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I think mentioned Pete Wilson out there. So
if Gingrich goes for it, that would weaken
Gramm and help Dole. It’s a wonderful busi-
ness.

Mr. RUSSERT. We have to take a quick
break. We’ll be back with more Bill Safire
after this.

(Announcements.)

Mr. RUSSERT. Bill Safire, we’ve talked with
you about Russia quite a bit on this pro-
gram. President Clinton said at the State of
the Union, ‘‘American children go to bed now
and there’s no nuclear missiles from Russia
aimed at them.” But what is this real situa-
tion in Russia?

Mr. SAFIRE. Things are in terrific turmoil
at the moment because of the Chechnyan
war. Boris Yeltsin’s popularity has gone
right into the tank. I mean, he’s in single
digits. He’s below—you know, way below any
other major leader. That’s because the re-
formers have deserted him, or they think
he’s deserted them. And the Zhirinovsky na-
tionalists have also deserted him, because
he’s brought discredit on the armed forces,
and he’s got nobody, except he’s got himself
surrounded with about 70,000 or 80,000 sol-
diers who answer directly to him around
Moscow. The big question—here we are talk-
ing about American elections and who’s
going to be the candidate. The question in
Russia is: Will there be an election in 19967

Mr. RUSSERT. Well

Mr. SAFIRE. There are some good men
around, Yavlinsky and—you know, it’s com-
ing along. But if the popularity of Yeltsin
stays so low, he may not want to have an
election.

Mr. RUSSERT. And cancel the election.

Mr. SAFIRE. And postpone it for a few
years, and that will be terrible.

Mr. RUSSERT. A chilling thought to end our
roundtable this morning. Bill Safire, Bob
Novak, Lisa Myers, thank you very much.
We’ll be right back with our Meet the Press
Minute.

(Announcements.)

Mr. RUSSERT. Deja vu: December, 1951,
President Truman was in the third year of
his term, there was widespread speculation
about another Democrat challenging him.
And the big unknown: the plans of General
Dwight David Eisenhower. Let’s take a look.

(File footage from December 2, 1951).

Mr. ERNEST LINDLEY. Who, in your opinion,
would make the strongest Democratic nomi-
nee for the presidency next year?

Representative JOHN F. KENNEDY (Demo-
crat, Massachusetts): Well, as—I've only
heard of one or two men discussed, and as it
seems fairly inevitable that if President Tru-
man is a candidate for reelection, he will re-
ceive the nomination. I would say that he
would be probably the strongest. Now there’s
been some talk of General Eisenhower run-
ning. I don’t know whether General Eisen-
hower’s a Republican or a Democrat.

Ms. MARTHA ROUNTREE. You're not con-
vinced that he is a Republican, though, are
you?

Representative KENNEDY. I have no reason
to be convinced he’s a Republican or a Demo-
crat, as he’s ignored politics for a long time,
quite rightly, in his military career. But
there are those who say they know, and in
view of that, perhaps we can accept their
opinion.

Once General Eisenhower takes off his uni-
form, leaves a very critical situation in
Western Europe and takes a position on
issues like civil rights and labor legislation,
etc., and becomes a candidate and runs for
office, I think we’d get a better idea of
whether he is going to be able to sweep the
country or not.

(End of footage.)

Mr. RUSSERT. Hmm. General Colin Powell,
are you listening?
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That’s all for today. Join Giselle
Fernandez later tonight for the ‘“NBC Night-
ly News.” And tomorrow on ‘‘Today,” con-
tinuing coverage of the O.J. Simpson trial.
Tomorrow night on the ‘“NBC Nightly News”’
with Tom Brokaw, remarkable advances in
the treatment of strokes.

We’ll be back next week when our guest
will be another presidential hopeful, former
Vice President Dan Quayle. If it’s Sunday,
it’s Meet the Press.

(Announcements.)8se Law,

———

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

———

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT
TO THE CONSTITUTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of House Joint
Resolution 1, which the clerk will re-
port.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A joint resolution (H.J. Res. 1) proposing a
balanced budget amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the joint resolution.

Pending:

Daschle motion to commit the resolution,
with instructions to report back forthwith,
with Daschle amendment No. 231, to require
a budget plan before the amendment takes
effect.

Dole amendment No. 232 (with instructions
to commit), to establish that if Congress has
not passed a balanced budget amendment to
the Constitution by May 1, 1995, within 60
days thereafter, the President shall transmit
to Congress a detailed plan to balance the
budget by the year 2002.

Dole amendment No. 233 (to amendment
No. 232), in the nature of a substitute.

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I want to
say a few words about the amendment
filed by the distinguished minority
leader Thursday or Friday of last week.
Actually, he called it the right-to-
know amendment. I call it the right-to-
stall amendment because that is what
it amounts to.

The balanced budget amendment rep-
resents the kind of change that the
American people asked for last Novem-
ber. The American people know the
Federal Government, they know the
bureaucrats who run it, and they know
that those bureaucrats need to be put
on a fiscal diet.

In contrast, the proposal offered by
the distinguished minority leader, with
all due respect, is offered in defense of
the status quo and business as usual. If
my colleagues supporting the Daschle
proposal had been in the first Congress,
we never would have adopted the first
amendment of the Bill of Rights. Just
imagine James Madison defending the
free speech clause of the first amend-
ment to some of our colleagues today:

“Does this mean you can’t yell ‘fire’
in a crowded theater,” they would ask?
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“Does it protect obscenity? If not,
what is the line between obscenity and
protected free speech? We cannot ac-
cept the free speech clause without
these details spelled out,” they would
say.

“Does the free-speech clause protect
the American flag from desecration? If
so, we cannot accept the first amend-
ment.”

Some of my colleagues made that
very clear when they turned down the
flag amendment twice a few years ago.

What about the religion clause, the
free-exercise clause and the establish-
ment clause of the first amendment,
would the supporters of the Daschle
proposal, had they been in the first
Congress, have demanded an account-
ing of just when and how the Govern-
ment can aid religious schools?

Would they have insisted on knowing
all of the circumstances under which
citizens or local governments can put a
menorah or a creche on public prop-
erty?

Would they have turned down the
first amendment because the first Con-
gress would not fulfill the ludicrous
task of answering these questions? Or
would they have accepted the prin-
ciples contained in the first amend-
ment and have allowed those principles
to develop as they have over the years?

Just imagine if the following clause
in article I, section 9 came before the
Constitutional Convention of 1787 in
Philadelphia:

No money shall be drawn from the Treas-
ury, but in Consequence of Appropriations
made by Law; * * *

““Oh, no,” my colleagues of today
would have said had they been there,
“tell us how much the appropriations
will be over the next 7 years or we can-
not adopt this provision in the Con-
stitution.”

What about the clause in article I,
section 8 giving Congress the power to
regulate foreign and interstate com-
merce? ‘“‘Oh, no,” some of our col-
leagues, had they been in Philadelphia
in 1787, would have said, ‘‘we cannot
give Congress the power to regulate
commerce until we know the tariffs
and the interstate regulations Congress
will enact over the next 7 years.”

Here and now let us adopt the prin-
ciple of a balanced budget with the
careful exceptions of wartime or when
a supermajority consensus is reached
for a pressing national purpose on a
rollcall vote. Then, after we adopt the
principle, we can implement it over the
next 7 years, adjusting the budget to
take into account changing cir-
cumstances during that time.

Yesterday, on the Frank Sesno show
on CNN, I debated with Alice Rivlin. It
was interesting to me that at the very
time that we are making the case on
the floor that the Federal Government
is not serious about balancing the
budget, that unless we have a balanced
budget constitutional amendment, we
will not get to a balanced budget by
the year 2002, the President is filing his
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budget for this next year, a budget
which, by the way, proves our case.

By their own reckoning, that is those
in the White House—and Mrs. Rivlin
did have a difficult time really sup-
porting their position—by their own
budget, we will face deficits for the
next 12 years that average no less than
$190 billion a year. There is no desire to
get to a balanced budget by the year
2002. In fact, they say by the year 2005,
2006, or 2007, the average deficit will be
$190 billion a year. In fact, the Presi-
dent’s own budget will increase the na-
tional debt from $4.8 trillion to a little
over $6 trillion in the next 5 years. If
there ever was a case made for the need
for a balanced budget amendment, it
has to be this budget which has been
delivered today.

How ironic it is that they would de-
liver that budget at the very time
when we are arguing that the only way
to get to a balanced budget by the year
2002 would be to put some fiscal mecha-
nism into the Constitution that will
help us to get there.

What do we face? Why, we have an
amendment filed by the minority lead-
er that is so defective that it is even
constitutionally unsound. In fact, some
authorities are now calling it unconsti-
tutional because it would add to sec-
tion 5 of the Constitution another rea-
son, another debate before we could
have a constitutional amendment.

I just have to say, after all, this is
the Constitution that we are amending,
not budget legislation. In fact, as I
read the Daschle proposal, it requires
that we pass a resolution laying out
the details of a plan starting in fiscal
year 1996, even though that require-
ment would be contained in an amend-
ment that does not become effective
until the year 2002, ignoring the fact
that there will be three intervening
Congresses before we get to the year
2002.

To require that a constitutional pro-
vision be fully implemented before it is
adopted puts the cart a long way before
the horse. After all, the whole problem
is that Congress has not been able to
balance the budget in the absence of a
constitutional requirement to do so.
For 26 years, Congress has failed to bal-
ance the budget. Mrs. Rivlin said on
that program yesterday—and I have
admiration for her, she is a fine
woman. If she had her way, she would
get to a balanced budget by the year
2002, but she was unable to get this ad-
ministration to do it. Mrs. Rivlin basi-
cally said yesterday we just simply
should do it.

