-board 
pay raise of 2.4 percent for Federal civilian 
employees military personnel. The budget 
includes $3 billion for the raises, which 
would take effect in January 1996. There 
would be raises of 3.1 percent in 1997 and 2.1 
percent in each of the next three years. 

The President proposes to increase fees 
charged for registration of securities and 
other activities at the Securities and Ex-
change Commission. New revenue is expected 
to total $1.7 billion over five years. 

Mr. Clinton would require the Federal De-
posit Insurance Corporation and the Federal 
Reserve to charge fees for examination of 
state-chartered banks and bank holding com-
panies. This proposal is expected to raise $500 
million over five years. 

Medicare for the elderly, and Medicaid, for 
poor people, are growing more slowly than 
predicted in previous budgets. But the 
growth is still phenomenal. Over the next 
five years, Medicare outlays are expected to 
rise 9.1 percent a year, while Medicaid grows 
9.3 percent a year. 

The President’s budget says that health 
programs account for almost 40 percent of 
the total increase in Federal spending over 
the next five years. He asserts that the def-
icit could be eliminated in less than a decade 
if per capita spending on Medicare and Med-
icaid increased no faster than consumer 
prices in general. 

But Mr. Clinton, battered by his experience 
with health care legislation last year, offers 
no major proposals to rein in the cost of 
Medicare. He said in December that he would 
provide tax relief to the middle class ‘‘with-
out any new cuts in Social Security or Medi-
care.’’ 

And many Democrats expect to reap a po-
litical windfall if Republicans alarm the el-
derly with schemes to save money in Medi-
care. Mr. Gingrich said this week that Re-
publicans would ‘‘rethink Medicare from the 
ground up.’’ 

The budget provides details of Mr. Clin-
ton’s previously announced plan to ‘‘re-
invent’’ the Departments of Energy, Trans-
portation and Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, the Office of Personnel Management 
and the General Services Administration. 

Mr. Clinton said the staff of the personnel 
agency, which now has 5,400 employees, 
would be cut by one-third. And the staff of 
the General Services Administration, the 
central housekeeping and supply agency for 
the Government, with 16,800 employees, will 
be halved, the budget says. 

In keeping with the new spirit of fed-
eralism, Mr. Clinton proposes to consolidate 
scores of Federal grants and let local offi-
cials decide how to use the money. The 
Transportation Department now has 30 sepa-
rate grants for construction and repair of 
highways, mass transit systems, railroads 

and airports. Mr. Clinton would merge them 
into a ‘‘unified transportation grant’’ and $10 
billion a year. 

The Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment would merge 60 programs into 
eight worth $26 billion next year. Mr. Clinton 
denounces public housing as ‘‘a trap for the 
poorest of the poor.’’ He proposes to ‘‘demol-
ish thousands of severely deteriorated, most-
ly vacant units,’’ and he says that ‘‘by 1998 
no housing authority will receive funds di-
rectly from HUD.’’ Instead, tenants will get 
vouchers that they can use to pay rent in 
any public or private housing. 

Mr. Clinton describes education and train-
ing as a ‘‘ladder into the middle class,’’ but 
he would take the Government out of the 
business of guaranteeing loans for college 
students. By July 1997, all new loans would 
be made directly by the Government, elimi-
nating the subsidies and fees now paid to 
commercial banks and other private lenders. 
Mr. Clinton says this change would save $5 
billion over five years. 

Like Ronald Reagan in 1986, President 
Clinton proposes to sell four Federal agen-
cies that provide electric power at subsidized 
rates to millions of people in Western and 
Southern states. He proposes to convert a 
fifth such agency, the Bonneville Power Ad-
ministration, to a Government corporation, 
so it could ‘‘operate more efficiently.’’ 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, let me 
just say that this is ‘‘business as 
usual.’’ I do not blame the President. It 
is a tough job for him, and he knows he 
has to deal with the people up here, so 
he is trying to do the very best he can. 
But even doing the best he can, he is 
talking about $190 billion deficits for 
all of the next decade and then he does 
not know where it is going to go from 
there. That is assuming that all of his 
economic assumptions of low interest 
and low inflation rates are kept con-
stant for that full 10 years. Anybody 
who believes that has just not listened 
to some of those who have been talking 
about increases in the minimum wage. 

There are good arguments for in-
creases in the minimum wage and ex-
cellent arguments against. But there is 
no doubt in anybody’s mind if we in-
crease the minimum wage 90 cents, to 
$5.15 an hour, that it is going to be an 
upward push on interest rates and in-
flation, and a lot of young people are 
going to lose jobs. A lot of small busi-
nesses are going to go out of business 
because they just cannot afford to pay 
that. 

A lot of young people who need the 
discipline that comes from work who 
are uneducated, unskilled, and do not 
have jobs currently are going to be left 
as the welfare poor for the rest of their 
lives because business people cannot 
afford to hire them. So they pull in 
their horns, and they make do with 
less. They work longer and harder 
hours, or they go out of business. But 
whether it is a good thing or bad thing 
on the minimum wage, to increase the 
minimum wage, which the President 
says he is going to do, there is no doubt 
in anybody’s mind that is an upward 
push for inflation. 

By the way, it is a wonderful fix. And 
I have to give those who support orga-
nized labor a lot of credit for this be-
cause when they push up the minimum 

wage at the bottom, by almost 20 per-
cent in this case, then all of the union-
ized businesses and everybody else can 
demand that they be given the same 
benefits at the top. When they push up 
at the bottom, those who really have 
the jobs are trained to make it anyway 
can then demand higher wage rates at 
the top. 

I think it is a terrific scheme that 
has worked for years. And the Amer-
ican people buy off on it because they 
think, ‘‘Well, how could anybody live 
on a minimum wage of $4.25 an hour?’’ 
That is not the issue. A lot of people 
who make minimum wage who had the 
minimum-wage jobs are high school 
students, college students, and kids 
coming into the workplace for the first 
time who are uneducated, and un-
skilled. It is their chance to get into 
the workplace. 

But I am not here to argue the mer-
its on the minimum wage. What I am 
here to say is that the President ad-
mits that by his budget over the next 
10 years it is business as usual. We are 
going to have $190 billion-plus deficits 
every year for the next 10 years. And 
then only God knows what is going to 
happen beyond that. 

That is why we need a balanced budg-
et tax limitation constitutional 
amendment. That is why we need this 
amendment. It is only one of the rea-
sons, but it certainly is a prevailing 
positive dominant reason. 

Let me just say this to show you how 
bad it is. Newsweek magazine, in a hu-
morous little side article said, ‘‘While 
Congress Slept’’— I think it is their 
way of taking a sarcastic jab at the 
President’s rather lengthy State of the 
Union speech. 

It says: 
During its 81-minute length, President 

Clinton’s State of the Union address was not 
the only thing going on in the U.S. 

Then it puts in parenthesis: 
Figures based on national averages. 

It says: 
During that 81-minute speech, the total in-

crease in the national debt was $40,756,284. 

Just in those 81 minutes our debt 
went up almost $4l million. 

Total health care expenditure, $9,847,602. 

Just in that 81 minutes. 
The number of people losing health 

insurance, 4,170; number of murders 
were 4; number of robberies 101; babies 
born to teens, 80; illegal aliens entering 
the United States, at least 46; alleged 
total savings for MCI customers, 
$99,387. 

This is data based on 1992 through 
1995 sources, the Uniform Crime Re-
port, Public Health Service, Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service, Kaiser 
Family Foundation, Bureau of Public 
Debt, MCI. 

I presume from that article seriously 
that no President will talk more than 
15 minutes hereafter in a State of the 
Union speech. It may not be from that 
article. It may be just be from having 
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lived through the experience this last 
time. 

Humor aside, I think it is tough to be 
President of the United States, and I 
think this President is doing the best 
he can knowing that we up here in Con-
gress are not going to be serious about 
balancing the budget without this fis-
cal mechanism. 

I commend President Clinton for 
worrying about it. I commend him for 
working on it. I cannot commend more 
tax increases, although some of my col-
leagues believe that is one of the an-
swers along with reductions in spend-
ing. I certainly can support reductions 
in spending. It is a tough job being 
President of the United States I have 
to say that I want to support this 
President as much as I can. I know it is 
tough. I have learned through the 
years that sometimes they take far too 
much unfair and unjustified criticism. 

I thought Newsweek was really hu-
morous. I meant it in a spirit of humor 
in reading it into the RECORD. 

But the point I am making here is 
that for 10 more years under the best of 
projections, assuming every economic 
point remains the same, the President 
admits we are going to have at least 
$190 billion deficits each and every 
year. There is no doubt we are going to 
have deficits, even if we pass the bal-
anced budget amendment, up to the 
year 2002, and maybe it will have to go 
even beyond that. 

But it makes a very important point. 
For those who are claiming that before 
we pass this balanced budget amend-
ment and submit it to the States that 
there ought to be a right to know what 
we are going to do for the next 7 years. 
We have already known what the Presi-
dent is going to do. There are going to 
be $190 billion deficits for each of those 
years or more. And I am willing to bet 
anybody right now it is going to be 
more if this balanced budget amend-
ment does not pass. Those deficits are 
going to be a lot higher. 

I think the burden is on the Presi-
dent and on the opponents of this bal-
anced budget amendment to show 
where they are going to cut the budget. 
After all, for most of these last 60 
years, Democrats have been in power. I 
think the burden is on them. They 
have never once shown us how they 
will get to a balanced budget without a 
balanced budget constitutional amend-
ment. I think they have to show how 
they are going to cut the budget, espe-
cially since most of the opponents are 
saying that the balanced budget 
amendment is unnecessary. Why, we 
should just balance it now. I have 
heard that for 19 years. I have heard 
that for 19 years, and we are no closer 
to balancing the budget today than 
ever, and the President’s announce-
ments today in the New York Times 
article indicates that is true. There are 
some rosy scenarios and economic pro-
jections by the White House that they 
might do better than $190 billion a year 
but they pretty well admit it will be at 
least $190 billion a year over each of 
the next 10 years. 

Is that the legacy we want to leave 
to our children, to our grandchildren? 
Is that the message we want to send to 
America? It certainly is the message 
that is being sent, that, if you do not 
have a balanced budget amendment, is 
what we are going to do? This is the 
best the President can do. Frankly, if 
he does that well under current cir-
cumstances with the Congress unwill-
ing to help him and without the mech-
anism in place giving the incentives to 
help, then I have to commend him that 
he is doing better than most. But is it 
good enough for our children? Is it 
good enough for our grandchildren? Is 
it good enough for the future? Are 
America’s hopes and dreams being 
taken away because we are unwilling 
to do what is necessary? I want to tell 
you. It is. 

I want to tell you that article in the 
New York Times is devastating to 
those who are arguing against the bal-
anced budget amendment. I have to say 
that it is time for us to put things in 
order and do what is right. 

I yield the floor. I know the Senator 
from Maryland wants to talk. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, the 
majority leader and I both have amend-
ments that we would like to lay down. 
It will take but a matter of a couple 
minutes and we could then proceed 
with the Senator’s address. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DASCHLE. Would that be accept-
able to the Senator from Maryland? 

Mr. SARBANES. I am obviously not 
going to object to that request from 
the minority leader. 

Could I ask the majority leader what 
is his intention with respect to debat-
ing this matter today and next week? 
Because I could just as easily withdraw 
from the field and turn it over and then 
I will make my speech next week some-
time. 

Mr. DOLE. I say to the Senator from 
Maryland, I think this would be about 
a 1-minute operation here. We are not 
going to debate any amendments. We 
are just going to lay down the amend-
ments and debate those later this 
afternoon and on Monday. We have not 
yet decided when the vote would come 
or a motion to table in relation there-
to, whether it would be on Tuesday, or 
I think the Democratic leader was hop-
ing it might be on Wednesday. So we 
will be discussing that. 

But we think we have had 5 days now 
of debate. I must say, it has been pret-
ty good debate, very few interruptions 
with quorum calls. But I think we are 
now at the point where we want to 
start moving on these amendments. It 
seems to me the American people want 
a balanced budget amendment, and 
they are right. There will be plenty of 
time for debate. But we are not going 
to let this stretch out for another 3 
weeks if we can help it. 

I will try to accommodate the wishes 
of the Democratic leader when the vote 
comes on this issue. 

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

Mr. SARBANES. What is the order? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Democratic leader. 
Mr. SARBANES. What will happen 

after the conclusion of this recogni-
tion? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland will be recognized. 

Mr. SARBANES. Was that part of the 
request? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It was. 
Mr. SARBANES. I thank the Chair. 

MOTION TO COMMIT—AMENDMENT NO. 231 

(Purpose: To require a budget plan before the 
amendment takes effect) 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I move 
to commit House Joint Resolution 1 to 
the Judiciary Committee, to report 
back forthwith with the following sub-
stitute amendment, which I send to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
DASCHLE] moves to commit House Joint Res-
olution 1 to the Judiciary Committee to re-
port back forthwith with amendment num-
bered 231. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
motion and amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 

Strike all after the resolving clause and in-
sert the following: 

That the following article is proposed as an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States, which shall be valid to all in-
tents and purposes as part of the Constitu-
tion when ratified by the legislatures of 
three-fourths of the several States within 
seven years after the date of its submission 
to the States for ratification. The article 
shall be submitted to the States upon the 
adoption of a concurrent resolution as de-
scribed in section 9 of the article. The article 
is as follows: 

‘‘ARTICLE — 

‘‘SECTION 1. Upon the adoption by the Con-
gress of a concurrent resolution on the budg-
et establishing a budget plan to balance the 
budget as required by this article, and con-
taining the matter required by section 9, 
total outlays for any fiscal year shall not ex-
ceed total receipts for that fiscal year, un-
less three-fifths of the whole number of each 
House of Congress shall provide by law for a 
specific excess of outlays over receipts by a 
rollcall vote. 

‘‘SECTION 2. The limit on the debt of the 
United States held by the public shall not be 
increased, unless three-fifths of the whole 
number of each House shall provide by law 
for such an increase by a rollcall vote. 

‘‘SECTION 3. Prior to each fiscal year, the 
President shall transmit to the Congress a 
proposed budget for the United States Gov-
ernment for that fiscal year in which total 
outlays do not exceed total receipts. 

‘‘SECTION 4. No bill to increase revenue 
shall become law unless approved by a ma-
jority of the whole number of each House by 
a rollcall vote. 
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‘‘SECTION 5. The Congress may waive the 

provisions of this article for any fiscal year 
in which a declaration of war is in effect. 
The provisions of this article may be waived 
for any fiscal year in which the United 
States is engaged in military conflict which 
causes an imminent and serious military 
threat to national security and is so declared 
by a joint resolution, adopted by a majority 
of the whole number of each House, which 
becomes law. 

‘‘SECTION 6. The Congress shall enforce and 
implement this article by appropriate legis-
lation, which may rely on estimates of out-
lays and receipts. 

‘‘SECTION 7. Total receipts shall include all 
receipts of the United States Government ex-
cept those derived from borrowing. Total 
outlays shall include all outlays of the 
United States Government except for those 
for repayment of debt principal. 

‘‘SECTION 8. This article shall take effect 
beginning with fiscal year 2002 or with the 
second fiscal year beginning after its ratifi-
cation, whichever is later. 

‘‘SECTION 9. (a) In order to carry out the 
purposes of this article, the Congress shall 
adopt a concurrent resolution setting forth a 
budget plan to achieve a balanced budget 
(that complies with this article) not later 
than the first fiscal year required by this ar-
ticle as follows: 

‘‘(1) a budget for each fiscal year beginning 
with fiscal year 1996 and ending with that 
first fiscal year (required by this article) 
containing— 

‘‘(A) aggregate levels of new budget au-
thority, outlays, revenues, and the deficit or 
surplus; 

‘‘(B) totals of new budget authority and 
outlays for each major functional category; 

‘‘(C) new budget authority and outlays, on 
an account-by-account basis, for each ac-
count with actual outlays or offsetting re-
ceipts of at least $100,000,000 in fiscal year 
1994; and 

‘‘(D) an allocation of Federal revenues 
among the major sources of such revenues; 

‘‘(2) a detailed list and description of 
changes in Federal law (including laws au-
thorizing appropriations or direct spending 
and tax laws) required to carry out the plan 
and the effective date of each such change; 
and 

‘‘(3) reconciliation directives to the appro-
priate committees of the House of Represent-
atives and Senate instructing them to sub-
mit legislative changes to the Committee on 
the Budget of the House or Senate, as the 
case may be, to implement the plan set forth 
in the concurrent resolution. 

‘‘(b) The directives required by subsection 
(a)(3) shall be deemed to be directives within 
the meaning of section 310(a) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974. Upon receiving all 
legislative submissions from committees 
under subsection (a)(3), each Committee on 
the Budget shall combine all such submis-
sions (without substantive revision) into an 
omnibus reconciliation bill and report that 
bill to its House. The procedures set forth in 
section 310 shall govern the consideration of 
that reconciliation bill in the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate. 

‘‘(c) The budget plan described in sub-
section (a) shall be based upon Congressional 
Budget Office economic and technical as-
sumptions and estimates of the spending and 
revenue effects of the legislative changes de-
scribed in subsection (a)(2).’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 232 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk to the Daschle 
motion to refer. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. The assistant legisla-
tive clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. DOLE] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 232. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. The amend-
ment is as follows: 

Strike all after the word ‘‘forthwith’’ in 
the instructions and insert the following: 
‘‘H.J. Res. 1, and at a later date the Judici-
ary Committee, after consultation with the 
Budget Committee, shall issue a report the 
text of which shall include: 

‘‘This report may be cited as the ‘‘Need To 
Lead Report.’’ 

‘‘If Congress has not passed a balanced 
budget amendment to the Constitution by 
May 1, 1995, within 60 days thereafter, the 
President of the United States shall trans-
mit to the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives a detailed plan to balance the 
budget by the year 2002.’’ 

AMENDMENT NO. 233 TO AMENDMENT NO. 232 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I send a 

second-degree amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. The assistant legisla-
tive clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. Dole] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 233 to amend-
ment No. 232. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment reads as follows: 

Strike all after H.J. Res. 1, and insert the 
following: ‘‘, and at a later date the Judici-
ary Committee, after consultation with the 
Budget Committee, shall issue a report the 
text of which shall include: 

‘‘This report may be cited as the ‘‘Need To 
Lead Report.’’ 

‘‘If Congress has not passed a balanced 
budget amendment to the Constitution by 
May 1, 1995, within 59 days thereafter, the 
President of the United States shall trans-
mit to the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives a detailed plan to balance the 
budget by the year 2002.’’ 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There appears to be 
a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. DOLE. I thank the Senator from 

Maryland. 
I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland is recognized. 
Mr. SARBANES addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland. 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, what 

is the parliamentary situation? Are we 
on the balanced budget amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are 
on the balanced budget amendment. 

(Mr. GRAMS assumed the chair.) 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 

very strongly believe that adding a bal-
anced budget amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States would be 
both economically unwise and con-
stitutionally irresponsible. The amend-
ment would have the substantial risk 
of promoting instability, retarding eco-

nomic growth, and shifting the basis of 
our democracy from majority to mi-
nority rule. The amendment raises 
very difficult and unanswerable ques-
tions concerning implementation, in-
viting fiscal paralysis or court inter-
vention in the conduct of economic 
policy, or both. 

There is nothing in the Constitution 
today that prevents the President from 
submitting, or the Congress from pass-
ing, a balanced budget. Tampering with 
the Constitution is no way to restore a 
sense of fiscal responsibility to our sys-
tem. Instead, it is yet another device 
to put off hard decisions until some un-
specified point in the future. I note 
that in August of 1993, when we passed 
the major deficit reduction package, 
many of those who are now so strongly 
pushing the balanced budget amend-
ment to the Constitution voted against 
a good, strong dose of deficit reduction. 

I want to address some of the analo-
gies that are made with respect to this 
proposal. Support for the balanced 
budget amendment is often based on 
the claim that since State and local 
governments are required to run bal-
anced budgets, the Federal Govern-
ment ought to do the same. Not only is 
this argument wrong factually—most 
States and local governments run defi-
cits under the accounting principles 
used to compute the Federal budget—it 
also fails to comprehend the different 
responsibilities of the Federal and 
State governments. 

The State analogy is superficially at-
tractive. Most States have some form 
of balanced budget requirement, either 
statutory or constitutional. But most 
States maintain capital budgets, which 
are not subject to the balancing re-
quirement. Others have developed off- 
budget funding mechanisms to cir-
cumvent the balancing requirement, 
and some use accounting rules which 
count some form of borrowing as ‘‘rev-
enue’’ for purposes of the balanced 
budget requirement. 

The first point to make is that if the 
State and local governments kept their 
books the way the Federal Government 
keeps its books, they would not have 
balanced budgets, because they have 
capital budgets financed by borrowing. 
They specifically provide that capital 
projects are going to be paid for by bor-
rowing money. The rationale for that, 
of course, is a good one. You are invest-
ing in a capital asset which you will 
use over a period of many years and, 
therefore, it makes sense to borrow in 
order to build it now, have its use over 
time, and pay it off over time. 

The official data on the debt incurred 
by State and local governments give a 
very different picture from the often- 
used assertion that State and local 
governments balance their budgets. In 
fact, the figures on this chart shows 
that the total debt of State and local 
governments has been growing. In 1972, 
State and local debt was a little under 
$100 million. Twenty years later this 
debt was almost $1 trillion. 
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How did this happen if State and 

local governments have to balance 
their budgets? How is it that their debt 
increased? Everyone says, ‘‘You ought 
to balance your budget at the Federal 
level. The State and local governments 
balance their budgets.’’ But, in fact, 
their debt load has been increasing. 

There was a hearing held only about 
10 days ago before the Joint Economic 
Committee. Two Governors testified 
that having a balanced budget require-
ment at the State level assured them a 
good credit rating. Why do they need a 
good credit rating if they always bal-
ance their budget? They need a good 
credit rating because they are bor-
rowing, and they plan more borrowing. 
Under questioning, the Governors also 
had to acknowledge they are only re-
quired to balance their operating budg-
et, and that they make active use of a 
capital budget for which borrowing is 
permitted. 

We do not have a capital budget at 
the Federal level. Yet, the balanced 
budget amendment to the Constitution 
would require that we bring the entire 
budget—what others divide into oper-
ating budget and capital budget—into 
balance—something that State and 
local governments do not do. As a mat-
ter of fact, businesses and individuals— 
except for very wealthy individuals—do 
not do it. 

How many individuals do you know 
who can buy their house out of cash, or 
buy an automobile out of cash, or buy 
a heavy consumer appliance out of 
cash? Most people make such purchases 
by borrowing, and throw their budget 
out of balance. 

Second, we should not put the fiscal 
policy of the National Government into 
the same constraint as State govern-
ments. No national government in the 
industrialized world has a constitu-
tional requirement to balance its budg-
et. This is because national govern-
ments have responsibilities for the 
overall performance of the nation’s 
economy, which requires them to use 
fiscal and monetary policy to encour-
age economic growth and to moderate 
the destructive effects of business 
cycle fluctuations. 

A constitutional amendment requir-
ing a balanced budget each year would 
not allow for fiscal policy changes over 
the business cycle. It would eliminate 
half of the macroeconomic policy appa-
ratus. It would force the Government 
to try to rely entirely on monetary 
policy, to promote the dual objective of 
adequate growth and price stability. 

A rigid balanced budget requirement 
would have its most perverse effect 
during recessions. It would require the 
deepest spending cuts or tax increases 
in recessions when revenues automati-
cally fall far short of expenditures. We 
have learned over the last 50 years how 
to be more flexible with fiscal and 
monetary policy in responding to busi-
ness cycle downturns. As a result, we 
have experienced significantly less vio-
lent downturns than before. This chart, 
which I consider very important, illus-

trates the moderation of downturns 
that have accompanied the more flexi-
ble fiscal policy of the last 50 years. 

This chart shows the movement in 
real gross national product since 1890 
as a percentage of GNP. 

This chart shows that we used to 
have violent fluctuations in our gross 
national product prior to the creation 
of economic stabilizers. We had a 
boom-and-bust cycle. The economy 
would come down so far that we would 
have negative growth, down in the 10- 
percent range. 

The decrease here is the Great De-
pression. But look at these other large 
fluctuations from boom to bust—the 
so-called great panics. 

In the postwar period, because we 
have used fiscal policy as an automatic 
stabilizer in order to offset the 
downturns, we have managed to avoid 
these very deep declines in gross na-
tional product, and the very high un-
employment rates that we experienced 
as a consequence of the boom-and-bust 
cycle and these great panics. 

Mr. President, the proposed amend-
ment to the Constitution does not re-
quire a balanced budget over the busi-
ness cycle—it requires it each and 
every year. I emphasize the point—this 
constitutional amendment requires a 
balanced budget in each fiscal year. 

The question then is, how do you deal 
with an economic downturn? Because I 
think it is clear that if you start into 
an economic downturn and you try to 
balance the budget, you only drive the 
economy further into a recession. 

That is what used to happen. As the 
chart demonstrates, we had these wild 
fluctuations, we had these huge drops 
in GNP, 10 percent negative drops in 
GNP through the first part of this cen-
tury. We had a boom-and-bust cycle. 
You do not have to read much Amer-
ican history to have an appreciation 
for that. 

What did we do that improved the 
situation so we did not always incur 
this particular problem? In the post- 
World War II period, we were able to 
avoid the steep negative drops in GNP. 
We still get fluctuations in GNP, but 
GNP was almost always in the positive 
range and the boom-bust cycle was sub-
stantially diminished. This occurred 
because we put into place what are 
called fiscal stabilizers. 

When the economy would go into a 
downturn people’s personal income 
would drop, we then had a loss in tax 
revenues and we started paying people 
unemployment insurance, nutrition 
and health supplemental programs, and 
so forth. So we stabilized their after- 
tax income while their gross income 
was dropping. We managed to hold up 
their after-tax income. This was an off-
set to the decline in the economy, and 
as a consequence, we experienced much 
less violent economic downturns. 

If we start into a downturn, people 
lose their jobs, and tax revenue de-
clines. A larger number of people re-
ceive unemployment insurance and 
other income support programs be-

cause they are out of work. These pro-
grams help them sustain their families. 
As a consequence of the downturn in 
the business cycle, we start running a 
deficit in the budget. 

If at that moment, in order to com-
ply with the balanced budget amend-
ment, we have to take action to elimi-
nate the deficit, namely, cut spending 
and raise taxes, we are only going to 
depress the economy even further. 
That would turn an economic down-
turn into a recession and a recession 
into a depression. 

The automatic stabilizers worked in 
order to offset this economic downturn 
for families so that their after-tax in-
come was not as harshly hit as their 
gross income. Without those income 
stabilizers, any downturn, will be in-
tensified and exaggerated, and we will 
have a far worse economic situation. 

Third, let me emphasize we are con-
sidering changing the Constitution, our 
fundamental doctrine. The Constitu-
tion has been amended only 27 times 
over the 206-year history of the Repub-
lic. Ten of the amendments came right 
in the beginning in the Bill of Rights. 
Effectively, it has been amended only 
17 times in 206 years. Immediately 
after the Constitution was written, 
they adopted the first 10 amendments 
as the Bill of Rights. It was a condition 
of the ratification of the Constitution 
by certain of the States. In other 
words, they were not prepared to ratify 
it unless they were assured there was 
going to be a Bill of Rights. 

Over the next 205 years, we have 
amended the Constitution only 17 
times. Obviously, that means it is not 
a matter to be taken lightly. It is not 
a matter to be done for political expe-
diency. It is obviously a matter whose 
consequences and implications need to 
be very carefully thought through. 

I have tried to address the analogy 
that is made with respect to this bal-
anced budget proposal with State and 
local governments, private individuals, 
and businesses. This argument, ‘‘Well, 
everyone else balances their budget, 
why do we not balance ours?’’ I pointed 
out that there is no capital budget at 
the Federal level, unlike State and 
local governments, unlike businesses, 
and unlike what is the practice of most 
individuals and families. 

After all, only the very, very wealthy 
can purchase all of their capital assets 
out of cash. The overwhelming percent-
age of Americans do not balance their 
budget every year. Millions of Ameri-
cans are buying homes by running a 
huge unbalanced budget the year they 
make the purchase. They go out and 
borrow money in order to do it. No one 
claims that is not wise, assuming the 
amount of the mortgage bears a rea-
sonable and proper relationship to the 
amount of their income. 

The reason it is prudent to borrow in 
this case is that they can sustain the 
payments over time and have the use 
of the capital asset now. Everyone says 
we want to encourage homeownership 
and try to make it easier for people to 
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buy homes. We have one of the highest 
homeowning rates in the world. It has 
worked very well. Businesses do the 
same thing. Businesses make capital 
investments. They set up a part of 
their budget for capital investments, 
and then they borrow the money. They 
may have more debt now than they had 
10 years ago, but as a consequence of 
those investments, they have expanded 
the company, they have increased their 
sales, they have increased their profits. 
They are in a stronger position today 
than they were. 

We have even reached the point 
where we regard it as wise on occasion 
for people to borrow in order to get an 
education, because it enhances their 
earning power and the enhancement of 
their earning power will more than 
cover this debt which they incur in 
order to obtain an education. 

