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percent, we end up balancing the budg-
et without cutting one Federal pro-
gram and without reducing one Federal
program by merely putting caps on.

So I think we have to ask ourselves a
question, Mr. President, not should we
do this this week or next week, but
what happens if we do not. Are we
going to have another opportunity in
the U.S. Senate or the other body to
actually come up with a balanced budg-
et? And we have to ask the question:
Where will our children be if we do not
vote properly?

I know there are well-meaning people
on the other side of this. They say we
want a balanced budget, they want to
do something by the year 2002. I would
like to do it sooner. Most of us would.
But talking is one thing and doing is
another thing.

It is not going to be easy, but I sug-
gest to you, Mr. President—I know
that my time is up and morning busi-
ness up—I suggest to you, if we do not
do it this time, we will probably not be
able to do it in our lifetimes.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

f

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

f

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
proceed to the consideration of Senate
Concurrent Resolution 13, which the
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 13)

setting forth the congressional budget for
the United States Government for the fiscal
years 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001 and 2002.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
concurrent resolution.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
have been authorized by the chairman
to speak, and the time to come off the
resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CAMPBELL). The Senator from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. SANTORUM. Thank you, Mr.
President.

I feel somewhat privileged to be the
first person to speak on this historic
resolution that has just been laid down
by the U.S. Senate. It is, in fact, a his-
toric moment for this Chamber that we
are going to finally come to grips and
face and look straight in the eye the
future of our country and the children
of our country and say we are now pre-
pared to act on your behalf. We are
now prepared to take the tough stands
and to weather the beatings that we
will be getting from the press and from
the other side to stand up for the fu-
ture generations of Americans so we
can, like my grandfather who came
here as an immigrant and my father
who came here as a immigrant, try to

leave the country better off and with
more opportunities than their genera-
tion had.

We have stopped doing that in Amer-
ica, and this is a chance to start over,
to start anew, to give us the oppor-
tunity right here on this Senate floor
to move forward, to move this country
forward into a new millennium with
sound fiscal policy and with oppor-
tunity available to every American.
That is what this is all about.

This is not about the minutiae that
you are going to hear on the floor of
the Senate about, ‘‘Oh, well, we’re
going to cut this program and as a re-
sult of the program’’—listen, a Govern-
ment program, a Government program
which most people know, most Govern-
ment programs, big administrative
costs, do not necessarily target the
way they are supposed to, but we are
going to cut a Government program
and there will be hundreds of them dis-
cussed in the next 50 hours.

We are going to take a Government
program and that program itself will
jeopardize our future so greatly that it
is more important to preserve this lit-
tle bit more funding for this program
than it is to balance the Federal budg-
et and to preserve the long-term future
of this country. That argument in it-
self just fails; it is ridiculous. There is
nothing we do in Washington, DC—
nothing—no individual program that
stands above providing future genera-
tions the opportunity to succeed in
America. Nothing.

So when you look and you hear all
the debate about all the minutiae that
you are going to discuss, all the little
programs that somebody likes to scare
people with that we are going to abol-
ish or cut or whatever, remember the
big picture. The big picture is: We bal-
ance the budget in 7 years, we provide
fiscal sanity for future generations
and, frankly, for this generation with
several programs, and that is what we
have to focus on. That is what the issue
is.

You are going to hear a lot about, as
I was hearing a few minutes ago, tax
cuts for the rich paid for by cutting
working middle-class programs, so we
are going to take money away from
working Americans, working American
families for tax cuts for the rich. I do
not know about you, but as far as I un-
derstand the Tax Code, you get taxed if
you work, you get taxed if you make
money. So if you are cutting taxes for
people who work, I do not know how
that is hurting working American fam-
ilies, particularly since the biggest
item in the tax cut proposal that is
being proposed is a tax cut of $500 for
families, a credit of $500 per family.

Now, how is that hurting families?
The only families that could conceiv-
ably hurt are those that do not have
children and those who do not make
enough money to pay taxes. But to say
that you are cutting programs for tax-
paying families, yeah, OK, but then we
are giving it back to them where they
can spend the money where they want

to spend it. They get all of it, not si-
phoned off from Washington with the
administrative costs and the overhead
and the direction of what we think is
best to spend money, but they get the
whole pot.