I remember the distinguished Sen-
ator from West Virginia saying we
should just do it. It is odd to me how
those who are always saying we should
just do it right here in the Congress,
we have the power to do it now, it is
odd to me how many of those who are
saying that are people who are opposed
to the balanced budget amendment
and, in the process, are dedicated to
the same old order that has put us in
this financial difficulty that we are in
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right now—$4.8 trillion in national
debt, going to $6.3 trillion in just 5
yvears under the President’s so-called
deficit reduction plan.

I do give the President some credit
for at least trying. He is consolidating
programs; he is recommending cutting
out some programs. But those are min-
uscule efforts in comparison to what
needs to be done and what will be done
if we pass a balanced budget constitu-
tional amendment.

To require that a constitutional pro-
vision be fully implemented before it is
adopted is really, really something
that nobody should be deceived by
reading. It seems to me that the people
who really have the burden of showing
us how they will balance the budget
are the ones who claim we do not need
the balanced budget amendment. We
say the budget cannot be balanced
without a constitutional requirement.
It is that simple, and the President’s
budget makes our case.

To those who think we can balance
the budget without the balanced budg-
et amendment, I say to them, ‘‘Show
us how; you tell us how you want to do
it. If you cannot show us the way to a
balanced budget without the amend-
ment, this suggests one of two things:
Either you agree with us that it cannot
be done without the constitutional re-
quirement or you are simply against
balancing the budget at all.”

Now, if the truth be known, there is
a lot of mouthing about balancing the
budget, but the very people who are
doing it most of the time are those who
are against the balanced budget
amendment, except those who want a
balanced budget amendment so we can
get to a balanced budget.

Now, that brings me to the President.
If President Clinton gets his way and
defeats the balanced budget amend-
ment this year as he did last year,
what is his purpose? Does he not want
a balanced budget? Does he stand for
the status quo of ever-higher taxes and
ever-higher deficits? Or is his point
that we can balance the budget with-
out the constitutional mandate?

The fact is, his own budget will in-
crease the deficit by $1 trillion over the
next 5 years, and that is assuming the
optimistic economic assumptions in
that budget will remain optimistic and
will actually occur.

Or is his point that he can balance
the budget without the constitutional
mandate? If so, I would expect him to
release his plan for a balanced budget
this week.

Well, his plan is anything but a plan
for a balanced budget. For the next 12
years he admits that under his budget,
as much as he has tried—and I give him
credit for that—we will have an aver-
age of a $190 billion deficit every year
for those 12 years—again, if all the eco-
nomic assumptions they make are cor-
rect, and they have never been correct
yvet. It is always higher.

Where is this Presidential leadership
we have been hearing about? I guar-
antee you there will be no efforts, real-
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ly successful efforts made without a
balanced budget amendment and with-
out both the President and the Con-
gress working together to get there.
And that is what the balanced budget
amendment will bring about. It will
force us to work together to get a bal-
anced budget by the year 2000.

The President’s deficit reduction tax
plan has failed to control even the
growth of annual budget deficits which
continue to rise during the latter years
of the plan, surpassing $200 billion as
early as 1996. And if his old plan is cor-
rect, they would reach the record level
of $297 billion in the year 2001 and
would top $421 billion in annual deficits
in the year 2005.

Now, he claims this new budget, by
cutting some programs and consoli-
dating others, will get it down to only
a $190 billion deficit each year through
the year 2005. That is 10 years from
now.

The President’s so-called deficit re-
duction plan, which included massive
tax increases on working people, retir-
ees, and other Americans, neither stops
the growth of the national debt nor
balances the budget. The fact is that if
House Joint Resolution 1 passes in its
current form, we can and will balance
the budget. It is not the lack of plans
that has prevented us from balancing
the budget. It is the lack of will.

We do not claim to have the perfect,
painless way to balance the budget, but
there are quite a number of options for
us to examine and draw from, at least
in part. In fact, over the last few years,
we have seen a number of plans re-
leased from both sides of the aisle from
both bodies and from outside organiza-
tions. I will just hold up a few:

The Concord Coalition zero deficit
plan, the Republican alternative to the
fiscal 1994 budget, the Congressional
Budget Office’s illustration of one path
to balance the budget in their Eco-
nomic and Budget Outlook 1996-2000,
just to name a few. There are others.

Senator DOMENICI has said that if we
would allow the Government to only
grow 2 percent a year—now, 2 percent
of $1.5 trillion is still a lot of billions of
dollars. We would still be increasing
spending, but if we would only allow it
to grow 2 percent a year and you to-
tally exclude Social Security from any
cuts and keep it just totally inviolate,
we would reach a balanced budget by
the year 2002.

So the fact is we have the way to get
there, a variety of ways of getting
there. We just do not have the votes
right now without a balanced budget
constitutional amendment. Even the
current White House Chief of Staff
Leon Panetta submitted a balanced
budget proposal during his tenure in
the House, but they have not been able
to do it since his tenure in the White
House.

Like I say, other ideas include lim-
iting the growth of spending to 2 per-
cent without touching Social Security
or cutting just 4 cents a year off every
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dollar of planned spending except So-
cial Security. That would get us to a
balanced budget in the year 2002.

Unfortunately, a lot of the people
who are arguing that we ought to lay
out in detail how we get there in 7
years are the people who would vote
against that type of an approach as
they are voting against the balanced
budget amendment. Furthermore,
there are many proposals out there to
reduce spending significantly and re-
duce the deficit: the Dole 50-point plan,
the Penny-Kasich deficit reduction
plan, the Brown-Kerrey bipartisan cut-
ting plan, the prime cuts list prepared
by Citizens Against Government
Waste, the Kasich budget alternatives
for fiscal year 1994 and fiscal year 1995,
and the Brown deficit reduction plan
by our distinguished Senator from Col-
orado, who made that point in the last
year or so.

Now, I do not think that any one of
these proposals is necessarily the ulti-
mate solution, yet they all have some
ideas worth considering. I certainly be-
lieve that we could evaluate and ana-
lyze proposals in these plans as well as
other ideas that I guarantee will be
forthcoming from both sides of the
aisle if we pass this balanced budget
constitutional amendment.

Let me say it one more time. The
problem is not the lack of ideas. It is
the lack of will. House Joint Resolu-
tion 1 in its current form will provide
that will.

Now, the Daschle proposal itself
raises more questions than it would an-
swer. We are talking about this amend-
ment that now has been amended twice
by Senator DOLE, or at least has two
amendments pending against it. For
example, the Daschle amendment
would require a statement of new budg-
et authority and outlays only on ac-
counts which were over $100 million in
1994.

Well, what about accounts that were
under $100 million in 1994 but have
grown? What about new accounts? The
Daschle proposal would also require an
allocation of Federal revenues among
major resources of such revenues, but
what qualifies as major?

The Daschle proposal would further
require a detailed list and description
of changes in Federal law required to
carry out the plan. Such information is
currently in a document separate from
the budget resolution. That document
for President Clinton’s 1993 budget plan
was over 1,000 pages long. Do we really
want to increase the already mammoth
budget resolution? Besides that, I real-
ly do not understand the Daschle provi-
sion. Are we supposed to predict over
the next 7 years not just the changes in
law Congress may ultimately pass but
the date upon which Congress will pass
them?

The Daschle proposal creates addi-
tional problems by making constitu-
tional references to statutory law. It
incorporates section 310(a) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 by ref-
erence. Now, what happens if Congress
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amends that section? The balanced
budget amendment, it would seem to
me, would allow that amendment any
time Congress chooses to do so, which,
of course, makes the balanced budget
amendment totally worthless. I guess
that is, after all, what the Daschle pro-
posal is trying to do, make it so it is
impossible for us to ever balance the
budget.

If Congress amends that section,
would that qualify as a constitutional
amendment itself or does it qualify
just as an amendment within the con-
stitutional amendment that is per-
mitted because section 310(a) is merely
mentioned by point of reference in the
balanced budget amendment? That is,
if Daschle would pass. And I cannot be-
lieve anybody would be serious about
voting for something like that.

Similarly, the Congressional Budget
Office is explicitly referred to in this
proposal. That means that the Con-
stitution would now refer to four
branches of Government—the Congress,
the Supreme Court, the Executive or
President, and the Congressional Budg-
et Office. What constitutional thinking
is that? How in the world could they
put that into the Constitution? We
know the Congressional Budget Office
has been wrong more than it has been
right. So we are going to write it into
the Constitution? We will if the
Daschle amendment is passed. I cannot
imagine anybody really voting for an
amendment that would put the Con-
gressional Budget Office into the Con-
stitution.

Now, here we are in the new Congress
trying to reduce the Federal Govern-
ment, the Federal bureaucracy, and the
Daschle proposal attempts to enshrine
a part of it in the Constitution.

Those of us on both sides of the aisle
who have worked for years to pass this
constitutional amendment have con-
sistently heard from our opponents
that we are trivializing the Constitu-
tion with budget matters. Talk about
trivializing the Constitution—the
Daschle proposal would have us add a
new section to the Constitution, longer
and extraordinarily more detailed and
technical than the proposal that has
been the subject of hearings, a com-
mittee debate and vote, and a com-
mittee report. It adds new terms to the
Constitution like ‘‘aggregate levels of
new budget authority.” What does that
mean? It means whatever Congress
says it means. I guess that is the ge-
nius of this proposal. Because Congress
will make it very clear they are never
going to get serious about a balanced
budget until it is defined.

The first term on that list is ‘‘aggre-
gate levels of new budget authority.”
This phrase, like many of the terms on
this list, is technical budgetary and ac-
counting jargon. This proposal asks us
to put into the Constitution a phrase
that means the total levels of new
spending Congress will allow for the
next 7 years.

