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argument to validate my argument,
my statement. Between the years of
this Nation’s birth, which are not on
that chart, up until 1974, roughly, our
deficit was either a slight one or non-
existent. Beginning in 1974 and 1975 it
skyrocketed off the charts.

For 10 years, Senator COATS and I
have been working on this issue. For 10
years we have brought up this issue be-
fore this body, unable to do anything
but ventilate the argument, ventilate
the issue, talk about it and debate it,
knowing full well that the Senator
from West Virginia or the Senator
from Oregon were going to pose a budg-
et point of order and we would not suc-
ceed in that effort and we would be
doomed to try again another day or an-
other year.

I believe this is the defining moment
for this issue. I believe we should en-
gage in extended and in-depth debate in
a manner and environment of respect
for one another’s views. At the same
time, I believe if we lose this battle we
are sending a message that we are will-
ing to do away with our children’s fu-
tures and any opportunity for fiscal
sanity.

Before I yield the floor I again would
express my appreciation to my dear,
dear friend, Senator COATS, who has
been, many times, the one who has
helped restore my spirits after we have
suffered defeat after defeat and encour-
aged me and himself. I hope I have en-
couraged him from time to time to
stay at this very critical battle even at
the risk of bruising friendships and re-
lationships we might have with others
in this body, and even at risk of ap-
pearing somewhat foolish from time to
time as we jousted with a windmill in
the form of a majority on the other
side in full recognition we could not
succeed.

But I say to my friend from Indiana,
I do not know if we would be here
today if we had not done all the things
we did for the past 10 years. Without
his help and friendship I do not believe
we would be here.

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

GRAMS). The Senator from Indiana.
Mr. COATS. Mr. President, my un-

derstanding is that under the unani-
mous consent agreement time is man-
aged by the Senator from Arizona. The
Senator from Alaska has asked for 5
minutes of time in which—or more if
he wishes—to introduce some legisla-
tion. I think if the Senator from Ari-
zona will yield that time I think it
would be appropriate at this time.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from Alaska whatever
time he needs to consume.

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

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am
grateful to the Senator from Indiana
and the Senator from Arizona. I find
myself in an a position this year of ap-
plauding the leadership they are giving
to this subject of the line-item veto. I

will be making a statement on that to-
morrow.

(The remarks of Mr. STEVENS per-
taining to the introduction of S. 575 are
located in today’s RECORD under
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.’’)
f

THE NATIONAL DEBT

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, Calvin
Coolidge may have been a man of few
words, but the thoughts he expressed
when he chose to speak were very pre-
cise. On the subject of government
spending he once very accurately ob-
served that, ‘‘Nothing is easier in the
world than spending public money. It
does not appear to belong to anyone.’’

How true those words were because
we have seen a Congress spend the
public’s money in a way that has sig-
nificantly reduced the respect and
credibility of this institution in a way
that has taxpayers across America not
only scratching their heads in wonder
but shaking their fists in rage, dis-
turbed over the fact that while they
are getting up in the morning and
fighting traffic and getting to work
and putting in an honest day’s work for
what they thought was an honest day’s
pay, they receive their paycheck at the
end of the week and bimonthly and
note the ever-increasing deduction for
funds being sent to Washington to pay
for programs and to pay for expendi-
tures that they do not deem in the na-
tional interest.

They are becoming outraged, and
they are frustrated. They expressed
that outrage and frustration this past
November. They wanted a change in
the way that this Congress does busi-
ness. They have been calling for it for
years, even decades. Politicians have
been going back home and promising
change. ‘‘Elect me and we will do it dif-
ferently.’’ People ask, ‘‘Well, what can
you do about it?″

Many of us were proposing two basic
structural changes in the way that the
Congress does business. One was the
balanced budget amendment. Despite
all of the fine rhetoric, all of the won-
derful promises, all of the budget bills,
the budget deals, the budget reduction
packages that were debated, voted on,
and promised by the Congress, despite
all of that, Americans continued to see
an ever-escalating debt, hundreds of
billions of dollars annually of deficit
spending, and a frightening explosion
in the national debt.

In 1980, when I was elected to Con-
gress, one of the very first pieces of
legislation that we had to vote on was
whether or not we would raise the na-
tional debt ceiling—that is, that level
over which we could not borrow
money—to raise that to $1 trillion.
Many of us were deeply concerned that
we not break the trillion dollar thresh-
old. We had campaigned that year in
1980 on fiscal responsibility. We cam-
paigned on balancing the budget. We
knew that, if we were going to balance
the budget, we had to stop the flow of

red ink. That was our first priority. We
knew, if we were going to reduce that
debt, that we could not have any more
years of deficit spending.

So we were concerned about raising
that debt limit. Yet, for a whole vari-
ety of reasons—some of them valid and
many of them invalid, but all because
of a lack of discipline—we not only did
not balance the budget but we saw the
national debt explode; explode from the
$1 trillion level to nearly $5 trillion
today, a 500-percent increase. It almost
is beyond our ability to comprehend
how we as a Nation could have gone
from a $1 trillion debt level to nearly a
$5 trillion debt level.

Automatic spending as a way of
meeting entitlement obligations clear-
ly has played an enormous role in all of
this, some necessary defense increases,
some less than projected revenue esti-
mates, but primarily a lack of will on
the part of the Congress to curb its
spending habits and its appetite for
spending. I said then and I said in the
debate a few weeks ago and I still be-
lieve that until we enact into the Con-
stitution of the United States a re-
quirement that this body balance its
budget each and every year, we will not
solve our debt problem. We will not
begin to solve our debt problem.

My greatest disappointment in my
years in Congress has been our failure
by one vote to join the House of Rep-
resentatives and pass on to the States
for their consideration and, hopefully,
their ratification a balanced budget
amendment—one vote. We came that
close. I think the American people in-
stinctively know that, unless the Con-
stitution forces us to balance the budg-
et, we will always find an excuse not
to. As Calvin Coolidge said, how easy it
is to spend what appears to be someone
else’s money because it does not appear
to belong anywhere.

We have seen year after year after
year Congress saying, ‘‘Well, maybe
next year, too many pressing priorities
this year, too big a problem to address
all at once, we will do it another
time.’’ Or, we have seen Congress say
‘‘Here is the legislation that will put us
on the path to a balanced budget, that
will bring finally fiscal discipline to
this body.’’ Of course, we have seen
every one of those efforts fail.

Now we are looking at the second
tool to try to curb congressional spend-
ing, this appetite for spending, spend-
ing, spending, and paying for it not by
asking the taxpayer to ante up, al-
though we have done that, and it has I
think had a negative effect on our abil-
ity to grow and provide opportunities
for our young people and job opportuni-
ties for Americans. But we found a con-
venient way to pass on the debt to a
different generation to a time when we
are no longer here serving; pass it on
by floating debt, by incurring debt
which future generations will have to
pay. We are paying it now. We are pay-
ing $200-and-some billion a year just in
interest. It is rapidly approaching $300
billion a year—$300 billion which could



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S 4081March 16, 1995
be used either to impose a lesser tax
burden on Americans, to provide a
child tax credit which would give
American families with children an op-
portunity to meet some of their finan-
cial obligations, to put aside money for
college or savings, pay the rent, pay
the mortgage, buy the clothes, or meet
their monthly obligations. Or it could
be used for more appropriate needs
that exist in our society. But, no, it
goes simply to pay interest on the
debt, and it mounts every year. It is
the second largest expenditure in our
budget. If a few years, it will exceed
the entire spending for national secu-
rity, for all our military men in uni-
form, for all that we provide for na-
tional defense. Interest. Just paying
obligations so that we can spend now
and somebody can pay for it later.

So we come to the second tool. The
Senate has rejected, unfortunately, by
one vote, the right of the people, the
right of the States to determine wheth-
er or not they want this fiscal dis-
cipline imposed constitutionally on the
Congress of the United States. We now
come to the second institutional
change, the line-item veto. As my col-
league, Senator MCCAIN, said, make no
mistake about it, this will not balance
the budget. This is not enough of a tool
to do the job. But it is an institutional
change. It is a structural change in the
way that we do business, and it can
make a difference and it can make a
substantial difference.

Senator MCCAIN and I, as he recently
has said, have been fighting this battle
for a number of years. We have alter-
nately introduced it. JOHN MCCAIN
manages it one time, and I manage it
another time—alternately introducing
the line-item veto under different
forms—enhanced rescission we called
it. It is a statutory measure designed
to secure passage with 51 votes instead
of two-thirds. It is not a constitutional
amendment. But we have been offering
it in Congress after Congress, year
after year, always falling short of the
necessary number of votes to break a
filibuster, because those who oppose
line-item veto, those who believe Con-
gress can exercise the will for fiscal
discipline, those who feel that the
power of making those decisions should
not rest anywhere except in this body
have been able to block our efforts.

Senator MCCAIN has been, as is his
great talent, a man of extraordinary
perseverance, extraordinary commit-
ment, extraordinary dedication to this
issue and many others that he has been
involved with. He paid me a nice com-
pliment by saying I shored him up at
times when he was discouraged and we
were not making more progress. He has
picked me up equally as much, and
maybe more. Sometime we think, what
is the use, we are never going to get
there, we are never going to break the
power and the hold on the spending
process that currently exists with
those who see spending, or the control
of the process, as advantageous, for
whatever reason.