I once said to someone, ‘‘Would you 
rather be someone who had $50,000 in 
income and 2,000 dollars’ worth of debt 
or $5,000 in income and 1,000 dollars’ 
worth of debt?’’ I have yet to find 
someone who would not rather be the 
person with $50,000 in income and $2,000 
in debt. I say, ‘‘How can that be? You 
have 2,000 dollars’ worth of debt, the 
other person has 1,000 dollars’ worth of 
debt. You have more debt.’’ And they 
say, ‘‘Yes, but I have much more in-
come. I have 50,000 dollars’ worth of in-
come and the other person only has 
5,000 dollars’ worth of income. My abil-
ity to handle 2,000 dollars’ worth of 
debt with $50,000 income is far better 
than their ability to handle 1,000 dol-
lars’ worth of debt with $5,000 income.’’ 

So occasionally we can incur debt for 
worthwhile purposes. Debt incurred for 
productive investment that enhances 
your capabilities, enhances your eco-
nomic output and your economic pro-
ductivity can be wise. 

Second, I talked about fiscal stabi-
lizers and how we have succeeded, to 
some degree, in offsetting the wild 
fluctuations in the business cycle so we 
no longer get these deep depressions 
with very large percentages of the pop-
ulation thrown out of work. 

Now, third, I want to talk about the 
lack of wise choice among spending 
categories that I believe would be 
prompted by a balanced budget amend-
ment. I believe it would encourage ir-
rational economic policy by not allow-
ing important distinctions between dif-
ferent types of expenditures. In the 
version of the amendment that is be-
fore the Senate, all outlays are lumped 
into a single aggregate which cannot 
exceed the aggregate of total revenues. 
Economists recognize, however, that 
different types of spending have dif-
ferent effects on the economy and they 
ought to be treated differently in the 
conduct of fiscal policy. Let me give 
just a couple of examples. 

Take Social Security and unemploy-
ment compensation. Both of these pro-
grams are designed to build up sur-
pluses in advance of anticipated needs 
for spending. In Social Security, we 
build up a surplus to provide for the re-

tirement of the baby boom generation. 
So at the moment we are accumulating 
a surplus in the Social Security trust 
fund. The unemployment insurance 
trust fund builds up surpluses during 
good times to pay for benefits during 
recessions. 

Under the balanced budget amend-
ment these programs could continue to 
build up surpluses in advance in antici-
pation of needs, but those surpluses 
could not be used as a balancing item 
against future expenditures. 

We have a conscious policy of build-
ing up the trust fund balances. The in-
tention is to use them at a later point. 
That is a responsible budgeting policy. 
Yet, if you have an amendment that re-
quires a balanced budget every year, 
you could not draw down those sur-
pluses in later years because that 
would be an excess of outlays over rev-
enues. So this requirement would fun-
damentally undermine the economic 
prudence which is associated with an-
ticipatory budgeting. 

I am not sure people have really 
thought this through. You would have 
under the proposal a requirement each 
year that the budget has to be in bal-
ance. You have built up the trust funds 
with the intention of using the sur-
pluses in the outyears. The outyear 
comes. You cannot draw the fund down 
because you would have an excess of 
outlays over revenues in that year, 
which is what the amendment pro-
hibits. The amendment says, ‘‘Total 
outlays for any fiscal year shall not ex-
ceed total receipts for that fiscal 
year.’’ So you would be stymied from 
using this trust fund which had been 
built up for the very purpose of being 
used in the outyears as part of prudent 
anticipatory budgeting. 

Amending the Constitution would 
also encourage irrational economic 
policy by failing to allow for important 
distinctions between types of spending. 
The amendment fails to separate in-
vestment spending from spending for 
current consumption. 

Running deficits to finance current 
consumption during expansionary peri-
ods is unwise for it shifts onto future 
generations of taxpayers the task of 
funding today’s spending. In other 
words, it is not a prudent policy to bor-
row to fund current consumption be-
cause what you are doing is consuming 
today and placing the burden on to-
morrow’s generation. But capital in-
vestment spending as distinct from 
current consumption is a different 
matter. Today’s capital investment in-
creases the rate of growth in the econ-
omy, yielding a larger stream of future 
income. Because of the possibility of 
enhanced future income, it makes eco-
nomic sense to finance some portion of 
capital investment with borrowed 
funds, in effect claiming part of that 
future income stream to finance the 
current investment. 

The balanced budget amendment 
does not recognize this important eco-
nomic distinction between consump-
tion and investment spending and 

would require all investments to be 
fully funded with tax revenues in each 
fiscal year. If households were to follow 
such a budget strategy and never bor-
row, only a tiny minority of American 
families would own houses and far 
fewer Americans than is currently the 
case would own automobiles or major 
appliances. If businesses were to follow 
such a strategy, they would soon be 
driven from the marketplace by those 
businesses willing to borrow in order to 
finance prudent and productive new 
capital investment. 

So a balanced budget amendment 
which makes no distinction between 
consumption and investment would in 
effect undercut our ability to accel-
erate the pace of national investment. 
In fact, it is my strong view it is al-
most certain that investment spending 
by the Federal Government would bear 
much of the burden of trying to move 
toward a balanced budget if this 
amendment were to be put into place. 

Let me turn to the disruption that I 
think would be caused by this balanced 
budget amendment. None of the pro-
posals for a balanced budget amend-
ment contains any detail concerning 
how such provisions would be imple-
mented or enforced. 

They have general articles. 
The Congress shall enforce and implement 

this article by appropriate legislation which 
may rely on estimates of outlays and re-
ceipts. 

I understand in the debate in the Ju-
diciary Committee they said that the 
estimates can be off by 2 or 3 percent. 

I do not quite understand how you 
would square that with the require-
ments of the amendment, and I think 
it reflects some of the lack of rigor in 
analyzing this proposal. 

Fiscal policy is a complex task, and I 
think it would be disrupted or, indeed, 
paralyzed by struggles over imple-
menting a vague constitutional bal-
anced budget requirement. This version 
of the balanced budget amendment 
that is before us states: ‘‘Total outlays 
shall not exceed total receipts for that 
fiscal year.’’ 

If revenues unexpectedly fall short of 
expectations, would this provision 
mean that the Government would have 
to close down toward the end of the fis-
cal year in order to keep outlays from 
exceeding receipts? Would we have to 
stop paying benefits to Social Security 
recipients, to veterans, or abrogate 
contracts under agricultural stabiliza-
tion programs? To what extent would 
the President’s ability to respond to a 
national security problem be impeded 
and undercut by this provision? 

The proposal says that the provisions 
can be waived ‘‘for any fiscal year in 
which a declaration of war is in effect,’’ 
or they ‘‘may be waived for any fiscal 
year in which the United States is en-
gaged in military conflict which causes 
an imminent and serious military 
threat to national security and is so 
declared by joint resolution, adopted 
by a majority of the whole number of 
each House, which becomes law.’’ 
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The Congress takes a month recess in 

August. Congress is gone. Let us as-
sume we have reached a magical state 
here and we have a balanced budget. 
You cannot throw it out of balance. 
You are prohibited from doing that by 
the Constitution. There are those who 
said, we are going to have this flexi-
bility here. 

The Congress is gone. A national se-
curity threat emerges. The President 
has to respond. The necessity to re-
spond requires the President in effect 
to make expenditures beyond what had 
been projected. The consequence of 
doing that, of course, is to throw the 
budget out of balance. You have just 
violated this provision in the Constitu-
tion. How do you address that situa-
tion? 

The lack of clarity, of precise mean-
ings, would also certainly in my judg-
ment lead to court involvement in both 
defining and implementing economic 
policy. Although the amendment is si-
lent as to which parties have the stand-
ing to bring suit against the Govern-
ment for enforcement of the amend-
ment, arguably any aggrieved taxpayer 
would have standing to sue if they be-
lieved the amendment was being vio-
lated. And although no one can state 
with certainty what role the courts 
will play in interpreting the amend-
ment, I think it is reasonable to expect 
ample opportunity for litigation in 
court interpretation of such terms as 
outlays, receipts, and debt. 

So, in addition to shifting the debate 
on fiscal policy from the President and 
the Congress to the courts, this amend-
ment raises the real possibility that 
the courts would eventually be re-
quired to interfere with the manage-
ment of fiscal policy just as they have 
on occasion taken over the manage-
ment of school districts or of prison 
systems. Managing fiscal policy is not 
an appropriate job for the courts, yet 
passage of this amendment would ac-
celerate a trend in this direction begun 
when the Supreme Court declared un-
constitutional one of the enforcement 
provisions of the first Gramm-Rudman 
budget legislation. 

Concern over the obvious economic 
damage which could be done by a rigid 
implementation of the balanced budget 
amendment has led its supporters to 
create the so-called escape clause, to 
permit a suspension of the balanced 
budget requirement in time of war or 
upon a three-fifths vote of the whole 
number of each House. 

I might note this requirement of the 
whole number means that you have to 
produce 60 votes in order to do it. An 
abstention or an absence would be a 
negative vote. The requirement to in-
crease revenues says ‘‘approved by a 
majority of the whole number of each 
House.’’ In other words, it would need 
51 affirmative votes. Suppose you had 8 
or 10 Members missing. It is not a ma-
jority of those present and voting, it is 
a majority of the entire membership of 
the body. 

The override provision raises two 
questions. First, I find it hard to un-

derstand the logic of waivable prin-
ciples in the Constitution. In fact, it 
seems to me a very strong argument 
why this should not be in the Constitu-
tion. The Constitution is designed for 
statements of fundamental principle, 
not of matters to be waived away. The 
three-fifths override provision con-
tained in the proposal before us is es-
sentially a statement that budget bal-
ance is not an enduring principle but a 
matter of current judgment. No other 
constitutional principle—free speech, 
individual rights, equal protection— 
can be waived by a three-fifths vote of 
both Houses. We do not have other pro-
visions in the Constitution that are 
waivable. 

Second, such a waiver provision 
shifts the balance of power from ma-
jorities to minorities in our society, 
violating the democratic principles 
upon which our Government is based. A 
three-fifths supermajority requirement 
effectively gives control over fiscal pol-
icy to a minority in either House. In 
other words, a minority in only one of 
the two Houses has the deciding power. 
I submit this is not what the framers of 
the Constitution had in mind when 
they established our democratic form 
of government. 

Writing a balanced budget require-
ment into the Constitution will under-
cut countercyclical economic policy. It 
will undermine our ability to make the 
capital investments in the future 
strength and productivity of our econ-
omy, it will burden the Constitution 
and the courts with issues which 
should properly be decided by the 
President and the Congress, and it will 
shift the principles of our democracy 
from majority to minority rule. 

Gladstone, the great British states-
man, regarded the Constitution as the 
finest document of government devised 
by man, and I think there are many, 
many who share that opinion. The Con-
stitution is not something to be dealt 
with lightly. It has not been dealt with 
lightly over the course of our Nation’s 
history. As I indicated earlier, after 
the 10 amendments of the Bill of Rights 
passed immediately after the establish-
ment of our Republic, the Constitution 
has been amended only 17 times in the 
succeeding 205 years. The Constitution 
is a relatively brief, general statement, 
defining our framework of government 
and defining the political and civil lib-
erties of our citizens. It does not estab-
lish any specific domestic policy, for-
eign policy, or economic policy. We do 
not write the substance of policy into 
the Constitution. We leave that to be 
determined in the interplay between 
the President and the Congress in the 
enactment of legislation. We do not 
take substantive policy and place it in 
the Constitution. Because of its focus 
on universal principles the Constitu-
tion has endured for over 2 centuries, 
despite dramatic changes in American 
society. 

In thinking about amending this doc-
ument we need to proceed with great 
caution. The desire to put balanced 

budget economic policy into the Con-
stitution is frequently justified in the 
name of political expediency. It is said, 
‘‘We have to do this. This is the only 
way we will be compelled to come to 
grips with the problem.’’ Obviously the 
question of whether in our fiscal policy 
we are asking future generations to 
pay for today’s consumption is a very 
important question. In fact, I have 
voted in this body for both tax in-
creases and spending cuts designed to 
achieve deficit reduction. But this pro-
posed constitutional amendment is a 
promise to do something about the def-
icit in the future, masquerading as a 
tough choice today. 

We do not need more masquerades 
and promises. We need to attack the 
deficit problem directly. We did that in 
August 1993. In fact, the U.S. perform-
ance now in bringing down the deficit 
is the best of any of the major indus-
trial countries. The United States has 
a lower fiscal deficit as a percent of 
GNP than Germany, Japan, France, 
Canada, the United Kingdom, and 
Italy. 

Proponents of this amendment have 
been citing a CBO study which was pro-
jecting incredible runup in the deficit 
in the future. In fact, that very study 
projected that the deficit ratio to the 
GDP at this point would be 6.8 percent. 
In fact, it is at 3 percent. So the pro-
gram that was put into place in August 
1993 was a real measure to reduce the 
deficit, and it has had a real impact. 

Let me close with this observation. 
Much of today’s alienation of voters 
from their government comes, I be-
lieve, from the practice of passing hol-
low laws, laws which purport to change 
things but which through loopholes 
and waivers result in nothing really 
happening. 

I submit to my colleagues that if 
hollowing out the law creates political 
cynicism and alienation, imagine what 
hollowing out the Constitution would 
do. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the 
Senate is not now at this moment de-
bating directly the merits of House 
Joint Resolution 1, the balanced budg-
et amendment. By reason of actions 
taken by the distinguished Democratic 
leader and the distinguished majority 
leader, the issue before the Senate of 
the United States at this moment is an 
amendment proposed by the majority 
leader to a motion proposed by the 
Democratic leader on the duties re-
spectively of the President and of the 
Congress of the United States in reach-
ing a balanced budget. The leader of 
the Democratic Party proposes to add 
to the Constitution a longer set of sec-
tions than the balanced budget amend-
ment itself, a detailed set of instruc-
tions, the fundamental basis of which 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:29 May 28, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00019 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA15\1995_F~1\S03FE5.REC S03FE5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2094 February 3, 1995 
is that the balanced budget amendment 
will not even be submitted to the 
States until there is, in effect, a bind-
ing 7-year budget leading to a balance 
in the year 2002 and overriding the 
judgment of all Presidents and all the 
new Congresses which will be elected 
between the day on which we are en-
gaged in this debate and the year 2002. 

The obvious purpose for requiring 
such a totally unprecedented move is 
to obscure the debate over general 
principles; that is to say, is our present 
fiscal system broken? Do we need to 
take drastic action to enforce a dis-
cipline on Congress and on the Presi-
dent to balance the budget? Or to the 
contrary, is the status quo quite satis-
factory? It is to obscure that debate in 
the details of a hypothetical attempt 
to see 7 years in the future and say 
today precisely how the budget will be 
balanced 7 years from now. The hope, 
of course, is that a large number of ele-
ments in any such proposal could be 
presented as unacceptable to the Amer-
ican people, and, therefore, undercut 
the willingness of the States to balance 
the budget. 

In response to that attempt to hide, 
to disguise the true issue before the 
body, the majority leader has in a 
much simpler substitute amendment 
proposed that if this constitutional 
amendment should fail of adoption, 
should the judgment of this body be 
that the status quo is just fine, that we 
do not need any change, the majority 
leader has proposed to direct the Presi-
dent of the United States this year to 
submit a proposal to Congress stating 
how he would balance the budget. 

The majority leader has made this 
proposal, of course, because so many of 
the Members of this body on the liberal 
side of the debate have given eloquent 
lip service to the ideal of balancing the 
budget but have said at the same time, 
‘‘Not this way. Do not touch the Con-
stitution. Do not make any funda-
mental changes. Just go ahead and do 
it.’’ But on this, the fifth day of this 
debate, not one of those Members has 
come up with a single detail outlining 
how he or she would reach that goal 
without the stimulus, without the dis-
cipline of a change in our Constitution. 
Each of those Members has defended 
eloquently the status quo. Each of 
those Members has said that we do not 
need a fundamental change. Each of 
those Members have spoken about 
tough votes, discipline, political cour-
age. But in each case, depending on 
how long the Member has served, each 
of those Members has voted consist-
ently for budgets which would never re-
sult in a balance in what we take in 
and in what we spend. 

So the majority leader’s proposal is 
one of great simplicity and great logic. 
If somehow or another there is any 
duty on the part of the proponents of 
change of constitutional discipline in 
this connection to say how they would 
solve the problem, is there not an over-
whelmingly greater reason to require 
of those who say no change, keep the 

status quo, to tell us how they would 
reach this goal, a goal which quite ob-
viously has not been reached in the 
last year, in the last decade, in the last 
several decades? 

Personally, I believe that the major-
ity leader’s amendment is designed far 
more to outline the absurdity and the 
lack of reason behind the Democratic 
leader’s amendment than it is to be-
come a serious part of the fiscal dis-
cipline of this Nation. I do not believe 
the President of the United States can 
come up with a detailed item-by-item 
proposal to balance the budget some 
years after he will cease to be Presi-
dent of the United States. 

I regret that all we hear is that the 
budget that he comes up with next 
week will include figures indicating 
that the budget of the United States 
will never be balanced pursuant to the 
policies which he proposes. But I do not 
think that this Congress, on the rec-
ommendation of the President, should 
adopt unchangeable policies 7 years in 
advance. 

Well, if the President should not be 
required to engage in such an activity 
in the year 1995, how much less reason 
is there not only for the proponents of 
this amendment to follow such a dis-
cipline but to include that discipline in 
the Constitution of the United States 
of America? 

Mr. President, can you imagine our 
basic constitutional document refer-
ring to sections in the Budget Act of 
1974 and speaking of reconciliation 
bills, talking of details which are en-
shrined in our statutes, statutes which 
can be changed by this Congress at 
will? Can any individual seriously state 
that he or she would include two extra 
pages of detailed verbiage in the Con-
stitution of the United States, all of 
which will become anachronistic before 
the constitutional amendment is ever 
ratified by the various States? 

No, as a matter of policy, the pro-
posal of the Democratic leader is over-
whelmingly flawed. It is, by greater 
measure, his duty in defending the sta-
tus quo to tell us how he would reach 
our common goal than it is the pro-
ponents of this amendment. So his pro-
posal is flawed as a matter of policy. I 
have also pointed out, Mr. President, 
that his proposal is flawed as a matter 
of aesthetics, a very important branch 
of aesthetics—the way in which we 
treat our Constitution. 

The last speaker on this floor, the 
distinguished Senator from Maryland, 
has talked at length and in detail 
about why we should not include the 
general proposition about how to bal-
ance the budget and a set of super-
majority requirements in the Constitu-
tion. Yet, I warrant, he intends to vote 
in favor of the motion made by the 
leader of his political party to include 
in the Constitution the most minute 
detail in reference to evanescent stat-
utes. 

Finally and overwhelmingly, Mr. 
President, the proposal of the minority 
leader should not be adopted because 

that proposal itself is blatantly, open-
ly, and obviously unconstitutional. It 
is, Mr. President, unconstitutional on 
its face. Article V of the Constitution, 
which we are all bound to obey and to 
serve, states in relevant parts: 

The Congress, whenever two-thirds of both 
Houses shall deem it necessary, shall propose 
amendments to this Constitution, which 
shall be valid when ratified by the legisla-
tures of three-fourths of the several States. 

The proposal of the distinguished mi-
nority leader says: ‘‘The article’’—that 
is to say the entire proposal with 
which we are dealing—‘‘shall be sub-
mitted to the States upon the adoption 
of a concurrent resolution as described 
in section 9 of the article.’’ In other 
words, it proposes something which has 
never happened in the history of this 
Republic—that this Congress, in sol-
emn convocation, by two-thirds vote 
can propose an amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States which 
will not go to the States, which will sit 
here and wait for the Congress to pass 
another very detailed concurrent reso-
lution, which it may or may not do. 

Mr. President, that is, in absolute 
clarity, not what was intended or man-
dated by the people who wrote our Con-
stitution in 1787. Either we pass a pro-
posal in the form of a constitutional 
amendment, which goes immediately 
to the States of this Union for their 
ratification or rejection, or we do not. 
We cannot pass a proposed constitu-
tional amendment which we say will 
only go to the States if it snows on 
Easter. We cannot set conditions on 
the submission of an amendment 
passed by two-thirds of the two bodies 
of Congress that will be submitted to 
the States only upon condition. Either 
it goes or it does not. 

Mr. President, I take—as I know all 
other 99 Members of this body do—my 
constitutional responsibilities very se-
riously. In fact, much of the debate 
against this basic proposition has to do 
with the respect that the opponents to 
this proposed amendment have for the 
general terms and general political 
philosophy of the Constitution, to 
which they believe no amendment 
should be added that relates to fiscal 
policy. And I can respect that fervor to 
defend this Constitution. But to place 
before us a proposal, not only a pro-
posal with all of the details that were 
included in the motion of the Demo-
cratic leader, but to do it in a fashion 
which ignores the very method of 
amendment outlined in article V of the 
Constitution of the United States, Mr. 
President, that is wrong, it is unconsti-
tutional, and it should be rejected out 
of hand. 

I hope that, at some point during the 
course of this debate, a Member deeply 
concerned with the Constitution—per-
haps the majority leader himself—will 
raise a constitutional point of order 
against the underlying motion of the 
leader of the Democratic Party. If any 
Member does so, of course, as the Pre-
siding Officer recognizes, neither he 
nor the individual sitting in his seat at 
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the time at which that point of order is 
made will rule on it. Such a point of 
order is submitted to the Members of 
this body for their consideration and 
for their vote. And I, for one, am con-
vinced that every Member of the body 
would be required, by the oath that a 
Senator takes, to sustain that point of 
order and to dismiss this motion, this 
attempt to disguise what the real issue 
is before us, to dismiss it out of hand 
and to return this body to a debate 
over first principles, over whether or 
not it is important in discharging our 
duties to the people we represent today 
and to generations still to come, that 
we not continue to pile debt after debt 
upon their backs; or whether, on the 
other hand, the status quo is satisfac-
tory. That is the true debate, and until 
we have voted on House Joint Resolu-
tion 1, I trust in exactly the form it 
was passed by the House of Representa-
tives, we will not have carried out our 
duties. But an interim duty, Mr. Presi-
dent, is to reject the proposal both in 
its original form, and as amended by 
the majority leader, on the clear and 
absolute basis that it violates the Con-
stitution of the United States. 

That debate should not take a great 
deal of time, Mr. President. I suspect it 
will take some period of time. I suspect 
there will be a great deal of oratory as 
to why the policies contained in the 
proposal of the Democratic leader are a 
good idea or are a bad idea. I have al-
ready spoken several times on that 
general issue. That is a reasonable de-
bate. But the proposal before us is not 
a reasonable proposition. It violates 
the Constitution of the United States, 
Mr. President, and it should be dis-
missed as such. 

Mrs. MURRAY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SMITH). The Senator from Washington 
[Mrs. MURRAY] is recognized. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise 
today in opposition to amending our 
Constitution with a balanced budget 
amendment. When I came to the Sen-
ate 2 years ago, I requested a seat on 
the Budget Committee. I wanted to 
learn firsthand how our budget is 
formed and to help steer this country’s 
spending priorities. It is a big task. 

As a nation, we accumulated more 
debt in the decade of the 1980’s than we 
had in the previous two centuries. It is 
time for common sense, rational solu-
tions. It is time for us to provide lead-
ership with level headed, moderate de-
cisions even if they are based on tough 
choices. The balanced budget amend-
ment is not common sense, it is not 
level headed, it is not rational, and it 
will not achieve what it claims to do. 
Instead, what we need are real solu-
tions, real cuts, and real decisions that 
make sense for the American people. 

For example, we have reduced our 
deficit in a substantial way in the past 
2 years. We have had to make some 
very tough choices. As an appropriator, 
I have had to say ‘‘no’’ more often than 
‘‘yes’’ to programs that I support. We 
all know we just do not have a lot of 
money to go around. 

So, Mr. President, no one needs con-
vincing that we need to tighten our 
belt. What we do need is a workable, 
responsible solution. This resolution 
will not achieve what some in the Sen-
ate would have you believe, nor what 
the American people want. It will 
make a mockery of a document which 
is the very essence of our democracy. 

Mr. President, our Constitution is a 
living document. In the course of his-
tory, we have had to change it and 
when we have amended the Constitu-
tion in the past we have acted to ex-
pand people’s rights, to make this 
country more equitable for the little 
guy, to give ordinary Americans a 
stake in our society. 

Look how we have amended the Con-
stitution in the past. The first amend-
ment, one sentence long, ensures our 
freedom of speech. The second amend-
ment, just one sentence long, main-
tains our right to bear arms. The 13th 
amendment, one short sentence, abol-
ishes slavery. The 19th amendment, 
again one sentence, gives women the 
right to vote. The 24th amendment, one 
sentence long, abolishes the poll tax. 
And the last time the American people 
amended the Constitution was in 1971 
with the 26th amendment—and we did 
so with one sentence—we gave all 
Americans over the age of 18 the right 
to vote. 

Mr. President, clearly when we have 
amended our Constitution in the past 
we did so to expand people’s rights. 
This document, this Constitution and 
its Bill of Rights, is too important to 
attach pieces of legislation to it. The 
so-called balanced budget amendment 
does not fit the profile of previous 
amendments and, even worse, Mr. 
President, it is a promise to the Amer-
ican people that is too good to be true. 

Mr. President, words on a piece of 
paper cannot balance our budget. Leg-
islators, like those of us here, can and 
should. And let us think about what 
will happen if we take the flexibility 
out of our economic decisionmaking. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of an article from the Washington 
Post be printed in the RECORD. 

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

[From the Washington Post, Jan. 22, 1995] 
ANY WAY ITS PROPONENTS SLICE IT, 

BALANCED-BUDGET AMENDMENT IS BALONEY 
(By Hobart Rowen) 

The case against a constitutional amend-
ment to balance the budget is overwhelming. 
It has been hyped by Democrats and Repub-
licans alike as the only way to force reluc-
tant congressmen to make tough decisions, 
and there is no doubt that a large segment of 
the public has come to believe this propa-
ganda. 

But the truth is that an amendment to the 
Constitution for this purpose is bad econom-
ics, bad budget policy and bad constitutional 
policy. By itself, such an amendment would 
cut neither a dollar nor a program from the 
federal budget. As Office of Management and 
Budget Director Alice S. Rivlin told the Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee on Jan. 5, ‘‘most of 
all, it evades the hard choices needed to 
achieve real deficit reduction.’’ 

Why is the constitutional amendment bad 
economics? In an interview, Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers Chairman Laura D’Andrea 
Tyson points out that the beauty of the 
present fiscal system is that it contains 
automatic stabilizers that moderate eco-
nomic activity whenever business activity 
weakens. Thus, when workers lose jobs, un-
employment compensation rises and it cush-
ions the slide. If business profits are off, then 
tax liabilities decline. These events boost 
the government deficit, thus offsetting to 
some degree the decline in the private sec-
tor. 

‘‘But the balanced budget amendment 
would take away these automatic stabilizers 
when the economy is slowing down,’’ Tyson 
said. It would force the government to raise 
taxes or cut spending to cover the increasing 
deficit that a slowing economy was gener-
ating. Rivlin puts it this way: ‘‘Fiscal policy 
would exaggerate, rather than mitigate, 
swings in the economy. Rescissions would 
tend to be deeper and longer.’’ 

Meanwhile, the House Republican version 
of the amendment wrongly (and possibly un-
constitutionally) requires a three-fifths ma-
jority of each house of Congress to increase 
revenue, run budget deficits or increase the 
public debt. There is supposed to be a safety 
valve to permit a deficit in time of real eco-
nomic weakness. But who in Congress is a 
good enough forecaster to sense when the 
safety valve should be opened? As Rivlin 
said, in all likelihood, ‘‘the damage would be 
done long before we recognize that the econ-
omy is turning down.’’ 

Why would the amendment also be bad 
constitutional policy? Not only would it put 
fiscal policy, as outlined above, in a strait-
jacket, it would denigrate the document that 
deals with the big issues—individual rights, 
the system of separation of powers, the ulti-
mate guarantor of our system of liberties in 
effect since 1776. It would force the courts to 
adjudicate disputes certain to arise. 

Meanwhile, what are the hard choices 
being avoided? The Republicans who are 
pushing the ‘‘Contract With America’’ freely 
concede that to balance the budget by the 
year 2002, as called for by the amendment, 
would cost $1.2 trillion in cuts in the various 
big entitlement programs—Social Security, 
Medicare, Medicaid and other pensions. But 
they aren’t prepared to make them. Rep. 
Richard K. Armey of Texas, House majority 
leader, said forthrightly that if members of 
Congress understood the full dimension of 
what is involved, ‘‘they would buckle at the 
knees.’’ 

But wait, there’s more than $1.2 trillion in-
volved: Because of the new tax cuts and 
other ‘‘reforms’’ proposed in the Republican 
‘‘Contract,’’ there is an additional $450 mil-
lion that would have to be found by 2002— 
making a net reduction of $1.65 trillion. 

But the story isn’t over—and this is the 
most significant missing piece. 