Can you believe that? Determining
new budget authority is a part of the
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budget and appropriations process we
go through every year. This is not the
type of timeless language that enun-
ciates broad, immutable principles as
does the language of the Constitution.
Adding this type of language will only
demean and trivialize the Constitution.

But look at the next one. Here is an-
other one: ‘“‘major functional cat-
egory.” Functional categories are part
of the system we use to classify budget
resources and activities to reflect the
national priorities and needs being ad-
dressed. The proponents of the Daschle
amendment, or proposal, appear to be
asking us to freeze one portion of our
current budget policies and national
priorities by adding them to the Con-
stitution.

Mr. President, balancing the budget
is not a one-time event. It is a dynamic
process. This amendment asks us to
put one or two 30-second spots from a
2-hour movie into the Constitution.
This is not the purpose of our Constitu-
tion.

But look at this one: ‘‘account-by-ac-
count basis’ is going to be written into
the Constitution. This is another of the
technical accounting terms used to de-
fine our budget. These accounts rep-
resent agencies and programs that re-
flect our national spending priorities.
This type of language may be wholly
appropriate for implementing legisla-
tion but it is wholly inappropriate for
inclusion into our Constitution.

Look at this one: ‘‘allocation of Fed-
eral revenues.” This is just another
way to define and present our budget
information. I feel a bit as though I am
repeating myself, but this is not the
type of language we should be adding
to our Constitution. I cannot believe
that the proponents of this proposal
could mean to use this type of lan-
guage to drive constitutional policy.
Nor can they mean to freeze current
budgeting terms and techniques in the
Constitution.

What about this one: ‘‘reconciliation
directives”? These are all part of the
so-called Daschle amendment. These
“‘reconciliation directives’” are the
tools used during the budget process to
instruct the committees to report leg-
islation changing existing laws or
pending legislation in order to bring
spending, revenues, or debt limit into
conformity with the budget resolution.
Can you imagine the games that could
be played with that? This amendment
calls for a budget resolution extending
out to the year 2002. Are we really
going to ask our committees to change
current or pending laws that far out
into the future? Again, I remind the
Senate that the budget is a process
which proponents of this amendment
are asking us to significantly slow
down and freeze. This just does not re-
flect reality.

Look at this one, No. 6: ‘‘section
310(A) of the Congressional Budget
Act.” This ‘“‘reconciliation directives”
is a serious issue, but this is even more
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serious, and it is raised by the ref-
erence to section 310(A) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act. This could have far-
reaching implications. Not only do we
have the unprecedented step of refer-
ring to a statute in the Constitution,
but a particular section of that stat-
ute. This raises a serious question
about our ability to reform the budget
process through legislation. Will this
proposal of having that written into
the Constitution constrain our ability
to amend that statute or that section
through legislation? Or would we need
a constitutional amendment to do so?
Would this proposal lock Congress into
the budget process status quo?

A lot would argue it would. There has
been a lot of discussion about reform-
ing the budget process to streamline it
and make it more responsive to na-
tional priorities. I would hate to see us
constrain ourselves to such a point
that this would be next to impossible,
by writing section 310(A) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act into the Con-
stitution.

What about this one? ‘“‘Omnibus rec-
onciliation bill” is mentioned in the
Daschle constitutional amendment
language. The reference to omnibus
reconciliation bill once again puts a
budgetary process into the funda-
mental charter of our Nation.

Once again, I want to say this type of
language does not belong in the Con-
stitution. This is coming from those
who say we are trivializing the Con-
stitution? Ms. Rivlin, the leading budg-
eteer in this administration and a per-
son for whom I have great admiration,
said that she does not think we should
put these types of things—she is
against the balanced budget amend-
ment because it puts, in her eyes, some
economic matters into the Constitu-
tion. She must be sick at heart at what
they are trying to do here.

Look at this one: ‘Congressional
Budget Office.” This is perhaps my fa-
vorite of all of the references in the
Daschle amendment. Here we are, in
this Congress, trying to cut bureauc-
racy, and the Daschle proponents are
attempting to enshrine the bureauc-
racy, the Congressional Budget Office,
in the Constitution of the TUnited
States of America.

We now have four branches of Gov-
ernment, if they get their way: the ex-
ecutive, legislative, judiciary, and the
accountants. If they get their way. The
Congressional Budget Office? Will that
be the fifth branch of Government?
What about the FDA? Should we not
enshrine the FDA in here and make it
the sixth branch of Government? This
is what the folks who are pushing this
mean. Of course, we will have to say
no. No, that will simply not do.

Look at this one: ‘“Economic and
technical assumptions.”” Once again,
we have the example of technical jar-
gon being put into the Constitution.
“Economic and technical assumptions”
are the tools used in determining the
basis of our budget activities. They are
vital in determining forecasts of our
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future events. Yet, I do not think they
belong in the Constitution. This
phrase, indeed this whole proposal, is
better addressed in implementing lan-
guage which could be changed by a
simple majority vote. It just does not
belong in our Constitution; and that is
why we have implementing language.

So when you hear them saying we
should exclude Social Security from
the balanced budget amendment, I say
how could anybody really seriously
argue that? The balanced budget
amendment should be written like a
constitutional amendment, which it is,
the House resolution. It is, and we
should not trivialize it by putting all
kinds of jargon into the Constitution.

My friend, Senator DOMENICI, may
like this last one. It is a reference to
the “Committee on the Budget.” It
may mean that his committee now has
constitutional status and cannot be
eliminated without a constitutional
amendment. I fear he may be pleased
with the committee’s new power to
trigger constitutional law.

But, seriously, I hope we will all
agree we should not be enshrining con-
gressional committees in the Constitu-
tion by reference. They are established
by internal rules and can change title
or function, or even cease to exist, as
we have already seen in this new Con-
gress. Would this proposal make us
pass a constitutional amendment just
to change the name of a committee?
This is what I call really trivial stuff.

Mr. President, just look at that,
‘“‘constitutional language?”’ Aggregate
levels of new budget authority? Major
functional category? Account-by-ac-
count basis? Allocation of Federal rev-
enues? Reconciliation directives? Sec-
tion 310(A) of the Congressional Budget
Act? Omnibus reconciliation bill? Con-
gressional Budget Office? Economic
and technical assumptions? Committee
on the Budget? All to be enshrined into
the Constitution in what will be one of
the largest constitutional amendments
in history.

I notice Senator DOMENICI is here.
Let me just finish my remarks with
just a couple of other comments.

I daresay that James Madison and
the Founding Fathers must be turning
over in their graves. They must be.

In testimony by Alice Rivlin before
the Senate Committee on the Judici-
ary, where she said she was against the
balanced budget amendment on behalf
of the administration, she had this to
say:

Consequently, the administration con-
tinues to oppose the effort to write fiscal
policy into the Constitution. The Constitu-
tion should establish principles that are
basic and necessary at all times, not fiscal
policies like a balanced budget that may not
be appropriate in every year under every
condition.

One can only imagine what she
thinks of the Daschle amendment. At
least a constitutional amendment to
balance the budget is written in con-
stitutional language, language that
would get us all there, if we have that
fiscal mechanism in the Constitution.
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So to write all of this other stuff in
is to trivialize and demean the Con-
stitution of the United States. And,
frankly, I hope all of our colleagues
will vote to keep that out.

I notice the distinguished chairman
of the Budget Committee is here. We
look forward to hearing his remarks.

I yield the floor.
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SHELBY). The Senator from New Mex-
ico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
thank Chairman HATCH for yielding.

Mr. President, I thought he might be
interested in my analysis of the Presi-
dent’s budget. If there is anything that
ought to convince us that we need a
constitutional amendment for a bal-
anced budget, it is the President’s
budget that he put out officially this
morning.

It is hard to have all the details. But
I would like to state for the Senate and
for the American people just a few ob-
servations and perceptions about this
budget which the President has pre-
sented.

First, I want to say that, to the ex-
tent that we can, we ought to work
with the President. We ought to try.
Normally, President’s budgets have
been declared dead on arrival. When
the Republicans were in the White
House the Democrats said that.

I do not want to say that. But I
would say that this budget is on life
supports. There is no question about
that. It is not dead, but it is on life
supports. There are a few concepts in it
that we ought to build on. There is no
deficit reduction of any significance;
nothing for our children at all. The
President in his remarks on this says
this is good for the American dream,
and then proceeds to talk about mid-
dle-class Americans who will be helped,
et cetera. But he forgets to say this
budget is an antichildren of the future
of America budget.

Right now we believe every man,
woman, and child is indebted $18,000 for
the debt that we have been incurring
without regard to their future—man,
woman, and child. This deficit pro-
duced in 5 successive years, as he puts
them together—the added deficit—will
add $2 trillion, I say to the occupant of
the chair, to the debt; $2 trillion. We
think by that time the children of
America will be saddled with a $24,000
to $26,000 debt. So let us use $26,000. It
is $18,000 now. It will be $26,000 because
of this budget, and worse than that—
which is ignored in the comments from
the White House today—while the def-
icit stays steady but does not go down,
it will go skyrocketing up again. And
whose responsibility is it to address
that? Do we wait for our children to ad-
dress that, or do we address it now?
There is no question that the deficit of
the United States by the year 2002 will
be back up to $321 billion.
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So that is what this amendment on
the floor is about. Remember we were
going to have a balanced budget by
2002. Under the President’s budget it
will be $321 billion. The President talks
about getting the deficit down, and
since I was on the floor for maybe 5, 6,
or 10 days—I do not even remember
talking about the budget which the
President produced the last time—in
1993 when he takes credit for getting
the deficit down—my projections then
are now coming true. The nightmare
that I predicted is true. It is upon us.
What was the nightmare? The night-
mare was that we will raise taxes on
the American people, the largest tax
increase package in history, and we
will not get the deficit under control.
That is true. Most of the deficit reduc-
tion heretofore are tax increases and
defense spending cuts. What about the
rest of Government? There were no
cuts then, and no cuts now.