I see the majority leader is here, so I
will cease my comments because I
know he is really the proper one to
lead this off. But I am telling you, this
is going to be a great day in the U.S.
Senate. It is a day that we should be
very, very proud, as all Members of the
Senate, that we are having this discus-
sion. It is unfortunate that the Presi-
dent of the United States has chosen
not to participate in this discussion,
that he has chosen to sit on the side-
lines and throw either confetti or darts
from the stands and not participate
and get involved in solving the No. 1
problem of this Nation by presenting a
budget that is balanced.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader, Senator DOLE, is recog-
nized.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I thank my
colleague from Pennsylvania. I com-
mend him for his forthright statement.
This is going to be a very important
debate, in effect, for everybody in
America, I believe for the better if we
can keep it on that plane. I certainly
look forward to Senator DOMENICI’s
opening statement, and I will follow
with my budget statement after Sen-
ator DOMENICI.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I as-
sume we will follow the typical process
and procedure that we have in the past.
As the majority leader of the bill, I will
have some opening remarks and I, obvi-
ously, will quickly yield to the Senator
from Nebraska who will have his open-
ing remarks. I would like the Senate to
know that as we read the budget law,
there is up to 4 hours for discussion of
economics and the macro effect of the
budget and the like. Some Senators on
our side would like to speak during
that period to what they consider to be
a historic event, a redefining event for
America. So we are going to let as
many of them as possible do that with-
out in any way violating our comity
with the other side. As soon as we can,
we will get into a rotation on amend-
ments.

The Senator from New Mexico will
try sometime this evening to offer the
first amendment. It should come as a
shock to no one. It will be the Presi-
dent’s budget. The President’s press
secretary suggested yesterday that it
would be a much better starting point
to start with the President. So we will
accommodate and put that budget be-
fore the Senate and see what they
think about it. Then we will go to the
Democrat side for their amendment
and we will move back and forth.

I am permitted by the majority lead-
er pursuant to his instructions to talk
about the fact that we are going to be
in next week late. If the full 50 hours is
going to be used, obviously we are
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going to have to take a couple days and
work very long hours. The majority
leader has indicated we are going to do
that. We would like to finish Wednes-
day, as I understand it. And I am going
to do my best to be accommodating.
Everybody knows that there is a limi-
tation on how long you can speak on
amendments and how much you can
speak on amendments to amendments,
all of which is by law, not by recall.
That is the way the budget law was
written. We are going to work closely
under that. With that, I will have a
couple of procedural unanimous-con-
sent requests, Mr. President.

First, as I understand it, you have al-
ready read the budget resolution by
title, is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous
consent that the following staff of the
Senate Budget Committee be per-
mitted to remain on the Senate floor
during the consideration of Senate
Concurrent Resolution 13.

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

The list of staff is as follows:
MAJORITY STAFF

Bilton, Karen.
Cieplak, Lisa.
Hearn, Jim.
Hennessey, Keith.
Hoagland, William.
McQuire, Carol.
Miller, Anne.
Phillips, Roy.
Ramonas, Denise G.
Reidy, Cheri.
Rel, Ricardo.
Riley, J. Brian.
Ruffner, Mike.
Selfridge, Barbara.
Smith, Jennifer.
Smythe, Austin.
Stevenson, Bob.
Taylor, Peter.
Vuksich, Greg.

MINORITY STAFF

Abraham, Amy.
Blocker, Annanias.
Dauster, Bill.
Dimock, Kelly.
Dresden, Tony.
Duncan, Meg.
Grant, Jodi.
Greenwald, Matt.
Huffer, Joan.
Klumpner, Jim.
Mays, Daniela.
Nelson, Sue.
Slominski, Jerry.
Strumpf, Barry.
Williams, Dave.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that Susan Ross, a Pres-
idential management intern, and
Nancy Harris, a J.J. Pickle Fellow, be
granted floor privileges and be per-
mitted to remain on the Senate floor
during consideration of the budget res-
olution.