The bland assumption is that if somehow a 
miracle is accomplished—the huge $1.65 tril-
lion cuts are made to balance the budget by 
2002—the budget will continue to be in bal-
ance. Not so! The dirty little secret is that 
within a few years after 2002, as the Kerry- 
Danforth entitlement commission report 
showed, the workplace demographics begin 
to explode, and with that, the budget deficit. 
Fewer workers in the labor force supporting 
Social Security pensioners will drive the So-
cial Security trust fund deep into the red. 
Once again, the budget will be unbalanced, 
perhaps more so than before—and the game 
must start over again. 

Clearly, the balanced-budget amendment is 
bad business. Congress should reconsider the 
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whole plot. The real goal, in the first place, 
should not be to balance the budget but to 
balance the economy. The deficit needs to be 
cut back sharply, but to aim at a balance in 
2002 or 2012 is self-defeating. There will be 
some years ahead when the nation may need 
to run a deficit—and it shouldn’t be afraid to 
make such decisions. 

The need now is to put aside the gim-
mickry, forget the constitutional amend-
ment and for the Clinton administration and 
the Republican Congress to attend to busi-
ness. A little maturity, please! 

Mrs. MURRAY. This article describes 
the thoughts of my friend the Chair of 
the Council of Economic Advisers, Dr. 
Laura Tyson, and those of the Director 
of the OMB, Dr. Alice Rivlin, who tells 
us that with this amendment: ‘‘Fiscal 
policy would exaggerate * * * swings in 
the economy. Recessions would tend to 
be deeper and longer.’’ 

‘‘Recessions would be deeper and 
longer.’’ 

Mr. President, everyone I speak to 
these days—whether it is grocery store 
clerks or attorneys, farmers or Boeing 
machinists—everyone tells me their 
biggest fear is losing their job. Every-
one fears the return of the dark days of 
recession. So why are we adding to the 
anxiety that is already out there? 

Budget cuts mean job cuts. If we han-
dle our fiscal policy with common 
sense, I believe we can reduce our def-
icit in a sensible way that minimizes 
job loss. But if Dr. Tyson and Dr. 
Rivlin are correct—and I believe they 
are—this radical approach will throw 
millions of Americans out of work and 
at the same time cut job training pro-
grams. 

Mr. President, we do indeed face 
some tough challenges today, and one 
is to ease the feeling of insecurity 
among our Nation’s work force. It 
seems pretty clear to me that this res-
olution will only make those fears a re-
ality. 

Another challenge we face is to re-
turn hope to America’s youth. When I 
talk with kids who belong to gangs, 
they tell me they join these groups be-
cause at least there someone cares 
about them. They believe they will 
have no opportunity in this country. 

Mr. President, I hear the same pes-
simism from teenagers around my own 
kitchen table. 

So how will a wildly fluctuating, un-
controllable economy be in the interest 
of our youth? 

And yet, Mr. President, I have sat 
here and listened to the proponents of 
this resolution talk about how amend-
ing our Constitution in this way will 
help our children. What will help our 
children is reducing our deficit, and ev-
eryone agrees with that. 

But, again, this resolution alone does 
not get us there. It will not help our 
children. It will not tell them that 
they will have a job. It will not tell 
them they will have food on their 
table. And it will not tell them that 
they have parents who care. It will pro-
vide no sense of security. And, in fact, 
I believe it will teach our children a 
dangerous lesson. 

There is nothing wrong with respon-
sible borrowing. That is the backbone 
of our financial service industry—sav-
ings and investing. After all, how many 
American families could afford to buy 
their homes without a mortgage or 
send their kids to college without a 
student loan? 

This resolution destroys the Amer-
ican dream. It tells our kids, if they 
come from a family that cannot afford 
to pay cash for a home, they should not 
try. It teaches them that investment— 
even if it means borrowing for edu-
cation—is not an option. 

Mr. President, let us think about the 
effect of this resolution on the little 
guy. Let us talk a little bit about how 
this resolution will affect the average 
Americans in neighborhoods across 
their country. 

I heard the ranking member of the 
Budget Committee, my good friend, 
Senator EXON, on the floor a few days 
ago. The Senator from Nebraska sup-
ports this resolution and that is why I 
really appreciated his speech earlier 
this week. 

My friend from Nebraska outlined 
some important points for all of us to 
consider. He went through an economic 
analysis the staff of the Budget Com-
mittee prepared, and this analysis puts 
the abstract words of this resolution 
into perspective. 

Now, as you know, Mr. President, the 
proponents of this resolution tell us we 
must have a balanced budget in the 
year 2002, but they refuse to tell us how 
we will achieve that balance. They will 
not level with the American people 
about what they are going to cut and 
what they will eliminate. And, Mr. 
President, the American people do have 
a right to know. 

Two days ago Senator EXON ex-
plained how the politics and the eco-
nomics of this issue join to make a 
very scary situation possible. If we 
pass this resolution with an exemption 
for Social Security, defense, and some 
other sensitive programs, and if we 
still enact all the tax cuts in the Con-
tract With America—and all of that is 
possible—we will see a 50 percent 
across-the-board cut in all other pro-
grams. 

Is this responsible budgeting? Is this 
rational? Is this common sense? 

If we put this resolution into action, 
Mr. President, agricultural programs 
could take a 50-percent cut. So would 
highway funds. We would lose half of 
our education and job training money 
and we would lose half of our student 
loans. 

If the Constitution is amended in this 
way and Congress actually acts on it, 
the cleanup of Hanford nuclear reserva-
tion in my home State is in jeopardy. 
That is not the way we return security 
to this Nation, Mr. President. And it is 
not how we restore hope to our chil-
dren. 

Mr. President, I read yesterday 
morning’s paper about the Washington, 
DC, budget crisis. Clearly the leaders 
in the District must work to balance 

their budget. But look where the first 
cuts were made: On programs affecting 
our children and their access to valu-
able educational resources. 

We will see the same thing here. The 
radical cuts this amendment will de-
mand will fall squarely on the backs of 
the most vulnerable in our society— 
our children, our elderly, our disabled, 
and those in most need of our help. 

Just in my corner of the country 
alone, this amendment and the other 
provisions of the Contract With Amer-
ica will mean that by the year 2002, 
education programs will be cut by $474 
million each year. Transportation will 
be shortchanged by $161 million. Fed-
eral Medicaid reimbursements in the 
State of Washington will be reduced by 
$1 billion. Federal economic develop-
ment assistance will be reduced by $27 
million. 

These are not just numbers. Behind 
the statistics are millions of dollars, 
are the faces of millions of Americans: 
My elderly next-door neighbor with a 
heart problem who depends on Med-
icaid; my friends who sit in traffic jams 
daily on I–95 in Washington, com-
muting to their jobs; the kids in my 
sister’s sixth grade classroom in Bel-
lingham, WA; the people who are just 
getting back on their feet in our hard- 
hit timber communities. Taken as a 
whole, the plans before us will total a 
reduction to my home State of $6.7 bil-
lion. That, Mr. President, is real 
money, real people, and real needs. 

Mr. President, at a time of uncer-
tainty for all of our working families, 
we find this resolution will hurt our 
workers. The economists at Wharton 
predict Washington State will lose 
209,000 jobs the year after this amend-
ment takes effect. They predict my 
State will experience a 15-percent drop 
in total personal income. They tell me 
the hardest hit will be the manufac-
turing sector, especially those in the 
aerospace industry, which is already 
experiencing massive job losses. Again, 
I ask, is this common sense? Is this re-
sponsible budgeting? 

One last word, Mr. President. I have 
heard many people in this body talk 
about the need for fiscal self-discipline. 
Many Americans understand that need 
and indeed practice it in their own 
daily lives. That is what Congress 
needs to do. 

I know what it is like to sacrifice. I 
know how it feels to tell my kids no. 
And I know what tough choices are. I 
come from a family which is used to 
sacrifice and financial discipline. Mine 
is just like every ordinary American 
family. My grandparents fought a 
world war and survived the Great De-
pression. My family has ridden out 
nasty recessions, and now after we 
have survived all this, we are telling 
future generations, ‘‘You have no say 
in determining your future. The United 
States is going to decide the budget of 
the 21st century in 1995.’’ 

We need to keep things in perspec-
tive, Mr. President. We need to remem-
ber where we have come from when we 
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consider where we are going. We need 
to deal with jobs, violence, and the 
health of our Nation. But solutions to 
those challenges are not found in this 
so-called balanced budget amendment 
or, frankly, in any 10-second sound 
bite. We do not need to amend our Con-
stitution this way and put the future of 
our Nation in a precarious position. We 
do need to be sensible legislators by 
proposing real solutions that bring fis-
cal responsibility to our budgets. 

Thank you. I yield the floor. 
Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Dakota. 
THE RIGHT TO KNOW ACT 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, for the 
past several days, Republican and 
Democratic Senators alike have said 
they support the goal of a balanced 
Federal budget. Indeed, so do I. 

The idea of a balanced budget, in the 
abstract, has universal support. 

But if one thing is clear, it is that no 
budget is balanced in the abstract. 
Budgets are balanced in the context of 
existing circumstances. 

Today, the political circumstances 
are very clear. The elements of the Re-
publican Contract With America are 
the priority for action. There is a lot of 
fine print in the contract. But there is 
no doubt about the central selling 
points: A tax cut, a defense increase, 
and a balanced budget amendment to 
the Constitution. 

That is what our Republican col-
leagues campaigned on: Cutting taxes, 
increasing defense, and balancing the 
budget while protecting Social Secu-
rity. 

It is a bold program. It is also the 
echo of an earlier program. Repub-
licans campaigned in 1980 on a program 
of cutting taxes, raising defense spend-
ing, and balancing the budget. 

In 1980, Republican candidates won a 
majority in the Senate, in part by cam-
paigning on that program. President 
Reagan won the White House. 

The bottom line on the chart beside 
me illustrates the campaign promise. A 
budget gradually coming into balance 
by 1983. It is based on the Reagan eco-
nomic plan announced in 1980 in Chi-
cago. 

What happened? 
That is illustrated by the top line on 

the chart beside me. 
Instead of balancing the budget by 

1983, or even by 1984, the campaign 
promises led to the highest Federal 
deficits in history. Within 12 years, 
those campaign promises helped quad-
ruple the national debt. 

From $69 billion in the last Carter 
budget, deficits rose until they almost 
quadrupled in the mid-1980’s. By the 
end of the Reagan years, our debt had 
tripled. Subsequently, the 4 Bush years 
added another $11⁄2 trillion to the debt. 

The chart beside me tells the story. 
From a $69 billion deficit in 1980, the 
last year of President Carter’s term, 
the deficits kept rising. From 1993, 
deficits have begun to fall. For the first 
time in half a century, deficits will 
come down 3 years in a row. 

How did we change course? 
Democrats changed the course. We 

made the unpopular choices that have 
to be made if you are going to reduce 
the deficit. We did not try to duck the 
bullet. We bit the bullet, twice. 

In 1990, Democrats worked with 
President Bush and crafted a deficit re-
duction package that capped all discre-
tionary spending. In the face of ada-
mant opposition for practically the 
whole year, we produced $500 billion in 
deficit reduction—real cuts in a deficit 
that was then spiraling out of control. 

In 1993, we did it again. In the face of 
adamant Republican opposition, we 
passed a program that achieved an-
other $500 billion in deficit reduction 
over 5 years. We passed the 1993 budget 
without the help of a single Republican 
vote, in the face of fierce denunciations 
and wild predictions of economic ruin. 

Action by Democrats resulted in real 
deficit reduction. Opposition from Re-
publicans: but no deficit reduction. 

To paraphrase former President 
Reagan, ‘‘Here they go again.’’ 

They want to cut taxes, increase de-
fense spending, and balance the budget. 

In 1980, someone asked Representa-
tive John Anderson of Illinois how you 
could cut taxes, increase defense spend-
ing, and balance the budget. 

He gave the only coherent answer 
possible. ‘‘With mirrors,’’ he said. 

He was right. All the indignant talk 
to the contrary does not alter the 
facts. And the facts are as I have stated 
them. 

Democrats have taken the lead twice 
in the last 5 years, in the face of in-
tense partisan denunciations, to do 
what has to be done to bring the deficit 
down. 

We have done it twice, not with mir-
rors, but with realistic and difficult 
choices among competing demands 
from States, cities, businesses, and in-
dividuals, who all want their programs 
protected, who all claim tax relief, who 
all have good arguments on their side. 

It is that history of the last 14 years 
that makes us so adamant about the 
Right To Know Act. 

The Right To Know Act is essential. 
Americans have the right to know 
whether we are about to take another 
riverboat gamble with their Nation’s 
economy. That is what the Republican 
Senate leader called it back in 1981. He 
was right. It was a riverboat gamble. 
And we lost. 

Our State Governors have the right 
to know how much of the dollar re-
sponsibility they will be left holding 
when the dust settles. 

Our city mayors have the right to 
know how much their budgets will 
shrink. 

Americans have the right to know 
about program changes that will di-
rectly affect them. 

Families with elderly parents have 
the right to know if Medicaid or Medi-
care will be slightly modified or deeply 
slashed. 

People planning college for their 
children have the right to know wheth-

er or not they can count on student 
loans. 

Realtors have the right to know if 
VA home loan conditions are likely to 
be changed or if FHA-backed loans will 
shrink. 

General contractors have the right to 
know if Federal construction projects 
will shrink dramatically. 

Communities across the South have 
the right to know if NASA’s space pro-
gram will be cut, and how their job 
base will be affected. 

People in Washington State and 
South Carolina have the right to know 
if the nuclear plant cleanups will stop. 

People who live in the Tennessee 
River Valley have the right to know if 
TVA is going to disappear. 

I have been part of the Democratic 
majority which has twice already 
stepped up to the plate and reduced the 
deficit by $500 billion each time. I know 
it is not easy to cut spending. But a 
majority of Democratic Senators has 
done it. We are prepared to do it again. 

But we want to know what we are 
doing. And balancing the budget in the 
context of the Contract With America 
will be extraordinarily difficult. 

How difficult is revealed by the chart 
here. The bottom line on this chart 
shows the cuts that must be made in 
spending as we begin to move toward a 
balanced budget this year. 

The center line shows the CBO base-
line budget. That is what will happen 
to spending because of demographic 
changes and estimated inflation rates 
over the next 7 years. The distance be-
tween the bottom line and the center 
line represents $1.2 trillion. 

That is how much must be cut from 
the budget over the next 7 years. 

The top line shows how much spend-
ing will be affected if the Contract 
With America, with its tax cut, is 
passed. It does not include defense 
spending increases. 

If the contract’s promised tax cut is 
passed, we will have to cut $11⁄2 trillion 
from the budget over the next 7 years. 

Some are claiming that modest 
across-the-board cuts in everything can 
achieve a balanced budget without any 
serious dislocation to anyone. 

Before we accept that claim, let us 
look at it. 

A simple across-the-board cut that 
would produce a balanced budget by 
2002 would be a 13-percent cut. But that 
includes everything, including Social 
Security. 

If, as the Contract With America 
says, you take Social Security benefits 
off the table, then everything else 
would have to be cut by 18 percent. 
That includes everything, including de-
fense, which the contract says should 
be increased. 

But if you remove defense along with 
Social Security, then everything else 
has to be cut by 29 percent. That would 
mean cutting a fifth out of Medicare, 
for example. 
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But, if you want to pass the tax cut 

in the contract, and you do not want to 
cut defense or Social Security, then ev-
erything else has to be cut a full 30 per-
cent. That would mean 30 percent out 
of Medicare, 30 percent out of the space 
program, and 30 percent out of veterans 
benefits. 

If you wanted to exempt veterans’ 
benefits, because they go to the 27 mil-
lion men and women who fought our 
wars and to the dependents of those 
who died in our wars, everything else 
would have to be cut by 31 percent. 
That would mean a 31-percent cut in 
pensions that people have earned, like 
the men and women of our armed serv-
ices and those employed by the Federal 
Government. 

But if you wanted to exempt retire-
ment benefits, because people have 
earned them, everything left would 
have to be cut by more than one-third, 
by a 34-percent reduction. That would 
include Medicare, Medicaid, the FBI, 
the Immigration Service, school lunch 
programs, college aid, medical re-
search, the Coast Guard—everything. 

If you took Medicare off the table, 
because it is an integral part of the So-
cial Security system, then everything 
else would have to be cut in half. 

In other words, if the contract’s tax 
cut is passed, if defense is protected, 
and the retirement benefits of vet-
erans, servicemen, and civil service 
workers are protected along with So-
cial Security and Medicare, every 
other function of Government must be 
halved to achieve a balanced budget in 
2002. 

It is that calculation by the Congres-
sional Budget Office that makes it 
clear that the claim of modest, very 
minor pain from across-the-board cuts 
grossly mistakes the reality. 

The reality is that we cannot magi-
cally not count inflation for Federal 
spending purposes and still end up 
being able to hire the same number of 
border guards, the same number of VA 
doctors, the same number of FBI 
agents, and so on in 7 years’ time. 

Nor can we pave the same miles of 
highways, rebuild the same numbers of 
bridges, build the same space station, 
provide the same research grants or do 
anything else if we have half as much 
money in real terms with which to do 
it. 

I want everyone to think back to 
what they earned in 1987. And I want 
them to consider how they would like 
to live on that amount today. That is 
what it means not to adjust for infla-
tion. 

That is why the right-to-know 
amendment is critical. We all know 
that we will not bring the budget into 
balance by simply not allowing for in-
flation. The numbers demonstrate it. 

In the most modest example, if So-
cial Security is off the table, if the 
contract’s tax cut is passed, if defense 
is protected, everything else will be cut 
by 30 percent That is neither moderate 
nor modest—and it will not be done 
that way. 

The way it will be done is by cutting 
programs. The question is, which pro-
grams? That is what we have a right to 
know. 

In 1981, when the deficit spiral first 
started up, President Reagan called for 
a second round of cuts in September of 
that year. He came up very short. He 
asked for $16 billion in cuts. He got $3 
billion. 

There was just as much indignant de-
nunciation of waste, fraud and abuse in 
1981 as there is today. There were just 
as many Senators willing to speak in 
the abstract about the importance of 
cutting spending. There was just as 
much resistance to a tax increase. 

Human nature has not changed in 14 
years. All the same claims were made: 
That easy across-the-board cuts could 
be made that would be pretty painless; 
That we would be able to protect the 
social safety net; that no one would be 
hurt. 

This city recently played host to two 
groups of persons who came here to tell 
us that it did not work that way. The 
State Governors were here this week. 
The mayors of our cities were here last 
week. 

Both groups were unanimous in op-
posing any more cuts in the funds that 
support State and local services. We 
passed the unfunded mandates bill re-
cently, by a very wide margin. 

Why? It is not because Congress de-
cided in the last couple of years to 
force the States and cities to do useless 
things. It is because past cuts made in 
State and local programs are forcing 
the States and cities to absorb more of 
the program costs which used to be off-
set with Federal dollars. 

It is no wonder the Governors and 
mayors are insisting that any balanced 
budget amendment be accompanied by 
strict language to keep Congress from 
passing responsibilities on to the 
States and cities. 

The trouble is that this is a guar-
antee that cannot be made. We cannot 
assure States and cities that a bal-
anced budget will not pass the costs on 
to them. To see why, look at the fig-
ures. 

This pie chart shows how the Federal 
tax dollar is spent. 

Mr. President, 14 percent is spent on 
net interest. That cannot be cut. It is a 
legally enforceable obligation to the 
holders of Government bonds. 

Then 21 percent is spent on Social Se-
curity. Even Republicans say they will 
not cut Social Security. 

So 14 percent plus 21 percent equals 
35 percent. 

Defense spending accounts for an-
other 17 percent of the Federal tax dol-
lar; 35 plus 17 equals 52. 

In other words, 52 percent of all 
spending will not be cut. 

That leaves 48 percent of spending to 
absorb all the cuts. The 48 percent in-
cludes, unfortunately, all the grants to 
States and localities. All the cutting 
will come from 48 percent of the spend-
ing. 

The next chart shows us what that 48 
percent of cuttable spending consists 
of. 

Right away, we see that 19 percent of 
our cuttable dollars is spent for func-
tions that cannot easily be cut: Vet-
erans programs, military retirement, 
civilian retirement, the Immigration 
Service, the FBI, federal prisons, the 
federal court system, and so on. 

The Speaker of the House has said he 
wants to see the number of immigra-
tion agents doubled. Our Republican 
colleagues intend to toughen a crime 
bill that will presumably increase our 
prison population. We cannot cut the 
Federal court system significantly. I 
have not heard any of my Republican 
colleagues say we should seriously cut 
the VA hospital system. 

So it is reasonable to say that this 19 
percent reflects activities that are not 
going to be slashed by 30 percent or 
more. But if I am wrong and there is a 
plan to cut military retirement by a 
third, I think we ought to know that. If 
there is the view that we should cut 
back VA pensions or hospitals by 30 
percent, I think we have the right to 
know that. 

In any event, that 19 percent of our 48 
percent of on-the-table-for-cutting is 
the smallest piece. 

The next biggest piece of that 48 per-
cent of cuttable spending is Medicare. 

A couple of days ago the Speaker 
talked about rethinking Medicare from 
the ground up. He said he wanted to 
provide more choices to retirees. I did 
not understand what he meant. The 
Medicare program today lets every par-
ticipant choose his or her own physi-
cian, choose his or her own specialist. 

If what the Speaker really meant was 
that we should rethink Medicare to 
limit the choices of Medicare recipi-
ents and force them into managed-care 
programs to save money, I would be 
willing to debate that. But I definitely 
think it is something we have the right 
to know. 

There are working families in this 
country who depend on Medicare and 
Social Security to provide the funda-
mental security for their parents, so 
they can focus their funds on helping 
their children through college. If Medi-
care is going to change dramatically in 
the next few years, these people have 
the right to know that, so they can 
plan for the possibility that their par-
ents will need financial help. 

The next category of programs in our 
48 percent of cuttable dollars finances 
things like unemployment insurance, 
nutrition aid, such as food stamps and 
school lunches, all our health research, 
environmental cleanup, energy, sci-
entific research, space programs, aid to 
elementary and secondary schools, col-
lege tuition aid, our embassies, wildlife 
conservation, the parks, all our farm 
programs, all our transportation pro-
grams. Mr. President, 29 percent of our 
cuttable on-the-table 48 percent is 
spent for those things. 

Clearly, they are going to be cut. 
Some might claim that things like 
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medical research grants to universities 
will not affect States and cities. I 
think Governors and mayors know bet-
ter. 

Unemployment insurance affects 
every community that loses a plant or 
is in a transitional phase. Smaller com-
munities would go under without the 
stabilizing effects of unemployment in-
surance to laid-off workers. I do not 
think it is easy to cut this by 30 or 
more percent. 

If we cut the space program by 30 
percent, people now employed in its op-
erations will lose their jobs. This is 
Federal spending, all right. But it is 
not spent in Washington. It is spent in 
the cities and communities where the 
aerospace industry is concentrated. 

The Food Stamp Program provides a 
100-percent federally funded floor for 
low-income workers and welfare fami-
lies alike. That lets poorer States, like 
Mississippi, keep their welfare benefits 
low without having to risk outright 
malnutrition. Food stamps give min-
imum wage workers added buying 
power. Small businesses in lower in-
come areas know their workers’ min-
imum wages will be augmented by food 
stamp income. 

Farm State Governors should be at-
tentive to the fact that this sector of 
spending includes all farm spending. It 
would be cut by a minimum of 30 per-
cent. 

Of course, if the two sectors I men-
tioned earlier are not cut by 30 percent, 
the cuts here would have to be heavier. 

In other words, if we do not cut 30 
percent from veterans, military retir-
ees, prisons, courts, border control, and 
Medicare, these other programs will 
have to be cut more to compensate. 

And so we come to the final share of 
our 48 percent of cuttable spending: 
The 30 percent that comprises State 
and local grants. This is the largest 
category in the cuttable spending pro-
grams that would be on the table. 

In each one of these categories, 
whether it is Medicare, whether it is 
the Federal functions ‘‘unlikely to be 
cut,’’ whether it is ‘‘all other’’ Federal 
programs—in the green—or State and 
local government grants, the point is 
that no mayor, no Governor ought to 
think that in some way we can protect 
this orange part and take all the other 
cuts in Federal funding out of the blue, 
the red and the green. It just cannot 
happen. 

That is what we are really asking our 
Republican colleagues to share with us. 
If indeed that is the case, if indeed we 
can give assurances to mayors and 
Governors that this 30 percent can be 
protected, how do we get down to that 
$1.5 trillion deficit reduction target we 
are going to have to get down to by the 
year 2002? 

I realize that earnest assurances have 
been given to mayors and to Governors 
that the Congress will not cut State 
and local grant aid. But I can only 
refer to what I know has been done be-
fore, when similar choices were faced 
in the Congress. And based on that ex-

perience, I have to say that this is a 
guarantee that cannot be made. 

As a matter of fact, it is a guarantee 
being made by those who have no 
power to make it. One Congress cannot 
bind the next, no matter how fervently 
one Congress feels about something. 

The 105th Congress will have new 
Members. Economic circumstances un-
doubtedly will have changed. 

Even before the 105th Congress is 
sworn in, a Presidential election cam-
paign and Senators’ own reelection ef-
forts will influence the shape of the de-
bate, as elections always do. 

So any Governor or mayor within 
reach of the sound of my voice should 
take this warning to heart. 

No one can guarantee that aid to 
States and localities will not be cut. 

In fact, I can just about guarantee 
the exact opposite. Direct aid, such as 
payments for highway paving, and indi-
rect aid that is spent by residents of 
States and cities will be cut. 

The only way to have a guarantee 
against cuts for State and local govern-
ments is to write it into the Constitu-
tion as part of this balanced budget 
amendment. But our Republican col-
leagues have said that the measure be-
fore us cannot be amended. 

So they have asked the Governors to 
take it on trust. I say that is exactly 
what the Governors cannot afford to 
do. 

And that is why the right-to-know 
language is crucial. It would let us 
know, before we begin to cut, how 
State and local budgets will be pro-
tected. It would let us know, before we 
begin to cut, how State and local budg-
ets will be affected. 

It is the only responsible and fair 
way to explain to our Governors and 
mayors and the people who live in our 
States and cities what this proposal 
will ask of them. It will not be pain-
less. It can be made rational. But it 
can only be done rationally if everyone 
affected knows what is at stake. 

The chart here indicates the average 
makeup of State budgets. It is an aver-
age, not a mirror image of one par-
ticular State, and there are variables 
from one State to another. 

But it provides the broad picture. 
State general revenue sources in 1992 

were made up, on average of: 17 per-
cent, general sales taxes; 17 percent, 
charges and fees; 17 percent, personal 
income taxes; 22 percent, other taxes; 2 
percent, payments by local govern-
ments. 

But all those taxes and fees and pay-
ments total 75, not 100 percent. That is 
because, on average, 25 percent of State 
budgets consists of Federal grants. 

This chart shows a breakdown of 
those Federal grants to State and local 
governments. 

Forty percent are for the Federal 
share of Medicaid costs. The single 
largest cost the Medicaid Program 
pays is the nursing home care of elder-
ly Americans. 

Here, 24 percent of Federal aid to the 
States consists of income security pro-

grams: the Federal share of welfare, 
low-income housing programs, school 
lunch and breakfast programs, nutri-
tion for women and infants. 

Fully 64 percent of Federal aid to 
State and local governments goes for 
income support and Medicaid. 

Sixteen percent of Federal aid to the 
States is in the form of money for ele-
mentary and secondary schools, train-
ing and employment programs, special 
education programs, foster care and 
adoption. 

Eleven percent of the Federal grant 
dollar helps finance highway construc-
tion, improvement and maintenance, 
airport construction and transit assist-
ance that helps reduce congestion in 
our cities. 

Nine percent of Federal aid covers all 
other programs: community develop-
ment block grants, safe drinking water 
and wastewater treatment, justice as-
sistance programs, aid to other health 
programs like public clinics and men-
tal health clinics—all the other grant 
programs. 

Each and every category of this aid 
stands to be cut. It is all part of the 48 
percent of cuttable Federal spending if 
we protect Social Security and defense. 
No part of any of these programs has 
any assurance of being held harmless. 

And if other programs, not shown 
here, but which directly affect State 
and local economies, are not cut at 
all—veterans benefits, military pen-
sions, civil service pensions—then the 
cuts to these grants will have to be 
heavier than 30 percent. 

My next chart is a map of the United 
States. It shows, in the estimation of 
State budget officers, the percentage of 
each State’s budget the State budget 
officers calculate is made up of Federal 
dollars. 

The percentages vary quite a great 
deal. Mississippi, for instance, is shown 
as depending on Federal dollars for 41 
percent of its budget. Texas is shown as 
depending on Federal dollars for 27 per-
cent of its budget. Some States, like 
Oregon, show a relatively light 16 per-
cent in Federal dollar share. Others 
like New Hampshire show a 34 percent 
reliance on Federal dollars. 

In fact, the only State which shows 
less than 15 percent of its budget from 
Federal dollars is Hawaii. 