First of all, the President had a good
handle when he ran for this office, a
good fix on the deficit. In 1993, when he
talked to the American people about
getting it under control, he understood
it very well for he said we will never
get the deficit under control until we
get the health-care programs of the
U.S. Government under control. That
was true then. That is true today.

The President’s budget, which I have
just indicated while not dead on arrival
certainly takes a walk on the impor-
tant issues of our day, takes a walk on
the importance deficit reduction issues
of our day because none of the health-
care programs of the Government are
addressed. There are no reductions in
them of any significance. They are left
to carry right on growing at some-
where between 10.5 and 11.5 percent a
year. So why should anyone believe
that this budget is a good budget for
America?

Frankly, in the midst of a solid re-
covery, when the signs are there every-
where that we have to have major re-
form, that we have to reduce the size of
our National Government, the Presi-
dent proposes in his budget that we
ought to put 300 programs together and
block them into 27 programs. Will not
one think that there would be an effort
to streamline Government, and what
else? Save money? Actually, the block
grants go up. Unless I can be informed
to the contrary, the best I can find is
after going through this exercise and
streamlining of Government—which is
not much streamlining because you
still have 27, you do not give many of
them back to the States—but even it is
supposed to be an efficiency in delivery
of service measure. To improve the de-
livery, you ought to get some savings
out of it. It goes up.

Let me go through and quickly talk
about a couple of other things because,
obviously, we want to have a very con-
structive year. We do not want to have
a year when all we do is argue. But I do
not believe we should leave some of the
things that the President talks about
already, and in his budget, I do not be-
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lieve we should leave them unan-
swered, for when Republican Presidents
issued budgets the opposition party
was quick to talk about what was
wrong with them.

So I repeat. This budget is a white
flag on entitlement spending. Sur-
render, or at least it says, as the Presi-
dent of the United States, ‘I do not
want to do it. It is too hard. Maybe you
ought to do it, Republicans.”” I think
those commenting on it are already
sort of saying that. The President said,
“I do not want to do anything that is
tough. Why don’t you do it, Repub-
licans? Then we will negotiate.”

I submit that one is contrary to what
this President says all the time. I mean
he talks about leadership. Where is the
leadership when you put a white flag
up to surrender to that part of the
budget that you know you must get
under control and in doing that you
kind of hoodwink the public that you
are really getting the deficit under
control?

Let me move on.

You know, there used to be the magic
asterisk, the question of veracity; the
question of, How truthful is the budg-
et? I would like to just raise a question
of veracity in this budget.

First of all, significant problems
occur in the President’s budget pro-
posal related to a concept that has
worked heretofore. Everybody ac-
knowledges that there is a new portion
of the budget called pay-as-you-go pro-
cedures and savings adjustments from
adjusting and extending discretionary
spending limits established in the cur-
rent budget. So what the President has
done relates to this pay-as-you-go. Let
me talk about it.

The President’s budget does not re-
duce direct spending programs enough.
I spoke of that on the white flag of sur-
render. So let me talk a minute. He
will claim there is $28.7 billion there to
offset reductions in tax receipts of $54.7
billion. Instead, it attempts to close
this gap with what I will call creative
accounting, $101 billion in discre-
tionary spending cuts, creative ac-
counting as to $101 billion in discre-
tionary spending. In truth, the $101 bil-
lion savings is overstated by nearly $90
billion. Mr. President, he takes credit,
through creative accounting, for $101
billion in discretionary spending reduc-
tion, and $90 billion of that is over-
stated. Following current budget rules,
the net result of the President’s budget
is not a reduction in the deficit
claimed as $80 billion over 5 years, but
rather is an increase in the deficit of
between $15 billion and $20 billion over
that 5 years.

Current law defines pay-as-you-go en-
forcement procedures that apply to di-
rect spending and receipts. The Presi-
dent’s budget assumes the law is
changed to include discretionary
spending in the definition of pay as you
go to offset reductions in taxes. Even
so, the discretionary cuts are signifi-
cantly overstated from inflating spend-
ing caps from 1996 to 2000. Let me re-
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peat. Savings from discretionary
spending cuts are overstated from in-
flating spending caps from 1996 to 2000.

You see, if you have in place caps at
this level and those caps as a matter of
law expire, the President lets it go
back up and then claims the savings.
And that is $90 billion of the $101 bil-
lion. So, in essence, they go up and he
reduces them back to where they are,
and through creative accounting, that
is the big savings in the budget.

We will get that from the Congres-
sional Budget Office. We will ask them
for that. It is not Senator DOMENICI
who ought to be saying this, it is offi-
cials who have at least as much prow-
ess as the President’s experts but are
neutral and not part of any political
presentation of a budget.

So creative accounting has created a
very big credibility gap in terms of
whether or not there are any cuts in
this President’s budget.

Let me wrap this up again by saying
the deficit, under the President’s pro-
posal, will increase each year, and the
public debt—which we are talking
about in the constitutional amend-
ment—will go from a 1995 level of $4.9
to $6.6 trillion—from $4.9 trillion to $6.6
trillion—and the debt on each man,
woman, and child will go from $18,000
to $26,000. The dream of our children
and for our children is getting stepped
on once again. No action now because
it is too tough; action later when it is
too late, when the children are bearing
the burden when we leave them little
of a legacy because we do not have the
courage to do what we ought.

Frankly, without the President’s
leadership, I do not know where we are
going. Frankly, I have told this Senate
and the public in the United States
that you will not get a balanced budget
unless the President wants to cooper-
ate with the Congress. I can tell you
unequivocally, unabashedly, you can-
not get to a balanced budget without
the leadership of a President. Second,
you cannot get there without both par-
ties participating. It is too tough, real-
ly and politically.

So when you have a President who
takes a walk and opposes the constitu-
tional amendment for a balanced budg-
et, it would seem to me that the expec-
tations and hopes of the American peo-
ple that we might finally have arrived
at a point in history when we are seri-
ous about this, when we might get the
deficit under control, get a balanced
budget, I want to warn them that the
will may be there on the part of many
of us, but we may indeed not win this
constitutional amendment that would
have made the President join in the
team that wants to get it done. Obvi-
ously, some Members on the other side
and this President do not choose that.
I think they do not choose it for a
number of reasons. But I tell you un-
equivocally, absolutely, when they say
they will not choose it, we will never
get there, and certainly we will never
get there with budgets like this one.

I yield the floor.
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Mr. CRAIG addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho [Mr. CRAIG], is recog-
nized.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, we have
just heard Senator DOMENICI from New
Mexico, chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee here in the Senate, outline for
us what many of us feared we would
hear from this President as he pre-
sented his budget to the Nation which
will now be presented today—statistics
and facts and figures that I do not
think any of us wanted to hear or that
the American people can even begin to
fathom as it relates to what it all
means.

Certainly, this chart I have with me
reflects exactly what the Senator from
New Mexico, the chairman of the Budg-
et Committee, said. From a debt struc-
ture for our country at the end of fiscal
1995 somewhere in the $4.9 trillion
mark to, by this President’s own ad-
mission with the submission of his
budget today, a deficit out here in the
outyears around the year 2002 of $6.6
trillion. What does all of that mean?

I find it also very unique that as we
debate the balanced budget amendment
here on the floor—as we have been now
for well over a week, and as we will,
maybe, for the next several weeks—
that the leader of the Democratic
Party would come to us with an
amendment that, in essence, says: Sub-
mit a budget in all of the detail of how
you want to balance the budget, and if
you do not, we cannot submit a bal-
anced budget constitutional amend-
ment as a matter of principle to the
people for their consideration.

I say that is an interesting combina-
tion, Mr. President, because as our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
are now saying that, the very leader of
their party has presented a budget
today that looks like this as it relates
to debt structure. Not even their Presi-
dent was willing to talk about a rea-
sonable approach toward the kind of
deficit reduction that he himself
pledged to us as a country but 1 year
ago. In less than a year, this President
has moved away from the very premise
he ran on, on the very budgets he pro-
posed, on the very premise by which he
pushed through one of the largest tax
increases in the history of the country,
and that is, that we would have contin-
ually declining deficits toward a bal-
anced budget, with a progressive reduc-
tion in the rate of debt growth for our
country.

Mr. President, what happened? Where
are you? Why did you forsake us? Why
did you say one thing in one budget
year and now come forth with an en-
tirely different approach in another
budget year?

Well, I may sound a little hard on the
President this morning. Let me back
off a little bit and say I guess I am not
surprised, because for the last two dec-
ades, other Presidents have been mak-
ing similar promises, and many of
those Presidents have been Republican
Presidents. Yet, we saw the deficit and
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the debt structure of our country grow
from 1990, where we had a debt of
around $3 trillion, now to a President
walking before the cameras and talk-
ing to the American people and, in a
straight-faced way, suggesting that
this budget projected outward will
produce a $6.6 trillion deficit.

This morning in the Wall Street
Journal, Stephen Moore, who is the di-
rector of fiscal policy at the Cato Insti-
tute here in Washington, tried to put
these kinds of analyses and projections
in perspective for the American people.
I recommend to my colleagues that
they read that article, because it be-
gins to cause us to focus about why we
are here on the floor of the U.S. Senate
and will be here for the next 3 weeks
debating a balanced budget amendment
to our Constitution.