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

AUTHORITY TO USE CALCULATORS ON SENATE
FLOOR

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous
consent that the presence and use of

small electronic calculators be per-
mitted on the floor of the Senate dur-
ing the consideration of the 1996 fiscal
budget.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
yield myself as much time as I need for
some opening observations, and then I
will yield to Senator EXON. And then I
understand the Republican leader
wants to speak immediately following
that. I will be yielding as quickly as I
can to him.

Mr. President, today, we begin a dis-
cussion of great significance. As I see
it, we are discussing today the future
of the United States of America. Over
the next few days, we will have the de-
bate that so many of us have said we
want—a debate to balance the budget
of the United States. Earlier this year,
we had another debate. That debate
had to do with a constitutional amend-
ment to balance the budget. At that
time, many of my colleagues declared
that we did not need a constitutional
amendment, Mr. President. ‘‘We do not
need a constitutional amendment,’’
many said, ‘‘to balance the budget.’’
All we needed was the courage to do it
ourselves.

While I wanted a balanced budget
amendment because I wanted it there
for the long-term future, I voted for it.

Today, I am responding to all of the
Senators from both sides of the aisle,
which is an overwhelming number who
have said the United States of America
should balance the budget.

Many Senators on the other side who
did not vote for that balanced budget
amendment—and I am not here arguing
with them today—many of them stood
up on the floor of the Senate and said,
‘‘We do not need the balanced budget
amendment. Just let us exercise cour-
age, and we will get a balanced budget.
We will do it ourselves.’’

This is a do-it-ourselves balanced
budget. We have an opportunity to test
that proposition of courage. Do we
have the courage to do what is nec-
essary to achieve a balanced budget?

Just 55 session days ago, I say to our
majority leader who was present at
that time, on February 10, this same
Chamber overwhelmingly, 87–10, voted
in favor of an amendment directing the
Senate Budget Committee to report
back to the Senate at the earliest pos-
sible date, how do we achieve a bal-
anced budget without increasing or re-
ducing the disbursements under the So-
cial Security fund.

In other words, the instructions
were—87–10—bring the Senate a bal-
anced budget, and the only thing that
shall not be touched is Social Security.

Today, Mr. President, fellow Sen-
ators, the Senate Budget Committee
has reported back to the U.S. Senate.
Senate Concurrent Resolution 13 now
before the Senate achieves that man-
date and that directive from the U.S.
Senate, 87–10. That is the number that
said, ‘‘Do it.’’

We will now have an opportunity to
openly and fairly debate our vision of a
brighter fiscal future, a better America
for our children and our grandchildren,
a brighter America where we pay our
bills instead of asking our children to
pay our bills.

Today, my colleagues on both sides
of the aisle, to all of them, this will be
a very important debate. It will be
heated from time to time. However, it
is an essential debate. America’s fu-
ture, for the young and the old alike,
will be shaped right here on the Senate
floor during the next 5 to 6 days.

Let Senators, throughout this de-
bate, try to remain focused on what
our ultimate goal is —a country unsad-
dled with debt on our children.

Because the numbers do not lie, our
deficit is out of control, and our cur-
rent state of Federal expenditures ver-
sus receipts is unacceptable.

In the 1960’s, deficits were averaging
$16 billion a year; in the 1970’s, they
averaged $38 billion a year; in the 1980’s
they averaged $156 billion a year; and
so far, Mr. President, in the 1990’s they
have averaged $259 billion a year.

This year we will borrow 11 cents of
every Federal dollar spent. Our budget
deficit this year stands at $175 billion,
and is growing relentlessly at the rate
of $335,000 a minute, $20 million an
hour, $482 million a day.

All of this debt is, plain and simple,
mortgaging our children’s future. Ex-
perts estimate that a child born today
will have to pay an additional $100,000
in added taxes to pay just the interest
on the debt which will accumulate dur-
ing the next 18 years.

The burden is not just on future gen-
erations. Our gross Federal debt is so
large—$4.9 trillion—that it is seriously
harming our standard of living. Every
American now owes $18,500. Every sin-
gle, living, breathing American, from
the smallest child to the most senior
American, owes the staggering amount
of $18,500.

And by 1999, Mr. President, the Presi-
dent’s proposed budget will change
that number dramatically. I wish I
could say it would come down. Each
American will owe $23,700 as their
share of our profligacy, of our inability
as adult leaders to say we ought to pay
for what we give to people by way of
government.