But I want to compliment him for
continuing to persevere. He is a man of
great perseverance. I want to com-
pliment him for pushing through and
insisting that we go forward. Together
we are doing that. And we know we
have the support of many colleagues
and we have the support of a vast ma-
jority of the American people because
they have lost confidence in Congress’
promises, in Congress’ ability to dis-
cipline itself. They know that we need
system changes. They know that we
need structural changes if we are going
to get this accomplished.

It has become so easy to spend in this
body that, every year, about $10 billion
worth of appropriations are tacked
onto an already loaded Federal budget
for spending that meets no emergency
request, is not formally authorized by
Congress, and that means it has not
been discussed and debated and exam-
ined by the authorizing committees
and voted on and put forward to our
colleagues to examine. Nor has it been
requested by the President. On the con-
trary, it is $10 billion that serves only
to appease or satisfy a particularly pa-
rochial special interest. As a result,
Congress has become so addicted to
spending other peoples’ money, that
the last time the Federal budget was
balanced on a regular basis, Calvin
Coolidge was still alive. Political sci-
entist James Payne calls this a culture
of spending. ‘‘Members of Congress,’’
says Payne, ‘‘act as if Government
money is somehow free.’’ They distrib-
ute it like philanthropists helping wor-
thy supplicants—except that they are
usually lobbyists or special interests,
and the money goes to a very narrow,
very parochial use. In a recent tabula-
tion of witnesses who testified at con-
gressional hearings, Mr. Payne found
that fully 95.7 percent of them came to
urge more Government spending. Only
0.7 percent spoke against it. I do not
know what happened to the other 3 or
4 percent. They probably just came to
see the monuments and watch Congress
in session.

This year, the President sent to Con-
gress a budget that directs the Govern-
ment to spend $1.6 trillion. Every
month of that year, the Government
will spend $134 billion; every week, $31
billion; every day, $4.4 billion; every
hour, $184 million; $3 million a minute;
every second of every day, the Federal
Government will spend another $50,000
of someone else’s money.

By the end of 1996, the Federal deficit
will have increased by $200 billion, a
figure that will be repeated in 1997,
1998, 1999, and the year 2000, after which
it will rise even greater. That is a pro-
jection on which we almost always
come in under what the actual figure
is. But the sad fact is that even if the
President could manage to send a bal-
anced budget proposal to Congress, it
probably would not make any dif-
ference. Congress would still choose to
pad the bill with billions of extra dol-
lars of parochial pork.

In some cases, these projects are
tacked on—usually at the last
minute—to legislation that is too im-
portant or too politically risky for the
President to veto, like Federal disaster
assistance when California is dev-
astated by floods, when hurricanes dev-
astate south Florida, or when the mili-
tary needs a pay raise, or emergency
spending is needed to cover deploy-
ments or costs that it has incurred, or
benefits for veterans. These huge bills
pass often, literally, in the dark of the
night. But almost always we find
tucked away in the very dark recesses
of complicated bills, sometimes weeks
and months later, we find items of ap-
propriations that go for special inter-
ests, that go for special spending,
which causes all of us to ask, how in
the world did that become part of this
bill? How in the world did the Congress
ever pass something like that? In hon-
esty, many of us say we did not even
know we passed it. Well, it was part of
the HUD-Independent Agencies appro-
priations bill. Well, that was a 1,300-
page bill, and while we searched
through it, we must have found tucked
away in there—sometimes in very ob-
scure language—spending that goes for
something that the taxpayer finds is
absolutely outrageous.

And every year, this type of spending
adds up to billions of dollars worth of
unnecessary spending that would wilt
in a white-hot minute if it were forced
to weather the glare of public scrutiny.
If that item was brought to the floor of
the Senate and debated solely on that
item, and if Members were forced to
vote yea or nay on that item, it would
never pass; it would never stand the
scrutiny of the light of public debate.
Members would never risk a vote for an
item that brings outrage to the Amer-
ican public when they hear about it.

The list goes on and on, and Senator
MCCAIN and I will have the opportunity
to detail some of that list. It is not our
purpose tonight to castigate other
Members. In one sense, we are all
guilty. There is probably not a Member
of Congress that has not gone to the
Appropriations Committee and said,
‘‘Do you think there is a way we can
get this particular appropriated item
in the bill? It is important to my con-
stituents and it is something that I
think is important. Can we get it
tucked on there? Has it been author-
ized?’’ ‘‘No. You know it is going to be
tough to get that through the author-
ization process, and my colleagues
might not understand. But could we
just add it to this bill? This bill is
going through.’’

There is probably not one of us that
does not bear some responsibility,
some blame, for this.

What we are saying here is that the
system is bad, and the system needs to
be changed. Some people make a career
out of doing this. Others do it on occa-
sion. But whether it is a standard oper-
ating procedure or whether it is just an
occasional request, the system allows
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it to happen and it is not right and it
ought to stop.

If you happen to occupy an impor-
tant position here, a position where
you are influential in terms of appro-
priating certain funds, it is quite easy
to add some items. Every year in ap-
propriations bills, we find certain
Members seem to do quite well, thank
you. They happen to occupy positions
that allow them that opportunity.

But we are not going to list the
items. Americans read about them reg-
ularly in the newspapers, in the maga-
zines. They hear about them on the na-
tional news. In fact, one network out-
lined on a regular nightly basis for sev-
eral weeks—and perhaps it is still
going on—how your money is spent.
And each time they do that, our phones
light up the next morning, the mail
pours in, people stop you back at home
and say, ‘‘How in the world can you
take my hard earned dollars and spend
it on that item?″

Mr. President, we have a budget proc-
ess that encourages delay, rewards sub-
terfuge, and works to the detriment of
the American people. But any spending
that must be attached or hidden is
spending that cannot be justified on its
merits.

It is time for us to change the sys-
tem. It is time for us to shine a light in
the deep, dark corners of deficit spend-
ing. It is time to give the President and
to give the American people the line-
item veto.

Just as a yellow highlight earmarks
and highlights a text, the line-item
veto will give the President the power
to highlight Government pork by draw-
ing bright lines through the billions of
dollars of added on Federal waste. No
longer will unnecessary expenditures
be able to hide in the dark details of
necessary bills. The line-item veto will
spotlight their existence and force leg-
islators to defend their merits in open
debate.

More importantly, the line-item veto
means that pork finally stops at some-
body’s desk. Even if the Congress per-
sists in passing wasteful spending
measures, the people can still demand
that the President line out parochial
pork barrel projects that increase their
tax burden and threatens their chil-
dren’s future. The line-item veto is a
giant step forward in fiscal responsibil-
ity.

Mr. President, today objections
raised by the Congress against the line-
item veto seem to boil down to some
fundamental questions. One of the
questions is: Is the line-item veto the
best solution to the problem?

As I said earlier, the best solution
would have been a balanced budget
amendment. Congress failed by one
vote in that effort.

But the next best structural change
that can take place would be the line-
item veto, in this Senator’s opinion,
because it is clear the Congress cannot
muster the will to, on a regular basis
or even on an occasional basis, balance
the budget.

As I said, Calvin Coolidge was still
alive the last time we did balance the
budget. Our record is pretty sorry, de-
spite our promises, despite our best ef-
forts.

The other objection raised is: Is this
constitutional? Let me address the
first one: Is it the best solution?

Obviously, the best solution would be
for the Congress to put the interest of
the country before its own parochial
interests, to follow the basic principle,
which we attempted to teach our chil-
dren around the kitchen table or sit-
ting in the family room, that every
corporation in America has to follow,
that every home owner has to follow: If
you keep spending more money than
you take in, you are going to get your-
self in deep trouble.

How many times have I told my chil-
dren, how many times have any of us
told our children, ‘‘Look, you can’t
spend more than you have. Sure you
can get a plastic credit card, but the
bill comes 30 days later and there is in-
terest attached. And the interest is not
cheap. It keeps adding up. And if you
keep mounting that up, you are going
to get yourself in a real hole.’’

And there are a lot of Americans that
have done that.

Well, we each are given a credit card
when we come here. It is called our ID.
In the House, they actually use it to
put it in a machine and that records
their vote. Here, we vote by voice vote.
But this is the most expensive credit
card in America. It says ‘‘United
States Senator.’’ It allows us to walk
in this Chamber and, because we can
carry this card, we have license to the
taxpayers’ dollar.

What we are suggesting here is that
that license has been abused. We have
racked up the points. We have reached
the limit and it is time to call each of
us on that. And it is time to change the
system, time to put some restrictions
on the use of this card. Maybe I should
say the abuse of this card.

We have demonstrated an institu-
tional inability to restrain ourselves
from unnecessary pork barrel spending.
And perhaps the line-item veto is the
only tool we have left.

Each year, Congress sends the White
House massive bills, at most 13 appro-
priations bills. All of our spending is
pretty much compressed into 13 bills.