The next map shows the Treasury 
Department’s estimate of the budget 
shortfall each State would face under a 
balanced budget amendment, assuming 
a 30-percent cut in grants to State and 
local governments. 

Again, some States would be harder 
hit than others. My State of South Da-
kota would be hit by about 25 percent; 
Montana, almost 20 percent; Arizona, 
New Mexico, Utah, California, around 
10 percent; Louisiana, almost 30 per-
cent. Many of the Southern States, 
many of the smaller States, of course, 
are hit harder than some of the larger 
States. 

Texas’ budget would fall 14 percent 
short. Mississippi would face a short-
fall of almost 21 percent. Tennessee 
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would face a shortfall over 19 percent. 
Wisconsin would fall short over 10 per-
cent, Michigan just over 13. But clear-
ly, stated another way, to maintain 
current levels of services, these figures 
depicted here, showing the loss of rev-
enue from the Federal Government 
could also be the kinds of tax hikes 
that would be needed to offset those 
cuts, were they to occur in the coming 
several years. 

Those budgetary shortfalls are the 
ones that States would face directly 
from a balanced budget. They don’t in-
clude the additional spending cuts that 
would be triggered by the Contract 
With America to pay for its tax cut and 
keep defense off the table. 

Let me emphasize that. The figures 
that we have here do not include what 
would happen if we kept defense off the 
table and passed the tax cut that is 
currently envisioned in the Contract 
With America. So for South Dakota 
that figure would go up proportion-
ately with the additional cuts required 
to pay for those additional expenses. 

Instead of a 14-percent shortfall, 
Texas would face a 19-percent shortfall. 
Instead of 13 percent in Michigan, it 
would be 18 percent. Instead of 12 per-
cent in New Jersey, it would be 171⁄2, 
and so on. 

With a balanced budget based on the 
Contract With America plan, State 
budget shortfalls are going to go up 
dramatically. With the Contract With 
America, with South Dakota, we are no 
longer at 25 percent; we are at vir-
tually 34. In Iowa, we are not at the fig-
ures we were before; we are up at 15. In 
Illinois, we are up to almost 16 percent. 
In Louisiana, we are almost up to 40 
percent of the overall budget. 

So I urge my colleagues to appreciate 
the consequences of what we are talk-
ing about as we debate the balanced 
Federal budget and the ramifications 
of that budget over the next 7 years. 
Many of us have supported a balanced 
budget amendment. Many of us would 
like to do so again. But if we are going 
to do it, it has to be a rational ap-
proach. It has to recognize that there 
are very complicated circumstances 
that we all must confront if we are 
going to do it right, if we are going to 
explain to the American people the 
ramifications of the Contract With 
America, the ramifications of bringing 
a $1.2 trillion deficit down to size by 
the year 2002, the ramifications of 
maintaining current projected levels of 
defense spending over the course of the 
next 7 years, the ramifications of try-
ing to include, in some way, protec-
tions for veterans and military retir-
ees. 

All of those issues are directly con-
fronting each and every Member of the 
Congress today as we consider what 
must be done over the course of the 
next 7 years to accomplish what we all 
say we want. 

I urge my colleagues to make them-
selves familiar with these numbers, be-
cause these are the real world effects of 
the Contract With America style bal-

anced budget. These are the cuts in 
State budgets that would be required, 
or, alternatively, the increases in State 
taxes. 

Those who have made verbal assur-
ances to Governors that the balanced 
budget amendment combined with the 
Contract With America will not affect 
State budgets are, in essence, saying 
that it is possible to cut taxes, increase 
defense spending, reduce overall Fed-
eral spending by one and a half trillion 
dollars in 7 years without having any 
substantial effects. 

I do not see how we can do that. I do 
not know how we can expect the Amer-
ican people to believe that we can do 
that. I do not think we can expect the 
Governors and the mayors, who them-
selves have to deal with budgets on a 
yearly basis, to understand the dif-
ficult choices that have to be made if 
we do what we all want to do, what we 
say we must do, and then say to them: 
Believe it. There are no painful choices 
here. We can simply do it with a mod-
est cut across the board. 

That is what the right-to-know 
amendment addresses, Mr. President. 
It simply says let us clearly set out a 
budgetary path that will lead us to 
that balance by the year 2002 in a way 
that all affected people—Governors, 
mayors, business people, working fami-
lies, everybody—can understand. 

That is why the States and the Amer-
ican people need to know what this will 
mean. 

And that is what the right-to-know 
amendment would achieve. It would re-
quire us to clearly set out the budg-
etary path that will lead to balance by 
2002. That way, all affected persons will 
be able to see what it will mean to 
them. 

I have here in my last graphic of the 
day—and it is my last—a typical blood- 
drive thermometer. As you will note up 
here is the $1.5 trillion that is required 
if we accomplish what we want to ac-
complish in the year 2002. 

When the spending cuts reach this 
level—one and a half trillion dollars— 
we will be close to our target and well 
on the way to balancing the budget. 
Twice in the past 5 years, Democrats 
have shown that we can cut the deficit. 
We have passed $500 billion deficit re-
duction packages twice. In any decade 
except this one, we would have finished 
the task, today we have a quadrupled 
national debt. So it’s going to take 
more than that. 

For the efforts we have already 
made, Democrats have been denounced 
and our work has been misrepresented 
to the American people. Predictions of 
economic gloom worthy of the Great 
Depression were heard on this floor less 
than 18 months ago when we passed the 
President’s budget, the second install-
ment of our deficit reduction effort. 

Throughout last year Americans 
were falsely told their taxes had been 
raised. The only people whose taxes 
rose were the top-earning 1.2 percent of 
the entire population. No family earn-
ing less than $100,000 a year saw their 

Federal income taxes rise. Let me re-
peat that: No family who earned less 
than $100,000 a year saw their Federal 
income taxes rise as a result of our def-
icit reduction package. 

But misrepresentations of fact were 
also common the first time that we 
faced the miracle of the mirror: The 
budget that would be balanced while 
taxes were cut and defense spending in-
creased. 

That miracle of the mirror turned 
into the miraculous exploding national 
debt. 

But the right-to-know amendment is 
not a magic mirror. It’s the mirror of 
reality that must be held up to these 
promises before we change our Con-
stitution and ask our States to take 
another riverboat gamble with their fu-
tures. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. DEWINE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

THOMPSON). The Senator from Ohio. 
Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, let me 

try briefly to respond to some of the 
very eloquent comments made by the 
distinguished minority leader of the 
Senate and also respond to the amend-
ment that he offered earlier today. 

The Senator points out very cor-
rectly that we are beginning to make 
some progress in regard to balancing 
our budget. For 3 years in a row we are 
beginning to move clearly in the right 
direction. What I believe, though, the 
Senator did not point out is that the 
Clinton administration’s own projec-
tions will indicate that while progress 
is now being made, when we go to what 
those here in Washington refer to as 
the ‘‘outyears’’, the 4th, 5th, 6th, 10th 
year from now, the projections are that 
the deficit goes up and up and up and 
up. That was confirmed, Mr. President, 
in an article in the New York Times 
this morning, which my colleague, the 
distinguished Senator from Utah, has 
already referenced earlier today. 

Let me, if I can, Mr. President, quote 
a brief part of this article. The article 
has to do with President Clinton’s up-
coming budget. I quote: 

Although his budget message boasts that 
his economic policies have sharply reduced 
the deficit from record levels, he says the 
deficit will probably stay in the range of $190 
billion through the year 2005. 

The year 2005, Mr. President, accord-
ing to this article, citing the adminis-
tration’s budget that will be submitted 
next week. 

Mr. President, if there ever was an 
argument eloquently made in favor of 
the need for having a balanced budget 
amendment, that argument was just 
made by President Clinton in this 
budget—at a time when everyone 
agrees that we need to move forward 
meaningfully to balance our Federal 
budget, at a time, Mr. President, when 
really the only debate on this floor is 
not whether we need to have a bal-
anced budget; the only debate is wheth-
er we are going to just go ahead and do 
it and tell the American people, ‘‘Trust 
us to do it,’’ or whether we are going to 
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pass a constitutional amendment 
which compels Congress to do it. 

That really is the only debate, and 
that is the climate that the President 
will be submitting—a budget which 
shows really no meaningful progress. 
The amendment we are talking about, 
Mr. President, says that we would have 
a balanced budget by the year 2002, 
which seems like a long way off. 

According to this article in the New 
York Times this morning, the Presi-
dent’s own budget, or own estimates, 
will show that even by the year 2005, 
we will not be moving in the right di-
rection. 

Mr. President, we have had good in-
tentions. Everyone has good inten-
tions. Yet, under Republican Presi-
dents we have had a huge deficit. Under 
Democrat Presidents we have had a 
huge deficit. Under a Republican-con-
trolled Senate we have had deficits, 
and under a Democrat-controlled Sen-
ate we have had deficits. 

It is clear, Mr. President, that good 
intentions are not enough. The Amer-
ican people, I believe, clearly under-
stand that. The distinguished Senator, 
the minority leader, talked about the 
right to know—an interesting term. I 
agree that the American people do 
have a right to know. But I think what 
they really have a right to know is 
that finally—finally—this Congress is 
going to pass a constitutional amend-
ment and send it out to the States, and 
if that constitutional amendment is 
ratified, then finally we will have the 
ability to balance the budget and this 
Congress will be compelled to balance 
the budget. 

Mr. President, let no one misunder-
stand what this debate is about. This 
debate, we can anticipate, will go on 
for some time. We have been at it a 
week now, and I am sure we will be 2, 
3, 4 weeks still debating it. There will 
be many issues that will be raised. We 
will talk about Social Security, we will 
talk about the right to know, and we 
will talk about all kinds of different 
things. 

Let no one mistake what really is at 
stake. In 1992, the American people 
voted for change. They said, by their 
votes, we want to change the way Gov-
ernment works; we want to change par-
ticularly the way Washington works or 
does not work. In 1994, people voted for 
change again. If in this political cli-
mate this Congress cannot pass a con-
stitutional amendment, then when in 
the world are we going to be able to 
pass one? 

Mr. President, Members of the Sen-
ate, the time is right, the time is now, 
the opportunity is here. If we do not 
seize this opportunity, and if we allow 
the naysayers, who can come up with 
25 reasons why not to do this, to have 
their way, I honestly do not know that 
we will ever be able to do it again. I do 
not know that we will ever have the 
opportunity. 

The distinguished minority leader 
also stated that this must be a bipar-
tisan effort. That, I say, is absolutely 

correct. It has to be a bipartisan effort. 
Not only the passage of a constitu-
tional amendment, because those of us 
on this side of the aisle—certainly if 
you count, we do not have two-thirds 
on this side. We have to have many 
Democrats involved, many Democrats 
who will vote ‘‘yes,’’ not just a bipar-
tisan effort to pass the constitutional 
amendment. We also will have to have 
a bipartisan effort to balance the budg-
et year after year and to begin to move 
toward that balanced budget and to 
make the very, very difficult decisions 
that we will have to make. 

That is why, Mr. President, I believe 
that the argument about the right to 
know does not really make a whole lot 
of sense. Those who use this argument 
are, in essence, saying that the Senator 
from Ohio—for example, whatever I say 
on the Senate floor about how I want 
to balance the budget, that will be law, 
or whatever the distinguished majority 
leader says, or the Senator from Or-
egon. The fact is, no matter what is 
said at this point, the reality is that it 
will have to be a bipartisan effort and 
that democracy will work, and we will 
go through the gut-wrenching process 
that we have to, on this floor, move 
year after year toward that target goal 
that we have to meet in the year 2002. 

So to say that we are going to stop 
and we cannot pass a constitutional 
amendment because some of the pro-
ponents are not able, or are not will-
ing, to say that for the next 7 years 
this is what our budget will be every 
single year, seems to me to be wrong 
and a misplaced argument and not 
really to be leveling with the American 
people. 

Mr. President, yesterday there was a 
poster on the Senate floor with the 
words ‘‘Trust me’’ on it, as if somehow 
the supporters of the balanced budget 
amendment were hiding the truth from 
the American people; that if the Amer-
ican people ever found out what a bal-
anced budget would really mean, they 
would be strongly opposed to a bal-
anced budget. 

Mr. President, I do not think anyone 
in this country today really thinks 
that balancing the budget is going to 
be easy. The distinguished minority 
leader had some very interesting 
charts, although I am not sure I fol-
lowed every detail of each chart. But 
my summary of the charts would be 
simply that they demonstrated very 
clearly that balancing the Federal 
budget, to achieve the goal by the year 
2002, is not going to be easy. The mi-
nority leader is right. It is going to be 
very, very difficult. But is that an ar-
gument for not doing it? Is that an ar-
gument for not setting the standard? Is 
that an argument for not saying and 
putting into the Constitution that, yes, 
by the year 2002 we will achieve this 
goal, and that is our vision and that is 
what we want to do? I think not. 

The opponents say that we need to 
spell this out. Mr. President, is it real-
ly appropriate to spell out beforehand 
all of the details and ramifications of a 

constitutional provision? I contend 
that it is not. Mr. President, the Con-
stitution is a document about basic 
principles. It does not write our laws. 
It creates a process under which legis-
latures can write the laws. In this case, 
it is a process by which the U.S. Con-
gress can write the laws. 

Let me give you a few examples. Ar-
ticle I, section 8 of the U.S. Constitu-
tion says: 

The Congress shall have Power To lay and 
collect Taxes * * * 

Mr. President, that provision does 
not set the marginal income tax rate. 
It does not decide whether there should 
be accelerated depreciation or invest-
ment, plant and equipment. 

Mr. President, the Constitution also 
says that Congress has the power ‘‘To 
raise and support Armies * * *’’ It does 
not say what percentage of the gross 
national product ought to go to de-
fense. Working out these details is a 
task for the democratic process. That 
is what democracy does. That is what 
democracy is all about. That is why we 
have a Congress. 

What the Constitution does is set the 
ground rules so that we can act. The 
Constitution empowers the Congress. 

Mr. President, it is also true that for 
25 years, the democratic process, with-
out a balanced budget amendment, has 
not succeeded in balancing the Federal 
budget. That is why the American peo-
ple, by an overwhelming margin, are 
demanding the process reform known 
as the balanced budget amendment. 

A few days ago, Ohio’s Governor, 
George Voinovich, proposed a balanced 
budget, as do the Governors in all of 
the States. Very soon—in a couple 
days—President Clinton, as we have 
seen this morning, is going to be send-
ing us a budget that clearly is not bal-
anced, not only for this year, but it is 
not giving any indication that we are 
going to be balanced by the year 2005. 

Mr. President, what is the difference? 
Why can Governor Voinovich do it in 
Ohio when the President cannot do it 
here? 

Quite frankly, Mr. President, it has 
less to do with the occupant of the 
Governor’s office or the occupant of 
the Oval Office than it does with the 
basic facts. The difference is because 
Ohio’s constitution, like the constitu-
tion in many States, says the Governor 
has to balance the budget—has to bal-
ance the budget. Consequently, the 
Governor, State legislatures, and their 
constituents have to work out the de-
tails for a balanced budget every single 
year. 

Mr. President, as someone who has 
served in the Ohio Senate, as someone 
who has served as Lieutenant Gov-
ernor, let me tell you and other Mem-
bers—and I am sure everyone knows 
and we have many Members here who 
have served in a legislative body or 
have been a Governor—that that is a 
process that is not very easy. It causes 
some heartburn and causes some hard 
feelings and is very, very difficult. But 
State legislatures do it and Governors 
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do it because they have to. They have 
no choice. They have to do something 
that the U.S. Congress has not done, 
frankly, something that Congress has 
resisted doing, for most of our lifetime. 
The State of Ohio has to make choices. 
The State of Ohio has to set priorities. 
They have to do it. And, Mr. President, 
when you have to do something, you 
can. When you have to do something, 
you can. 

We need a constitutional order that 
allows our National Government to do 
the same thing—to make choices and 
set priorities for the Federal budget. 
This is not something the American 
people wanted to do. None of us likes 
to be here debating this. It is not a 
pleasant task. It is something, though, 
that the American people are con-
vinced that we have to do, really as a 
last resort. The other ways just did not 
work. 

The balanced budget amendment is 
not, as the opponents contend, a strait-
jacket for democracy. Rather, it is a 
tool—a tool we can make use of to 
make democracy work. 

All Senators, even those who are op-
posed to this constitutional amend-
ment, are going to be involved in the 
process of writing the balanced budget 
itself. Are these Senators saying that if 
we pass the balanced budget amend-
ment they will somehow be unable to 
participate or will not want to partici-
pate? I think not. 

Further, Mr. President, if we were to 
give specifics with those, would those 
who oppose this be wedded to our spe-
cifics? Would they have to live by what 
we expressed with our original intent 
in passing the amendment? Of course 
not. 

But what will happen if the balanced 
budget amendment does pass and it is 
ratified by the States? Well, one thing 
that will happen is that we will have to 
balance the budget. We will have to do 
it. The opponents will finally be forced 
to come forward with their own spe-
cific proposals, and so will we. The 
American people will see their spend-
ing priorities and the American people 
will see our spending priorities. Then 
the debate will begin. 

I believe, Mr. President, that this 
amendment is precisely what we need 
to bring everyone to the table and to 
get serious about deficit reduction. 

Mr. President, Senators have also 
been issuing a rhetorical challenge. 
They said, ‘‘If we want to have a bal-
anced budget, why not do it now? Why 
wait for 8 years?’’ 

Well, my response to that is, first of 
all, those two options, the options we 
are talking about of having a balanced 
budget amendment and having a bal-
anced budget, are certainly not mutu-
ally exclusive. We can pass the bal-
anced budget amendment and get to 
the work immediately on balancing the 
budget. Indeed, the harder we work 
over the next couple of years the easier 
it will be for us to balance the budget 
once the amendment actually does in 
fact go into effect. 

Mr. President, we need, however, to 
create a process that will force every-
body to participate in making these 
choices. Out in this country, in the real 
America, nobody, nobody, Mr. Presi-
dent, believes that we will ever balance 
the budget without a balanced budget 
amendment. But once we pass the 
amendment, doing nothing will no 
longer be an option. We will have to de-
liberate, to make the best choices we 
can and be judged by the American 
people on the results we produce. 

The current process simply does not 
work. We need to fix the process. And 
that is why we have a procedure for a 
constitutional amendment. It is spelled 
out in article V of the Constitution 
that says: 

The Congress, whenever two-thirds of both 
Houses shall deem it necessary, shall propose 
Amendments to this Constitution. 

And those amendments: 
* * * shall be valid * * * when ratified by 

the Legislatures of three-fourths of the sev-
eral States, or by Conventions in three- 
fourths thereof. 

Mr. President, that is what the Con-
stitution says. The Daschle amend-
ment attempts to create a brand-new 
constitutional requirement between 
the approval by two-thirds of Congress 
and the approval by three-fourths of 
the States. This amendment tries to 
put in an unconstitutional stop sign, 
another hurdle to go over. It says that 
Congress has to do something else, that 
Congress has to write a balanced budg-
et before the amendment goes to the 
States. 

But, you know something, Mr. Presi-
dent, even if we pass the Daschle 
amendment, the Daschle amendment is 
really a dead letter. It has no effect, 
because the Constitution is clear— 
Congress approves, then the States ap-
prove. There is nothing in between. 
There is no stop sign in the Constitu-
tion between those two stages of the 
amendment process. 

This amendment was described ear-
lier on the floor as being blatantly un-
constitutional, unconstitutional on its 
face. I think clearly, Mr. President, it 
is. 

Mr. President, we can try to pass a 
statute creating a new requirement. 
But that statute cannot, under basic 
constitutional law, that statute cannot 
change the Constitution itself. We have 
amended the Constitution 27 times in 
this country’s history. In each of those 
27 cases, and in the 5 other cases when 
amendments were proposed but not ac-
tually ratified, we have followed this 
basic constitutional process. We have 
not had recourse with the kind of gim-
mick that is embodied in this par-
ticular amendment. 

Of course, if Senators who support 
the Daschle amendment do not like 
what the Constitution says, they can 
try to amend the Constitution. Then 
we can have a debate on that. But 
under the Constitution that we have, 
this amendment, the Daschle amend-
ment, is unprecedented. Not only is it 
unprecedented, it is unconstitutional. 

And, make no mistake about it, it is a 
killer amendment. It is an amendment 
that, quite frankly, will have the effect 
of protecting the status quo. 

Why, Mr. President, are we having 
this debate on the Daschle amend-
ment? We are having it because I be-
lieve some do not want to see the 
amendment ultimately passed. I think 
that is too bad. I think that whether 
they intend that or not—they may not 
intend that—but that would be the ul-
timate effect of the passage of this 
amendment. I know that the gen-
tleman, the minority leader, is cer-
tainly well-intentioned, but I believe 
that would be the unintended con-
sequence. 

Mr. President, in the 1994 elections 
the American people demanded change. 
They demanded it. Eighty percent of 
them support a balanced budget 
amendment. They support it because 
they know that under today’s process 
Congress is simply incapable of cre-
ating the kind of change the American 
people want. That is why Americans 
are insistent on the balanced budget 
amendment. Nothing symbolizes funda-
mental change more for the American 
people than the passage of the balanced 
budget amendment. 

Mr. President, I will vote against the 
Daschle amendment because I believe 
it is harmful to this amendment. I will 
vote for the constitutional amendment 
and for the fundamental change de-
manded by the American people. I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. THOMPSON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire. 
Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Presi-

dent. 
Mr. President, this debate is the de-

fining moment for the American peo-
ple, if we are going to turn this esca-
lation of debt, if we are going to turn 
away from this and protect our chil-
dren and our future generations. This 
is it. This is the moment. 

If we defeat this amendment to the 
Constitution, then we are on the fast 
track to economic destruction of the 
United States of America. People must 
understand that. Those who would use 
the dilatory tactics to delay this 
amendment or to put killer amend-
ments on this amendment, must under-
stand that. And the American people 
out there who are serving as the con-
stituents of those Senators must also 
understand that. 

This is the defining moment. This is 
it. There will not be another chance to 
pass an amendment to balance the 
budget to the Constitution of the 
United States of America. It will not 
happen. We have been trying for years. 

I ran for Congress the first time in 
1980. I ran on a balanced budget amend-
ment then. I have been running on it 
ever since. I have been campaigning for 
it, both in my campaigns, as well as a 
Member of the U.S. Senate and the 
House of Representatives before that, 
trying to get to this moment. We are 
here. The House of Representatives by 
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a vote of 300 to 132 passed it. It is now 
lying before the Senate. This is it. Peo-
ple must understand that. There will 
be no tomorrow for this amendment if 
we defeat it today. It is over. The 
American people, 80 percent of whom— 
some polls are higher than that—sup-
port this amendment. 

We must understand the significance 
of this debate and how important it is. 
The focus of the last elections, the 
focus of those elections, the midterm 
election, in 1994, was change. ‘‘We are 
sick of it,’’ the American people said. 
‘‘We are tired of business as usual.’’ 
‘‘We are tired of politics as usual. We 
want this country changed. We want 
the direction of this country changed.’’ 
That is what they voted for—Demo-
crats, independents, Republicans. They 
voted to change this country. 

One very important aspect of that 
change was a balanced budget amend-
ment to the Constitution. They spoke 
loudly, and they spoke very clearly. 
They want Washington to turn away 
from—frankly, I cannot think of a bet-
ter way to say it—the disgusting habit 
of piling up debt on our children, def-
icit spending, and increasing the na-
tional debt. 

It imposes an enormous and uncon-
scionable responsibility on our chil-
dren. Not only our children, all future 
generations. We must realize that the 
national debt right now is almost $5 
trillion. If we borrow at 8 percent, that 
is $400 billion when we get to $5 tril-
lion—$400 billion a year in interest on 
that debt. It will get to the point in a 
very few years, less than 15 years, when 
the national debt is so big that we will 
not even have enough money in reve-
nues to pay the interest on that debt. 

When that happens, it is over. We de-
fault. Or we print money, and we print 
so much of it that we need to take a 
wheelbarrow of money with you to go 
to the grocery store to buy a loaf of 
bread. Think it cannot happen in 
America? That is what we thought in 
South America, not too many years 
ago. It can happen. It will happen. 

I heard the distinguished minority 
leader talking on the floor a few mo-
ments ago about all of the horror sto-
ries out there, all these terrible things 
that are going to happen. All of these 
budget cuts. That is the point. If we do 
not have the amendment, that is all we 
will ever hear—one horror story after 
another about who will get cut, who 
will lose money, how much are the 
States going to lose in their States, 
how much is Medicare going to use, 
how much is Medicaid going to lose, 
how much is defense going to lose. Over 
and over again. That is the point. That 
is why we need the amendment, be-
cause we will not get the budget bal-
anced because we will hear speeches 
like that time and time again as we 
have heard overwhelmingly over the 
past 30 years, if not more. 

The election of 1994 was a mandate. 
‘‘We have had enough of that,’’ the peo-
ple said. ‘‘We have had enough talk. We 
want a balanced budget amendment to 

the Constitution of the United States 
because you won’t do it without the 
amendment.’’ 

There can be no doubt about that. 
There are 11 Members of the class of 
1994. Mr. President, the distinguished 
Senator sitting in the Chair at this mo-
ment is one of those, from Tennessee. 
They heard the message. That is why 11 
new Senators are here, all of whom—all 
of whom—support this amendment. 

In demanding change in 1994, the 
American people said, ‘‘We are not only 
concerned about America’s economic 
future, not just that. We are concerned 
about America’s moral future.’’ That is 
what they said. It is immoral to pass 
this debt on to our future generations. 
How can anyone—any American cit-
izen, I do not care whether they are a 
Medicare recipient, Medicaid recipient, 
defense contractor, I do not care what 
you are or who you are or in what live-
lihood you have, what you do for a liv-
ing. How can a person in good con-
science say I am willing to break the 
bank of the United States of America 
and pass on my debts to my kids? Do 
parents want to pass their mortgage on 
to their children? Or would parents 
rather pass their home on to their chil-
dren? Think about that. That is really 
what is at stake here. 

We hear all this rhetoric about all 
the horror stories. Let me tell Senators 
what the horror stories will be if we do 
not do it. There will not be anything in 
the Social Security trust fund. There 
will hot be anything for Medicare. 
There will not be anything for Med-
icaid. There will not be anything for 
national defense because there will not 
be anything left. It will be gone. 

No less an authority than the distin-
guished author of the Declaration of 
Independence himself, Thomas Jeffer-
son, spoke about this. He spoke, he 
even thought ahead about this type of 
debate that we are having right here. 
He said this: 

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

Thomas Jefferson, the author of the 
Declaration of Independence. I am 
amazed, as I serve in political office, 
the number of times I hear our distin-
guished colleagues come down on this 
floor not only here in the Senate but in 
the House, but even in the courts where 
decisions are made interpreting what 
our Founding Fathers said. I think our 
Founding Fathers would probably turn 
over a few times in their grave, maybe 
even do a rapid spin in their grave 
when they hear this stuff. Thomas Jef-
ferson knew what he was talking 
about. He knew this could happen. He 
was against it. 

Let me tell Members why it is im-
moral. A couple gets married. They de-
cide to have a baby. In making that de-
cision to have a baby, do they also plan 

where the baby will go to college? Do 
they plan where they are going to live 
to have that baby for 20 years? Do they 
plan the meals for that baby for the 
next 20 years? Do they plan the 
schools? Do they get the pencils and 
books and notebooks ready and the 
homework ready for each assignment 
before they decide to have the baby? 
That is what Senator Daschle’s amend-
ment is saying. Lay it out. Lay it out 
completely. We cannot do that. It is ir-
responsible. It does not make sense. 
Know what the problem is? We will not 
make the decision. That is the prob-
lem. 

Another example. Take 50 American 
citizens, any citizens, anywhere in the 
United States. Put them in a room and 
say, ‘‘OK, do you agree we should bal-
ance the budget?’’ If the answer is 
‘‘yes,’’ you set about doing it. You may 
not like it, one person may not like 
what the other guy says cut, but you 
do it. You make the decision to do it. 
We have not made the decision. That is 
the bottom line. That is what our col-
leagues over there are saying. We have 
not made the decision. 

Indeed, we do not want to make the 
decision. That is why they are being 
dilatory. That is why they are delay-
ing. Frankly, it is an insult to those on 
their side of the aisle who have been 
distinguished in their leadership for 
this amendment, like Senator SIMON, 
Senator HEFLIN, Senator MOSELEY- 
BRAUN, and others. 

In that declaration, Jefferson wrote 
majestically, very majestically, about 
inalienable rights with which man is 
endowed by his Creator and among 
those are life, liberty and the pursuit 
of happiness. 

Can any one of my colleagues doubt 
that a crushing burden of national debt 
on our children infringes on their God- 
given right to pursue happiness? Right 
now every single American baby, born 
as I speak, is born some $17,000, $18,000 
in debt because that is your share, each 
person’s share of the national debt. 

Lest there be any doubt where Thom-
as Jefferson would have stood on the 
balanced budget amendment, that 
doubt ought to be laid to rest by the 
following statement he made in 1798: 

I wish it were possible to obtain a single 
amendment to our Constitution. I would be 
willing to depend on that alone for the re-
duction of the administration of our Govern-
ment to the genuine principles of its Con-
stitution. I mean an additional article tak-
ing from the Federal Government the power 
of borrowing. 