The New York Federal Reserve Bank
estimates that the deficit spending be-
tween the years 1978 and 1990 reduced
the gross domestic product by 5 per-
cent. That means that the sum total of
all our acts in terms of growth and
wealth is 5 percent less during that
decade because of the deficit we have
accumulated.

The bipartisan Concord Coalition re-
veals that our debt and the deficit
spending have lowered the income of
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American families by $15,000 a year. As
we see, it does matter how much we
borrow, how much we owe, and how
much interest we must pay to those
who have lent and loaned and commit-
ted money to our Government to pay
our bills.

Yet, if this proposed budget is any
barometer, the President is doing little
to avert a fiscal train wreck for this
country. If we pass his proposed budg-
et, the problem will just get worse, be-
cause the President’s proposed budget
abandons deficit reduction and suc-
cumbs to the status quo, adding an-
other $1.12 trillion to our national debt
by the year 2000, bringing the growth
deficit to $6.7 trillion.

President Clinton’s budget promises
$200 to $300 billion deficits as far as the
eye can see, a Medicare system that
will go broke in 7 years, and a crushing
tax burden on America’s young people
just starting out in life. That is the
promise of the President’s budget.
Even the Washington Post editorial on
Tuesday labeled President Clinton’s
budget as ‘‘weak and directionless.’’

The budget reported by the Senate
Budget Committee—and I am very
proud of the 12 members who voted to
report this budget resolution last
Thursday evening—that budget may be
called many things, but one thing op-
ponents cannot accuse it of is lacking
direction. The Senate Budget Commit-
tee’s resolution direction is straight-
forward. It is toward a balance.

Frankly, I must comment that my
good friend, former chairman of the
House Budget Committee and cur-
rently Chief of Staff of the President,
said we should let policy direct our
budget, not our budget direct our pol-
icy.

I disagree. I disagree. The policy that
should direct our spending is a bal-
anced budget. That, too, is a policy I
say to the White House and to those
who advocate the President’s budget.
Indeed, a balanced budget is a policy,
and it is a policy with a future. It is a
policy for the future.

The budget reported by the Senate
Budget Committee clearly has direc-
tion, has a purpose, and has a tremen-
dously effective and much needed pub-
lic policy of balance for the first time
in almost three decades.

Now, there is a chart up behind me
here that I think ought to be the focus
of the early, early hours of our debate.
It is very, very simple.

It is very, very simple. The President
would have us believe that his budget
is an attack on deficits, that he has
even made enough of an attack on defi-
cits that he can cut taxes. The Con-
gressional Budget Office is, according
to our President, the really official,
honest disseminator of budget facts.
This yellow line is the President’s
budget for the next 5 years according
to the Congressional Budget Office.
You see the bragging occurs here, at
somewhere between 150 and 200—176,
that is where it is. But that is the low-
est it ever gets. And look at the line
and look at it climb.

Now in just 5 years it is perilously
close to $300 billion. I am positive, al-
though we have not done the numbers,
that one could now put the line like
this, and by 2002 it would probably be
up here. But the Senate Budget Com-
mittee changed the course of economic
history for America and their budget
line is this. It is more than symbolic
that it is in black, because for the first
time, in 2002 the Federal Government
is in the black.

Look at the difference. This is the
difference. The President’s budget goes
on up, getting close to $300 billion
when the Senate budget is less than
$100 billion and then to zero while the
President’s skyrockets and goes on up
to three-and-a-quarter, $350 billion.
That is not complicated by any ideas
about percentage of gross domestic
product and the like. It is just plain
dollar numbers.

So the budget resolution before the
Senate today has a vision. It has a vi-
sion of solvency of this country, and a
American dollar that gets out of the
doldrums and has a real chance of re-
maining the currency for the world.

I know people do not quite under-
stand, sometimes, what this low, low,
low American dollar might mean. I will
not even put the numbers down be-
cause the fact frightens me. But if the
American dollar would become weak
enough—what might happen to Amer-
ica if the Saudi Arabians decided they
do not want to be paid in American
dollars anymore? Has anybody thought
of that? I say to Senator DOLE, if the
Saudis said we do not want American
dollars, we want to be paid in yen, you
would see the most significant, gigan-
tic leap in inflation in the United
States, exceeding even the 18, 19 and 20
percent inflation of the Carter days.
Because oil prices would of necessity
go up two or three times just because
of the value of the currency that we
would have to buy up and then pay out.