Sometimes we send the President one
continuing resolution. That combines
all the bills that we have not passed
separately into one bill and we have
one vote, yes or no. We send this mas-
sive bill to the President—sometimes
it is the entire spending for the entire
Federal Government—and we say,
‘‘Well, Mr. President, the fiscal year
runs out on September 30 at midnight.
We are going to send you a bill up
about 10 p.m., September 30. That is
going to allow you to continue Govern-
ment running until we get around to
passing the separate appropriations
bills.’’

Sometimes we never do. We just op-
erate. In other words, we give him au-

thority to continue spending the
money that he had last year.

Send it up there about 10 o’clock and
say, ‘‘Mr. President, you have about 2
hours—I know the bill is several thou-
sands of pages long—a couple hours to
look at it. Now you can veto it. You
might find some things in there you do
not like. You can veto it. But, of
course, the Government will shut
down. Nobody will get paid. Everything
stops. All the checks stop.’’

And the President is held almost in a
position of blackmail because his only
choice is to either accept the whole bill
or veto the whole bill.

So the ground rules offered by Con-
gress are very clear. Tie the Presi-
dent’s hands by leaving him with a
take-it-or-leave-it decision and obscure
in the process all the uncounted bil-
lions of dollars of unnecessary pork-
barrel spending.

Now this maneuver is very common-
place in the Congress. Because it seems
that our facility for outrage has been
dulled by the repetition of the times
that we have done this. But I would
suggest it is also contemptible, for
when we hide those excesses behind the
shield of vital legislation, we do it pre-
cisely to avoid making hard choices, to
mask our actions and to confuse the
American taxpayer.

In other words, we avoid public ridi-
cule by consciously attempting to keep
citizens from knowing how their
money is spent. We hope they do not
find out.

We criticize the press sometimes, but
sometimes we have to give them cred-
it. Sometimes those people sit down
and pore through those bills and say,
‘‘Wait until you, American taxpayer,
hear about this one.’’ And we pick up
the USA Today the next morning and
there is the list of spending that just
defies rationality, particularly at a
time of burgeoning deficits.

In his 1985 State of the Union Ad-
dress, President Reagan very effec-
tively demonstrated this point; that is,
the point of Congress dumping massive
legislation on his desk in a take-it-or-
leave-it proposition. The President
slammed down 43 pounds and 3,296
pages of Congress’ latest omnibus
spending bill. He slammed it down on
the desk of Tip O’Neill. It was the bill
that represented $1 trillion worth of
spending—one bill. Not one penny of
which he had the power to veto unless
he rejected the entire bill.

As my colleague, Senator MCCAIN,
has pointed out, Congress’ addiction to
pork barrel politics has reached the
point where it is threatening even our
national security and consuming re-
sources that could be better spent on
returning it to the taxpayers in the
form of tax cuts, on deficit reduction,
or any one of a legitimate number of
worthwhile programs that would bene-
fit all Americans—not just the few who
happen to live in one particular State
or one particular district.

The seriousness of this problem de-
mands a serious response. I suggest, as
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Senator MCCAIN suggested, the line-
item veto is a serious response because
it will force this Congress to get seri-
ous about spending and end business as
usual because ‘‘business as usual’’ is
something that this country can no
longer afford.

Mr. President, before the Budget Im-
poundment and Control Act of 1974,
Presidents could eliminate or impound
political pork by simply refusing to
spend the appropriated funds. Using
this tactic, President Johnson in 1967
eliminated 6.7 percent of total Federal
spending, which in today’s terms would
amount to about $99 billion.

A few years later, President Nixon
provoked Congress’ wrath by impound-
ing the money for more than 100 dif-
ferent programs. Typically, Congress
was outraged, in 1974, it retaliated.
Grab the power of unlimited political
pork by passing legislation that would
‘‘ensure congressional budget control.’’

Now, I do not know if that is an
oxymoron or not. I guess an oxymoron
is just 2 years. Maybe this is an oxy-
oxymoron. ‘‘Congressional budget con-
trol,’’ it is like airline food and the
Postal Service—they just do not seem
to ring quite right. Congressional budg-
et control. Dare we use the term
‘‘ensure″ congressional budget control
when we have seen the national debt
increase from $1 to $5 trillion in less
than 15 years?

Under the new law passed in 1974, the
President can still propose cuts. The
Congress said, ‘‘Well, listen, we will
not take this power away from you
completely. You can still propose cuts,
but those cuts will not take effect,’’
Congress said, ‘‘unless both the House
and the Senate vote to approve those
cuts in 45 days.’’

Well, as we can guess, this proved
just a little too convenient for Con-
gress. In order to kill a Presidential
cut, Congress quickly learned it does
not have to do anything, a skill at
which we are very adept at, as history
will testify.

So in the years that followed, only 7
percent of the proposed cuts that Presi-
dent Ford sent to the Congress were
approved. From 1983 to 1989 we only ap-
proved 2 percent of President Reagan’s
proposed cuts. President Bush proposed
47 recisions. We approved one of them.
Congress got its way.

But the result was not only more
congressional control but more con-
gressional spending. From 1969 to 1974,
President Nixon kept domestic discre-
tionary spending to an annual growth
rate of 7.3 percent. In 1975, the first
year the new recision provision went
into place, that is, if Congress does
nothing, the President cannot stop the
spending, Federal spending, and
nondefense discretionary programs
grew by an unprecedented 26.4 percent.
Let me make that point again: When
he had the power to check congres-
sional spending, congressional spending
only grew, discretionary spending only
grew at 7.3 percent a year.

The year after Congress took it
away, took the President’s power away
to do this, it jumped to 26.4 percent.
The wild growth in Federal spending
can often be traced to a number of
causes. One of the reasons is crystal
clear: The President has had limited
authority left to prioritize how funds
are spent. Congress can no longer be
checked by the prospects of Presi-
dential impoundment.

Today what we have is a President
with no reliable means to check the ex-
cesses of Congress, because by simple
inaction Congress can perpetuate
projects that we can no longer afford.
Inertia is rewarded with scarce funds.
Pet projects are shielded by our indeci-
sion. Predictably, the effect on the def-
icit has been dramatic.

Mr. President, I expect that the ma-
jority leader will introduce a sub-
stitute to the bill that Senator MCCAIN
and I are introducing. We have been
working very, very closely with the
majority leader in crafting a measure
which we believe is even more effective
than the one which we proposed and
which, hopefully, can secure additional
support.

I want to commend the majority
leader for his efforts in moving for-
ward, in designating line-item veto as a
top five priority for this Congress. Mr.
President, S. 4 is the bill that was in-
troduced by the majority leader. The
one that Senator MCCAIN and I have
been working on for a number of years,
trying to refine the differences, pick up
additional support.

We have been working now with the
majority leader, the Chairman of the
Budget Committee, and others in this
Congress to write an even stronger bill,
write an even better bill. We expect
that the majority leader will be intro-
ducing that in a relatively short time—
not tonight—but early next week.

Under that legislation, each item in
an appropriations bill will be enrolled
separately. That means it will be de-
fined separately as a bill and presented
to the President for his signature. In
this way, the President will be able to
pick and choose among funding, sup-
porting those he considers worthy, and
vetoing others.

Under this process, Congress will no
longer be able to protect its excesses
by simply wrapping egregious spending
in one omnibus bill or tacking it in,
hoping to hide it from public scrutiny.
On the contrary, Congress will be
forced to put itself on the record, and
any conflict between the Congress and
the President will be publicly aired be-
fore the American people.

The reform embodied in this amend-
ment is not radical. It would simply re-
store a balance between the executive
and legislative branches to what was
regular practice for 185 years of Amer-
ican history.

As I said, since 1989 Senator MCCAIN
and I have fought for the line-item veto
as a tool to rein in out-of-control
spending. I believe there is no surer

sign of our commitment to real change
than our willingness to have this Re-
publican Congress, in one of its first
defining acts, to give this tool to a
Democrat President.

If President Clinton had the line-
item veto, the savings would not be mi-
raculous, but they could be substan-
tial. For years, Senator MCCAIN and I
heard the charges from the opposition.
‘‘Well, you would not do this if it were
a Democrat sitting in the White House.
You would not give up that power.’’ We
said, ‘‘yes, we would.’’ We are not giv-
ing it to a particular person. We are
giving it to the office, to the office of
the Presidency, because we so firmly
believe that Congress has abused its
privilege of deciding and solely deter-
mining the power of the purse that we
believe that the President needs a
check, a balance, that the President
had prior to 1974.

It is not like we are giving him some-
thing new. We are restoring something
that he already had. We want to give
him that authority. Whether it is a Re-
publican President or a Democrat
President, there needs to be a check on
the excessive spending habits of Con-
gress.

Senator MCCAIN has mentioned that
the GAO report that says that in the
mid-1980’s we could have saved $70 bil-
lion if the President had line-item
veto. Some will dispute that amount.
No one can dispute—no one can dis-
pute—that we would have saved
money. No one can dispute that we
would have prevented a great deal of
excess wasteful pork-barrel spending,
whatever the amount.