I ask unanimous consent that that
article be printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Wall Street Journal]

IF YOU BOUGHT 2 TRILLION COPIES OF THIS
PAPER * * *

(By Stephen Moore)

Today, President Clinton releases his fiscal
1996 budget. Already the Associated Press is
reporting that officials claim the budget
‘“‘proposes to abolish or consolidate hundreds
of government programs, reducing federal
spending by $144 billion over the next five
years.” No doubt the president will firmly
insist that this is the most tight-fisted,
penny-pinching budget in 20 years.

Why is this so predictable? Because this is
what every president since Richard Nixon
has said. But 20 years ago the federal budget
was $370 billion. Today, Mr. Clinton will re-
quest almost $1.6 trillion. Even adjusting for
inflation, the federal budget is twice as large
as it was during the last years of the Nixon
presidency. Besides, without the sleight of
hand of baseline budgeting, President Clin-
ton’s new budget calls for a $50 billion in-
crease in spending from the current budget.
And that was $70 billion more than was spent
the year before that. Yet the budget-busting
news is bound to be greeted with a national
yawn of unconcern.

Why is there more public outrage when we
learn that Washington wastes $100 on Al
Gore’s famous ashtray than that it wastes
nearly $1.6 trillion on everything else? Much
of the problem seems to be that 1% trillion
is an incomprehensibly large number. So
here are some simple ways to picture how
enormous the U.S. government is today:

One trillion dollars—3$1,000,000,000,000.00.
That’s 12 zeroes to the left of the decimal
point. A trillion is a million times a million.
It would take more than 1% million million-
aires to have as much money as is spent each
year by Congress.

One of the highest-paid workers in Amer-
ica today is basketball superstar Shaquille
O’Neal, who reportedly earns about $30 mil-
lion a season in salary and endorsements. He
is rich beyond our wildest imaginations. But
he’d have to play 33,000 seasons before he
earned $1 trillion. It would take a Superdome
full of Shaquille O’Neals to have enough to
pay all of Congress’s bills each year.

Here’s an experiment. What if we were to
try to pay off the $4 trillion national debt by
having Congress put one dollar every second
into a special debt-buy-down account? How
many years would it take to pay off the
debt? One million seconds is about 12 days.
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One billion seconds is roughly 32 years. But
one trillion seconds is almost 32,000 years. So
to pay off the debt, Congress would have to
put dollar bills into this account for about
the next 130,000 years—roughly the amount
of time that has passed since the Ice Age.

Even if we were to require Congress to put
$100 a second into this debt-buy-down ac-
count, it would still take well over 1,000
years to pay the debt down.

Try this one on for size. Imagine a train of
50-foot boxcars crammed with $1 bills. How
long would the train have to be to carry the
$1.6 trillion Congress spends each year?
About $656 million can be stuffed in a boxcar.
Thus, the train would have to be about 240
miles long to carry enough dollar bills to
balance the federal budget. In other words,
you would need a train that stretches the en-
tire Northeast corridor, from Washington,
through Baltimore, Delaware, Philadelphia,
New Jersey, and into New York City.

Former Office of Management and Budget
Director Jim Miller calculates that if a mili-
tary jet were flying overhead at the speed of
sound and spewing out a roll of dollar bills
behind it, the plane would have to fly for
more than 15 years before it reeled out 1.6
trillion dollar bills.

Here’s a challenging one: If you laid $1 bills
from end to end, could you make a chain
that stretches to the moon with 1.6 trillion?
Answer: without a sweat, with billions and
billions of dollars left over. In fact, they
would stretch nearly from the Earth to the
sun.

The newspaper tabloids report that O.J.
Simpson is paying some $55,000 a day in legal
fees. The trial would have to last 26 million
days, or almost 100,000 years, before the law-
yers earned $1.6 trillion.

This year the White House want to spend
three times as much as America did to win
World War I, which cost roughly $500 billion
in today’s dollars. Adjusted for inflation, the
combined cost of defeating the Nazis and the
Japanese in World War II and winning World
War I was $4.5 trillion. This is what Wash-
ington will spend in peacetime in just the
next three years to continue losing the war
on poverty, drugs, illiteracy, homelessness
and so on.

So far, we’ve just been counting the
amount Washington spends each year. When
state and local expenditures are included,
total annual government spending now sur-
passes $2.5 trillion. That’s more than $23,000
of government for every household in Amer-
ica. In constant dollars government spends
twice as much per household as it did in
1960—though most Americans believe that
government services have deteriorated since
then.

With the $2.5 trillion government spends
each year, you could purchase all of the
farmland in the U.S. (market value: $725 bil-
lion), plus all of the stock of the 100 most
profitable U.S. corporations today ($1.6 tril-
lion). You would then still have just enough
money left to pay the advance on Newt Ging-
rich’s book deal.

All of this points to one conclusion: The
budget that Bill Clinton is presenting today
is not lean; it is not efficient; it is not frugal.
It is a monstrosity. It should be greeted with
heaps of ridicule and scorn. No matter how
you stack it, $1.6 trillion is a whole lot of
money—even in Washington.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, let me
take from Stephen Moore’s article this
morning some of the examples he used
as to what all of this means, because I
really do believe that every Senator
has been lost in the woods of trillions
and trillions and trillions of dollars
and no longer do we really understand
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what it means for this President to
come forth with a budget of $1.6 tril-
lion. And we turn and say, Mr. Presi-
dent, what does that mean? What kind
of impact will that have on the econ-
omy of this country? What does it
mean to every American? Well, you
heard the chairman of the Judiciary
Committee say it meant a debt struc-
ture per capita in this country, per in-
dividual citizen, going from $18,000 to
$26,000.

Here is another figure: A $1.6 trillion
budget is representative of spending
$23,000 for every household in America.
Can you imagine that this President is
saying to every American who owns a
home or household—and that could be
an apartment—that this Government is
going to spend $23,000 per household?
Well, that is what this $1.6 trillion
budget represents. Here is another fas-
cinating figure. We are all riveted—at
least some are. In all fairness, I am not
too riveted to the television set these
days watching the O.J. Simpson trial.
But we are told that 0O.J. is paying
something like $55,000 a day in legal
fees, at least that was a figure that
came out several days ago.

Well, here is an interesting figure—
$55,000 a day, that is what O.J. appar-
ently is paying his lawyers. Compare
that to a $1.6 trillion budget, the Amer-
ican people would be privileged to
watch 0.J.’s trial for how many days?
Twenty-six million days to get to a $1.6
trillion price tag. Again, that is 100,000
years of watching O.J. and the trial.
Does that begin to focus what our
President has just announced or will be
announcing today with a $1.6 trillion
budget? Twenty-six million days of
0.d., 100,000 years at $55,000 a day.

Have we lost our senses? Have we lost
our perspective? Yes, we have. And
that is why the House 2 weeks ago, by
a very large and historic vote, passed a
balanced budget amendment to our
Constitution. And that is why myself,
the Senator from Utah, the Senator
from South Carolina, and others for so
many years have led the issue on the
balanced budget amendment. And it is
why we introduced House Joint Resolu-
tion 1 here on the floor and we are de-
bating it today, because this Congress
and this Government has lost its per-
spective. We do not know what a $1.6
trillion budget is all about or what a
$6.6 trillion debt is all about.

One trillion—12 zeros behind the def-
icit figure. That is equivalent to 1.5
million millionaires all giving up their
fortune for 1 year of Federal budget.
That is another perspective that Ste-
phen Moore put in his article that I
think begins to cause us to focus on
what this budget is all about.

Now, here is another good example. I
am using these this morning because 1
think the American public’s eyes glaze.
They hear us talking about section 3,
subsection (a). They hear us talking
about the kind of language that the
Daschle amendment has in it—‘‘aggre-
gate levels of new budget authority.” 1
have a feeling that they do not under-
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stand that. Frankly, not many of us
understand it.

How about ‘“‘major functional cat-
egory’’? I doubt that they understand
it. But, believe it or not, that is what
the opponents to a balanced budget
amendment want to put in the Con-
stitution of our country today.

Now here is an analysis that the
American people will understand.
Again, it is an analysis of what $1.6
trillion means. Imagine a train, a
freight train, 50-foot boxcars, crammed
with $1 bills, each boxcar 50-foot long,
crammed with $1 bills. How long would
that train have to be to house $1.6 tril-
lion or President Clinton’s budget?

Well, here is an interesting statistics.
You can get about $65 million in a box-
car. Now if any of you are quick with
mind and calculate that, you may well
be ahead of me. But my calculations
and the calculations of Stephen Moore
of the Cato Institute suggest that that
is a train that is 240 miles long.

So, in other words, if you are think-
ing of the Northeast corridor here of
our rail system—that is from Wash-
ington, DC, through Baltimore,
through Delaware, through Philadel-
phia, through New Jersey and into New
York City—one train all hooked to-
gether, not moving, each boxcar 50-foot
long, crammed with $1 bills, $65 million
per boxcar, and Mr. President, you got
your budget—$1.6 trillion.

Now, I think the American people un-
derstand that analysis. I do not think
they understand ‘‘aggregate level of
budgetary authority.”” I doubt that
they understand ‘‘account by account
basis.”

Many Americans have read our Con-
stitution and they understand what a
beautifully simple and clear document
it is. They understand the purpose of
why it is clear, so that it cannot be re-
interpreted and misinterpreted and re-
interpreted again. And what is also
very important is that every word that
is in that Constitution does not allow
the Congress, on a daily or yearly
basis, to change the game plan or the
definition of the words or the descrip-
tion of the program or the policy that
might be enshrined within the Con-
stitution.

And, of course, that is exactly what
the amendment that has been pre-
sented and is now known as the
Daschle amendment does. And that is
why there is no doubt that this Senate
has to vote it down. We cannot
trivialize our Constitution. We must
stay on focus as to why the American
people sent us here and to what they so
profoundly said on November 8 of last
year.