So we have before us, not a blueprint
as some have said, but an enforceable
blueprint, for it tells the Congress of
the future what they can and cannot do
about spending for the next 7 years. It
does not ignore the problem that ev-
eryone agrees exists. It recognizes a
simple notion, that our Government
simply cannot go on spending our chil-
dren’s money and that by balancing
the budget we can ensure a brighter fu-
ture for our country and our children.

The budget resolution before the Sen-
ate today wants to change the way our
Government works, to make it effi-
cient, responsive, and less expensive.
Like a family gathered around the
kitchen table, the committee members
who voted to report this resolution
Thursday past have made difficult
choices. But those are choices we need-
ed to make to protect and strengthen
the future. We have been thorough and
we have been fair. This budget resolu-
tion is designed to return our Nation to
reality in terms of the spending of the
tax dollars of the American people. It
is directed at preserving this country

as a land of opportunity, for this and
future generations, because oppor-
tunity comes when a society gives a
citizen a real chance to accumulate
wealth and earn good pay. The more we
go in debt, the less the chance for op-
portunity.

In short, it is a reflection of our com-
mitment to responsibility, to generat-
ing economic growth, creating family-
wage jobs, and protecting the Amer-
ican dream for our citizens, whether
they are young or whether they are
old. This is not just rhetoric. It is
based on many studies and I will cite
just an a couple.

The economic forecasting firm of
DRI/McGraw-Hill, that firm estimates
that if we balance this budget Ameri-
ca’s yearly output will increase by an
extra 2.5 percent over the next 10 years.
Minimum, they say, 2.4 million new
jobs. So, in the debate that follows
when we talk about less Government
and what it might do, less debt and
what it might do for those who would
like to continue to borrow money, we
have to also put into that calculation
that we might get 2.5 million new jobs.
Which has to be set up against some of
the things that people will say have to
be restrained, reformed and cut in the
budget.

Further, a recent GAO study suggests
that the average family income will in-
crease by as much as $11,200 over the
next 30 years as a result of balancing
the Federal budget. Interest rates will
decline, say they, by as much as 1.7
percentage points by the time we are in
balance. These are not my estimates.
They are not hopes. They are not
dreams. They are what the best people
in America are estimating the positive
effect of balance to be. There is a re-
ward for balancing the budget. The re-
ward is a better America, more jobs,
more opportunity, lower interest rates,
less debt for our children. Add them all
up and every adult leader in America
should be willing to stand up and say
that is was we really ought to do.

This resolution restores equilibrium,
fiscal equilibrium. The blueprint, the
enforceable blueprint in this resolution
will for the first time in 3 decades re-
sult in a balanced Federal budget. I be-
lieve this because I truly believe it will
be enforceable and it makes the very
tough decision to address the fastest
growing areas of Federal spending and
the Federal Government’s commit-
ments. It is a budget which reflects the
unequivocal goals expressed by the
American people and a majority of the
Members of Congress. It will balance
the budget by 2002. It will not touch
Social Security. And it will do so by
ratcheting down the deficit by slowing
the growth of Government.

Let me emphasize, Government
spending will continue to grow over the
next 7 years; but rather than having
Government growing faster than wages
and salaries, as has been the case for
the last three decades, wages and sala-
ries will grow faster than Government
spending—something very important
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for the working people of our country
and those who will come along in the
future to join that work force.

This resolution before us envisions
Federal Government growth at 3 per-
cent a year over the next 7 years.
Wages and salaries are estimated to
grow by 5 percent—marvelous. If we
can keep that going, keep that going
for two or three decades our standard
of living would be back where it ought
to be. It is as budget which will reverse
the tide of 50 years of power flowing
from the rest of the country to Wash-
ington. We want to provide more free-
dom and opportunity to people at the
local level so they might have more
control over their own destinies, and
their own decisions on programs that
affect their lives, their communities
and their children. Key changes are
proposed to shrink the Federal bu-
reaucracy. We assume the termination
of over 100 programs, commissions,
boards, including the gradual and or-
derly phaseout of the Department of
Commerce. And we recommend the
elimination of program duplications,
consolidation of Federal programs to
improve efficiency and prioritize the
limited resources we have.