If it were $70 billion, think what that
could have done. We can have doubled
the personal exemption for families
struggling to raise their children, to
pay the bills. We could have paid for
the entire student loan program for 5
years. We could have cut the national
debt, and could have substantially re-
duced our interest obligations.

If the President gets this line-item
veto authority, we will never know the
full extent of the savings because what
it will do is it will send a message to
every Member of Congress that the
days of pork-barrel spending are over.

The slick little habit that is exer-
cised time and time again of attaching
an item of spending that everybody
knows deep down in their heart would
never, never withstand the glare of
public scrutiny, would never withstand
the openness of public debate, would
never achieve a majority of Senators
voting for their particular item, that
will never even get attached to a bill.
But they know that the President has
line-item veto authority and their
spending item, their special interest
parochial spending item is lined out
and sent back to the Congress and that
the only way it can be restored is to
bring it to the floor and override the
President’s veto. We will never know
how much money we will save in this
process. We will never know how many
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projects, how much special interest pa-
rochial spending would have been at-
tached and hidden in the appropria-
tions bills or a tax bill if the process is
changed.

Mr. President, as I said, one of the
other objections to this are the con-
stitutional concerns. The majority
leader’s substitute will restore a
healthy tension between the legislative
and executive branches necessary for
fiscal discipline. President Truman
wrote:

One important lack in the Presidential
veto power, I believe, is authority to veto in-
dividual items in appropriations bills. The
President must approve the bill in its en-
tirety or refuse to approve it. . . it is a form
of legislative blackmail.

Some will argue that the veto is too
high a standard; that it is difficult to
muster the numbers to override it. To
those, I would say, that the greater
challenge today is to reduce our Na-
tion’s debt and balance our Nation’s
books. In this day, it should be a for-
midable challenge to continue to spend
our children’s and grandchildren’s
money. It is time for a higher standard.

Others will say that the separate en-
rollment is inconvenient; the President
will be forced to examine and sign hun-
dreds of bills instead of one; how is the
House going to process all this?

I find it interesting that every Presi-
dent since Ulysses Grant, with a couple
of exceptions, has asked for a line-item
veto. Not one of them has complained
about the inconvenience of a line-item
veto.

I also will say to my colleagues that
modern technology, the information
age, is upon us, the computer age is
here. What used to be a tedious task,
what used to be a complex process,
what used to be a question as to the de-
cisionmaking power of an enrollment
clerk—that is someone who writes up
the bills and presents them for final ap-
proval to the executive branch—what
used to be a complex process is now a
very simple process. Software has been
written for computers that can process
this in a matter of moments. And so to
separately line item and enroll a large
appropriations bill is no longer a dif-
ficult process. So the objection to the
nightmare of the mechanical difficulty
has been met through the miracle of
modern technology.

As I said, some question the constitu-
tional standard. Article I, section 5,
says that each House of Congress has
unilateral authority to make and
amend rules governing its procedures.
Separate enrollment speaks to the
question of what constitutes a bill, it
does nothing to erode the prerogatives
of the President as that bill is pre-
sented. The Constitution grants the
Congress sole authority for defining
our rules. Our procedures for defining
and enrolling a bill are ours to deter-
mine alone.

There is precedent provided in House
rule XLIX, the Gephardt rule. Under
this rule, the House Clerk is instructed
to prepare a joint resolution raising

the debt ceiling when Congress adopts
a concurrent budget resolution which
exceeds the statutory debt limit. The
House is deemed to have voted on and
passed the resolution on the debt ceil-
ing when the vote occurs on the con-
current resolution. Despite the fact
that a vote is never taken, the House is
deemed to have passed it.

The American Law Division of the
Congressional Research Service has
analyzed separate enrollment legisla-
tion and found it constitutional. Let
me quote from Johnny Killian of the
CRS:

Evident it would appear to be that simply
to authorize the President to pick and
choose among provisions of the same bill
would be to contravene this procedure. In
[separate enrollment], however, a different
tack is chosen. Separate bills drawn out of a
single original bill are forwarded to the
President. In this fashion, he may pick and
choose. The formal provisions of the presen-
tation clause would seem to be observed by
this device.

Prof. Laurence Tribe, a constitu-
tional scholar, has also observed that
the measure is constitutional. He re-
cently wrote, and I quote:

The most promising line-item veto idea by
far is . . . that Congress itself begin to treat
each appropriation and each tax measure as
an individual ‘‘bill’’ to be presented sepa-
rately to the President for his signature or
veto. Such a change could be effected simply,
and with no real constitutional difficulty, by
a temporary alteration in congressional
rules regarding the enrolling and present-
ment of bills.

He goes on to say:
Courts construing the rules clause of arti-

cle I, section 5, have interpreted it in expan-
sive terms, and I have little doubt that the
sort of individual presentment envisioned by
such a rules change would fall within Con-
gress’ broad authority.

The distinguished Senator from Dela-
ware, Senator BIDEN, during his tenure
as chairman of the Senate Judiciary
Committee, wrote extensive additional
views in a committee report on the
constitutional line-item veto. He wrote
about a separate enrollment substitute
he offered, and I quote:

Each House of Congress has the power to
make and amend the rules governing its in-
ternal procedures. And, of course, Congress
has complete control over the content of the
legislation it passes. Thus, the decisions to
initiate the process of separate enrollment,
to terminate the process through passage of
a subsequent statute, to pass a given appro-
priations bill, and to establish the sections
and paragraphs of that bill, are all fully
within Congress’ discretion and control.

He goes on to say:
A requirement that Congress again pass

each separately enrolled item would be only
a formal refinement—not a substantive one.
It would not prevent power from being shift-
ed from Congress to the President, because
under the statutory line-item veto, Congress
will retain the full extent of its legislative
power. Nor would it serve to shield Congress
from the process of separate enrollment, be-
cause Congress will retain the discretion to
terminate that process.

Mr. President, the line-item veto will
discourage budget waste because it will
encourage the kind of openness and

conflict that enforces restraint. The
goal is not to hand the Executive domi-
nance in the budget process. It is not a
return to impoundment. It is a gentle
and necessary nudge toward an equi-
librium of budgetary influence, a
strengthening of vital checks on the
excesses of this Congress.

The President’s veto or ‘‘revision-
ary’’ power, as the Constitution defines
it, was intended to serve two functions:
To protect the Presidency from the en-
croachment of the legislative branch,
and to prevent the enactment of harm-
ful laws.

Certainly, any attempt by a Presi-
dent today to line out unnecessary
spending would meet the second of the
Framers’ objectives, that of preventing
the enactment of harmful laws.

In 1916, a Texas Congressman, who
shall go unnamed but will be quoted,
had this to say:

There are a half a dozen places in my dis-
trict where Federal buildings are being
erected or have recently been constructed at
a cost to the Federal Government far in ex-
cess of the actual needs of the communities
where they are located. This is mighty bad
business for Uncle Sam, and I’ll admit it; but
the other fellows in Congress have been
doing it for a long time and I can’t make
them quit.

Now we Democrats are in charge of the
House and I’ll tell you right now, every time
one of those Yankees gets a ham, I’m going
to get myself a hog.

Mr. President, that was colorful lan-
guage. We do not use that kind of lan-
guage too much around here in 1995.
But the principle is the same. Every-
body else is getting it for their district,
so I better get it for mine. If that fel-
low over there can get a ham, I am
going to see that I get a hog.

That is not spending in the national
interest. That is not appropriate spend-
ing even if our budget is balanced, but
I guarantee you it is not appropriate
spending when you have an unbalanced
budget, when needs are being unmet,
when the taxpayer is paying a higher
burden than he should, when the debt
is running out of control, when we are
saddling future generations with a debt
obligation which will bury them and
bury their opportunity to enjoy the
same standard of living available to
each one of us.

The line-item veto is a measure
whose time has come. The American
people voted for it. The House has
passed it. The President wants it. And
now only the Senate, only the Senate,
stands in the way of the line-item veto.
Let us make sure that the Senate is
viewed as the world’s greatest delibera-
tive body and not the world’s greatest
deliberative obstacle to the line-item
veto.

Mr. President, I contend it is time to
pass the line-item veto.

With that, I yield the floor and sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.
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Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, the Citi-
zens Against Government Waste have
sent a letter that says:

COUNCIL FOR CITIZENS
AGAINST GOVERNMENT WASTE,

Washington, DC, March 14, 1995.
DEAR SENATOR: The 600,000 members of the

Council for Citizens Against Government
Waste (CCAGW) strongly endorse S. 4, the
enhanced rescissions bill. S. 4 was introduced
by Senator Majority Leader Robert Dole (R-
KS) and Senators John McCain (R-AZ) and
Dan Coats (R-IN). This line-item veto truly
provides the president with a veto of con-
gressional spending, by requiring a 2⁄3 vote to
override.

The House of Representatives heeded the
President’s call for fiscal soundness and
overwhelmingly supported enhanced rescis-
sion legislation over ‘‘expedited rescissions.’’
Most Americans agree with the House and
President Clinton on this issue—give the
president the authority to weed out wasteful
spending. In addition, CCAGW calls on the
Senate to further strengthen S. 4 by extend-
ing the line-item veto power over tax and
contract authority legislation, also havens
for pork.