Taking from the Federal Government 
the power of borrowing. 

How right Jefferson was. If you want 
to modify it a little bit, if you want to 
borrow, pay it back. Pay it back. That 
is what every single American has to 
do. Borrow money; pay it back. Do not 
pay it back; go to jail or lose your 
home or whatever it is that you put up 
for credit. 

But we are asking our children to 
pay the cost—selfish, immoral, uncon-
stitutional, in my opinion. According 
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to Jefferson it would be. If we put it in 
the Constitution, it will be unconstitu-
tional. That is why they do not want it 
in over there, because then they cannot 
play politics anymore, because then 
the decision has been made in the room 
and then we have to sit down and do 
the job. But we will not even sit down 
and do the job without the amendment. 
That is the issue. 

Now, when you go to buy a home, you 
go to the bank. You borrow money. 
You buy your home. And if you are 
smart, you will get some type of insur-
ance, mortgage insurance, so that if 
you die, your mortgage will be paid off 
and the home will be left to your chil-
dren or your spouse, whatever the case 
may be. 

But that is not what we are doing 
here. What we are doing here is, to use 
an analogy, we are buying a house, and 
what we are saying is I am not going to 
go to the expense of buying mortgage 
insurance. Hey, I am going to go buy 
myself a new car; I am going to go to 
Hawaii. I am not going to buy mort-
gage insurance. That costs too much 
money. I am going to make my kids 
cosign the note. I am going to make 
my wife cosign the note so if anything 
happens to me, they have to pay for it, 
not me. This is the now generation. I 
am going to have a good time. I am 
going to do my thing. I am not going to 
be responsible for this. Let my kids pay 
for it. 

That is exactly what we are doing, 
and we have been doing it. The Amer-
ican people know it, and they are sick 
of it. That is why they voted the way 
they did in 1994. I cannot believe that 
some of my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle have not gotten that 
message yet. I will tell you, I predict, 
if this amendment goes down, they are 
going to get the message in 1996, loud 
and clear. 

Mr. President, there can be no doubt 
that the fate of this amendment, the 
fate of this amendment rests in the 
hands of about 12 or 15 Members on the 
other side of the aisle. That is the fate 
of not only this amendment to the Con-
stitution, it is the fate of the United 
States of America. 

In a few days, perhaps a week, 2 
weeks, whenever it happens, we are 
going to be standing right here and we 
are going to be called. The clerk is 
going to say, ‘‘Mr. SMITH,’’ and I am 
going to stand up, and I am going to 
vote ‘‘aye.’’ And the clerk is going to 
call other names. Those who are going 
to say ‘‘nay’’—and there will be many— 
do so at great peril because when those 
nays are tabulated, if we do not have 
the 67 votes that we need and this 
amendment goes down, the economic 
future of the United States of America 
and indeed the moral future of the 
United States of America is imperiled. 

I say again, it will be a long, long 
time, Mr. President, before we ever get 
back to it because I envision the con-
sequence of this as being something 
along these lines. President X 20 years 
down the road, 50 years down the 

road—I do not know when it will be— 
will stand up and do a press conference 
and he or she will say, ‘‘My fellow 
Americans, I regret to inform you 
today that the United States of Amer-
ica must default on every single obliga-
tion it has because we cannot pay our 
bills.’’ 

I hope and pray that we do not sub-
ject our children and our grandchildren 
in any future generation to that press 
conference or any President to have to 
deliver it. I truly hope that does not 
happen. And it does not have to hap-
pen. We must make the decision. If you 
listen to the remarks of our colleagues, 
well-intentioned, it is a dilatory at-
tempt to obfuscate the issue, to get 
away from the focus. 

What do we hear? Oh, we are going to 
cut Social Security. We are not going 
to cut Social Security. Or we are going 
to cut off money to this State or that 
State and we are going to cut this and 
we are going to cut that. 

Something has to be cut to balance 
the budget. The alternative is pass on 
the debt. And pretty soon—it might be 
100 years, it might be 50 years; no one 
knows for sure, but it is not going to be 
too many—100 percent of our budget 
will be interest on the national debt. 

In the year 2013, according to a bipar-
tisan commission headed by Senator 
BOB KERREY and one of our former col-
leagues, Senator Danforth, they say by 
the year 2013 100 percent of our budget 
will be spent on interest and entitle-
ments if we do not change it. It is im-
moral. 

Sixty-seven votes, that is what we 
need. Now, many of my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle are very 
proud of Thomas Jefferson, the founder 
of their party, and I implore them to 
listen to him. Listen to the founder of 
your party. He is right. He believed it 
was immoral for one generation to sad-
dle another generation with its debt. 
Mr. President, he said that he wished it 
were possible to obtain a single con-
stitutional amendment that said the 
Government did not have the power to 
borrow money. 

It is not just Jefferson to whom our 
colleagues should listen. Let us jump 
up a little bit to Andrew Jackson, a 
pretty famous Democrat. Even though 
I am a Republican, he is one of my fa-
vorites—from Tennessee, I believe. 

‘‘Once the budget is balanced,’’ Jack-
son said, ‘‘and the debt is paid off, our 
population will be relieved from a con-
siderable portion of its present burdens 
and will find not only new motives to 
patriotic affection, but additional 
means for the display of individual en-
terprise.’’ 

Another great Democrat, Woodrow 
Wilson, spoke even more clearly on 
that issue, on the balanced budget 
amendment. This is what he said: 

Money being spent without new taxation 
and appropriation without accompanying 
taxation is as bad as taxation without rep-
resentation. 

It is as bad as taxation without rep-
resentation. 

Wilson was the only President—I be-
lieve I am right—who had a Ph.D. in 
government. As a student of govern-
ment, Wilson knew that the American 
revolution was sparked by a moral up-
rising against taxation without rep-
resentation, which was imposed by the 
British on the American colonies. 
Thus, it can be said that to liken def-
icit spending to taxation without rep-
resentation was perhaps the strongest 
possible denunciation that Wilson 
knew how to make. It is pretty heavy 
company, to put it in the company of 
taxation without representation. 

This should not be a partisan polit-
ical issue. It has not been a partisan 
political issue. Senator CRAIG and Sen-
ator SIMON have worked together side 
by side on this issue for years. It is not 
a partisan issue. Why are we making it 
a partisan issue? The American people 
said to us: Work together. This is the 
time to work together for the good of 
the country. This is a perfect example, 
the best example I have seen in any 
item we have had, with the possible ex-
ception of the vote on the Persian Gulf 
war, to say we are going to get to-
gether in a nonpartisan way and do 
what is good for the country for a 
change. I am proud to have the support 
of my distinguished colleague, who is 
on the floor now, Senator SIMON, and 
Senator HEFLIN, and Senator MOSELEY- 
BRAUN, and others—I am proud of it 
and I am proud of them. It is not par-
tisan. 

On the House side, I think it was 72 
Democrats who voted for the balanced 
budget amendment, including a young 
Democrat from Massachusetts by the 
name of JOSEPH KENNEDY II. That is a 
pretty famous name in American poli-
tics. 

None of us are going to serve here 
forever—God forbid we ever serve here 
forever. When we leave—I speak for 
myself—when I leave, I would like to 
be remembered not as some partisan 
politician who opposed everything the 
other party was for, but as somebody 
who tried to be a statesman, who tried 
to do what was right for his country. 

I am standing now in front of the 
desk used by Daniel Webster—Daniel 
Webster’s desk. His name is inscribed 
in it in the drawer. It is one of the few 
original desks in the Senate. He was 
one of the greatest orators of all time. 
He served here at a time prior to the 
Civil War when the debate was hot, and 
many times he stood in the Chamber of 
the U.S. Senate and spoke out force-
fully on various issues. 

But when you stand before the desk 
of someone who has served here before 
you of the stature of a Webster, you 
know the time is fleeting. You are only 
here for a little while. It is a very in-
significant time. This is not my seat. 
This is a seat that belongs to the peo-
ple of New Hampshire. That is whose 
chair this is; that is whose desk this is. 
It is not mine. I am only going to be 
here for a short time. Somebody else 
will fill it. Regardless of when I leave, 
there will always be somebody there. 
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But the vote we cast on the balanced 

budget amendment will be one of the 
most important votes I believe I will 
cast in my time here, because it affects 
the future of our country. 

I say to my colleagues with the 
greatest respect, those on the other 
side—the reason I keep saying ‘‘those 
on the other side’’ is because we have, 
I believe, 52 or 53 of our colleagues who 
are for this amendment. So the balance 
is held by a few on the other side of the 
aisle. I say to you in all good con-
science, vote to be worthy as a suc-
cessor of Thomas Jefferson. Be worthy 
of that. Honor your party leader. Make 
a vote that you will be proud to talk 
about, to place in the center of your 
legacy to your posterity, a vote in 
favor of a balanced budget amendment. 

I would like to focus briefly—and 
then I will yield the floor—on the 
amendment offered by the minority 
leader, Senator DASCHLE. This is basi-
cally an amendment to an amendment 
to the Constitution. It is a killer 
amendment. It is going to kill the 
amendment, if it passes, because it is 
unconstitutional. It will be challenged. 
It will not work. You cannot put some-
thing between what the Congress 
passes and the State legislatures before 
they approve it. That is unconstitu-
tional—everybody knows it. So why is 
it up here? It is up here because some 
on the other side do not want to make 
those hard choices. They do not want 
to make the choices. They know they 
do not have to make the choices if we 
do not pass this amendment. That is 
the point. 

We can talk forever. That is all we do 
around this place is talk. It is time to 
act. We have to pass the amendment or 
it will not get done. 

You say that is not true? I heard the 
distinguished minority leader say that 
is not true. We need to make the tough 
decisions. The Senator from Wash-
ington, while I was in the chair a short 
while ago—we can make the tough de-
cisions. Let me just comment on the 
tough decisions. 

In 1921, we passed a statute and it re-
quired the President to make rec-
ommendations to Congress whenever 
there was an estimated deficit or sur-
plus. 

In 1964, we passed the Revenue Act of 
1964, a sense of the Congress to balance 
the budget. 

In 1978, we passed the Revenue Act of 
1978. It called for a balanced budget by 
the year 1982. 

The Bretton Woods agreement, in 
New Hampshire in 1978, known as the 
Byrd amendment, required a balanced 
budget by fiscal year 1981. 

In 1978, we passed the Full Employ-
ment and Balanced Growth Act of 1978, 
the Humphrey-Hawkins Act, including 
a provision calling for a balanced budg-
et. 

In 1979, we passed a temporary in-
crease in the public debt limit and it 
required Congress to balance the budg-
et. We called on the Budget Commit-
tees and the President to produce bal-
anced budget plans. 

In 1980, the Bretton Woods Agree-
ment Act of 1980, the Byrd amendment, 
reaffirmed Congress’ commitment to a 
balanced budget by fiscal year 1981. 

In 1985, we passed a Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act, 
better known as Gramm-Rudman-Hol-
lings. What happened to that? The rest 
is history. 

In 1987, the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Reaffirma-
tion Act of 1987 revised Gramm-Rud-
man-Hollings and set the deficit tar-
gets to require a balanced budget by 
the year 1993. 

And finally, the Budget Enforcement 
Act of 1990, which revised maximum 
deficit targets to reduce the deficit $83 
billion by fiscal year 1999. 

Here we are. We started in 1921. We 
have all these wonderful acts we have 
passed requiring all these balanced 
budgets, and we are almost $5 trillion 
in debt. 

What more proof do you need than 
that? How much clearer can I make it 
than that? It does not work. Congress 
will not do it—period. That is why we 
need the amendment. 

If I did not think we need the amend-
ment, I would not be for the amend-
ment. I wish Congress had done this. I 
wish they had balanced the budget. I 
wish they had the guts to come up here 
and do the job. I wish they had done it 
in 1921, 1985, 1987—all those years I 
mentioned. But they did not. 

Republican Presidents, Democratic 
Presidents all through the years, and 
Republican Congresses, Democratic 
Congresses—there is enough blame to 
go around. There is plenty of blame to 
go around. We did not get the job done 
and we are never going to get it done 
because we are going to hear all these 
horror stories. This is what you are 
going to hear next week: The Repub-
licans will not exempt Social Security; 
we will not exempt Social Security 
from the balanced budget amendment 
and therefore we want to cut Social Se-
curity. 

You cannot exempt Social Security. 
Do you want to put Social Security in 
the Constitution? You cannot do that 
because do you know what will happen? 
Everybody will put everything under 
Social Security. We will probably have 
aid to some of our States in the Con-
stitution—we will put that under So-
cial Security. We will put anything you 
can think of that you want to protect, 
stick it under Social Security. And 
what will happen? We will drain the 
Social Security trust fund. 

So those who say this amendment ex-
empting Social Security is going to 
save Social Security are dead wrong. 
Those out there lobbying in favor of it 
are also wrong. I say to my senior cit-
izen friends out there, beware of a wolf 
in sheep’s clothing, because it is going 
to destroy Social Security, it is not 
going to save it. The way to save So-
cial Security, believe me, is to pass 
this amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States requiring a balanced 
budget. That is the way to save Social 

Security. We cannot get there without 
the amendment because people will not 
do it. 

If people over the years really wanted 
to do it, if the moral argument does 
not turn you around, what will? If 
knowing that your children are going 
to have to pay for what we are doing 
does not turn you around, what will? 
The answer is nothing. 

I saw the charts that the minority 
leader had up there. He had a chart 
that said that if in order to balance the 
budget, if we take defense, Social Secu-
rity, and interest on the debt, which we 
cannot until we reduce the debt, and 
exempt them, which everybody says we 
have to do, then Medicare has to take 
a hit, the IRS has to take a hit, the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service 
has to take a hit, the FBI has to take 
a hit, Medicaid has to take a hit, vet-
erans have to take hits, and retirees 
have to take hits. Put them all up 
there. Scare everybody to death. But 
when we go broke, what is there for the 
veterans? You have a family. You in-
vest. You open up a business. You fall 
on hard times, and you loose the busi-
ness. The bank is not going to do it. 
The bank says they need the collateral 
and they need it now. You are a year 
behind. It is gone. That is the way it 
works. So what is left then? Nothing. 

We have to have the courage to take 
this issue on. We should not be debat-
ing and talking about how hard the 
cuts are going to be. Of course, they 
are going to be hard. They are going to 
be very hard. They are going to be very 
painful. The American people want to 
know the truth. They deserve to know 
the truth. We ought to be telling them 
the truth instead of politicizing this 
thing on the floor of the U.S. Senate 
hour after hour talking about how ter-
rible these cuts are going to be. Of 
course, they are going to be terrible. 
They are not going to be as terrible as 
the consequences of going bankrupt 
and defaulting on every single loan, 
and every single fiscal obligation we 
have. Nothing is worse than that. That 
is what is going to happen. That is ex-
actly what is going to happen, my col-
leagues. 

So if you assume that under this 
right-to-know provision, as sponsored 
by the minority leader, if we assume 
that we have to have the right to know 
everything—that is, we have to know 
where that baby is going to live, where 
that baby is going to go to school, what 
meals that baby is going to eat, and 
where that baby is going to go to col-
lege before we have the baby—if we 
have to do that, then we are not going 
to get there; period. You are not going 
to have the baby. You will be so frus-
trated. 

That is exactly what we are talking 
about here. They are not going to do it. 
We are not going to balance the budg-
et. We are not going to do it without 
the amendment. How much more proof 
do you need than what I have given 
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you? We will not balance the budget 
until we get the amendment and are re-
quired to do it. We have had plenty of 
time. 

I was very excited when I came here 
in 1985 to the Congress of the United 
States and shortly thereafter the 
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings balanced 
budget amendment passed. Warren 
Rudman, the Senator from New Hamp-
shire—with a lot of fanfare, and a big 
deal. We are going to balance the budg-
et, and have it laid out. It is right. 
True. We had it laid out. What hap-
pened? We voted to change it, change 
it, roll it back and roll it back, and we 
piled up $2 or $3 trillion since then. We 
are going to keep right on piling it up. 

I tell you. If we lose this vote some-
time this month, when we have this 
vote, if we lose it, somebody is going to 
be standing here at Daniel Webster’s 
desk some years from now looking at a 
$12 trillion debt. Then what are we 
going to do? That is what is going to 
happen. 

I urge my colleagues in the strongest 
way that I possibly can, out of moral 
concern—moral concern, forget the ec-
onomics, forget the politics—moral 
concern, I urge my colleagues to please 
consider the damage you are going to 
do to future generations in this coun-
try without this amendment. If we do, 
then we can get the job done. Without 
it, I would be the first person to stand 
up here and say we cannot, and we will 
not. We have to do it with the amend-
ment. Putting something in between 
passage of this amendment on the floor 
and the State legislatures, three-quar-
ters of which have to ratify, is uncon-
stitutional. It is dilatory. It is not 
going to work. It is obfuscating the 
issue. 

I urge my colleagues to step up to 
the plate, and do what is right for the 
country. Put the politics aside. Tell 
the truth to the American people that 
we cannot afford not to have this 
amendment because we cannot afford 
not to have a balanced budget. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. SANTORUM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SANTORUM. Thank you, Mr. 

President. 
I wanted to compliment the Senator 

from New Hampshire for the fine 
speech. I was here to listen to the ma-
jority of it. I think his comments on 
having the baby are very appropriate. 
We have one on the way. It is due in 
July. If I were to sit down and think 
about all the bills I had to pay and all 
the things I have to do, all the things— 
maybe I could play golf, do all these 
things I really do love to do, wonderful 
things in my life that I have to give up 
for that baby—I might sit there and 
selfishly think I had better not have 
that baby. But you have to look at the 
other side. All the joy that it gives you 
in providing for the future, all the love 
and support that you are going to get 
from that child and the wonderful rela-
tionship, and knowing that you are 

doing something to preserve the long- 
term future of our country. The birth 
of that child which you will nurture 
and bring up to being a responsible cit-
izen of this country, it is exactly the 
same. We have that same responsibility 
to this country as I do to this child, to 
bring them up in a sound, responsible 
fashion to lead for the next generation 
to make a contribution, to give them 
the chance. 

So I think the Senator’s analogy hits 
right on point. It is one that obviously 
my wife and I have. When we found out 
that she is pregnant, we were just over-
joyed—overwhelmed at times given the 
cost—but overjoyed with the oppor-
tunity to do something for the future, 
to make our mark. We have a chance 
right here to make our mark. We have 
a chance to make our mark right here. 

The minority leader’s right-to-know 
proposal, I think, is one of the most 
dastardly amendments that we could 
consider because it really does focus on 
the wrong thing. I hear so many say, 
‘‘Well, we have a right to know how 
you are going to get to a balanced 
budget.’’ No, no, no. You are wrong. We 
have a right to know how you are going 
to get to a balanced budget. That is 
who has the right to know. 

You see, those of us who are for the 
balanced budget must get to a balanced 
budget. We have to. We signed up. We 
say we are going to do it. We are going 
to be required in the Constitution to do 
it. We do not have to show you that we 
are sincere about getting to a balanced 
budget because we pledged to do it, and 
we are going to put it in the Constitu-
tion to make it. 

It is those who come to the floor who 
sign the right-to-know pledge who say 
they are for a balanced budget who 
have the obligation to come to this 
floor and say, ‘‘How are you going to do 
it without it?’’ They are the people 
who have the burden to come forward 
and say how are we going to make this 
happen given the fact that we do not 
have the balanced budget amendment. 
You show us or do not come to this 
floor and say you are for a balanced 
budget but you are not for a balanced 
budget amendment. Unless you can 
show us how you are going to get there, 
how this Senate and this Congress are 
going to work together to put together 
a balanced budget by the year 2002, un-
less you show us that you are serious 
about getting there, then do not come 
and ask us how to show it. We are mak-
ing that commitment. We are showing 
you by this vote that we mean busi-
ness. 

I know a lot of Members are going to 
come here and say they are for a bal-
anced budget. My question to them is, 
‘‘When? Next year, 2002, 2005, 2010?’’ 

That is the real issue. I hope that we 
can get back to the real basic core of 
this debate, which is whether we are 
going to put in place the obligation for 
us to make sure that those children 
that the Senator from New Hampshire 
was talking about are going to have a 
secure and safe financial future. 

Mr. CRAIG. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. SANTORUM. I am happy to 

yield. 
Mr. CRAIG. The Senator is so accu-

rate about what he says about where 
the obligation rests. Those of us who 
have championed the cause of a bal-
anced budget amendment and have ar-
gued that—and I think all of us cur-
rently on the floor have agreed in the 
text of the current balanced budget 
amendment. 

Within the next 48 hours the Presi-
dent of the United States—who stood 
on the floor of the other body for the 
State of the Union about a week ago 
and announced the concept of a bal-
anced budget, and said, ‘‘Show me how 
to balance it’’—will be introducing his 
new budget. That new budget has $190 
billion in deficits as far as the eye can 
see. This President with a straight face 
is going to look the American people in 
the eye and say I am going to put at 
least another trillion dollars to that $5 
trillion debt that our colleague from 
New Hampshire just spoke about. 

That is responsibility? No, it is this 
President’s obligation and his party’s 
obligation—or at least those who are 
advocates of this new amendment that 
has just been proposed—to come up and 
say, here is how we get it done under 
our vision, because if they are com-
mitted to trillions of dollars more of 
debt structure, they are in fact being 
irresponsible. 

I thank my colleague for yielding. I 
think he is so accurate in those obser-
vations. I congratulate him on his tre-
mendous strength and support of this 
issue. 

Mr. SANTORUM. I thank the Sen-
ator. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. SIMON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois is recognized. 
Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, the Sen-

ator from Tennessee seems to be stuck 
presiding whenever I am speaking here. 
He has my sympathy. 

I want to slightly differ with my 
friend from Idaho in that I think, to 
the President’s great credit, in 1993, he 
did come forward with a program to 
move that deficit down. The problem is 
that was a brand new President in a 
honeymoon period, with both Houses of 
Congress in his corner. It was a first 
step. But there is no indication that we 
are willing to make further steps, and 
that is why we need the constitutional 
amendment. And my colleague from 
Idaho and I agree on that. 

Senator SMITH mentioned that a 
large majority of Americans are for 
this, and he also said we are going to 
have to make some hard choices. What 
is also true is, according to the 
Wirthlin poll, that while 79 percent of 
the people in the United States are for 
this, 53 percent believe they are going 
to have to sacrifice if we get it. The 
American people understand that. But 
they also, in some vague way—they 
may not know the General Accounting 
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Office statistics, but the General Ac-
counting Office says if we are willing 
to sacrifice a little, by the year 2020, 
our children and grandchildren can ex-
perience a 36 percent increase in their 
standard of living. That is powerful. 
That is what we ought to be looking at. 
So I can sacrifice a little—and I have 
said this half a dozen times, and you 
are going to hear me saying it again— 
I have to sacrifice a little so that my 
grandchildren can have a better future. 
That is what it is all about. Are we 
willing to do that? 

Earlier today, one of our colleagues 
asked, ‘‘What do we do if we have a re-
cession?’’ That was implying that we 
are not able to respond if there is a re-
cession. But what do we have to do if 
there is a recession and all of a sudden 
outlays exceed receipts? First of all, we 
are implementing legislation—we made 
clear in committee, and we will make 
clear in the legislation that there has 
to be some flexibility in a $1.6 trillion 
budget. You cannot, right down to the 
dime, work things out. The best way to 
protect against that is what has been 
suggested by Alan Greenspan and Fred 
Bergsten, and some of the others, that 
is building up a surplus so if there is a 
dip in economy, you are not in a deficit 
situation. 

The second thing we will make clear 
is that if it is within 3 percent of being 
balanced—so on a $1.6 trillion budget, 
that is $48 billion—if you are $38 billion 
or $30 billion in the red, that is consid-
ered a balance, but you shift that over 
to the next fiscal year. So you have 
that option. 

Third, we can simply, with 60 percent 
of the Senate and 60 percent of the 
House, vote to have that amount in 
deficit. So there are really a number of 
options, and the idea that we are frozen 
and we cannot do anything in a reces-
sion—it is very interesting that in past 
recessions, we have extended unem-
ployment compensation for the people 
of Pennsylvania, for the people of Ten-
nessee, for the people of Maryland, for 
the people of Illinois. And in these re-
cessions—it is very interesting—I have 
been able to find only one time, I say 
to my colleague from Maryland who 
spoke on this, when we did not get 60 
votes for an extension of unemploy-
ment compensation. That was in 1982. 

Listen to those votes: 92–8, 92–1, voice 
vote, 75–18, 84–10, 84–16, 61–36, voice 
vote, voice vote, 86–14, 85–10. It is clear 
that we have the ability to respond. 

(Mr. SANTORUM assumed the chair.) 
Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 

yield on that point? 
Mr. SIMON. I will be pleased to yield, 

but I will yield only for a question, and 
I want to retain my right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has the right to yield for a ques-
tion. 

Mr. SARBANES. I say to the Sen-
ator, is he talking about extending un-
employment benefits? 

Mr. SIMON. Yes, which we have done 
in recessions. 

Mr. SARBANES. But, by definition, 
Mr. President, the extension of the un-

employment benefits is a crisis re-
sponse to the fact that we find our-
selves in a fairly serious recession. The 
fact of the matter is that we start run-
ning deficits related to the developing 
unemployment situation well ahead of 
the crisis which surrounds extended 
benefits. The increased payments under 
the regular unemployment insurance 
system would provoke the application 
of this balanced budget amendment. 

The Senator says if we get in a seri-
ous economic situation, surely 60 Mem-
bers will vote to waive this provision. I 
do not want to argue whether they will 
or will not. You have no guarantee that 
they will and, in fact, a minority may 
not want to make that adjustment. I 
will leave that to one side, because the 
Senator from Illinios is talking about 
acting once we are ‘‘in the soup,’’ so to 
speak. 

The way these fiscal stabilizers are 
established, as soon as the economy be-
gins to weaken, we begin to go out of 
balance in order to compensate for 
weak economy. That is the success we 
have had for the last 50 years in offset-
ting the business cycles. This chart 
shows the fluctuations in GDP since 
1890. Look at the fluctuations we used 
to have, the boom and bust cycles we 
had in this country. We have been able 
to control this through the use of fiscal 
stabilizers. 

Mr. SIMON. I yielded to my colleague 
from Maryland for a question. I would 
be happy to have his question here. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, the 
question is simple: How are you going 
to avoid these boom and bust cycles? 

Mr. SIMON. The answer is that we 
are not going to eliminate economic 
cycles in this country. There are going 
to be dips. I favor automatic stabi-
lizers, and we have some. Unemploy-
ment compensation is one. Social Se-
curity is another. It is a very solid sta-
bilizer. 

I favor creating more that are auto-
matic stabilizers in this kind of a situ-
ation. But, Mr. President, I point out 
to my colleague—he was not on the 
floor when I said that we can build 
some small surpluses in. 

Former Assistant Secretary of the 
Treasury, Fred Bergsten, whom the 
Senator from Maryland knows well, 
says we are frozen by our deficits from 
responding. That is why we could not, 
even with a brand new President, and 
both parties of Congress of his party, 
pass a $15 billion job stimulus program, 
because we saw this huge deficit. 

Fred Bergsten said, build in a 2-per-
cent surplus and then have some auto-
matic programs that kick in when un-
employment goes above a certain level 
in Pennsylvania or some other place. 
That makes infinitely more sense than 
what we are doing now. And if we con-
tinue on the present path, we are invit-
ing economic chaos. 

I point out further to my colleagues 
here that the Investors Business Daily 
had this substantial item I put in the 
RECORD the other day pointing out that 
this idea that we stabilize the situation 

and we reduce recessions just does not 
work. The National Bureau of Eco-
nomic Research came out with a paper 
recently, written by two University of 
California economists, which says, 
‘‘Our main finding is that monetary 
policy has been the source of most 
postwar recoveries,’’ as it has been of 
this recovery. 

When those interest rates went 
down—thanks, I say, to Bill Clinton 
and his courage in facing this reces-
sion—our economy picked up. 

And Data Resources, Inc., says, if we 
pass this, when we balance the budget 
we are going to have a 2.5 percent re-
duction in interest rates. 

But here is what the University of 
California economists say: 

Our main finding is that monetary policy 
has been the source of most postwar recov-
eries. While limited fiscal actions have oc-
curred around most troughs, these actions 
have almost always been too small to con-
tribute much to economic recovery. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield on that point? 

Mr. SIMON. I will not yield at this 
point. 

Mr. SARBANES. OK. 
MR. SIMON. An article in the Public 

Interest by an economist named Bruce 
Bartlett makes the same point, but my 
colleague from Maryland may not be-
lieve them. 

Here is the report of the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee of the Congress. One 
of the members of that committee is a 
fellow named Paul SARBANES. Here is 
Lloyd Bentsen speaking, as he says, 
clearly in a consensus for both parties 
in the joint economic report. Here is 
Lloyd Bentsen’s language: 

Examining actions taken to combat these 
economic slumps over the last 35 years, the 
committee is convinced that Government re-
sponses too often have been too late and too 
ineffective to influence recessions. 