Well, let me give you another anal-
ysis. If you do not understand what $1.6
trillion is all about, what $6.6 trillion
of debt is all about, what a debt per
every American of $26,000, as their
share of the national debt, or a budget
that spends $23,000 per American house-
hold is all about, here is a quote from
the former Office of Management and
Budget Director Jim Miller, who I be-
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lieve headed that up under Ronald
Reagan.

He calculates that if a jet airplane
were flying overhead at the speed of
sound and spewing out a roll of $1 bills
behind it—that is, all connected to-
gether, open up the side door and drop
it out and let it roll out across the
skies of America—what would happen.
Well, that plane would have to fly more
than 15 years nonstop, airborne, con-
stantly spewing out those $1 bills all
connected together to get to $6.6 tril-
lion.

Well, people are probably beginning
to say, ‘‘Senator CRAIG, we have had
enough of that.” But I think those are
important visuals for the American
people to begin to understand what we
are talking about and why a balanced
budget amendment to our Constitution
is so critically important.

Now let me for the next few minutes
talk about the kind of impact that this
will mean to the American people, our
ability as a Government to establish
priorities and to determine those areas
where Government does have a legiti-
mate role and a responsibility to spend
the tax dollars of this country for a va-
riety of purposes and priorities that
the American people believe are nec-
essary and essential.

Here is one of the greatest problems
we have today with a constantly
mounting debt. This chart represents
interest on the Federal debt through
the year 2005. Yes, we do borrow money
and, yes, that money is debt. It is real
money. We owe it to someone. They ex-
pect a return from the money that we
have borrowed from them. We do pay
interest.

This year in the budget that the
President has just proposed, $1.6 tril-
lion, that .6, *“.3 of the .6’ is interest
on debt, now the second largest item in
the Federal budget. It is now crowding
out defense, crowding out discretionary
spending, like the management, run-
ning of our Forest Service, our Depart-
ment of Agriculture, and a variety of
other programs that a lot of Americans
think are pretty important and pretty
essential. It is just interest on debt.

It is not buying any program. It is
not putting any food in any poor
child’s mouth. It is going out to pay for
the amount of money that the Federal
Government has already borrowed.
That figure, as we know it, is today
around $300 billion annually. Of course,
with the growth from 4.9 to 6.6 in Fed-
eral debt, as this President has now
sanctioned, that figure will progres-
sively grow over the next good number
of years.

The gross interest payment exceeded,
as I mentioned, in 1994, nearly $300 bil-
lion. This is the greater of the total
outlays of the Federal Government in
1974. That is an interesting piece of his-
tory: That the interest on debt in 1994
was greater than the total outlays of
the Federal Government in 1974. Is
there any reason to try to understand
why the American people spoke in the
election of November of last year with
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such alarm, why they rejected those
who were there running again for re-
election, who tried to defend the status
quo?

I believe the American people are
growing frightened of this kind of a
debt structure, fearful that their Gov-
ernment and its spending are out of
control, and that there is no way to
rein it in and; as a result of that, we
could risk out here, at a $6.6 trillion
debt, loss of our ability to control our
Government or our ability to pay in-
terest, if not principle, on debt.

Those are very real facts. That is
why I believe the balanced budget
amendment passed so soundly in the
House for the first time in history, and
why I believe it can pass here in the
U.S. Senate.

There is no doubt that we have our
work cut out for Senators. As we
watched some of the leaders of the Sen-
ate talking on national television in
the news shows yesterday, one of them,
strongly opposed to this, said he will
speak weeks and weeks on the floor,
convincing the American public that
what we are doing is OK, that somehow
we ought to just keep on doing what we
are doing; while he, of course, recog-
nized that reduction in deficit and con-
trol of debt was important and he said
we ought to try to do that, too, and we
ought to work toward that, and he even
suggested that all of the successes of
the last several years were producing a
substantially better budget.

Well, I am sorry, that Senator was
not right. He was wrong, if we use the
example of the very budget that the
President is producing today, which is
a reflection of the spending programs
of the last several years. In other
words, anyone who stands on this floor
in the next 3 weeks and opposes a bal-
anced budget amendment to our Con-
stitution or, more importantly, the
right of this Senate to agree with the
House and send out to the American
people a balanced budget amendment
for them, the American people, to de-
cide whether it ought to be a part of
the Constitution, and whether it ought
to control or bring into control the
growth rate of our Federal budgets,
what those people are simply advo-
cating is the status quo. They are try-
ing to avoid the people of our country
taking their Government back. They
do not want to give up the power they
have: The power to spend, the power to
go home and say, ‘‘Look what I have
done for you.”

Well, I think the message is chang-
ing. I think the American people are
saying something entirely different
from what they have said in the past.
The reason is very simple: They now
see, as far as the eye can see, the red of
debt; or as far as the plane can fly, bil-
lions of dollars spewing out of it, year
after year. Or to imagine that $1.6 tril-
lion budget really is beyond the ability
of any Member to imagine how much
that kind of money really is.

We are talking about a fundamental
change in the course of our country
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that can be produced if the Congress of
the United States is willing to address
the demand of the public they were
sent to represent. That, of course, is to
pass a balanced budget amendment,
and to send it forth to the States, and
to begin a national debate across our
country in every capital city of every
State as it relates to the ratification of
that amendment, where every citizen
and every State legislator will begin to
understand exactly what the Federal
budget is all about and the kind of im-
pact it has on the general economy of
our country.

Those are the issues. Over the next
several days, as we look at the Presi-
dent’s budget, as we hear the rhetoric
from the other side, saying, ‘“We don’t
want a balanced budget amendment.
We want business as usual,” and more
importantly, “We want you to show
every cut you would make to balance
your budget.”” We cannot even get from
this President the commitment that he
told Members he would honor last year
and the year before with his budget
messages, and that was to reduce the
deficit and to keep the deficit declin-
ing. Even this President has begun to
walk away from it, so reflected by his
proposal and by the budget that he is
now presenting.

There will be adequate time for me to
discuss other issues over the course of
the next several weeks. Several other
Senators are joining me on the floor,
and I certainly hope our colleagues
from the other side will find it today in
their ability to come to the floor and
defend their amendment, their motion
to recommit, their motion to duck and
run from a balanced budget amend-
ment, their motion that would muddy
up the Constitution of our country
with language like ‘‘aggregate levels,”
and ‘‘major functional categories,” lan-
guage that has no business in the Con-
stitution.

But, more importantly, the American
people cannot even begin to under-
stand. We know what the American
people understand. They understand
that every day and every week and
every month and every year, they have
to balance their checkbooks. Their
budgets have to balance. They have to
pay their bills, or they are in trouble.
And they are now growing fearful that
our unwillingness to do so could bank-
rupt our country, their country, their
future.

Now, that is very simple, and the
American people clearly understand
the importance of that kind of basic
economic simplicity—balancing budg-
ets, controlling debt, spending within
your means.

I am sorry, Mr. President, your budg-
et just does not get it.

I yield the floor.

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington State.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I wish
to express my admiration to my col-
league from Idaho on the quality and
clarity with which he has outlined both
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what the President proposes to Mem-
bers, and the way in which that pro-
posal illustrates better than almost
anything we can say the need for this
constitutional amendment.

Last week, Mr. President, we ended
the week in a debate over a motion by
the distinguished leader of the Demo-
cratic Party that would have the effect
of adding to this constitutional amend-
ment for a balanced budget a detailed
set of requirements, the net result of
which would be to mandate that the
Congress pass binding laws which
would lead to a balanced budget by the
year 2002 before the amendment itself
would be submitted to the States.

Those requirements themselves were
to become, according to the distin-
guished Democratic leader, a part of
the Constitution of the United States.
Thus, they would preempt to this Con-
gress not only the statement of a gen-
eral principle, but an outline of the
precise blueprint by which a balanced
budget would be reached, taking that
power away from three Congresses that
are to convene between now and the
year 2002, and ignoring totally what-
ever dynamic changes may and will
take place both in our economy and in
our situation in the world during that
period of time.

The proposal was an improvident and
unreasonable proposal, in any event.
The illustration as to why it was so un-
reasonable is best drawn by the budget
submitted by the President of the
United States since the Daschle motion
was laid before this body.

The view of those of us who favor the
constitutional amendment, of course,
was that it was more the duty of those
who defend the status quo, those who
feel that Congress has operated respon-
sibly, along with the President, over
the course of the last many years,
those who feel that the situation is not
broke, that we do not need dramatic
change, that it was more their duty to
tell us how they would reach a goal to
which all of them give lipservice—the
goal of a balanced budget—without any
fundamental change in the Constitu-
tion than it was for those of us who feel
that the situation is flawed at the
present time, that the discipline that
will lead to a balanced budget will not
be imposed internally by either the
President or the Congress of the United
States and that, therefore, we need to
change the Constitution itself to man-
date that all of us—Republicans and
Democrats, conservatives and liberals,
Presidents and Members of Congress—
work together to reach a balanced
budget.

We attempted to make that position
clear last week. I think to a certain ex-
tent we did so. But the President has
ended that argument for us by the sub-
mission of his budget. His budget, for
all practical purposes, never, never,
never will result in a budget with a def-
icit of less than $200 billion. And using
the figures of the Congressional Budget
Office, which all agreed to use earlier
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during the course of this year, that def-
icit, in fact, will increase very substan-
tially, upward of $400 billion either at
or not long after the time that this
constitutional amendment will become
effective if promptly ratified by the
States.