The inside-the-beltway crowd says the
line-item veto will die in the Senate. It’s
time to prove them wrong. The defeat of the
Balanced Budget Amendment made it pain-
fully obvious that some members of Congress
are not ready to give up their ‘‘pork perk.’’
However, their victory should be short-lived.
Passing S. 4 will strike a blow against waste-
ful spending and begin the long journey back
to sound fiscal policy.

Sincerely,
TOM SCHATZ,

President.

I would like to respond to my friends
from Citizens Against Government
Waste. We do intend in the Dole sub-
stitute, which will be brought up some-
time early next week, to provide some
power over taxing, in the respect that
we are attempting to craft language
that would eliminate the targeted tax
benefits in the so-called transition
rules which have really been egregious
violations of the intentions of the law.
They, like pork-barrel spending, are
very anecdotal. An example is the per-
son who owned a house on the ninth tee
of the Augusta Golf Course in Augusta
during the Masters tournament who
rented it out for a week and got some
huge tax writeoff.

The so-called transition rules that
are hidden in tax bills, which give enor-
mous tax breaks which the American
taxpayer really never is aware of—cer-
tainly not sufficiently aware of—we are
going to try to address that, I say to
my friends at Citizens Against Govern-
ment Waste. We have yet to figure out
a way to address the contract author-
ity situation, but I suggest, if we had
the line-item veto that prevented the
expansion of entitlements, that took
care of targeted tax incentives, that
took care of the appropriations aspect,
we would go a very, very long way.

The National Taxpayers Union
writes:

NATIONAL TAXPAYERS UNION,
Washington, DC, March 16, 1995.

Hon. JOHN MCCAIN,
U.S. Senate, Russell Senate Office Building,

Washington, DC.
DEAR SENATOR MCCAIN: On behalf of our

300,000 members, National Taxpayers Union
(NTU) strongly endorses S. 4, the ‘‘Legisla-
tive Line-Item Veto Act,’’ which is clearly
the best line-item veto bill before the Con-
gress.

The need for a line-item veto has become
more pressing in recent years as Congress
has tended to aggregate legislation into
mammoth continuing resolutions and omni-
bus bills. Such a practice greatly reduces the
likelihood that the president will use his
veto power because of his objections to a rel-
atively small provision in the legislation.

The all-too-common congressional tactic is
to attach parochial, pork-barrel appropria-
tions to must-pass legislation that the presi-
dent has little choice but to sign. Since
many of these provisions are neither the sub-
ject of debate nor a separate vote, many
Members of Congress do not realize they
exist. The legislative line-item veto would
allow the president to draw attention to
pork-barrel provisions and force their pro-
ponents to justify them. Meritorious provi-
sions would be repassed by Congress, while
the rest would be eliminated.

Additionally, the line-item veto would
make the president more accountable on the
issue of wasteful spending. Many presidents
have repeatedly criticized Congress on
spending. With line-item-veto authority, the
president could no longer blame Congress for
loading up spending bills with non-essential
spending and would have to work actively,
rather than rhetorically, to trim wasteful
spending.

Some people warn that the line-item veto
will affect the balance of power between the
Executive Branch and the Legislative
Branch. Our much greater concern, and I be-
lieve that of most Americans, is the risk in-
herent in a record amount of peace-time
debt, which endangers our country’s finan-
cial future. It is far beyond the point where
we ought to quibble about whether this is
going to slightly enhance the power of the
president or Congress. We should recognize,
as most people have, that the process has
broken down and that our general interest as
a nation lies in bringing our financial house
to order.

The president is the only official elected
by the nation who exerts direct control over
legislation. It is entirely appropriate that
the president be given an opportunity to
veto items of spending that are not in the
national interest. Again, National Taxpayers
Union strongly endorses S. 4 and urges your
colleagues to support it on the floor of the
Senate.

Sincerely,
DAVID KEATING,

Executive Vice President.

Mr. President, these two organiza-
tions, the Citizens Against Government
Waste and the National Taxpayers
Union, along with the Citizens for a
Sound Economy, who also strongly
support this legislation, are three orga-
nizations on whom I have relied over
the years to educate the American peo-
ple. They have performed a signal serv-
ice. These three organizations have
fought against Government waste and
pork barreling in a dedicated and effec-
tive fashion. I believe without their
help we would not be here today on the
floor of the Senate, considering this
legislation.

I am grateful for their participation.
I am grateful for their support. Occa-
sionally it is a bit amusing when we go
to the annual publication of the ‘‘Pig
Book,’’ which is published by the Citi-
zens Against Government Waste. There
are these cute little pigs there, and
every year they issue a Citizens
Against Government Waste—this is the
‘‘Congressional Pig Book,’’ and a
State-by-State breakdown of projects.

It is partially entertaining but some-
times it is also very saddening. It is en-
tertaining to see the uses and creativ-
ity of some Members and their staffs in
appropriating funds to certain projects.
Again I will relate my all time favorite
of a couple of years ago, the $2.5 mil-
lion which was spent on studying the
effect on the ozone layer of flatulence
in cows. But there are many others. At
the same time, when we view tens of
millions and sometimes billions of dol-
lars that are wasted in such a prof-
ligate fashion, then it is no longer
amusing. It is very, very disturbing.

I want to emphasize what Mr.
Keating said in his letter from the Na-
tional Taxpayers Union, that there will
be dire warnings, the tocsin will be
sounded: You are transferring all this
power over to the executive branch.
You cannot do it. If you do it we are
upsetting the balance of powers and
our Founding Fathers will be spinning
in their graves, et cetera, et cetera.

First of all, I do not believe it is true.
Second, I have quoted extensively from
the Federalist Papers as to the intent
of our Founding Fathers. I think it is
appropriate to mention that Thomas
Jefferson said, in retrospect, long after
the Constitution was written, that if he
had it to do over again he would put in
some mechanism that would force the
Congress and the Nation to balance
revenues with expenditures.

There is no doubt whatsoever that
the President in most respects had the
authority from the time that Thomas
Jefferson refused to spend $50,000 in
1801 to build some gunships, to 1974
when the President, President Nixon,
unfortunately in my view, in a weak-
ened Presidency, used the impound-
ment powers in such an abusive fashion
that the Congress rose up and passed
the 1974 Budget Impoundment Act.

From that point on—not since 1787,
not since 1802, not since 1905—since 1974
has been when the deficit has sprung
out of control and the debt has accu-
mulated at a rate never seen before in
the history of this country.

So, as the debate wears on, I ask my
colleagues to keep in mind that all of
the talk about the Greek civilization,
the Roman Empire, the precedents set
in the British parliament, are all very
interesting if not entertaining expo-
sitions of history. But I must say, Mr.
President, what we are really talking
about is what has happened with the
Federal deficit since 1974.

Mr. President, I had a chart up here
earlier that showed for most of this
century how both the expenditures and
revenues had basically matched each
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other with certain changes. With the
exception of wartime, basically it had
been a priority of this Nation to keep
our financial house in order as every
family in America is required to do.
Something happened. Maybe in the
view of some there was just some huge
change in attitude. Maybe in the view
of some it was a coincidence that the
Budget and Impoundment Act was
passed in 1974. I do not believe it was a
coincidence. I know it is not a coinci-
dence. I know what happened—that ex-
penditures began to exceed revenues at
an alarming rate.

This habit of tucking projects into
appropriations bills became more and
more rampant. The situation grew out
of control because fundamentally the
executive branch had no choice but to
do two things: One, veto a bill which
would then for all intents and purposes
shut down the Government, or certain
branches of Government, and deprive
our citizens of much needed benefits
and services provided by the Govern-
ment and sort of have a showdown with
the Congress. The other choice was to
send forth a package of rescissions and
hope that the Congress would act. Two
things have happened since the Con-
gress was not required to act. One is
that Congress has simply not acted.
That has been more and more the case
since President Ford’s administration,
and the other is to take a rescission re-
quest on the part of the President and
then change it all around so that it
bears no recognition to the original re-
scission request made by the President.

So what we have really done is re-
moved a check and balance that was
fundamentally in place for nearly 200
years. Now what we are seeking to do
is restore that balance and restore that
check so that some fiscal sanity is re-
stored.

Mr. President, I can thumb through
this book and find most anything in
here. Some of them I say are amusing.
Electric vehicles—$15 million for elec-
tric vehicles. That is out of the Defense
appropriations bill; $15 million. That
was last year. I know that electric ve-
hicles are probably something of the
future. I hope that we will be able to
develop them. I believe that they are
probably important. But I am not sure
where they fit into our defense require-
ments when we have 20,000 men and
women in the military on food stamps,
when we have not enough steaming
hours or flying hours or training hours
or pay raises for our military. But we
want to spend $15 million on electric
car development out of the Defense ap-
propriations bill.