Do not take my word for it. Do not 
take the word of all these economists. 
This is Lloyd Bentsen, not a Repub-
lican—nothing against my Republican 
colleagues—chairman of the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee, in behalf of the 
joint committee, and, as he says, it is 
the consensus of that body—that in-
cludes Bill Proxmire, Abe Ribicoff, Ted 
KENNEDY, George McGovern, Paul SAR-
BANES, Jack Javits, Bill ROTH, Jim 
McClure and Roger Jepsen on the Sen-
ate side, plus a number of people on the 
House side, including someone both of 
us respect a great deal, Henry Reuss, 
who for many years was a Member of 
the House and was chairman of the 
Banking Committee and a very distin-
guished Member. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield, since the Senator mentioned me? 

Mr. SIMON. Yes, I am pleased to 
yield. I wanted to make that point. 

Mr. SARBANES. First of all, I agree 
with that statement. The response has 
often been too little and too late, 
which only underscores the problem as 
set out by the Senator earlier. 
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He said, ‘‘Surely if we go into a reces-

sion, we will join here to waive the re-
quirement and make the extended un-
employment benefits available.’’ The 
fact is we have done that too late. 

What the Senator is not recognizing 
is that the way the stabilizers work 
now, they kick in as soon as the econ-
omy slows down. We then start running 
a deficit. Under the balanced budget 
amendment, we would not be able to do 
that. You would not be able to run the 
deficit until you convene and got your 
60 votes in order to do the waiver. By 
that time, you are on the downward 
slope. 

Mr. SIMON. I reclaim my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois has the floor. 
Mr. SIMON. I reclaim my time to 

point out there is absolutely nothing 
to prevent us from responding. 

There is something to prevent us 
from responding irresponsibly, and 
that is what we have been doing. We 
have been saying, basically, ‘‘The heck 
with our children and our grand-
children and future generations. We are 
going to give a political response.’’ 

Now, there is no question we are 
going to have to make some hard 
choices, but I think it is essential that 
we make those hard choices. And I 
think, whether it is the Senator from 
Maryland or the Senator from Ten-
nessee or the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania or the Senator from Illinois, we 
have to keep in mind what the GAO 
says, and that is if—and they use the 
year 2001, this was a June 1992 report— 
by the year 2001, we balance the budg-
et, by the year 2020 there will be a 36 
percent increase in the standard of liv-
ing of all of our people. 

Mr. THOMPSON. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. SIMON. I am pleased to yield to 
my colleague from Tennessee. 

Mr. THOMPSON. To make sure I un-
derstand, in answer to the question of 
the Senator from Maryland as to how 
this amendment would operate, he is 
under the impression, apparently, that 
we would have difficulty in responding, 
as he suggested, because it might put 
us in a deficit situation. 

I am wondering whether or not, how-
ever, the Congress would have the op-
portunity subsequent to that action 
any time within that fiscal year to 
come up with a three-fifths vote and, in 
effect, ratify the previous action. In 
other words, does the Senator sub-
scribe to the concern of the Senator 
from Maryland or is this an answer to 
that? 

Mr. SIMON. There is no question 
that is one of the options. I would add, 
Data Resources, Inc., says if we adopt 
this, we are going to create 2.5 million 
more jobs in this country. 

Mr. SARBANES. What is the option 
on responding to the recession? 

Mr. SIMON. In response to the ques-
tion of the Senator from Tennessee, 
Mr. President, it is that we face basi-
cally three options. One is to build in a 
surplus, which I favor and which others 

have indicated they favor so that you 
have this cushion. 

And maybe there are really four op-
tions. 

The second is to build in additional 
automatic stabilizers so that you build 
up a fund and if you have a dip in em-
ployment in Tennessee, the President 
would be authorized to immediately 
launch some projects there. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield on that point? 

Mr. SIMON. Let me finish responding 
to your question and the question of 
the Senator from Tennessee. 

The third option is that we build in, 
as we have discussed in committee, be-
cause you cannot balance everything 
down to a dime, that in a $1.6 trillion 
budget you might have a 3 percent lee-
way where that could then be shifted 
over to the next fiscal year. 

And the fourth option is to get more 
than the 60 votes. And we have shown 
over and over and over again we have 
the ability to do that. And we have 
done that, you know, for earthquakes 
in California, for storms in Florida and 
Louisiana, for floods in Illinois and 
Missouri. We have done that over and 
over. So I do not think that is a great 
problem. 

Mr. THOMPSON. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. SIMON. I yield to my college 
from Tennessee. 

Mr. THOMPSON. As I understood the 
concern of the Senator from Maryland 
it is that for each action anywhere 
within the fiscal year we would have to 
get a three-fifths vote together imme-
diately to take any action. However, I 
was under the impression that that was 
not the case; that subsequent to any 
action, any time within the fiscal year, 
Congress would have the option to rat-
ify the action or perhaps take other 
measures that might counterbalance 
it. In other words, there would not be a 
succession of crises all along the way. 
The obligation would be to have a bal-
ance at the end of the fiscal year. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, it seems 
the obligation to have a balance at the 
end of the fiscal year—I would have to 
say someone might have a point of 
order at some point. If someone wanted 
to launch a $100 billion program, and 
that clearly would create a deficit situ-
ation. 

Mr. THOMPSON. Even though tech-
nically we would not know, even then. 

Mr. SIMON. That is correct. So ulti-
mately we are at the end of the fiscal 
year. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield on those points? 

Mr. SIMON. I will be pleased to yield 
for a brief question. 

Mr. SARBANES. Maybe I will reserve 
and answer the Senator’s points, point 
by point. I thought the Senator might 
prefer an exchange, but if he wants to 
do it that way it is fine by me. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I want to 
touch on one other point, and then I 
will be leaving the floor here. 

The question has been mentioned 
about capital budgets, and that States 

have capital budgets. Now, frequently, 
States have to. But I also have to add, 
and I say this as a former State legisla-
ture in Illinois, frequently States take 
advantage of this. 

The State decides—in Illinois—does 
not need to have bond issues. We are 
now spending huge amounts of money 
on interest. We do not call it deficits 
but we issue bonds. It is not wise. The 
biggest capital budget in the history of 
humanity, not just the history of our 
country, has been the Interstate High-
way System. It was proposed, to his 
credit, by President Eisenhower. But 
President Eisenhower said, ‘‘Let’s issue 
bonds to pay for it.’’ And a distin-
guished Senator from Tennessee, the 
father of our Vice President, Senator 
Albert Gore, Sr., said, ‘‘Let’s not issue 
bonds. Let’s do it on a pay-as-you-go 
basis, and let’s increase the gasoline 
tax.’’ And we did it. 

As of about a year ago the estimate 
was that we saved about $750 billion in 
interest because of that. What project 
is there that the Federal Government 
does today that requires that we have 
to issue bonds? The biggest single 
thing we do is a nuclear carrier. That 
will cost about $6 billion. We will say 
inflation goes up to $8 billion, pay for 
it over a period of 4 to 6 years. In a 1.6 
trillion budget, we can do that. 

Second, it is very significant that we 
were putting a lot more money into 
capital investments when we were not 
paying $300 billion-plus for interest. 
Our investment budget has gone down 
with these deficits, not up. Our fiscal 
imprudence just does not make sense. 

The General Accounting Office has 
said we ought to divide our budgets 
into investment and consumption. The 
General Accounting Office also warns 
against using capital budgets as an ex-
cuse for deficits. It would be a great 
mistake to follow that line. 

There is no question, Mr. President, 
if we have the courage to adopt this 
amendment, we are going to face some 
tough choices. And we are going to 
have to squirm. And we are going to 
have to cast some unpopular votes. If 
balancing the budget were popular, we 
would have done it a long time ago. It 
is popular in concept but as soon as I 
say, ‘‘We will have to step on your toes 
in spending,’’ then, all of a sudden, it 
does not become popular. 

I would add one other point: My 
friends who say we can balance the 
budget without a constitutional 
amendment—first of all, they gave that 
speech in 1986 when we failed by one 
vote. Then we had a $2 trillion deficit. 
Now it is $4.7 trillion. We have an obli-
gation to spell things out, and I think 
we should spell out, in general terms. 
Not as suggested precisely by Senator 
DASCHLE’s motion. But I think in gen-
eral terms we do have an obligation. I 
think we should move on that right 
after this is adopted. 

But if we have an obligation, so do 
our friends who oppose this, who say 
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we can do it without a balanced budg-
et. We have this advantage. The most 
conservative estimate on savings on in-
terest with the adoption of this is by 
the Congressional Budget Office. They 
say we can save $140 billion in interest. 
Data resources, Inc. is talking about 
$500 or $600 billion in savings. Plus 
when interest goes down, revenue goes 
up. 

We are talking about how we, be-
cause we exercise some discipline, can 
build a better future for our country. 

I am never going to be a candidate 
for anything again, Mr. President. 
Maybe I will run for the local school 
board or something like that, but I will 
not run for the Senate. I will not run 
for Governor. I will not run for Presi-
dent. I am interested in doing some-
thing for the future of my country. 
Here we have a chance to do it. Let 
Members not miss this opportunity. I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. SARBANES addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland. 
Mr. SARBANES. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, I want to comment on a 
couple of points that have been made. 

First of all, on the capital budget 
issue, most economists estimate that 
of the current official budget, any-
where from $125 to $200 billion—depend-
ing on the standard used of what we 
spend—would be a capital expenditure 
if we had a capital budget. 

It is important to understand that 
because what the Senator from Illinois 
and his adherents are pushing for here 
is to balance the budget, encompassing 
what State and local governments or 
businesses would treat as a capital 
budget. 

These are the items that any pru-
dent, well-run business or State and 
local government would say represent 
investments in the future. These are 
assets that have a long useful life, and 
therefore it is reasonable to provide for 
them by borrowing and then amor-
tizing the expenditure over the life of 
the asset. 

That is what individuals do. In fact, 
most people, when they buy a home do 
not balance their budget in the year 
they buy the home. They go very deep-
ly into deficit. Only those who can pay 
for the home out of cash are able to say 
that they are not incurring a deficit in 
that year. If they were bound by an 
amendment such as the one we are 
talking about here, they would not be 
able to do that. 

Most people, assuming that the size 
of the mortgage they are getting bears 
a proper relationship to their income 
and their employment prospects, re-
gard borrowing as a prudent thing to 
do. In fact, we say to young people, 

You ought to go ahead and buy a home. 
You have enough income to sustain the 
mortgage payment and you have the use of 
this asset. You would be building up home 
equity instead of paying rent. Why not go 
ahead and do it? 

Businesses make this type of invest-
ment decisions. They go out and bor-

row in order to enhance the productive 
capacity of their businesses. 

We do have the problem whether at 
the Federal level we are incurring the 
deficit for consumption or investment. 
I think if it is being incurred for con-
sumption, there is a very strong argu-
ment against doing that because we are 
enhancing today’s living standard by 
throwing the burden on tomorrow. 

I heard the Presiding Officer talk 
about the responsibility he feels to-
ward his offspring that is coming, and 
that is a reasonable statement to 
make. However, if it is an investment 
that is being made for the future, bor-
rowing may be a very smart thing to 
do. Is it imprudent and irresponsible to 
incur a reasonable amount of debt in 
order to educate your children? 

Suppose you cannot afford at the mo-
ment the full cost of your child’s edu-
cation out of your current income 
flow? But you know that if your chil-
dren are educated, their earning capac-
ity will be enhanced. I am able to carry 
this obligation over time if I treat it as 
a capital asset and amortize it. I think 
most middle-class people do that in 
meeting the college or professional 
school costs of the education of their 
children. 

This distinction is made at the State 
level—the States would not balance 
their budgets if they kept their books 
the way the Federal Government does. 
Most States have an operating budget 
which they are required to balance. 
They have a capital budget which they 
fund by borrowing. They are very ex-
plicit about borrowing. 

We had two Governors who testified 
only 10 days ago that having a bal-
anced budget requirement at the State 
level helped them to maintain a good 
credit rating. 

Now, why do they need a good credit 
rating if they are not borrowing? They 
have a balanced budget requirement 
and which is helpful to them in main-
taining a good credit rating. 

The reason you are concerned about 
having a good credit rating is because 
you are borrowing. They acknowledged 
under questioning that only the oper-
ating budget must be balanced, and 
they make active use of a capital budg-
et for which borrowing is permitted. So 
this obligation you are placing upon 
the Federal budget would be the equiv-
alent of saying to every State you 
must balance not only the operating 
budget but you must fund the capital 
budget out of current revenue. It could 
be the equivalent of saying the same 
thing to private business or to individ-
uals. If we had capital budgeting at the 
Federal level now, the deficit problem 
would be very significantly diminished, 
because a fair amount of what we are 
spending are on capital items which 
under any reasonable capital budgeting 
approach would have been placed in the 
capital budget, and in most places then 
financed through borrowing. 

That is why these Governors want to 
have a good credit standing. I have a 
State that runs a very responsible fis-

cal policy, and they are one of five 
States with a AAA bond rating. That is 
important to us. But the fact is that we 
are still borrowing in order to carry 
out our capital projects. We get a very 
good interest rate on doing that, better 
than most States, but we are still not 
doing the capital budget out of current 
revenues. 

Now, let me turn to the problem 
about economic downturns, and wheth-
er they will be precipitated into a re-
cession and in turn a depression. 

What we have managed to do is build 
into the workings of our fiscal policy 
automatic stabilizers. If the economy 
declines, we lose revenues because peo-
ple lose their jobs, they are not paying 
taxes, and we also increase expendi-
tures because they receive income sup-
port payments—unemployment insur-
ance, food and medical supplements— 
in order to sustain their family. The 
consequence of the increase in expendi-
tures and the reduction in revenues is 
that you get a deficit. 

Now, if you try to eliminate that def-
icit as the economy is moving down-
ward, you are only going to drive the 
economy down further. You are going 
to push it down into the hole. This is 
what happened all through the last 
century and through the first half of 
this century. 

Mr. President, I invite your attention 
to this chart about the percentage 
change in our gross national product 
beginning back in the 1890’s and com-
ing forward until today. 

This drop is the end of World War II. 
It was after World War II, learning 
from the experience of the Great De-
pression, that we built in these auto-
matic stabilizers which, when the econ-
omy went soft, would in effect seek to 
offset that deterioration by compen-
sating aspects in the Federal budget. 

What has happened because of that is 
that we now have been able throughout 
this postwar period to avoid the very 
deep boom and bust cycles that we pre-
viously had experienced. 

We still get some fluctuation in the 
business cycle, but we have been able 
to diminish them very significantly. 
There are tremendous economic bene-
fits that flow from a more stable busi-
ness cycle. 

The question becomes how are you 
going to address that situation as it de-
velops? My friend from Illinois says we 
will get together and 60 votes will cer-
tainly waive the requirement and we 
will then incur the deficits which need 
to be incurred to offset this. 

He then, quoted from a study which 
said that the use of fiscal policy had 
been too late and too little, generally 
speaking, in the post-World War II pe-
riod. And I indicated to him that I 
agreed with it had been too late and 
too little. 

It has been too late and too little 
without the constraint of a balanced 
budget amendment and without the re-
quirement of a supermajority to have a 
more responsive fiscal policy, it defies 
logic and rationality to anticipate 
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under this changed circumstance that 
the action is going to come earlier and 
in greater quantity than heretofore ex-
perienced. 

Mr. THOMPSON. Will the Senator 
yield on that question? 

Mr. SARBANES. Sure. 
Mr. THOMPSON. Does the Senator 

believe that we have been too late and 
too little because of just a willful re-
fusal to address it or perhaps because 
of Government’s inability to fine tune 
the economy and to predict where it is 
going to be even a short place down the 
road? 

Mr. SARBANES. I think at the mo-
ment we have a certain stabilizing ben-
efit that comes automatically. For in-
stance, the unemployment insurance 
plan. But it is limited. Then we go into 
a downturn, and we say we have to ex-
tend the unemployment insurance ben-
efits. But by the time you reach that 
point, you are on the downward slope 
and you look around and you have a 
pretty serious situation on your hands. 

Now, as we start on the downward 
slope, we often do not recognize it at 
the time. The automatic stabilizers 
start working right away. 

It is my own view we would not 
admit or recognize a situation that re-
quired a response in time. In fact, I 
doubt even if we can get a majority re-
quirement early in the downturn. I will 
not argue for the moment whether 
later, when things are really falling to 
pieces all around you, whether you can 
get the 60 votes or not. Some think you 
would have difficulty doing it even 
then. I am focusing on to what extent 
you get on this slope and how much 
momentum begins to build in a down-
ward direction before you are able to 
check it. 

We have done a pretty good job here 
in the post-World War II period. We get 
ups and downs, but only in a couple of 
instances have they actually crossed 
into negative growth. So we have been 
able to keep the economy in essen-
tially a positive growth mode with 
varying degrees of ups and downs and 
stability. But this is a marked contrast 
of what we used to go through. 

Mr. THOMPSON. If the Senator will 
yield for a moment? Is it the Senator’s 
understanding of the constitutional 
amendment proposed that, if early in 
the fiscal year a need was perceived to 
take such action as the Senator just 
described, that there must be an imme-
diate vote with a 60 percent majority 
at that time? Or could that vote be 
taken at a subsequent time within the 
fiscal year? 

Mr. SARBANES. That is a good ques-
tion. I do not think the amendment 
fully answers that question. I think 
one might well go into court and assert 
if we had taken measures to incur a 
deficit, that in effect would end up vio-
lating this provision and ought to be 
restrained by court. Whether a court 
would pick up on that I do not know. 

I take it the Senator’s argument is 
we could do it in June and we would 
have until September 30, somehow, to 

work this thing out. The trouble with 
that is the recessions do not turn 
around in a quarter or two quarters. 
Once you get on a downward trend it 
takes a little bit of time to come back 
up. You are fighting to hold it back. 

The point I make to my distin-
guished colleague is the more momen-
tum that builds up in a downward di-
rection the harder it is to check it and 
bring the economy back. It is always 
better to respond early because usually 
that means you can address the situa-
tion with a lesser amount than will be 
required later when the economy is 
driven deeper into the hole. 

So I understand the point the Sen-
ator is making. I do not know the an-
swer to it. But even if one were to an-
swer it in the direction in which he 
presupposes, I do not think it helps 
very much because we are going to 
come up against that fiscal year before 
long and then we are going to be faced 
with an absolute crisis: What to do 
prior to the end of the fiscal year, in 
terms of the amendment. This amend-
ment does not require a budget balance 
over the business cycle. 

Mr. THOMPSON. Suppose—— 
Mr. SARBANES. A budget balance 

over the business cycle would have 
more rationality to it. It still does not 
address the capital budget point. 

Mr. THOMPSON. Pardon me. The un-
derlying question—we will set aside the 
previous question. I am sure others can 
address that in terms of when the vote 
must be taken or whether or not there 
is any leeway. My impression is that 
there is probably substantially more 
leeway under this amendment than the 
Senator believes that there is. 

I guess my underlying concern is, and 
question is the extent to which the 
Government has had success in fine- 
tuning the economy by fiscal policy? 

It seemed to me the Senator from Il-
linois was very persuasive, and the 
economists he quoted, of the propo-
sition that we have not been very suc-
cessful along those lines and that it, in 
fact, has had to do with monetary pol-
icy more than fiscal policy which 
would not be addressed by the concern 
of the Senator. 

Mr. SARBANES. My answer to that 
is it depends on your definition of suc-
cess. I happen to think that the fiscal 
stabilizers in the post-World War II pe-
riod have been a success. And I think it 
is a consequence of a combination of 
fiscal and monetary policy. 

It is the same process used by other 
countries. It is not as though I am put-
ting for an analysis something that is 
only used by the United States and not 
used by others. Countries have sought 
to avoid what they experienced, which 
of course culminated in the Great De-
pression in 1930’s when we had an abso-
lute collapse with respect to our gross 
national product. We had a 15-percent 
drop in gross national product. 

Franklin Roosevelt came in and he 
said we are going to balance the budg-
et. Hoover was running deficits in the 
budget. Everyone said you have to bal-

ance the budget. Hoover tried to bal-
ance the budget unsuccessfully. The ef-
fort to balance the budget, I am assert-
ing here, in those economic cir-
cumstances, worsened the economy. 

Roosevelt came in and said we are 
going to balance the budget. Then they 
got in there and they came to realize if 
they tried to balance the budget in 
those economic times they were only 
going to worsen the state of the econ-
omy. More people would be out of 
work. There would be less purchasing 
power and the spiral would continue to 
go downward. That is when they moved 
in a different direction. 

I am not arguing you should have un-
restrained or unlimited deficits. Obvi-
ously you need to be very prudent. I 
am trying to make the point, first on 
the capital budget, that this amend-
ment requires you to pay out of cur-
rent income for items that virtually 
everyone else in the economy pays on a 
capital basis. In other words they bor-
row it and pay for it and they regard 
that as a prudent measure. 

Second, I do not think the amend-
ment permits the flexibility necessary 
during economic downturns. It says 
‘‘Total outlays for any fiscal year shall 
not exceed total receipts for that fiscal 
year,’’ unless you use the escape 
clause. 

This also means you cannot do antic-
ipatory budgeting. We now have a con-
cept that we build up a surplus in a 
trust fund and then use it in difficult 
circumstances. That is what we do 
with unemployment insurance. So 
when the economy is running well, the 
income into the unemployment trust 
fund is greater than the outgo from the 
trust fund. We build up a balance in the 
trust fund. The thinking is that then 
when we hit a tough economic time in 
which the payments out will exceed 
what is flowing in, we will use up the 
balance in the trust fund that we have 
built up. 

This amendment would not allow you 
to do that because in the outyear, it 
makes no provision for having outlays 
in excess of receipts. If everything else 
was in balance and you sought to pay 
out of the trust fund, your outlays 
would be exceeding your receipts; total 
outlays and total receipts. So you 
would be in a jam as a consequence. 

Again people say, ‘‘We are going to 
waive that. We are going to give the 
supermajority vote.’’ I am not san-
guine about that, even if the issue is 
put to us. But the point I made earlier 
is that these things happen early on 
and now we get an automatic response. 
In the future you would require a dis-
cretionary response. I have very seri-
ous doubts that it would come early 
enough and responsively enough to 
avoid this kind of development. 

Mr. President, I want to turn to this 
GAO study that the Senator from Illi-
nois has been citing from time to time. 
This was a study in which the GAO had 
four alternative scenarios, one of which 
was an absolute scare scenario that 
any rational person would have been 
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traumatized by. This report, inciden-
tally, is being used in the discussion 
here as a support for the balanced 
budget amendment. 

Prof. Sidney Winter, of the Wharton 
School of the University of Pennsyl-
vania, Chief Economist of the General 
Accounting Office, when the 1992 re-
port, ‘‘Budget Policy, Prompt Action 
Necessary to Avert Long-Term Damage 
to the Economy’’ was prepared for the 
Congress made the following statement 
about his views on the balanced budget 
amendment to the Constitution. 

A balanced budget amendment is an 
amendment that would risk converting some 
future economic downturn from recession to 
depression. For that reason, a constitutional 
amendment is the wrong tool for long-term 
budget discipline. The right tool is the Budg-
et Enforcement Act of 1990, as amended, 
which is the only tool the Congress really 
needs. 

Last year, after my colleague from 
Illinois quoted the GAO report, we 
wrote to the GAO asking some ques-
tions about the assumptions of this 
June 1992 report, and also asking about 
the current long-term deficit outlays. 
They, in their response last year to me, 
stated that they developed four sce-
narios to show the implications of var-
ious fiscal policies in dealing with the 
deficit. These scenarios were projected 
out to the year 2020. One scenario was 
doing nothing and allowing the deficit 
and cumulative debt to grow un-
checked. This was a report in June 
1992. 

So this report actually was before 
the August 1993 deficit reduction pro-
gram, which was passed by the Con-
gress at the recommendation of the 
President. 

So the scenarios were: One, doing 
nothing and allowing the deficit and 
cumulative debt to go unchecked. That 
is the scenario which is constantly 
cited by my colleague from Illinois. In 
other words, he takes that scenario and 
what it said, and says, ‘‘My God, look 
at this.’’ The fact of the matter is that 
the scenario has already been rendered 
irrelevant, its assumptions not war-
ranted, by actions taken by the Con-
gress since the report in June of 1992 
and up to this time. 

The second scenario was holding the 
deficit to 3 percent of gross national 
product. The third was achieving a bal-
anced budget early in the next century, 
and maintaining balance thereafter. 
And the fourth was achieving a bal-
anced budget and then moving in the 
surplus. 

The letter then goes on and says: 
You ask whether our analysis considered 

the costs or benefits of adopting a balanced 
budget amendment to the Constitution. It 
did not. 

I repeat that. ‘‘It did not.’’ 
The GAO has long supported making the 

hard programmatic policy choices that 
would lead the country to a more balanced 
budget. We have not endorsed the balanced 
budget amendment to achieve this goal. 

We then asked them about the cur-
rent deficit outlook. This is what they 
said: 

With regard to your question about the 
current deficit outlook, it has indeed im-
proved in the 2 years since our 1992 analysis. 
In the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1993, 
the Congress and the President have taken 
action that the Congressional Budget Office 
estimates will reduce the deficit by $433 bil-
lion from 1994 through 1998. 

Actually, the figures are turning out 
better than that. 

The CBO now projects the deficit will be 3.1 
percent of gross domestic product in 2003, 
down from its projections of 6.8 percent a 
year ago. These recent improvements in the 
deficit obviously would affect the starting 
point used in our 1992 report, which would in 
turn alter the outcomes of the four scenarios 
we outlined years ago. At least through 2004, 
CBO’s projections indicate that we have 
steered away from the path projected in the 
no-action scenario. 

So here is what happened. They pro-
jected a no-action scenario path, and 
on the basis of a no-action scenario 
path, you had great difficulty. In fact, 
we took action, and as a consequence 
of taking action, they were projecting 
last year the deficit would be down 
there 6.8 percent of GDP to 3.1 percent 
of GDP. 

Obviously, more needs to be done. 
But the point that needs to be made is 
this absolute scare scenario that has 
been cited again and again is no longer 
applicable because the assumptions 
upon which it was based no longer 
hold. 

In fact, they went on and said in the 
letter: 

In the 2 years since we have developed the 
model, new information has become avail-
able that shows somewhat higher produc-
tivity, lower Federal interest costs, and 
higher labor force projections. We believe 
these changes could work to improve the 
long-term deficit outlook to some extent. 

So, Mr. President, I want to under-
score that the dynamics of this situa-
tion are such that the changes we have 
made have in fact had a very beneficial 
effect. The United States now ranks 
the best among the G–7 industrialized 
countries, in the ratio of the deficit to 
its gross product. That was not the 
case before; that was not the case be-
fore the August 1993 legislation. But as 
a consequence of that and the deficit 
reduction that has followed the 1993 
Omnibus Reconciliation Act, what has 
happened is the economy has grown, 
and grown in a very steady and encour-
aging way. The deficit has come down, 
and the ratio of the deficit to the gross 
product has improved markedly, as 
this letter said—and this letter was in 
the first part of last year—projected 
down from what was projected as 6.8 
percent to 3.1 percent. 

So this is all by way of making the 
point that, first, we are making 
progress; second, as to the scare sce-
nario that is constantly cited to say we 
absolutely have to adopt this balanced 
budget amendment because things are 
just worsening, worsening, worsening, 
is in fact wrong, things are improving. 
There is more that remains to be done. 
But in my judgment, to try to do them 
through an amendment to the Con-
stitution is not the way to go. 

Actually, I agree with the GAO, 
whose report is being cited as a jus-
tification to enact this constitutional 
amendment. And the GAO itself says: 

The GAO has long supported making the 
hard programmatic policy changes that 
would lead the country to a more balanced 
budget. We have not endorsed a balanced 
budget amendment to achieve this goal. 

There are real problems that are in-
herent in this amendment. Economic 
downturns would be exaggerated and 
become recessions. We make no provi-
sion for a capital budget, and therefore, 
there would be a real question of 
whether we would be able to do the 
kind of capital investment for the fu-
ture strength and productivity of the 
economy, which everyone in a dynamic 
society is doing. There is a great con-
cern that this matter would be thrown 
into court; we may have the judiciary 
making basic budget decisions which 
ought to be made by the President and 
by the Congress. 

I hope it is not anyone’s intention 
here to shift these issues into the 
courts. The Constitution does not have 
particular, substantive policies in it. 
Those are left to be worked out by the 
President and the Congress. The Con-
stitution is a framework to define how 
we reach decisions, and it also guaran-
tees the liberties of our citizens. 

I think that this amendment has a 
very substantial risk of promoting in-
stability and retarding economic 
growth. I very much hope that, upon 
reflection, perceiving the problems 
that are connected with locking a mat-
ter of this sort into the Constitution, 
my colleagues will not move to send 
this proposal to the Senate. 

(Ms. SNOWE assumed the chair.) 
Mr. THOMPSON. Will the Senator 

yield for a question? 
Mr. SARBANES. I am happy to yield. 