So we now have before us two starkly
differing views of the fiscal and finan-
cial future of the United States: First,
represented by those who back this
constitutional amendment, whose view
it is that as difficult as it may be it is
important 7 years from now to have
reached a balanced budget or at least
to make it more difficult thereafter to
vote an unbalanced budget, as against
those whose view it is that the Federal
debt can keep on increasing by $200 bil-
lion a year, $300 billion a year, $400 bil-
lion a year to infinity. These are the
two distinctly different points of view
represented in this body that will be
validated, that will be evidenced by
votes on final passage on this constitu-
tional amendment.

Once again, it is important to point
out that even this amendment, should
it be enshrined in our Constitution,
will not under any and all cir-
cumstances require that the budget be
balanced every year. It will simply
make it considerably more difficult to
vote for an unbalanced budget because
that unbalanced budget will have to be,
under almost all circumstances, at
least bipartisan in nature; that is to
say, it will have to get a 60-percent ma-
jority vote in both Houses of Congress
and, of course, be approved by the
President.

But the opposing point of view was
outlined by the distinguished senior
Senator from Idaho magnificently in
his remarks, as it was by my senior
colleague from the State of New Mex-
ico. The opposing point of view is es-
sentially: Let us give it up; let us pass
a budget which does not deal with enti-
tlements in any respect whatsoever; let
us pass a budget which admits that
even if everything comes out as favor-
ably as the administration hopes, there
will never be a deficit significantly less
than $200 billion a year.

To this Senator at least, that strips
away the disguise that opponents to
this constitutional amendment do wish
for a balanced budget but just feel that
to require it by passing an amendment
to the Constitution is too drastic a
remedy. In fact, those who will support
the President’s budget this year will be
ratifying his decision that a balanced
budget is not necessary, is not appro-
priate, never needs to come into being
at all.

I may be overstating the case. It may
very well be that there are opponents
to this amendment in this body who
themselves disagree with the Presi-
dent’s budget. If so, I hope that during
the course of this debate they will tell
us how they disagree with the Presi-
dent’s budget and how they propose to
bring the budget into balance without
the discipline of this constitutional
amendment.
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So far, no one has spoken up to that
point of view. Nothing more than lip
service to fiscal responsibility has been
heard from our opponents. Maybe, per-
haps there is an outside chance that we
will hear how that can be done without
this joint resolution having passed, but
in the meantime, while our opponents
have the opportunity to come up with
their contrasting ideas, in the mean-
time, we are dealing with the Demo-
cratic leader’s motion to recommit and
to send back out to this floor not just
the constitutional amendment for the
balanced budget, but two additional
pages of material, Mr. President—two
whole additional pages of material—
which are to go into the Constitution
of the United States with topical ref-
erences to the Budget Act of 1974, with
specific requirements related to stat-
utes—not constitutional provisions—
but statutes on the books at the
present time, outlining in detail how
the Congress must reach the goal of a
balanced budget by law, by changes in
our fiscal policies today that will be
impossible or at least extremely dif-
ficult to change at any time during the
next 7 years before this constitutional
amendment is even submitted to the
people.

Leaving aside, Mr. President, the aes-
thetic considerations of whether such
purely statutory material should ever,
under any circumstances, be included
in the Constitution, a proposition
which I find to be outrageous and
which I believe most constitutional
scholars would find to be outrageous,
leaving that aside, the proposal of the
distinguished Democratic leader is
itself unconstitutional on its face.

As I did on Friday, I should like to
leave with this body the specific provi-
sions of article V of our Constitution
which deal with the way in which con-
stitutional amendments are to be
added to that document. Article V, and
its material portions, reads as follows:

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 Legislatures of three-fourths of the sev-
eral States * * *,

Mr. President, that provision does
not allow for conditional constitu-
tional amendments. This motion pro-
poses a conditional constitutional
amendment. It envisages, it imagines
that both Houses of Congress with two-
thirds votes will pass a long, long con-
stitutional amendment, far longer than
any other amendment to be found in
that document, but that it would not
be submitted to the States until Con-
gress had passed, and the President had
signed, another law—a very long and
complicated law, a reconciliation bill—
thus bringing the President into the
process of amending the Constitution,
something which the people who wrote
the Constitution specifically ignored,
specifically barred.

This proposal says that the constitu-
tional amendment will not be sub-
mitted to the States until that com-

February 6, 1995

plicated reconciliation bill is passed,
signed by the President and becomes
law. That, Mr. President, is a clear,
open and blatant violation of article V.
Under article V, the Congress of the
United States passes a constitutional
amendment. The States ratify it. Noth-
ing happens in between, no conditions
subsequent, no statement that this
amendment will not really go to the
legislatures of the several States un-
less we do something or someone else
does something in between.

Mr. President, not only does the
proposition that we should include
such language in the Constitution of-
fend the sensibilities of everyone deep-
ly concerned with that document, it is
in and of itself unconstitutional. I be-
lieve that it should be dealt with by a
constitutional point of order. I am con-
vinced that not only will all of the sup-
porters of the constitutional amend-
ment in its present form uphold that
constitutional point of order, but I
think many of the opponents to the
constitutional amendment would do so
as well because they have a deep re-
spect, a deep respect which they have
spoken to eloquently and at length on
this floor, for the Constitution, and I
cannot imagine that they would wish
to engage in such a blatantly unconsti-
tutional procedure and clutter up our
magnificent founding document with
such language.

Mr. CRAIG. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. GORTON. I will be happy to yield
to my friend.

Mr. CRAIG. Let me thank the Sen-
ator from Washington for his very
clear explanation of why so many of us
are frustrated by this motion by the
Democratic leader and the rewriting,
almost instant rewriting of an amend-
ment that the Senator from Wash-
ington and I and others have spent al-
most a decade with constitutional
scholars writing to make sure that it
was extremely accurate and that it fit
the mode and the style of our Constitu-
tion, an amendment that was thor-
oughly reviewed by the Judiciary Com-
mittee of both Houses and now all of a
sudden this massive new amendment
with all kinds of language in it.

I truly appreciate, first of all, the
Senator’s legal mind and the clarity
with which the Senator has spoken to
this issue and pointed this out. I am
amazed, and I think most Senators
that are now examining this motion
are extremely amazed, as to why would
they do something like this. It is not
even a very good diversion. It is a trag-
ically poorly written document, and
they are proposing by its presentation
that it become a part of the Constitu-
tion. So I thank the Senator very much
for that explanation and going into
that kind of detail. I think it is ter-
ribly frustrating to the American peo-
ple but, more importantly, I think now
Senators on this floor are becoming ex-
tremely frustrated over why this kind
of amendment.

Mr. GORTON. My friend from Idaho
is entirely correct. I think in recap we
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have to say about this motion, first,
the motion proposes that the Congress
of the United States act in a pro-
foundly unconstitutional manner. Sec-
ond, it proposes that we add to the
Constitution of the United States lan-
guage which no serious person could
ever consider ought to be a part of our
fundamental document of Government.
Third, it proposes a course of action
which is irresponsible. We are dealing
with a general principle that budgets
ought to be balanced. Obviously, if
Congress and the States put that in the
Constitution, everyone—Presidents,
Democrats, Republicans—together will
have to work to meet that constitu-
tional obligation. The details of one
particular method of reaching that
goal, when there are a multitude of
such matters, should play no role in
this debate.

But, fourth, it seems to me it was de-
signed to hide what many must have
known would be the President’s total
and abject failure to come up with an
alternate method of reaching this goal
without a constitutional amendment.
We now know that the alternate meth-
od is never to have a balanced budget—
in fact, never to get the budget deficit
significantly below $200 billion a year.

Mr. CRAIG. Will the Senator yield
again? Is it not true that as we write
proposed constitutional amendments,
the one concern we have is that the
wording that goes into those amend-
ments is not something that falls with-
in the purview of the Congress on a
daily basis? By that I mean they could
simply rewrite or change a law and it
would change the meaning of it. The
Constitution, as we know it and as we
are certainly pledged to uphold, is a
document that we are constantly try-
ing to comply with instead of change.

The language that is put in the
Daschle amendment used, as I men-
tioned earlier, and as the Senator has
mentioned, and the Senator from Utah
mentioned—the word ‘‘aggregate’’
sums, and it used a variety of other
words that, is it not true, every year
the Congress could pass by a majority
vote here in the Senate and the House
and change the definition and therefore
change the approach of the amendment
itself?

Mr. GORTON. We could certainly do
so, and undoubtedly we could provide
employment to numerous constitu-
tional scholars and courts to either in-
terpret what we had said in the con-
stitutional amendment and what we
said in the later statute, or whether or
not the two corresponded with one an-
other. We have examples of this kind of
Constitution writing in many States
which have constitutions that did go
into statutory detail that are 4, 5, 10
times longer than the Constitution of
the United States and are universally
criticized as not stating general prin-
ciples.

The original House Joint Resolution
1, on which the Senator from Idaho has
worked so diligently over the years, is
cast in Constitution-type language.
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Members can agree or disagree with
the fundamental principle that it es-
tablishes, but it does deal with a funda-
mental principle. This proposal by the
Democratic leader deals with nothing
at all that is fundamental, and it takes
its language out of a statute which has
been changed several times since it was
originally passed in the mid-1970’s. It
does not belong in the Constitution of
the United States.

Mr. CRAIG. I thank the Senator for
yielding and responding.

Mr. GORTON. And I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KEMPTHORNE). The Senator from Ten-
nessee is recognized.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, one mes-
sage that Tennessee has conveyed to
me in very clear terms over the past
years and most recently over the week-
end as I traveled in east Tennessee is
that they want a balanced Federal
budget, and they believe and they
know that the only way to accomplish
this is through passage of the balanced
budget amendment.