I can pick out from any page of that
several hundred pages of these projects.
My point is that for many of these
projects, if the sponsors of these par-
ticular lines knew that a President of
the United States would say, ‘‘Here is
the electric car. I do not know if they
are needed or not, but we sure don’t
need to take it out of defense because
we are having to cancel every mod-
ernization program and weapons sys-
tem that we have and we do not have

enough money to maintain readiness.
We are having trouble recruiting, and
we need to have more money for that.
And electric cars just is not my prior-
ity. So I am line-item vetoing it,’’ I
would suggest to you that the person
who put that particular appropriation
in with the best of intentions would
certainly think twice before putting it
in, especially if it was not deemed a
priority by the Department of Defense.

Let me also point out that there are
other projects which are worthy
projects.

By the way, one just jumps out at
me: The shrimp aquaculture, $3.54 mil-
lion for shrimp aquaculture. And I am
astounded to see that one of the States
that is getting part of this $3 million is
my home State of Arizona. We have a
lot of wonderful things in Arizona but
water is not in abundance. I am in-
tensely curious—and I will find out,
and put a statement for the RECORD—
where the shrimp aquaculture project
is in my State and how much money
we have gotten for it. By the way, this
shrimp aquaculture $3 million is di-
vided up amongst five different States.

Again, shrimp aquaculture might be
a very vital project for my State’s
economy. I would be surprised to know
that. But there are a lot of things that
I do not know about my State. But if
shrimp aquaculture is an important
part of my State’s economy, at least I
think I would have known about it or
been told about it before I had to read
it in the congressional ‘‘Pig Book.’’ So
this is the kind of thing that in my
view would never be inserted in an ap-
propriations bill because it would be
open to ridicule.

Frankly, Mr. President, being on the
floor of the Senate and if somebody
said, ‘‘You know. We are spending $3
million or part of $3 million in your
State for shrimp aquaculture, what do
you think about that?’’—I would have
to say in all candor I think it may be
nice but I have not known in my 12
years of representing the State of Ari-
zona, 4 years in the House and 8 years
in U.S. Senate that it was an impor-
tant item. In fact, in all seriousness I
would have a great deal of difficulty
defending it on the floor of the Senate
if it were line-item vetoed by the Presi-
dent.

As I say, these items are sometimes
amusing. But the reality is I do not
think those items would creep in. So
when we say how much money would
be saved if we had the line-item veto,
frankly we will never know. We will
never know that. But when I see people
like the former Governor, now our col-
league, John Ashcroft, who was a very
well-respected and regarded Governor
of his State, say that he does not be-
lieve that there would have been fiscal
sanity in his State during his two
terms as Governor had he not had the
ability to exercise the line-item veto,
then I think we should notice that.

Mr. President, before this debate is
over, we will have letters from nearly
every one of those 43 out of 50 Gov-
ernors in America that have a line-

item veto telling us how important a
tool it is for them.

Let me just quote from several we
have received already.

Besides providing greater authority to veto
. . . the threat of a veto allows great flexibil-
ity in negotiating with the legislature or
Congress. The key to a good budget is nego-
tiations between both sides. This device is a
mechanism for negotiation.

That is from a Utah Republican, Gov-
ernor of the State of Utah.

I support the line-item veto because it is
an executive function to identify budget
plans and successful items.

That is from Hugh Carey, a New York
Democratic Governor from 1975 to 1983.

Congress’ practice of passing enormous
spending bills means funding for everything
from a Lawrence Welk museum to a study of
bovine flatulence.

I am glad Governor Wilson also found
that would be one of his favorite slips
through Congress.

The President may be unable to veto a
major bill that includes such spending
abuses because the majority of the bill is
desperately needed. A line-item veto would
let the President control the irresponsible
spending that Congress cannot. A line-item
veto already works at the State level. It not
only allows a Governor to veto wasteful
spending but it works as a deterrent to
wasteful-spending legislators who know it
will be vetoed.

Pete Wilson, Governor of California.
I find Pete Wilson’s statements most

interesting because Pete Wilson, as op-
posed to most, has gone from being a
Senator to Governor, rather, as many
in our body, have been former Gov-
ernors.

But I think it is also important to
point out, whether I happen to like it
or not, the State of California is by far
the largest State in America with a
population of some 30 million people. If
we were looking from purely a gross
national product standpoint, it would
be the fifth-largest nation in the
world—from a gross national product
standpoint. And the Governor of that
State is unequivocally committed to a
line-item veto.

So I suggest that this Governor of
California, Pete Wilson, has also had to
struggle with a severe recession in his
State and has had to make some very
difficult budgetary decisions. I know
for a fact because he told me that a
line-item veto was a critical arrow in
his quiver in his ability to be able to
bring his State out of a terrible, ter-
rible financial recession.

‘‘Legislators love to be loved, so they
love to spend money. Line-item veto is
essential to enable the executive to
hold down spending.’’ That was Wil-
liam F. Weld, Governor of Massachu-
setts.

Mr. President, I happen to remember
the days in the late 1980’s when the
Massachusetts miracle, as they called
it, crumbled. I remember when the
State of Massachusetts was in terrible
shape, and I also know that Governor
Weld has gotten well-deserved credit
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for bringing the State of Massachusetts
into a situation where, again, it has a
very healthy economy.

I think his description is probably a
little more blunt than some use around
here. ‘‘Legislators love to be loved, so
they love to spend money.’’ But, at the
same time, I am not going to argue
with that language, even if I might not
use it myself.

Of course, my favorite of all, obvi-
ously, is that of Ronald Reagan who
said:

When I was Governor in California, the
Governor had the line-item veto, so you
could veto parts of a bill, or even part of the
spending in a bill. The President can’t do
that. I think, frankly—of course, I am preju-
dice—Government would be far better off if
the President had the right of line-item veto.

Speaking of the President, in Decem-
ber 1992, after President Clinton was
elected, an article appeared in the Wall
Street Journal and it was titled,
‘‘Where We Agree: Clinton and I on
Line-Item Veto,’’ by Ronald Reagan.

When Bill Clinton called on me the other
day, it didn’t take us long to find several
things we agreed about, such as the line-item
veto and trimming the size of Government in
some areas. We also agreed on the impor-
tance of public-private sector dialog and co-
operation in the planning of many Govern-
ment programs.

Soon after the election, President Bush
and President-elect Clinton named the lead-
ers of their transition teams, the teams were
formed and the process is moving forward in
an orderly and completely civil manner.

* * * In the course of our meeting, Gov-
ernor Clinton spoke of his plan to trim the
Federal work force through attrition. He
wants to begin by downsizing the adminis-
trative staff at the White House. And he has
invited Congress to do the same with its
staff.

* * * Both Mr. Clinton and I have had expe-
rience with the line-item veto as Governors.
Our States, along with 41 others, allow their
Governors to delete individual spending
items from the annual budget without hav-
ing to veto the entire thing. At the Federal
level, it could become an important part of
the system of checks and balances, as well as
a significant tool in the deficit reduction
process.

As President, Bill Clinton may have only a
short time in which to get Congress to do his
bidding before the new Members are over-
whelmed by the impulse to spend more and
to dish out pork to please the special inter-
est groups. He should use the ‘‘honeymoon’’
period to get the line-item veto from Con-
gress first.

Mr. President, I am disappointed that
President Clinton did not take Presi-
dent Reagan’s advice. I am doubly dis-
appointed because I remember, with
great clarity, when President Clinton
came to have lunch with the Repub-
lican Senators shortly after his inau-
guration, which is the custom for in-
coming Presidents—to go to lunch with
both Republican and Democrat Sen-
ators at their respective luncheons. I
remember with great clarity, as Presi-
dent Clinton was speaking—and I still
remember what a fine job he did that
day—he said, ‘‘I am looking forward to
working with Senator MCCAIN on the
line-item veto.’’ I must say that I was
buoyed by that remark of President
Clinton’s.

Unfortunately, there never was any
followup. Unfortunately, when Senator
COATS and I took up the line-item veto
again some 8 or 9 months later and
sought to propose it as an amendment,
since we were in a minority and unable
to bring it up as a freestanding bill as
we are now, I wrote a letter to the
President asking for his support for
Senator COATS’ and my effort. The re-
sponse I got back was disingenuous at
best. It said that the President would
support a line-item veto only when it
came up as a free-standing bill. He
could not provide his support if it were
proposed as an amendment. Obviously,
at that time, that was a catch-22 an-
swer because the leadership on that
side of the aisle, which was the major-
ity, was not about to let the line-item
veto be brought up. So we were sty-
mied and did not receive the commit-
ment I thought I had from the Presi-
dent that day at lunch.

Now, Mr. President, we are in a dif-
ferent situation. I do not want to con-
fuse my remarks to ‘‘Mr. President,’’
who is presiding in the Chamber—who
perhaps should be President some
day—with the President of the United
States. Mr. President, I am speaking of
the President of the United States
when I say now is the opportunity of
the President of the United States to
do what he said in ‘‘putting people
first’’; but he said ‘‘putting people
first,’’ which was his campaign com-
mitment to the American people,
which was sent around to every library
in America. It stated:

I strongly support the line-item veto be-
cause I think it is one of the most powerful
weapons we can use in our fight against out
of control deficit spending.