I am more than willing and anxious to 
explore these matters with my col-
leagues. 

Mr. THOMPSON. I appreciate that. 
The Senator from Maryland has had a 
long and distinguished career with 
these budgetary matters, and I want to 
have the benefit of his insight, because 
it is certainly different than the in-
sight I have. 

I get the impression from the Sen-
ator that we made progress in 1993, and 
that is indicative of the fact that we 
can continue to do that and we will 
really have no big problem. 

Mr. SARBANES. No. I think we have 
a problem, but I think we have made 
progress and I hope we can continue to 
make progress. I do not think the re-
course, as the GAO indicated, is this 
amendment to the Constitution. 

Mr. THOMPSON. I wonder if we 
should not examine how much progress 
we have made and what the likelihood 
is of making the progress we are going 
to have to make. The 1993 budget ar-
rangement, as I understand it, adds 
over $1 trillion to the debt. We have 
come to the point now where we are 
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using as a flag of success to wave a sit-
uation that actually adds over $1 tril-
lion to the debt. As I look at the fig-
ures, CBO figures, they indicate that 
the deficit is going to go up to $222 bil-
lion in 1998, and will go up in the year 
2004 to $421 billion. 

The Senator rightfully points out 
that the deficit as a percentage of GDP 
has gone down. But I look and see that 
they project in the year 2020 that the 
deficit will be 21 percent of GNP. That 
is going to be along the time, or short-
ly after the time, the baby boomers 
start retiring and the demographics 
overwhelm us. 

Mr. SARBANES. What are the as-
sumptions of that projection? That 
nothing is done? 

Mr. THOMPSON. You would have to 
ask CBO that. 

Mr. SARBANES. I think I know the 
answer. 

Mr. THOMPSON. Does the Senator 
disagree with the CBO analysis? 

Mr. SARBANES. I think the assump-
tion of the projection is a no-change 
scenario, just like an assumption of the 
GAO study which has been cited was a 
no change. GAO then, literally in less 
than 2 years from the time they made 
this projection, based on a no-change 
scenario, in effect, says that is now 
moot or irrelevant because important 
changes have been made and therefore 
the dynamics are very different. 

The biggest problem on the deficit as 
we look ahead is the health care issue. 
If you look at the components of where 
they expect to have a deficit problem, 
it is in the health care field, and obvi-
ously we have a tough problem to deal 
with in health care. Despite not deal-
ing with it last year, it is my under-
standing that most Members think 
something has to be done and it has to 
be addressed. What will be done and 
how is another open question. But 
there is obviously a matter there that 
has to be addressed. 

Suppose I said to the Senator, well, 
we have a capital budget and we are 
going to have $150 or $200 billion a year 
in the capital budget—which would be 
$1 trillion over 5 years—of capital in-
vestment, just like a business would 
make a capital investment or State 
and local governments would; would 
the Senator be upset by that? Would he 
regard that as being imprudent, as sort 
of an irrational policy? 

Mr. THOMPSON. My understanding 
is that it would represent only about 4 
percent of our expenditures anyway. I 
am not sure it would make that much 
difference one way or another, frankly. 

My other concern with the capital 
budget, of course, is the definition of a 
capital budget and how you defined it 
and whether or not everything all of a 
sudden would start to go into that 
budget. 

Mr. SARBANES. I think that is a 
good point. Obviously, you would have 
to have careful definitions because, in 
fact, the way State governments or pri-
vate businesses sometimes get into 
trouble is they put into the capital 

budget items that ought to be on the 
operating budget side and paid for 
through the current flow of income. 
But the fact that you have that prob-
lem at the margin in terms of defini-
tion and the possibility of abuse does 
not detract from the fact that very 
prudent people, as part of rational deci-
sionmaking, use a capital budget and 
adopt a concept of paying for the cap-
ital budget by borrowing. And depend-
ing on the circumstances, it makes 
sense for the family, it makes sense for 
the business, it makes sense for State 
and local government, and it would for 
the Federal Government. 

Mr. THOMPSON. I think the Sen-
ator’s concern is well placed. I, for one, 
have been concerned that in this coun-
try for a long period of time we have 
refused to make any sacrifices, as far 
as consumption is concerned, and that 
the first things usually on the chop-
ping block are things that benefit the 
next generation and that we ought to 
be spending more on what would prob-
ably be decided as capital items, infra-
structure, things that will make our 
country stronger and more competitive 
and greater in future years and con-
sume less. I happen to not think the 
Senator’s concern would best be the ap-
proach to take to resolve that. But I 
appreciate the concern. 

But getting back to, I think, the 
most fundamental concern, we can talk 
about a capital budget, we can talk 
about this would somehow restrict the 
Government from fine-tuning the econ-
omy, we can debate over whether or 
not the Government has had that much 
success in times past. 

Mr. SARBANES. If I could interject, 
I think the impact of this would not be 
on fine-tuning. It would be on rough- 
tuning. In other words, I do not even 
think you would be able to do rough- 
tuning, let alone fine-tuning. 

Mr. THOMPSON. All right. But the 
basic question to me, fundamentally, is 
whether or not we have a very, very se-
rious problem that is going to turn 
into a catastrophic problem down the 
road or whether or not this is over-
blown; whether or not the entitlements 
commission, for example, the bipar-
tisan commission headed by two very 
distinguished Senators, one from each 
party, whether or not they are wrong 
when they say in the year 2020 that a 
handful of programs and the interest 
on the debt is going to run us out of 
money and we are not going to have 
enough money for national defense, in-
frastructure, research and develop-
ment, and all these other things. 
Whether or not the President, as I un-
derstand it, is wrong when his own pro-
jections show that around about 1998, 
even though we have made some 
progress in recent years with a massive 
tax increase—we cannot have one of 
those every time we want to make a 
little progress, in my estimation; any-
way I will not argue you that point 
now—but the President’s own figures 
show that the deficits skyrocket. 

One of my colleagues used this chart. 
If we do not balance the budget, defi-

cits will grow to more than 18 percent 
of GDP by 2030. I mean we have all seen 
these charts. And everybody—all the 
economists I have heard, the Concord 
Coalition, headed by two distinguished 
former Senators, one from either 
party; the distinguished Pete Peterson, 
a former Secretary of Commerce, in 
the recent book he has out—everybody 
that I have heard pretty much agrees 
that we have a very, very serious prob-
lem on our hands and that we are kind 
of fiddling while the country is burning 
around here. 

Does the Senator disagree with that 
assessment? 

Mr. SARBANES. In part. 
What I would say to my distin-

guished colleague is you could have 
shown me a chart far worse than that 
one if you had done it before August 
1993 and the adoption of the deficit re-
duction package. 

Mr. THOMPSON. And I could show 
you a chart far worse than that one if 
we take it out into the future. 

Mr. SARBANES. But what you are 
doing when you show me those charts 
is you are assuming no action. Just as 
in 1992, if you assumed no action, you 
would have shown a chart of great con-
cern. We took action and, therefore, 
the situation was improved. 

Now I am not asserting that the ac-
tion taken thus far is a complete re-
sponse to the problem. But I am trying 
to make the point that these scare sce-
narios are all premised on sort of doing 
nothing. We had one before. We did 
something. We got a very substantial 
improvement. We need to do even more 
in order to have further improvement. 

And the hangup is essentially con-
nected with the rising costs of medical 
care. If you break out the analysis and 
say, ‘‘What is it that is growing that is 
going to create this problem in the fu-
ture?’’ It is the cost of medical care. 

Mr. THOMPSON. I think we are nar-
rowing the debate. I think we both 
pretty much agree that we have a very 
serious problem. I think where we fi-
nally perhaps disagree is the prospects 
of doing anything about that on the 
current course. 

We have been talking about bal-
ancing the budget for years and years 
and we have been talking about fiscal 
responsibility. Every Member who gets 
on this floor to speak says they are for 
a balanced budget and every Member 
says they fought for fiscal responsi-
bility. 

As the Senator from Illinois pointed 
out awhile ago, the last time we de-
bated the balanced budget amendment 
the same things were said. ‘‘We made 
some progress. We are going to make 
more.’’ 

We are going in the wrong direction. 
My concern is that we will take no ac-
tion. My concern is that we will con-
tinue to do the wrong action that we 
have been doing for the last 70 years. 

Mr. SARBANES. I say to my distin-
guished friend, I voted for the 1993 
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package and that was used against me 
in the last campaign. But I bellied up 
and I voted for a measure that had 
spending cuts and tax increases in an 
effort to try to do something real 
about the deficit. And I think it did do 
something real about the deficit. We 
need to do yet more. 

But I think we need to do it that way 
and not to pass an amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States, 
which then carries with it all of these 
problems that I have been discussing. 

I am essentially arguing that some of 
the concepts contained in this proposal 
are really counterproductive and will, 
in effect, be harmful to us. I am very 
concerned what will happen to invest-
ment. And I am very deeply concerned 
that we are going to go back to a situa-
tion in which the economy starts mov-
ing this way instead of what has hap-
pened in the postwar period. 

One point on growth in the size of our 
current economy is $65 billion in goods 
and services. So if you get a drop like 
this, interestingly enough, not only are 
you going to have no growth and rising 
unemployment, but you are going to 
have an incredible deficit problem. In 
the end, you are going to break down 
because if you keep trying to correct 
the deficit problem in an economic 
downturn, you are just going to drive 
yourself deeper into the hole. 

That is what happened, as I indicated 
earlier, first to Hoover and then to 
Roosevelt, until Roosevelt moved off it 
in an effort to come out of the depres-
sion. 

Mr. THOMPSON. I thank my col-
league. 

Mr. SARBANES. Madam President, I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. GRAMS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota. 
Mr. GRAMS. I thank the Chair. 
Madam President, the distinguished 

minority leader today introduced what 
he is calling a right-to-know amend-
ment to the balanced budget amend-
ment legislation. 

Well, the Senator’s amendment has 
at least one thing right: its title, be-
cause the American people certainly do 
have a right to know. 

They have a right to know why Con-
gress has spent this country $4.5 tril-
lion into debt, and why it still keeps 
spending. They have the right to know 
how much their taxes will go up if the 
balanced budget amendment does not 
pass. 

And, Madam President, they have the 
right to know what these higher taxes 
will mean to the kind of life they are 
trying to provide for their children and 
for their families if the balanced budg-
et amendment does not become law. 

That is what Americans have a right 
to know. 

The question is not ‘‘what happens if 
the balanced budget amendment 
passes?’’ The question really is, ‘‘What 
happens if it does not pass?’’ 

The question is not, ‘‘What will get 
whacked?’’ The question is, ‘‘What will 
get taxed?’’ 

Madam President, without this 
amendment, taxes will go up. That has 
been the pattern over the past 30 years. 
Congress decides it needs another orna-
ment for its Christmas tree of social 
programs, another rich chocolate con-
coction on its dessert tray, and it 
passes along the bill to the folks who 
can least afford to pay it, and that is 
the taxpayers. 

There is no reason to think that Con-
gress has changed its ways. 

But do we really need an amendment 
to the Constitution to protect the tax-
payers? My colleagues in this body who 
say we should not need a balanced 
budget amendment are right, because 
Congress should have the backbone to 
limit its spending and to set priorities, 
just as every Main Street American 
family does. 

The good Senator from Maryland has 
been talking about borrowing. 

If a family in St. Paul, MN, wants to 
buy a house, it works out a mortgage 
and a payment schedule that fits the 
family budget. 

But eventually, that debt is repaid. It 
is not passed on to the next generation. 
That is what the vast majority of 
Americans do when they make a major 
purchase. That is not how the Federal 
Government works. It borrows the 
money without any kind of payment 
schedule. The debt continues to build, 
the payments keep being deferred, and 
the debt is passed down to our children. 

Now, if that family in St. Paul de-
cides it needs to tighten its belt, it 
does. But Congress simply goes out and 
buys a bigger belt. Congress does not 
have the backbone to restrain itself. It 
never has. Maybe it never will. 

We will now look at the facts. Con-
gress has spent more than it has taken 
in for 55 of the last 63 years. We have 
not had a balanced Federal budget 
since 1969 and deficit spending is now 
responsible for about 90 percent of the 
national debt. 

For my colleagues who sometimes 
get lost in all the statistics, here is the 
reality of what the national debt 
means to average Americans. Every 
family of four owes $3,500 on just the 
interest alone on the national debt, 
and that means $3,500 less to care for 
our kids, $3,500 less to keep our fami-
lies fed and clothed. 

Those numbers are scary, but what is 
that interest based on? It is based on 
the debt, $4.5 trillion, a debt that 
equals nearly $20,000 for every man, 
woman, and child in this country 
today. Now, I have four children: 
Michelle, Tammy, Rhiannon, and Mor-
gan. And I have four grandchildren: 
Wesley, Wyatt, Chelsea, and the latest, 
born just this morning, less than 12 
hours old, and already his share of the 
national debt is nearly $20,000. All he 
has consumed is some air—free air that 
we take for granted. But he already 
owes more than $20,000 to our national 
debt. 

We need the balanced budget amend-
ment to force Congress to do what it 
should have done already. The Amer-

ican people agree. A large majority of 
them support the balanced budget 
amendment. A large majority say that 
they are willing to sacrifice some Gov-
ernment services in order to get this 
burdensome Federal deficit under con-
trol. 

Madam President, I remind my col-
leagues who speak against the amend-
ment that we would not be having this 
debate were it not for 30 years of irre-
sponsible spending by this body, abuses 
that led to bloated committee staffs 
and expenses, and duplicative pro-
grams. A lot of what passed for Govern-
ment spending in the last several dec-
ades was simply window dressing, win-
dow dressing for a very expensive shop 
in which the American people were sold 
a phony bill of goods on their own cred-
it card. 

Now, opponents have accused Mem-
bers of being mean spirited and cold 
during these debates. But those are 
simple scare tactics tossed around by 
those who like the comfortable cushion 
of Government that they have been 
resting on for 30 years, but which has 
become a bed of nails for the American 
taxpayers. What is truly mean spirited 
and cold would be saddling the next 
generation with more deficit, more 
debt, and more uncertainty. 

So, Madam President, the right-to- 
know amendment is a clever bit of 
propaganda, but it is dangerous legisla-
tion. We cannot strap the hands of fu-
ture Congresses by carving in stone ex-
actly how a balanced budget must be 
achieved. Three Congresses will come 
and go during the 7 years over which 
the budget will be balanced. Things 
change, needs will change, conditions 
will change. Each Congress needs the 
leeway to make its own budget deci-
sions. 

Now, if the Senate breaks the prom-
ise it made to the American voters last 
November and ultimately votes this 
legislation down, we, the majority 
party, must be prepared to take the 
next step. We have to show that we can 
submit a balanced budget. We have to 
show that we can live under a balanced 
budget. Many of my colleagues are 
committed to a balanced budget, but 
without this amendment. In working 
together, we must be prepared to prove 
we sincerely are interested in restoring 
fiscal sanity into the Federal Govern-
ment. 

My friend and colleague from Idaho, 
Senator CRAIG, has taken such a strong 
leadership role in this issue. It re-
minded me of a quote I would like to 
share: 

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

200 years ago, and yet the questions he 
raised during the founding years of this 
Republic are just as relevant today. 
And now it is time to answer the ques-
tions—not for me, not for my col-
leagues, but for our children and our 
grandchildren and, again, the newest 
member of my family, just 12 hours 
old, Blake, and the debt we are passing 
on to him. They have a right to know. 
They have a right to know we did ev-
erything within our power to help se-
cure their future. 

Thank you, Madam President. I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, 

parliamentary inquiry. Is there any 
time limit on Senators at this point? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No, there 
is not. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I do not intend, by 
that question, to leave the impression 
that I intend to speak a long, long 
time. I just wondered how much time I 
had. 

I want to start my talk here with fel-
low Senators, and more importantly, 
with those people in the United States 
who are interested in what is going on. 
I want to say, particularly to the sen-
ior citizens of the United States, those 
who have spent their adult lives in our 
behalf, who have worked hard and dili-
gently to make America a great coun-
try, I want to tell them what I think 
the Democrats are doing to their 
grandchildren and to their children’s 
future by the tactics they are taking 
here on the Senate floor in an effort to 
defeat a constitutional amendment. 

This is not said in any animosity or 
anger. It is because we are lodged in a 
very difficult war. Our war and our dec-
laration of war is, we want to get rid of 
the deficit and we want the people of 
our country to back Members in that 
with a constitutional amendment. 
That is how we think we will win the 
war. If the war is declared in a con-
stitutional amendment, and the people 
adopt it, then we will have at our side 
the full power of America saying, 
‘‘Enough’s enough. We are going to see 
how it all comes out, but we will tell 
everyone right up front, the politi-
cians, they are not going to have the 
luxury of spending beyond our means a 
few years down the line.’’ 

First, I want to say to those who are 
listening, some make it sound like if 
this constitutional amendment is 
passed and we get to the year 2002, it 
does not make a difference what the 
condition of the world is, what happens 
by way of emergencies; we are going to 
have a balanced budget. 

Now, it is not that at all. So I want 
to say to those Americans who are wor-
ried about themselves and their secu-
rity or their pension program, this is a 
constitutional amendment that says, 
‘‘If you do not want to balance the 
budget, you have to bring the issue 
front and center; you can’t hide it any-

more. And secondly, you need 60 votes 
instead of a simple majority to add to 
the deficit.’’ 

Now, let me explain the way it is 
structured. We will not wake up in the 
morning and say, ‘‘We passed a budget 
and we can’t do anything about it be-
cause we are going in the red $60 billion 
and we didn’t know it.’’ That will not 
happen, Madam President and fellow 
Americans, because at a point in time 
when we are supposed to be at zero and 
we get there, then whenever we exceed 
it, we cannot borrow any more money. 
We cannot make it any clearer. We 
cannot borrow any more money unless 
we bring it to the floor of the Senate 
and the House, and hopefully by that 
time, contrary to what we have today, 
Presidents will be on the side of the 
balanced budget because there will be a 
Constitution that says not just Repub-
licans and a few Democrats that are 
supporting them are supposed to bal-
ance a budget; the law of the land, the 
Constitution, will say ‘‘Mr. President, 
down there at Pennsylvania Avenue, 
you send up budgets that are in bal-
ance.’’ 

Rest assured that Presidents are not 
immune. They are not going to send 
budgets up here, as the one we are 
going to get on Monday, that in the 
midst of very good times, cuts nothing 
and says: We did pretty well 3 years 
ago. We will leave everything alone 
while this happens. 

This is a very good chart. I wish it 
were bigger so we could see it. While it 
has a lot on it, it is very descriptive of 
what will happen to our great country 
soon. Here is 1990, 1991, 1992; the budget 
is going up. The little red pile here is 
going up. Coming down a little, the so- 
called ‘‘We are getting the deficit 
under control budget,’’ that I heard my 
good friend from Maryland just say he 
voted for. Here it comes down a little 
bit; this is going to be the year 1996. It 
is coming down a little, if the Presi-
dent does not do anything. 

Look what happens after that. Here 
we come up; it is not so far. Here we 
are at 2000; going up again by 2010. I 
say to those people in the United 
States that have little grandkids, now 
it is starting up about 2010, and about 
the time they are getting in high 
school, look what happens to it. 

Now, frankly, there are those who 
will say, ‘‘We do not need a constitu-
tional amendment to fix this. We do 
not need one. We will just go about fix-
ing it up, as we have.’’ 

Let me read here. Do Members know 
how many times we passed statutes 
saying we are supposed to get to a bal-
anced budget? I will count them here: 
1921, 1964, 1978, 1978, 1978, 1979, 1980, 1985, 
1987, and 1990 we passed this; in some 
cases, just passed others. We told the 
American people ‘‘We have done it. We 
have done it.’’ 

I was here when the great Senator, 
Mr. Byrd from Virginia, passed statute 
law, and it said we are not going to 
have any more debts, did it not? It said 
the law of the land is going to be bal-

anced budgets. Ever since it was passed 
they go up. Is that not interesting? Is 
that not interesting? 

That is what this shows. We have 
come to the conclusion—and thank 
God about 75 percent of Americans 
agree—that it will not happen unless it 
is the absolute, basic constitutional 
law of the land, unless we have up here 
in front of Congress and Presidents a 
law that says you do it; it is against 
the law unless you do that. That is 
what we think will get the job done. 

Now, there are those who say we 
would like to do it another way, or let 
us just be patient. There are even those 
who have this list of economists of the 
United States, just a long list, I say to 
my friend of Tennessee, of all these 
American economists. 

Well, frankly, the economists, when 
you put them in front of you at a table, 
most of them will say you have to get 
the deficit under control. And most of 
them will say it is a big, big problem. 
So if you are a political leader, you 
have a responsibility to do something 
about it, not just talk. And the econo-
mists, if you ask them, Mr. Economist, 
if there is no way to get there, and if 
the trend of our political leadership is 
our inability to stop the appetite to 
come to the Federal Government so we 
will try to solve problems by spending 
money, if it is that or a constitutional 
amendment, there are a lot of them 
who will say they do not like its rigid-
ity, but we ought to get there. 

Now, I try to tell everyone, including 
those who might be worried that with 
three-fifths vote in the Senate and 
House, if there is an emergency or if 
one of the major programs of our land 
temporarily went out of kilter, you can 
get the votes in the Chamber to break 
that budget for the circumstance that 
demands it. So that makes it rather ra-
tional. 

You could even ask that list of 
economists that are against it that I 
hear some Democrats touted in the 
press galleries of this Chamber today, 
you could even ask some of them if the 
emergency is serious enough and three- 
fifths of the Congress votes to change 
it, does that not do away with a lot of 
your worries? And most of them would 
say yes, from the purely economic 
standpoint. 

I have used this quote over and over, 
but I am going to wrap it into my com-
ments today, and I have been talking 
about it. The quote I am going to read 
is from Laurence Tribe, whom the Sen-
ator from Utah knows, a very liberal 
constitutional professor: 

Given the centrality in our revolutionary 
origins of the precept that there should be no 
taxation without representation, it seems es-
pecially fitting in principle that we should 
somehow seek to tie our hands so that we 
cannot spend our children’s legacy. 

Now, that is the constitutional 
amendment. We are going to tie our 
hands so this does not happen because, 
if this happens, not only will we de-
stroy our children’s legacy, but we will 
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tell you next week as we address eco-
nomic issues as it relates to a balanced 
budget amendment, we will tell you in 
more detail the economics. But for now 
we can tell you that in about 10 or 12 
years, if you do not get with it and tie 
our hands and hit us, hit all the elected 
leaders with a great big 2 by 4, which is 
addressed at their tendency to be 
mules, just address that so that they 
will do something, there will not be 
any money to spend on anything ex-
cept paying for the national debt and 
paying for part of the population’s en-
titlements. There will not be any Na-
tional Government money for edu-
cation, I say to the Senator from Ten-
nessee, none. In fact, under one sce-
nario there will not be any for the De-
fense Department, which is the only 
thing we could not send back to the 
States to do, in theory. It is the only 
thing we are totally obligated to do. 
The rest of what we do is optional. We 
elect to do much of it, but it is op-
tional. But there would not be any 
money to do that if everything in the 
entitlements of our country is un-
changed. 

Now, what is rampant in America 
today—and you see the battlegrounds. 
I have just stated them for you. We de-
clare war against the deficit. And when 
we declare it, we say let us win it. 
When we say let us win it, we say there 
has not been a way to win it before. So 
this war will be the amendment that 
says you cannot spend any more. That 
will be the declaration. That will be 
when you go to war. 

Those who oppose it say they want us 
to go to war before we make the dec-
laration of war. They want us to 
produce a 7-year balanced budget be-
fore the war has been declared, and 
what? And the President of the United 
States and Democrats and Republicans 
alike and every American has to be 
committed to that balanced budget. 

Before that ever occurs, this amend-
ment that they are offering here today, 
this resolution, let us be honest about 
it, it is not intended to do anything ex-
cept kill the constitutional amend-
ment. That is what it is for, plain and 
simple. They know, those who propose 
it, if you could draw a 7-year balanced 
budget today, you would not need the 
constitutional amendment. What are 
we going through all this for, if we 
could just sit down, a few of us—maybe 
the Senator from Tennessee could join 
me, we could have our Republicans on 
the Budget Committee and a few 
Democrats and write this 7-year bal-
anced budget. We all tried that for so 
many years. If we could do it and it 
meant anything, then we would not be 
here asking these sovereign States of 
America to seriously consider changing 
our most sacred document, the Con-
stitution. 

Mr. HATCH. Will the Senator yield 
for a question on that? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I will be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. HATCH. Through the years, we 
have had a variety of plans proposed 

that would bring us to a balanced budg-
et—Zero Deficit Plan, Concord Coali-
tion, Senate Budget Committee Plan, 
Economic and Budget Outlook for Fis-
cal Years—a lot of others. You could 
just go through plan after plan. But 
they have never had the votes. Is that 
not really the problem? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Not only they never 
have the votes, as soon as you have 
them all out there, they become polit-
ical documents and whoever had the 
courage to put something down in 
them that was tough, the other side 
immediately turned down the plan and 
went to the public, and it became a war 
of who is not going to hurt this group 
or that group, and there goes the plan. 

You are beginning to see what those 
who have this in mind intend of this 
document. They intend that. I would 
say for those on the other side who pro-
pose and regularly say they are for bal-
anced budgets—the President said it in 
his State of the Union Address, we need 
a balanced budget, something like 
that—I would ask them to draft that 7- 
year document. Put the 7 years down 
and tell us how we are going to get 
there under your idea. 

We do not see any forthcoming, and 
do not hold your breath, it will not be 
forthcoming Monday in the President’s 
budget either. But at some point in 
time when a constitutional amendment 
is in effect, no President will escape 
sending a budget down here that is bal-
anced. And that makes a big difference, 
because then we are in the war to-
gether. We are not Republicans in the 
war and Democrats on the sideline and 
a President who speaks it but not en-
gaged. 

For those who say, where is the de-
tailed plan? I just want to tell you of 
the great achievements in our history 
that were tough, that you had to put 
everybody together on, that you had to 
muster all kinds of support, the biggest 
one might be the Second World War, 
just might be. 

Is it not interesting, FDR took to the 
airwaves of the United States and de-
clared war. Would it not have been nice 
if we would have said: Mr. President, 
you really know what is wrong with 
America. You know this is a danger to 
democracy and freedom. It probably 
will stop existing in the world. We 
know that with you, but how are you 
going to win the war? Put it all down. 
Write it up. What are we going to do 
the first 6 months? What are we going 
to do at the end of a year? What are we 
going to do at the end of 2 years? Do 
not declare the war until you have 
done all that. Right? 

That is what is being said here and 
across America about a constitutional 
amendment. Do not declare the war 
and put everybody in this boat to-
gether to save America from this—do 
not do that. Tell us how you are going 
to get there, precisely, before in fact 
you pass the instrument of public sup-
port, the amendment, which is the 
equivalent of FDR’s declaration of war. 

As you think of how things go to-
gether, what happened after that dec-

laration? People who did not have the 
least idea that they were supposed to 
do something for their country, did it. 
People who had no idea they were sup-
posed to sacrifice, sacrificed. People 
changed their way of life because of 
that declaration. In fact, people went 
on ration plans, as I recall. I was 
young. A lot of things were raised and 
controlled because we had a real prob-
lem. 

So I think we just ought to be honest 
with the American people and I want 
to be honest with them today. I have 
tried my dead-level best to be honest. 
The Democrats who are proposing that 
we not pass the amendment until we 
have the 7-year game plan—and I will 
talk about that in detail next week, on 
how much will be required to do what 
they have done, how many words they 
have changed, how many new demands 
they have put in, in a Constitution 
—but those who are on that side of this 
issue, they do not want a balanced 
budget. They can come down here, and 
clearly some of them may come and 
say Senator DOMENICI was not fair. I 
want one. They are saying if we want 
one, why do we not produce it? For 
those who want to get up here and say 
we do not want the constitutional 
amendment but we want a balanced 
budget, I challenge them. Tell the 
American people how you are going to 
do it. Right? Everybody gets up on that 
side of the aisle and says we do not 
want this—we want a balanced budget. 
How long are we going to be on the 
floor, 2 more weeks? We will ask our 
leader, if you want to start meeting 
over there we will give you another 
week, go meet and you tell us how you 
are going to do it. Because you are ei-
ther not for it or you are telling us we 
will do it another way, just do not do it 
this way. 

So I say to them do it your way. We 
anxiously await it. Put it on paper. 

They will not do it. There is no ques-
tion about it. First of all they would 
not have the courage to do it. Second, 
they would say it is useless to do it, no-
body is going to buy it anyway this 
early. So what is left? What is left is 
what we are for and what we have been 
telling our people we are for. 

Those people who are against this—I 
want to just conclude—they are for the 
status quo. They do not want to change 
anything. If they do not want to 
change anything then this will never 
get changed—this will never get 
changed. We will rock along and in 
good times we will not cut anything 
significant. 