Tennesseeans and the American peo-
ple in general understand full well
today the consequences that will result
from further irresponsible deficit
spending—rising long-term interest
rates, lower productivity, and deterio-
rating living standards. They under-
stand full well that with Federal spend-
ing on auto pilot, the debt continues to
grow, interest rates will continue to es-
calate, and we cannot guarantee that
in the future there will be enough
money to fund Social Security.

Gross interest on the debt is now the
second-largest single Federal spending
item after Social Security. Mr. Presi-
dent, the American people understand
full well that balancing the Federal
budget will not be easy; there will be
tough choices to make. But their mes-
sage to Washington is that they as in-
dividuals make tough choices every
day. They balance their own budgets
and they expect the Federal Govern-
ment to do likewise.

Mr. President, this is not a problem
that will disappear. It must be ad-
dressed now, by this Congress. The last
vote on the balanced budget occurred
in March 1994, just last year. Since
that time, just a year ago, the national
debt has increased by more than $160
billion.

We spent almost six times as much
on net interest payments on the debt
in 1994 as we did on total outlays on all
Federal job training, education, and
employment programs combined.

Mr. President, we have two choices.
We can continue the reckless and de-
stabilizing policy of deficit spending as
we have seen in the President’s budget
as proposed today, or we can reverse
our course and begin pursuing a re-
sponsible fiscal agenda. The first im-
portant step toward restoring fiscal
discipline is to adopt a balanced budget
amendment.

But there are those who oppose the
balanced budget amendment. They say
if our Founders had intended a con-
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stitutional requirement for a balanced
budget they would have put it in the
original document. This argument ig-
nores history. The writings of some of
our early leaders like Thomas Jeffer-
son revealed that paying off the Fed-
eral debt and balancing the budget was
critical to them. It was second nature.
It was something they took as a given.
They did not and could not anticipate
the gross fiscal irresponsibility of fu-
ture generations of Congress. If they
had, I believe they would have included
in the Constitution a requirement that
the Federal budget be balanced each
year.

Still others who oppose the balanced
budget amendment say, ‘“Well, first
tell us what you will cut before we vote
on it.” But this argument misses the
point. If Congress had the discipline to
decide and agree upon where the cuts
would be made without being forced to
do so, the budget would be balanced
today and we would not need a bal-
anced budget amendment. That is pre-
cisely the point. Congress cannot agree
and Congress does not have the dis-
cipline and the American people today
recognize that. That is why they de-
manded that the balanced budget
amendment be passed. Moreover, we
will learn as we go. We will determine
what reforms work, which programs
should be repealed. The plan will be
flexible, designed to deliver Govern-
ment services as efficiently as possible.
We should not tie our hands before we
decide to pass the balanced budget
amendment.

I spent the last 18 years of my life in
medicine, transplanting hearts and
lungs into patients who were dying,
whose futures had been destroyed.
Many of my heart transplant patients
recognized that they, too, faced a
choice. They could undergo an enor-
mously difficult surgery, endure tre-
mendous pain and a long and difficult
recovery but they would have a chance
at a good future. They would have the
opportunity to live. Or, on the other
hand, they could decide to forgo sur-
gery and die—with no future, no oppor-
tunity.

Those patients did not ask me to de-
scribe to them what would happen on
each day of that difficult recovery pe-
riod after surgery, after their oper-
ations. They knew it would be tough.
And they knew they had no choice if
they wanted that new opportunity, if
they wanted a new future. They first
made the decision to undergo the oper-
ation. Then they dealt with the day-to-
day hardships of recovery.

Our situation today is somewhat
analogous. Our country is literally
hemorrhaging from the enormous debt
under which we labor. We are threat-
ening future generations. We are
threatening the future of our children.
We are threatening our Social Security
system. And we are threatening our
ability to lead the way in the global
economy of the 21st century.
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Individual Americans and most State
governments live with a balanced budg-
et. It is time the Federal Government
do likewise.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I rise in
support of the balanced budget amend-
ment, not only because I favor the con-
cept of a balanced budget amendment
but because, it seems to me, it is one of
the building blocks of the kind of
change that American voters asked for
in November; a procedural change that
not only will change the specifics of
what is done but, over time, will
change the character of this Federal
Government and will deal with the
basic question, How do we achieve less
Government and a less expensive Gov-
ernment? It is one of the procedural
changes I think is necessary, one of the
procedural changes that will have to be
dealt with—some of which we have al-
ready dealt with.

We need a balanced budget amend-
ment to put some honesty and truth
back into our budgeting, too, to deal
with the question of whether or not it
is morally right to spend more than we
take in. The answer, of course, is it is
not.

The other, of course, is unfunded
mandates, which this body has dealt
with, as has the House. We will soon be
reconciled in conference committee.

I think a line-item veto is another of
these building blocks, along with con-
gressional accountability, which has
also been passed here. So we are mak-
ing real progress toward fundamental
change, the kind of change that will
have long-range impacts on this Gov-
ernment, that will have a long-range
impact on the transfer of power to
local and State governments, that will
have a long-range impact on transfer-
ring power to individuals as this Gov-
ernment was set up to do.

So I rise in favor of this as one of the
building blocks. It is not a new idea. It
is something many of us have favored
for a very long time. It is basic to
change. We can talk a lot about the de-
tails, as the Senator from Tennessee
pointed out. The real question, of
course, is should we balance the budg-
et? Should we be fiscally responsible?
Should we pass along debts to our chil-
dren and our grandchildren? Or should
we be responsible for them ourselves?
Should we take account of the fact
that our credit card is maxed out and
be responsible for the decisions we
make? Should we be forced to have a
cost-benefit ratio on the issues we talk
about? If they are worth having, they
are worth paying for. If we are only
willing to put them on the credit card,
then we cannot do that. That is what
balanced budget amendments are all
about, to bring about the fundamental
change.

However, and I take a little from Bill
Bennett when he said: We, now, in this
new Congress, are allowed to consider
the concept that everything that is
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worthwhile, everything that is good
has to be controlled and funded by the
Federal Government. That is a concept
that has slipped into our society that
does not need to be there.

So I rise in strong support of the bal-
anced budget amendment. We hear, of
course, it is not needed. The evidence is
that it is. We hear, of course, there are
tools there to accomplish that without
a balanced budget amendment. There is
no evidence of that, even in the Presi-
dent’s budget, which was made public
today. There is no evidence of that.

One of the things we seem to lose
sight of as we talk about the deficit—
and talk about it we should—is the fact
that spending has increased each year.
Spending increases to $1.6-plus trillion
under the President’s budget. The
President talks about the administra-
tive efforts to reduce the deficit, which
have been useful. Nevertheless, spend-
ing has continued to increase all
throughout that. We seldom hear the
reduction in deficit is generally a one-
time proposition, where there was a re-
vision of some projected spending that
gave us most of the deficit reduction.
So people ask for change. People want
less Government, less spending, and
lower taxes. This will help do that.

We hear we need more time. This is
not a new idea. This is one we have
talked about for years. Most people
have known this has been necessary for
years. I have no objection to full dis-
cussions. I begin to wonder whether
this is full discussion or simply delay-
ing. Nevertheless we are here, prepared
to do that.

We hear occasionally if we have an
amendment, judges will be setting the
budget. There is no evidence of that. I
think 49 States have balanced budget
amendments. My State of Wyoming
has a balanced budget amendment. It
has a balanced budget amendment in
the constitution. It is very simple. In
section 1 of article 16 it says:

The State of Wyoming shall not in any
manner, create any indebtedness exceeding 1
per centum on the assessed value of the tax-
able property in the State * * * except to
suppress insurrection or to provide for the
public defense.

It has been very satisfactory. The
legislature knows this is your income,
this is your expenditure. You have to
make it fit.

The balanced budget, I believe, was
one of the primary reforms we were
sent here to consider, that we were
sent here to pass. We are not moving
toward it without the balanced budget
amendment—3$1.6 trillion in spending
next year more than last year, with a
projected deficit of approximately $200
billion until the year 2002 with no ap-
preciable change of where we have
been. This is not the kind of change
that people asked us for when we were
sent here in November. Those of us who
just ran this year I think have a par-
ticularly clear picture of what voters
were talking about. There are 11 new
freshmen in this body, all 11 of whom
support the balanced budget amend-
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ment. I think that says something
about it.

Mr. President, I hope we continue to
work on this issue. I hope we come to
a resolution before long. I think there
is a limit to the productive discussion
and debate. We need to consider those
things that are real. We do not need to
spend a great deal of time simply post-
poning a decision that needs to be
made, and which needs to be made for
the good of this country.

There are additional Senators on the
floor.

I yield the floor.

Mr. GREGG addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I wish to
congratulate the Senator from Wyo-
ming for his excellent statement on the
issue of a balanced budget amendment.
It is one which I hope Senators will lis-
ten to closely. The Senator has I think
outlined some critical issues that this
Senator is discussing as we move down
the road to determine whether or not
we are going to pass this critical piece
of legislation.

I want to rise on an ancillary issue
dealing with the Dbalanced budget
amendment, dealing more importantly
with the budget which we are going to
have to pass this year as the Senate
and as a Congress.

Today, the President laid before the
American people his budget proposal,
and, to say the least, it was not a docu-
ment that would excite a whole lot of
interest or enthusiasm from a variety
of different quarters, including many
within his own party it appears.

It is difficult to presume that here in
the late 20th century a President of the
United States could be deemed irrele-
vant, and certainly some of the pundits
in the national media, however, have
reflected on that question. I do not be-
lieve that can occur to a Presidency in
the late 20th century; become irrele-
vant.

Yet, when you read this budget pro-
posal that the President has put for-
ward, you have to say that he has left
th