What the President said to me and
what the President has said publicly
and stated on several occasions after
the 1994 elections, has usually been in
the context that ‘‘I want to work with
the Congress on some issues,’’ and he
almost invariably states the line-item
veto.

Mr. President, we know what the re-
ality is around here. We know we will
probably have 54 Republican votes for
cloture. The question is, Will we have
six Democrats? I believe that, at last
count, after the last crossover, there
are now 46 Members on the opposite
side of the aisle. I am asking the Presi-
dent of the United States to persuade 6
of them—not 46, but 6; not 26, not 36,
not even 16, but 6.

So the responsibility, to a large de-
gree, will rest on the President of the
United States. Governor Clinton, on
‘‘Larry King Live,’’ said, ‘‘we ought to
have a line-item veto.’’ Candidate Clin-
ton emphasized ‘‘putting people first’’
and line-item veto to eliminate pork
barrel projects and cut Government
waste. He said, ‘‘I will ask Congress to
give me the line-item veto.’’

Mr. President, I hope that the Presi-
dent of the United States will weigh in
on this issue not only because of the
fact that it would make his job a lot
easier, because I am convinced that it

would, but because we must show some
sanity and return ourselves to fiscal
sanity. And there is no way of doing
that, in my view, without a line-item
veto.

Let me repeat, Mr. President—and I
will say this on many occasions in the
next few days—we will not balance the
budget of the United States with a
line-item veto alone. You cannot be-
lieve that. But the budget of the Unit-
ed States cannot be balanced without a
line-item veto. The Chamber of Com-
merce sent me a letter, Mr. President,
which said:

Dear Senator MCCAIN:
In the next few days, the Senate will con-

sider legislation granting line-item veto au-
thority to the President. The U.S. Chamber
of Commerce—the world’s largest business
federation, representing 215,000 businesses,
3,000 State and local Chambers of Commerce,
1,200 trade and professional associations, and
72 American Chambers of Commerce
abroad—strongly urges you to vote YES on
S. 4, the legislative line-item veto.

The American business community be-
lieves that meaningful long-term deficit re-
duction can come about only through spend-
ing restraint. While a primary weapon in the
fight against the deficit is a balanced budget
amendment, our arsenal must also include a
line-item veto or enhanced rescission au-
thority. Such authority would provide the
surgical strike capability necessary to take
out specific spending targets.

S. 4, true enhanced rescission or legislative
line-item veto, would provide the President
with the ability to reduce or eliminate spe-
cific spending proposals. These cuts would
become law unless Congress votes to dis-
approve the rescissions within a limited pe-
riod. The President may then veto the dis-
approval, which Congress can subsequently
override with a two-thirds majority vote.
With such a framework, S. 4 appropriately
restores the impoundment prerogative of
every President from Jefferson to Nixon.

The American people have placed fiscal re-
sponsibility high on the agenda for the 104th
Congress. We now urge you to act accord-
ingly by voting YES on S. 4.

Sincerely,
R. BRUCE JOSTEN.

Mr. President, while my colleague
from Indiana was talking on the floor,
I must confess that I did not remain on
the floor for all of his remarks, which
I knew were illuminating and impor-
tant. I did go in the Cloakroom, be-
cause previously today, a talk show in
my State had asked to talk to me
about the line-item veto. And the talk
show host had advertised that I was
coming on the show. In the Cloakroom,
I spoke on the talk show back in the
State of Arizona on KFYI. The talk
show host—an individual I have gotten
to know very well—named Bob Mohan,
informed me that all of the lines had
been full since he had mentioned the
line-item veto, and that his listeners
were overwhelmingly in support of the
line-item veto.

Mr. President, he also said something
else that I thought was interesting and
should be interesting to at least the
Members on my side of the aisle.

He said, ‘‘You know, I am getting a
lot of calls and they are saying that
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the Senate is dragging their feet and
they are not really doing anything, and
that Republicans are not staying to-
gether and that Republicans are really
not committed to the Contract With
America. Can you allay some of those
fears and concerns that we are hearing
more and more of in our calls from our
listeners?’’

I said to Mr. Mohan, ‘‘Well, I can
allay most of those fears. I would re-
mind you that it was only one on this
side of the aisle, one person that voted
against the balanced budget amend-
ment. And we decided in our Repub-
lican caucus that a vote of conscience
on the part of any Senator was some-
thing that we not only would allow but
we would respect.’’

But I did agree with him, to the ex-
tent that we are perhaps not pushing
our agenda as hard as we could and as
far as we could. At the same time, I at-
tempted to explain that the rules of
the Senate are far different than from
that of the other body.

I guess what I am saying, Mr. Presi-
dent, is that we have a lot at stake
here, not just those of us who reside on
this side of the aisle, but I think that
Congress has a lot at stake as far as
our credibility with the American peo-
ple.

I believe that most Americans be-
lieved, after the November 8 elections,
starting and beginning on November 9,
that the Congress of the United States
would really fulfill the Contract With
America. It is the first time in this
century that I know of where a cam-
paign was run on a national basis
where there was commitments to do
certain things. It was called a contract.

The American people’s definition of a
contract is an agreement between two
parties which is binding. And some
American citizens today are wondering
if they, as a result of their votes, ful-
filled their end of the contract and
whether we are fulfilling our end of it.

Now, I believe we are making great
efforts to do so on this side. But I
would suggest that, after the defeat of
the balanced budget amendment, it
would be very, very important for all of
us to recognize how serious the line-
item veto is. I believe we will revisit
the balanced budget amendment, Mr.
President. I believe we will revisit it
and I believe we will pass it because I
have to believe that, when the over-
whelming majority of American public
opinion favors such a thing, a rep-
resentative body—even one that plays
the role of the saucer where the coffee
is cooled—is going to, sooner or later,
respond to the popular will.

Now, the balanced budget amend-
ment is not some mania that swept
across the country and everyone said,
‘‘Oh, gee, we need a balanced budget
amendment,’’ woke up in the morning
and decided that.

Mr. President, the balanced budget
amendment and the line-item veto,
which I consider the crown jewels of
the Contract With America, have long-
standing, deeply-held support on the

part of the American people. And as
they hear more and more and more ex-
cerpts from the ‘‘Pig Book,’’ they hear
more and more times on April 15 that
their taxes have gone up and up and up,
they are now sending more and more of
their money to the Federal Govern-
ment in Washington and, in their view,
getting less and less in return.

Mr. President, in 1950, a family of
four of median income sent $1 out of
every $20 they earned to Washington,
DC, in the form of Federal taxes. This
April 15, that same median-income
family of four will send $1 out of every
$4 that they earn to the Federal Gov-
ernment in Washington. And if nothing
changes, if nothing changes and we do
not enact a single new entitlement pro-
gram, we do not enact a single increase
in expenditure, by the turn of the cen-
tury, that will be $1 out of every $3
that they are sending to Washington in
the form of taxes.

Mr. President, that is an enormous
burden on median-income families.
Then when you add in the State and
local taxes, depending on which State
they reside in, this jumps up to some-
where around 40 to 43 percent of their
earnings go in the form of taxes. And
then, bearing that heavy burden, they
turn around and see their money spent
on things which really do not bear the
scrutiny of anyone. They see that and
they rebel and they lose confidence in
their elected representatives as a body.

And, strangely enough, they even
lose confidence and faith in their elect-
ed representatives as individuals. We
saw a strange phenomena in 1994. It
used to always be, how do you feel
about Congress? It was very low ap-
proval ratings, 10, 30 percent, whatever
it was. But we saw a very great phe-
nomena. Even the approval rating of
their own elected representatives, Con-
gressmen and Senators, also dropped
dramatically.

And again I want to return though
this situation of confidence in Govern-
ment.

It is fascinating because every nation
in the world that has emerged from op-
pression and repression, especially
those that emerged from behind the
Iron Curtain since the Berlin Wall
came down and the Soviet Union col-
lapsed, look to the United States as a
model for how government should be
run and how people should be rep-
resented and what really liberty and
freedom are all about.

The students at Tiananmen Square
erected a statue of liberty as their
symbol of resistance to Communist op-
pression.

One of the most interesting experi-
ences of my life was traveling to Alba-
nia and seeing the empty pedestals
that once held the statues of their dic-
tator Hoxha, who was one of the most
incredible dictators in history in Alba-
nia, and the words ‘‘Long live Bush’’ on
the pedestals. ‘‘Long live Bush.’’

Everywhere I travel in the world, it
is the United States that is the role
model—freedom, democracy, all of the

things that have to do with the rights
of men and women. And yet, here in
the United States in 1994, the place
that they all admire, there was a dra-
matic upheaval. And that upheaval was
largely bred by dissatisfaction with
Government; not satisfaction, dis-
satisfaction and outright anger.

Now, Mr. President, a lot of that
anger was understandably focused on
the fact that their money was not
being well spent. And not only not
being well spent, it was wasted.

American families, many of them,
over the last 10 to 15 years, experienced
a real decrease in income. And that has
been the case with many middle-Amer-
ican families. They have received in-
creases in salary, but it has not kept
up with inflation, it has not kept up
with the taxes, it has not kept up with
other things, and they find themselves
running in place. And when that hap-
pens to American families, two bad
things happen. One is, they lose con-
fidence in their children’s futures and
they lose confidence in their Govern-
ment.