If ever there was a time to dramati-
cally reduce the deficit spending, it is 
now. Guess what might have happened 
if we would have been reducing the def-
icit more, Madam President? We might 
not have had the interest rates go up. 
That is interesting. Ask some econo-
mists that, all those who are saying we 
need flexibility. If we reduce the deficit 
some more so there would not be so 
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much pressure out there, you might 
not have had the interest rates go up or 
they might have gone up less. It is the 
right time. If fact it was a better time 
to have done more 2 years ago, as we 
recommended to the President. 

Those who are against this want to 
continue to do what they have been 
doing. I have alluded to the President’s 
ideas that we will see in his budget pro-
posal. 

I want to conclude and say to those 
who are worried about how this is 
going to affect them, I want to suggest 
two things. Maybe—maybe you ought 
to think with us what is going to hap-
pen to you if we do not do it. If we do 
not do it. For every American who says 
I want to know what is going to happen 
to me, I want to see the plan—and 
those people are great Americans. And 
the organizations representing those 
people, the AARP—wonderful organiza-
tion—but why do we not ask, and why 
do they not ask what will happen to us 
in the best sense of the word ‘‘us,’’ our 
kids, our neighbors, our friends, our 
families—what is going to happen to 
them if we do not do this? 

Second, I want to seriously propose 
that once the constitutional amend-
ment is passed—and I hope those who 
believe some of us in public life will lis-
ten attentively—the constitutional 
amendment will not determine your 
cause. It will not determine—the 
amendment for the balanced budget—it 
will not determine how your program 
is handled. It will not determine how 
your pension is handled. It will tell 
your political leaders get to a balanced 
budget. And before you ever get there, 
the issues will be joined on whether 
their cause shall be—whether Social 
Security’s cause shall be secure; 
whether Medicare will be changed—be-
cause we will have to vote on those as 
we implement the constitutional 
amendment. 

There will be ample opportunities to 
protect everybody’s cause. But every-
body knows you cannot keep them all 
like they are. So they all have to be 
ready to say let us talk. After we have 
this in let us have hearings. 

Now some say, wait a minute, Sen-
ator DOMENICI, why do we not do that 
ahead of time? We try that ahead of 
time; we do not get anywhere ahead of 
time. We try it bipartisan and we leave 
some people out and it is dead. Presi-
dents do not join and then they wait. 
And those who wait win and those who 
propose it lose. Just like this one. If we 
were to propose one without the Presi-
dent, we lose, we accomplish nothing. 
And we pulled a big hoax on the Amer-
ican people. 

So I conclude that we are on the 
right side. We are on the right side if 
this is an American cause. If we are 
worried about our economic future and 
our children’s future, there is no way 
to get where we ought to go by saying, 
at a point in time when a constitu-
tional amendment is adopted, we are 
all in the same boat. And the boat is 
sailing—changing here and there—but 

it is sailing toward balance. And those 
who are interested in the future will 
join in trying to direct it in the right 
way, doing the least harm and doing 
the best that we can with the money 
we have. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Tennessee. 
Mr. THOMPSON. Madam President, 

first of all I want to thank the Senator 
from New Mexico for his remarks and 
for his inspirational leadership in this 
area. Those of us who have been fol-
lowing these matters know the Senator 
from New Mexico is not only the 
strongest advocate for fiscal responsi-
bility but he has been a leader and an 
inspiration to all those who are con-
cerned in this area. If we had the lead-
ership and the knowledge and the cour-
age of Senator DOMENICI more preva-
lent in this body we would not be here 
today, debating a constitutional 
amendment. But we are. Because we 
have not had that kind of leadership. 

I would like to address, for a mo-
ment, the discussion that was had ear-
lier concerning an amendment, the so- 
called right-to-know amendment. I was 
not here for most of the discussion that 
was led by the distinguished minority 
leader. But basically as I understand it, 
his position is that they think the 
American people have a right to know 
the details of this plan which they 
know as a practical impossibility and 
would be an irrelevance anyway. One 
Senator could not bind another and 
there are all kinds of plans floating 
around. All that is known but the point 
is yet made—the people’s right to 
know. 

I would like to make a couple of 
points about that. First of all, it occurs 
to me this approach assumes a great 
deal more ignorance on the part of the 
American people than is present. It as-
sumes the American people, who over-
whelmingly support a balanced budget 
amendment, think it can be done with-
out any sacrifice whatsoever. 

This amendment and this approach 
presupposes that the American people 
want a balanced budget amendment 
but they think we can go right along 
the same old way we have been going 
without anybody making any incre-
mental adjustment in any program and 
still achieve a balanced budget. 

I just came off the campaign trail. I 
can tell you that the people in my 
State know better than that. I can also 
tell you that I have never run across a 
grandparent or I have never run across 
a recipient of any of these programs, 
Medicare, Medicaid and so forth, I have 
never run across a person who is con-
cerned enough to even be present 
around where there is a political dis-
cussion taking place who would not be 
willing to make some incremental 
modest adjustment if they thought it 
went to benefit their child or their 
grandchild. 

We assume apparently in this body 
that the American people not only are 
ignorant but they are greedy, and that 

it does not matter that we are spending 
our grandchildren’s birthright; it does 
not matter that we are bankrupting 
them; it does not matter that they 
have no representation and we are 
spending their money; that we are so 
greedy all we can concern ourselves 
with is the current list of goodies or 
the current list of programs or the cur-
rent benefits that are now being re-
ceived; and we cannot see past that and 
we will let the next generation take 
care of itself. 

Madam President, I am not willing to 
concede that. How in the world can we 
come to the conclusion that is the kind 
of America that we have in this coun-
try? The American people are better 
than that. It is time that the Congress 
of the United States caught up to the 
American people. But let us talk a lit-
tle bit more about the right to know. 

The distinguished minority leader be-
lieves in the right to know. I believe in 
the right to know. It is kind of like the 
balanced budget. Everybody in this 
body believes in the right to know. Ev-
erybody in this body believes in a bal-
anced budget. I think the American 
people have a right to know. Let us 
talk about the young people for a 
minute because there may be some 
young people out there—maybe just 
teenagers—who are just beginning to 
familiarize themselves with the proc-
ess, who are just beginning to under-
stand what is going on in this country, 
and are just beginning to realize that 
this is for them, this is for them and 
for their children. But they may not 
really fully understand some things 
yet. 

They have the right to know that, if 
we do not make any more progress 
than we have made in the past, we are 
headed for economic disaster in this 
country. It is not even a matter of de-
bate. You talk to any economist. You 
talk to anybody who has written on the 
subject. You talk to any congressional 
committee. We have all seen the 
charts. We look at what is right in 
front of us and say, ‘‘Well, by George, 
we really were courageous. We passed 
the largest tax increase in the history 
of America a couple of years ago. So 
that is the kind of courage we show. 
We are going to spend the taxpayers’ 
money again, and we do not have any 
problem.’’ When everybody knows, 
even the administration’s own esti-
mate that in 1998—after the next Presi-
dential election, coincidentally—it is 
going to go off the charts. These young 
people have a right to know that. 

They also have a right to know, if 
they are listening to the eloquent re-
marks on the other side of the aisle 
about all we have to do is do what we 
did in 1993, it is ironic, I think, and 
somewhat indicative of the position 
that we are in in this country where a 
piece of legislation that adds over $1 
trillion to the debt is used as a success 
story. But be that as it may, there 
have been several efforts in times past 
that have been alluded to earlier. But 
it is really significant. It cannot be 
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overemphasized enough when you go to 
consider what the alternative is if we 
do not pass a balanced budget amend-
ment. 

Can we do what the opponents of the 
balanced budget amendment say? We 
have to pull up our socks and do the 
right thing. I wish it were that simple. 
I wish it were that easy. Some of us 
probably would not have even run for 
office, if it had been that simple and 
that easy. But we have been talking 
about this, passing resolutions, making 
promises, trying to bind the President 
for 70 years. 

Everybody was for a balanced budget 
back in 1921 to force the President to 
recommend one. In 1964, Congress got 
up on its feet and said we must do it 
soon. It is the sense of the Congress 
that we have to balance this budget in 
1964. They actually balanced the budg-
et after that. But even before the last 
balanced budget they were talking 
about it. In 1978, it became a matter of 
national policy. Are we to take that 
lightly? Is that something that just 
trips off the lips of folks around here? 
We state it is a matter of national pol-
icy, and they go on record in 1978. The 
deficit kept growing. The debt kept 
growing. 

In 1978, Humphrey-Hawkins came 
back, and say it is a prioritization. We 
prioritize a balanced Federal budget. 
That was a good year. Apparently ev-
erybody had balanced budgets on their 
mind because it was obvious even then 
that things were getting out of hand. 
And if we did not put aside some of our 
short-term political considerations 
where every special interest group in 
America would descend on this town 
periodically and demand theirs, and 
the devil with the future generation, if 
we did not stop that way of doing busi-
ness, we would be in big trouble. In 1978 
they passed a law that required a bal-
anced budget for the year 1981. 

So what happened in fiscal year 1981? 
They had a $79 billion deficit for the 
very year they passed the law saying 
this cannot happen. 

The Budget Act of 1974, they said we 
have the solution now. We have the an-
swer to it now because Congress will 
have to come up with an annual budget 
resolution, and people will be afraid to 
vote for these large debts, these large 
deficits in a budget resolution. That 
was 1974. What happened? In 1975, the 
deficit skyrocketed again and contin-
ued on. 

Gramm–Rudman-Hollings in 1985—we 
know what happened to that. It worked 
fine until the gravy train stopped, and 
a little bit of a lid was put on the pork 
barrel. So we had to make some adjust-
ments, and effectively rendered it irrel-
evant. The 1990 budget deal, the deal to 
end all deals, did nothing to reduce the 
deficit. In 1993, we talked about it. 

That is the only answer that I hear. 
From 1921 on, we have been trying our 
best, with everybody agreeing, that we 
had to balance the budget. And not 
only have we not balanced the budget, 
the problem continues to get worse as 

we sit here today, and as we discuss 
this. This is the good news. This is the 
good news. There are more people in 
the work force, more two-earner fami-
lies. Before too long it is going to re-
verse itself. It is going to be the bad 
news. It is going to be the bad news 
with fewer and fewer people in the 
workplace supporting more and more 
people. 

That is why we have to take respon-
sible measures to protect Social Secu-
rity. The balanced budget amendment 
protects Social Security. The most ir-
responsible thing you could do to el-
ders on Social Security, including my 
mother, would be to let the status quo 
continue. There is not going to be any-
thing for anybody a little bit further 
down the road. 

The Democratic Senator from Ne-
braska and the Republican Senator 
from Missouri issued a report recently 
that said in the year 2020, I believe, we 
are going to run out of money. I am 
paraphrasing it a little bit. They were 
more eloquent than that. But they said 
a handful of programs and the interest 
on the national debt is going to take 
everything. Yet we continue down the 
same road. 

The right to know? The young people 
have a right to know what is happening 
to them. There is a lot of talk about 
the stagnation of income over the last 
20 years. Real income is not going up. 
What people do not talk about is for 
the younger folks, the younger work-
ing people starting out with their fami-
lies. Since 1973, their income level has 
been going down and actually losing 
ground for these young people because 
of the tremendous debt which is sop-
ping up the savings. And we cannot 
have investment without savings, and 
we cannot have growth without invest-
ment. 

The economy is slowing down and 
people are feeling the loss of the Amer-
ican dream, the basic optimistic as-
sumption that every young person 
growing up has had since this country 
began, and that was that if they 
worked hard, they would do at least as 
well or better than their parents. You 
talk to young people now and they do 
not feel that way. Young people have a 
right to know what is happening to 
them. What about their right to know? 

The other side says they want the 
right to know what State is going to be 
cut. I think we ought to tell the young 
people what is going to happen to 
them. I think we ought to tell them 
how long the fight has been and the 
struggle has been and how fruitless it 
has been and how the Congress of the 
United States has ignored its own prot-
estations, ignored its own laws, be-
cause it is so, so difficult, apparently, 
to do the right thing because of the po-
litical considerations and the political 
careerism that drives people to short-
sightedly look toward the next election 
instead of the next generation. 

People have a right to know what is 
going to happen. The real purpose of 
the right-to-know amendment, of 

course, is a scare tactic. It is designed 
to be able to point to some program 
that some group is going to be hurt by 
and have them descend on this town 
and pressure them and raise money 
against Members and try to scare ev-
erybody off, because there are certain 
groups who apparently are short-
sighted enough to say if it means any 
reduction in my State, for example, 
that I will do anything rather than 
take any kind of reduction in my 
State. Never mind that it might work 
to benefit my State in the long run. 
Never mind that it might work to 
lower interest rates because we get a 
handle on this deficit, and that it will 
help my State or my municipality in 
its borrowings and the activities of my 
State. Never mind all that. If there is 
any scare tactic that might work, let 
us use it. 

No, the real problem is that there are 
a lot of people who, for the first time in 
their lives, see a realistic possibility 
for the lid to get put on the pork barrel 
and the gravy train to stop on the 
tracks. That is what most of this is all 
about. 

Finally, as long as we are talking 
about the right to know, I think if this 
body does not do the overwhelming will 
of the American people, they ought to 
have the right to know next election 
the people who were not willing to take 
the first step toward putting us in a po-
sition to avoid bankrupting our grand-
children. 

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

CRAIG). The Senator from Utah. 
Mr. HATCH. I cannot begin to tell 

folks out there how much I appreciate 
these new Senators, who really realize 
how important it is to bring about 
change in the Congress of the United 
States. I particularly appreciate these 
last two who have spoken here today, 
Senator Grams and Senator Thompson. 
They know what the feeling is out 
there. They understand the American 
people are sick and tired of what is 
going on. They know that we have to 
do something about it. 

Mr. President, I was very interested 
in how the Daschle amendment was 
brought to the forefront here today. I 
was absolutely astounded at the form 
of that amendment. That amendment 
is a trivialization of the Constitution 
of the United States. 

As a matter of fact, the Daschle sub-
stitute amendment is unconstitutional. 
It is constitutionally defective. It sets 
forth a mode of promulgation for the 
balanced budget amendment that vio-
lates article V of the Constitution. Ar-
ticle V sets forth only two conditions 
for promulgation by Congress of a con-
stitutional amendment. First, the 
amendment must be passed by a two- 
thirds vote of both Houses of Congress. 

Second, Congress may specify the 
mode of ratification of the amendment. 
That is, Congress may specify either 
that the amendment is to be ratified by 
State legislatures or State conven-
tions. These are the only constraints 
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that the Constitution attached to Con-
gress in promulgating an amendment. 

Any amendment that satisfies these 
conditions must be sent to the States 
for ratification. However, the Daschle 
substitute here would add another con-
dition. Under the Daschle substitute, 
even after the balanced budget amend-
ment has been passed by both Houses, 
it would not be submitted to the States 
until after ‘‘the adoption of a concur-
rent resolution as described in section 
9 of his substitute.’’ 

In short, the Daschle substitute 
would impose a wholly new condition 
upon submitting the balanced budget 
amendment for ratification. The new 
condition violates article V of the Con-
stitution. It would impose an addi-
tional hurdle on ratification by the 
States of a validly promulgated amend-
ment. It would prevent the States from 
ratifying the amendment as quickly as 
they might otherwise do. There is no 
precedent for this new condition on 
promulgation, and it plainly violates 
the heralded article V of the Constitu-
tion. 

As a matter of fact, under the 
Daschle approach, Congress could, for 
example, condition promulgation of a 
very popular amendment on the States 
first giving up their power to the Fed-
eral Government. If it is popular 
enough, the States might not even 
have any control over it. 

Some of the opponents of the bal-
anced budget amendment have ex-
pressed concern about amending the 
Constitution. Some of those who have 
always been against the balanced budg-
et amendment have actually been con-
cerned about amending the Constitu-
tion. It would be especially odd if these 
opponents supported the Daschle sub-
stitute, which seeks to amend the Con-
stitution in an unconstitutional man-
ner. The mode of promulgation of the 
amendment set forth in the Daschle 
substitute is unconstitutional, and ev-
eryone should reject that amendment. 

Let me just make the case here for a 
minute and point to just some of the 
constitutional language. On the chart 
you will notice I have a big question 
mark after ‘‘constitutional language.’’ 
These are some of the new terms that 
the Daschle amendment has in it, stat-
utory terms, terms that are inter-
preted by the Congress itself, that they 
are going to put into the Constitution 
and load up the Constitution, so there 
will be even more litigation. 

‘‘Aggregate levels of new budget au-
thority.’’ My goodness. Think about 
that. ‘‘Aggregate levels of new budget 
authority.’’ I will get into these in de-
tail on Monday. I will just list them 
now. Here are the words ‘‘major func-
tional category.’’ What in the world 
does that mean? It means anything 
Congress says it is. All of these mean 
anything Congress says. After we put it 
into the Constitution, Congress can 
manipulate these words and the defini-
tions any way Congress wants to. That 
means the balanced budget amendment 
would not be worth the paper it is writ-

ten on. It means we trivialize the Con-
stitution with unconstitutional lan-
guage and an unconstitutional ap-
proach. 

‘‘Account-by-account basis.’’ These 
are accounting terms that we are going 
to write into the Constitution, in the 
sense of undefined accounting terms? 

‘‘Allocation of Federal revenues.’’ 
What does that mean? What does ‘‘rec-
onciliation directives’’ mean? We all 
know that in the budget process it 
means pretty much whatever the budg-
et process says it means. That is con-
tinually shifting and changing. 

‘‘Section 310(A) of the Congressional 
Budget Act.’’ Write the Budget Act 
into the Constitution? As much as 
many think the Budget Act is a good 
act, it is not the Constitution and it is 
not perfect. Some think it is a lousy 
approach to budgeting. 

‘‘Omnibus reconciliation bill.’’ What 
in the world does that mean? This is 
language in the Daschle amendment 
that the opponents of this are bragging 
would help to protect the people out 
there. Give me a break. 

The Congressional Budget Office? 
They are going to write the Congres-
sional Budget Office into the Constitu-
tion? If there is any office I would not 
write into the Constitution, it would be 
the Congressional Budget Office. It is 
incredible. We will not just need law-
yers to analyze the Constitution, we 
are going to need a group of account-
ants. Now, if you think lawyers are 
bad, think about that. 

How about economic and technical 
assumptions? Oh, my goodness, what 
does that mean? Talk about language 
that is inappropriate for the Constitu-
tion. 

And they even write Committee on 
the Budget into the Constitution. Now, 
some on the Budget Committee may 
feel that is a good idea, but in all hon-
esty I do not see how any constitu-
tional scholar would think that is a 
good idea. 

This is trivialization of the Constitu-
tion. This is unconstitutional lan-
guage. This is language that can be in-
terpreted any way the Congress wants 
to interpret it or the Budget Commit-
tees wants to interpret it, or anybody 
on the floor of the Senate or House 
wants to interpret it, at any time they 
want to interpret it, in any way they 
want to interpret it. 

How in the world can we put that 
type of stuff in the Constitution as 
though we are writing a mere statute. 
The reason the Constitution has been 
in existence and heralded by people all 
over the world and certainly every 
American and sworn to be upheld by all 
of us Members of Congress is because 
the Constitution does not get into stat-
utory specifics, and it does not leave 
huge loopholes. It is subject to inter-
pretation as it is, and sometimes the 
interpreters do not believe it. 

But can you imagine the field day 
those who want to disrupt this coun-
try, those who really do not believe in 
the Constitution, those who really 

want to change things all the time, 
those who want to spend and tax more 
and more, can you imagine what this 
type of language will do to benefit 
them? And this is supposed to be a le-
gitimate amendment? A legitimate 
good faith amendment? No. It is for 
one reason, and that is to try to defeat 
the balanced budget amendment. And 
the opponents would do it at any cost. 

Now, look, let us get down to brass 
tacks. Since almost every Republican 
will vote for this, we need no less than 
15 of the 47 Democrats over here to 
vote for it. That is what we need. We 
need 15 courageous Democrats to 
match the 72 courageous Democrats in 
the House. Those people will be heroes 
to all of us because they will make the 
difference whether the balanced budget 
amendment passes. Forget the better 
than 50 Republicans who will be voting 
for this. We will give the credit to 
those 15. 

As a matter of fact, I do not care who 
gets the credit. I just want to get this 
fiscal house in order. And the only 
hope we have, after years of profligate 
spending, after years of unbalanced 
budgets, after years of people standing 
up in the Senate and saying, ‘‘Let’s do 
it’’—I have heard that so much it 
makes me sick anymore—after years of 
that type of language, we know we are 
not going to get there without a bal-
anced budget amendment. 

So why do we not bite the bullet and 
do the things we have to do? Let us not 
trivialize the Constitution with junk 
like this. 

Now, what does this mean? Well, we 
have two amendments to it saying if 
this amendment does not pass, then 
the President should have to come up 
with a 7-year plan. 

Now, the President’s budget will be 
here Monday. And it is going to have, 
by their own admission, according to 
the New York Times, no less than $190 
billion deficits every year for the next 
10 or 12 years. And that is assuming 
that all of the optimistic economic 
projections of the President and eco-
nomic factors stay the same. 

We all know that is unlikely, because 
already Senator KENNEDY has been on 
the floor today talking about increas-
ing the minimum wage. Well, you do 
not increase something 20 percent and 
expect it not to affect inflation. Be-
cause if they push the minimum wage 
up from the bottom, you can well bet 
those at the top of that wage spectrum 
are also going to demand that same 10- 
to 20-percent increase. 

What does that do? That increases in-
flation. That means the interest rates 
go up. That means that we pay more 
for this second highest item in the Fed-
eral budget, interest against the na-
tional debt. It means that $190 billion a 
year in deficits every year for the next 
12 years is very optimistic. It means 
that for another 10 or 20 years without 
a balanced budget amendment we will 
not have any mechanism, not any, 
other than people saying we should do 
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it, to get spending under control. Ex-
cept maybe increasing taxes. 

Do you not think the American peo-
ple are taxed to death? My gosh, wait 
until April 15 comes along. Some of the 
taxes in the President’s tax plan, the 
tax increases do not even hit until this 
April 15. And I think people are really 
going to be upset when they find out it 
is not just the rich that are paying for 
all this. Everybody in America is pay-
ing higher gas taxes right now. They 
are paying higher gas prices right now. 
I saw a top premium gas last night for 
$1.40 a gallon. It was about a $1.18 when 
that tax bill passed. 

What do you think causes those 
things to go up? Why, it is Govern-
ment, by and large. And count on your 
gas prices, if we do not get a balanced 
budget amendment passed, count on 
your gas prices to start getting up 
around the European prices of $2 and $3 
and $4 a gallon. Wait until America has 
to do that and our love affair with the 
automobile is going to be severely 
hampered. That is where we are head-
ed. That is exactly where we are head-
ed, in the same direction as those so-
cialized economies all around the world 
which are paying through the nose be-
cause they have allowed Government 
to grow too large. 

Mr. President, it is unbelievable to 
me that anybody would in any kind of 
sincerity put up an amendment that 
does this to the Constitution. It is un-
worthy of this body, in my opinion. 
Others can come out and argue for it if 
they want to. 

But the fact of the matter is any 
amendment they bring up is an amend-
ment to kill the balanced budget 
amendment. And there are some in this 
body who would do anything to keep on 
taxing and spending, because that is 
what they believe gets them elected. 
To me, it is time to quit worrying 
about elections and to worry about the 
country, and the balanced budget 
amendment makes us worry about the 
country. 

Mr. President, we will have a lot 
more to say about this on Monday. But 
let me tell you what is going to hap-
pen. Senator DOLE has asked me to tell 
the Senate that if we have a full and 
good debate on Monday and probably 
Tuesday, we may be able to carry over 
the vote on this Daschle amendment 
for Wednesday. But if we do not have a 
good debate and we just waste time 
around here on Monday, then we will 
probably move to table the underlying 
Daschle amendment on Tuesday. 

Some of our friends on the other side 
want to put it over until Wednesday so 
they can coordinate it with the Presi-
dent’s press conference down at the 
White House, which, of course, is, in 
the opinion of some, geared to under-
mine the balanced budget amendment. 

We can live with that. We think a 
good idea does not necessarily have to 
be afraid to stand up to any kind of 
withering criticism. It is not very 
withering after all, anyway. 

But we are going to table this 
Daschle amendment. We have to table 

it. We could not for a minute allow this 
type of stuff into the Constitution of 
the United States, this type of defini-
tional misuse of words. 

Mr. President, that is basically what 
is going to happen this next week. We 
looked forward to Monday when we can 
debate this in earnest and go into some 
of these words and what they mean in 
detail. 

Also talk even further, about why we 
need the balanced budget. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

ECONOMISTS OPPOSE BALANCED 
BUDGET AMENDMENT 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, this 
morning, in a room just off the Senate 
floor, a group representing over 450 of 
our Nation’s most distinguished and re-
spected economists—among them 
seven Nobel Laureates—gathered to ex-
press their profound and unequivocal 
opposition to a constitutional amend-
ment requiring a balanced Federal 
budget. 

Their conclusions, based not on par-
tisan proclivities, but on decades of 
scholarly inquiry in the field of eco-
nomics, deserve the full attention of 
the Senate. I ask unanimous consent 
that a portion of their remarks be re-
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the re-
marks were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT OF HENRY J. AARON ON THE 
BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT 

The economic, legal, and political argu-
ments against the balanced budget amend-
ment are powerful, and I hope that these ar-
guments persuade enough Senators to defeat 
the amendment in the Senate. Nonetheless, 
it is possible that the proposed amendments 
will be sent to the states for ratification. My 
remarks this morning are addressed to state 
legislators. They can be expressed in one 
word: Beware! 

Congress has elected not to include in the 
draft amendment any limit on the capacity 
of Congress to place mandates on the states. 
The reason is the supporters of the amend-
ment knew that they could not count on 
enough votes to pass the amendment if such 
a prohibition were included. Why are mem-
bers of Congress unwilling to include such 
limits in the amendment but instead are 
limiting themselves to procedural limita-
tions, which they are free to change at any 
time? 

The reason, clearly, is that members of 
Congress understand that they may wish to 
carry out policies for which they are unwill-
ing to vote the taxes that would be required 
under the balanced budget amendment. They 
wish to reserve to themselves the power to 
force states and localities to carry out the 
Congressional will. 

Let me be clear. I believe that unfunded 
mandates are often appropriate vehicles for 
federal action and I oppose including in the 

constitution prohibitions or major con-
straints on their use. But such mandates, on 
occasion, have been used abusively or inap-
propriately in the past. A balanced budget 
amendment make it quite likely that they 
would be used far more extensively in the fu-
ture. 

The public mood currently oppose activist 
policies by the federal government. But any-
one with more than an ounce of historical 
perspective should recognize the political 
styles change. Should the states ratify the 
balanced budget amendment, Congress will 
predictably and inexorably turn to mandates 
on states and localities to carry out the Con-
gressional will at such time in the future as 
the public mood comes once again to favor 
activist government, By forcing states to 
raise taxes to pay for mandated services, 
Congress will be able to claim credit, while 
state officials take the heat. 

In plain English, the balanced budget 
amendment is a time-bomb that threatens to 
undermine state fiscal and governmental au-
tonomy. State legislators, whether conserv-
ative or liberal, should act as custodians for 
their successors whose independence is vital 
for the health of the U.S. political system. 

STATEMENT OF ISABEL V. SAWHILL 

There are lots of reasons to be against a 
Balanced Budget Amendment to the Con-
stitution. These have been well-articulated 
by my colleagues today. 

However, in my view, there is only one big 
reason—and that is that a Balanced Budget 
Amendment is a dishonest means of achiev-
ing a worthy goal. 

Let me be clear. I am all for balancing the 
budget. It is the single most important 
means we have to put the economy on a 
higher growth path and improve standards of 
living. But amending the Constitution will 
not get the job done. Only doing the job will 
get the job done. 

To use a simple analogy, you can’t lose 
weight simply by making a New Year’s reso-
lution to go on a diet. You can only lose 
weight by eating less or exercising more. 

Let’s have a debate about how fast and 
when we can safely take off the pounds. Let’s 
also have a debate about whether we should 
eat less or exercise more. But let’s not pre-
tend that resolutions or changing a docu-
ment as basic as the Constitution will solve 
the problem. 

It substitutes process for problem-solving, 
pious words for specific deeds, public manip-
ulation for restoration of the public trust. 

Thank you. 

STATEMENT BY PAUL A. SAMUELSON AND 
ROBERT M. SOLOW 

We oppose the Balanced Budget Amend-
ment because we believe it to be both bad 
government and bad economics. 

At the most fundamental level we think 
that it is a grave mistake to involve the Con-
stitution in the year-to-year making of eco-
nomic policy. In this case, especially, when 
the mere definition of what is allowed and 
forbidden can never be unambiguous, it 
seems damaging and foolhardy to impose a 
constitutional mandate whose meaning will 
have to be adjudicated on a case-by-case 
basis by the courts. Federal judges who have 
better things to do will have to decide 
whether this or that accounting gimmick 
counts as revenue or outlay in calculating 
the balance of the budget. The infinite inven-
tiveness of accountants can always stay one 
step ahead of the judiciary. It is astonishing 
that conservatives who think of themselves 
as strict constructionists can contemplate 
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