The most astounding and alarming
exit polling data of the 1994 election
was this: for the first time since we
have been taking polls, a majority of
the American people believe that their
children will not be better off than
they are.

Mr. President, the essence of the
American dream was that someone
comes here from someplace else, they
may come to Ellis Island, live in a
ghetto in New York or Chicago, or
some other place, and live under the
most terrible conditions. But they
work and save and they improve them-
selves and their own lives and most im-
portantly provide an opportunity for
their children. That is what America is
all about. Story after story after story
of poor people who come here penniless
and they work and sacrifice and their
dreams are fulfilled in their children.
And now, most Americans believe that
their children are not going to be as
well off as they are.

How does all of this diatribe come
back to the line-item veto? It means
that unless we restore confidence in
the American people in their Govern-
ment, we are not going to restore the
American dream.

Is a line-item veto all of that? No,
clearly. But if we continue to fail to
make the reforms that are necessary
that will restore that confidence, then
there will not be a restoration of the
American dream.

Mr. President, I mean it. I mean it. I
run into my fellow Arizonans every
weekend when I am home, and they
say, ‘‘Why are you doing this? I didn’t
send you there to do that.’’ Maybe I,
individually, had not done that, but we
as a Congress have.

Maybe it is only a few million here.
Maybe it is only $15 million for the
electric car; maybe only $3 million for
the aquaculture shrimp center, what-
ever it is; maybe it is only a small
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amount of money when we are talking
about a $1.5 trillion budget.

To the average citizen, $3 million is a
lot of money. To the average citizen,
$15 million for electric cars is a lot of
money. One of the things that I find
most jading about our experiences here
is how we throw around big numbers,
$100 million here, $1 billion there, $2
billion there, this for that program.
After a while, it kind of loses its mean-
ing. It is sort of like being at a crap
table in a casino and playing only with
chips, until you lose all the chips and
then figure out that it was real money.
I must say I have done that, too, Mr.
President.

The fact is that the American people
expect Congress to exercise fiscal san-
ity. There is a lot at stake here in this
debate. There is a lot at stake—not be-
cause Senator COATS and I have worked
for 10 years on this issue and obviously
we feel very strongly and subjective
about this issue—but it is important
and critical, this issue is, because it is
important and critical to the American
people.

I hope that we can continue to con-
duct this debate, when the debate be-
gins, on a very high plane. We can go a
couple ways in this debate. I am not
going to impugn anybody’s integrity. I
am not going to impugn anyone’s mo-
tives. But I will make it perfectly clear
what we have done since 1974. And what
we have done is not a great service to
the American people. In fact, it is a
great disservice.

I hope that working with the people
of the United States, working with
some like-minded individuals such as
Senator FEINSTEIN from California who
is a cosponsor of this bill, and working
together, we can persuade a sufficient
number of our colleagues to cut off de-
bate, in the form of invocation of clo-
ture, and move forward with passage of
the bill.

Now, Mr. President, I have talked
with the majority leader, who obvi-
ously controls our activities here on
the floor. The majority leader does not
intend, and I agree with him, to drag
out this debate for weeks as we did the
balanced budget amendment.

This issue is very well known, Mr.
President. It is not really a very com-
plex issue. It is not nearly as complex
as a number of issues that we address
in a much shorter period of time on the
floor of the Senate. The majority lead-
er wants Members to put in long hours
and put in a very few number of days
and get this issue passed and behind us,
because we do have a very large agen-
da. We do have a lot of issues that the
American people expect the Senate to
address.

I hope that we will maintain a high
level of debate. I hope that we will put
in long evenings, if it is necessary to do
so. I hope in a very relatively short pe-
riod of time we will be able to resolve
this issue.

If we cannot resolve this issue favor-
ably and enact a line-item veto, then,
obviously, Senator COATS and I will not
give up our quest for this very, very,

very crucial measure. At the same
time, it would be rather pleasant for
both Senator COATS and I to move on
to other issues which also would com-
mand our attention.

I would like to say I appreciate the
patience of the President in the chair.
I know the hour is late. I want to
thank him for that.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

A CHECKLIST APPROACH TO
TELECOMMUNICATIONS

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I
wish to print in the RECORD a possible
proposal for a checklist approach to
the telecommunications bill. I invite
comments for improving it from my
colleagues. There have been many sug-
gestions, and I hope my colleagues will
consider these suggestions.

I ask unanimous consent that the
checklist approach be printed in the
RECORD at this point.

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

[Discussion Draft]
March 16, 1995

‘‘SEC. 255. INTEREXCHANGE TELECOMMUNI-
CATIONS SERVICES.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any re-
striction or obligation imposed before the
date of enactment of the Telecommuni-
cations Act of 1995 under section II(D) of the
Modification of Final Judgment, a Bell oper-
ating company, or any subsidiary or affiliate
of a Bell operating company, that meets the
requirements of this section may provide—

‘‘(1) interLATA telecommunications serv-
ices originating in any region in which it is
the dominant provider of wireline telephone
exchange or exchange access services after
the Commission determines that it has fully
implemented the competitive checklist
found in subsection (b)(3) in the area in
which it seeks to provide interLATA tele-
communications services;

‘‘(2) interLATA telecommunications serv-
ices originating in any area where that com-
pany is not the dominant provider of
wireline telephone exchange or exchange ac-
cess service in accordance with the provi-
sions of subsection (d); and

‘‘(3) interLATA services that are incidental
services in accordance with the provisions of
subsection (e).

‘‘(b) DUTY TO PROVIDE INTERCONNECTION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A Bell operating com-

pany that provides telephone exchange or ex-
change access service has a duty under this
Act upon request to provide, at rates that
are just, reasonable, and nondiscrim-
inatory—

‘‘(A) for the exchange of telecommuni-
cations between its end users and the end
users of another telecommunications carrier;
and

‘‘(B) interconnection that meets the re-
quirements of paragraph (3) with the facili-
ties and equipment of any other tele-
communications carrier for the purpose of

permitting the other carrier to provide tele-
phone exchange or exchange access services.

‘‘(2) INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT PROC-
ESS.—The provisions of section 251 (c), (d),
(e), (f), and (g) apply to the negotiation of a
binding interconnection agreements under
this section.

‘‘(3) COMPETITIVE CHECKLIST.—Interconnec-
tion provided by a Bell operating company to
other telecommunications carriers under
this section shall include:

‘‘(A) Nondiscriminatory access that is at
least equal in type, quality, and price to the
access the local exchange carrier affords to
itself or to any other entity.

‘‘(B) The capability to exchange tele-
communications between customers of the
local exchange carrier and the telecommuni-
cations carrier seeking interconnection.

‘‘(C) Nondiscriminatory access to the
poles, ducts, conduits, and rights-of-way
owned or controlled by the local exchange
carrier where it has the legal authority to
permit such access.

‘‘(D) Local loop transmission from the
central office to the customer’s premises,
unbundled from local switching or other
services.

‘‘(E) Local transport from the trunk side of
a wireline local exchange carrier switch
unbundled from switching or other services.

‘‘(F) Local switching unbundled from
transport, local loop transmission, or other
services.

‘‘(G) Nondiscriminatory access to—
‘‘(i) 911 and E911 services;
‘‘(ii) directory assistance services to allow

the other carrier’s customers to obtain tele-
phone numbers; and

‘‘(iii) operator call completion services.
‘‘(H) White pages directory listings for cus-

tomers of the other carrier’s telephone ex-
change service.

‘‘(I) Before the date by which neutral tele-
phone number administration arrangements
must be established, nondiscriminatory ac-
cess to telephone numbers for assignment to
the other carrier’s telephone exchange serv-
ice customers. After that date, compliance
with the neutral telephone number adminis-
tration arrangements.

‘‘(J) Nondiscriminatory access to
databases and associated signaling, includ-
ing signaling links, signaling service control
points, and signaling service transfer points,
necessary for call routing and completion.

‘‘(K) Before the date by which the Commis-
sion determines that telephone number port-
ability is technically feasible and must be
made available, telecommunications number
portability through remote call forwarding,
direct inward dialing trunks, or other com-
parable arrangements, with as little impair-
ment of functioning, quality, reliability, and
convenience as possible. After that date, full
compliance with full number portability.

‘‘(L) Nondiscriminatory access to whatever
services or information may be necessary to
allow the requesting carrier to implement
local dialing parity in a manner that permits
consumers to be able to dial the same num-
ber of digits when using any telecommuni-
cations carrier providing telephone exchange
service or exchange access service.

‘‘(M) Reciprocal compensation arrange-
ments for the origination and termination of
telecommunications.

‘‘(N) Telecommunications services and net-
work functions provided on an unbundled
basis without any conditions or restrictions
on the resale or sharing of those services or
functions, including both origination and
termination of telecommunications services,
other than reasonable conditions required by
the Commission or a State. For purposes of
this subparagraph, it is not an unreasonable
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