This resolution begins deficit reduc-
tion right here in our own backyard. It
establishes a freeze on congressional
salaries and pay, as a suggestion to the
appropriators, a $200 million cut in the
legislative branch this year with more
to come. It assumes a 12.5-percent re-
duction in the Senate support staff,
and a 15-percent reduction in commit-
tee staff, 25-percent reduction in the
Government operations, GAO, and ter-
mination of the Office of Technology
Assessment. We may do more. But
Americans should know we want to
start right here. Since we are asking
for less government, we ought to have
less money to spend on these institu-
tions also.

However, the budget recognizes that
Government does provide needed serv-
ices to our citizens, and we have been
painstakingly careful to preserve a
safety net for those in true need. More-
over, we support programs aimed at
keeping the American people safe, safe
in their homes, in their schools by
funding needed crime programs fully.

While this budget assumes a series of
reforms of our welfare system that
saves nearly $80 billion over the next 7
years, let no one say that we have ig-
nored those basic human needs. It pro-
vides $192 billion for food stamp pro-
grams; AFDC, and child welfare pro-
grams, we funded over $130 billion; SSI
will be funded over $230 billion. The
earned-income tax credit, which we
will hear a lot about, will continue to
grow, and will expend $155 billion.

This resolution does not in its cur-
rent form recommend school lunches
be changed. The WIC Program would
not decrease. It could go up. Section 8
housing would continue, and expiring
contracts could very well be funded.

So the committee reported a resolu-
tion that does not cut funding for

major education programs targeted at
the disadvantaged, such as Head Start,
chapter 1, special education, Pell
grants, community service block
grants. Check it. That is the way we
put it down. That is the way we rec-
ommend it. It will all be up to the com-
mittees. But they will all be bound by
a dollar number.

On Medicare, first and foremost, we
have taken heat for the April 3 Medi-
care trustees report. Here it is. ‘‘Status
of Social Security and Medicare Pro-
grams,’’ April 3. This was issued by six
people, four of whom are appointed by
the President, or work for him, and
two private citizens. They state that
this fund is in near collapse. The hos-
pital fund for seniors in terms of
money available to pay the bills will be
bankrupt in 7 years. It will be unable
to pay any bills. We cannot allow this
to happen. And we have taken steps in
this budget to ensure that it does not.

Our budget will slow the growth of
Medicare generating savings needed to
put Medicare on a financially sound
footing for the next 7 years while Con-
gress and, hopefully, the President
work together to develop a long-term
solution to a serious crisis of the sol-
vency gap for Medicare over time.

Saving Medicare from insolvency is
an issue of immediate importance. It
will require all of us, Republicans and
Democrats alike, to work toward a so-
lution. Therefore, our budget calls
upon our congressional leadership
without delay to establish a bipartisan
commission to develop recommenda-
tions on how to maintain the solvency
of the Medicare system. This commis-
sion will be required to report back to
Congress by July 10 so that these
short-term recommendations can be
considered by our appropriate commit-
tees before final passage of the laws
changing the direction of our country.

So let us also be clear about taxes in
this budget. The budget resolution does
not raise taxes. Later on, Mr. Presi-
dent, as we are told we should not bal-
ance the budget this way, that there
ought to be another way—although I do
not think we will see another way—but
we will suggest that maybe there are
some who would like to balance the
budget by raising taxes. So we will give
everybody an estimate of how many
billions of dollars in taxes would have
to be imposed on the American people
to balance the budget by raising taxes.
In fact, we will tell you for your Colo-
radans, Mr. President, how many bil-
lions they would have to pay in new
taxes if we do not want to restrain
growth and cut programs. If we do not
want to do that, restrain growth in
some of entitlements and change the
way we spend money, if we do not want
to do that, then we will tell you how
much taxes the State will have to pay
to the Federal Government to come
into balance. Because I take those at
their word who said they want a bal-
anced budget. They may not want it
our way. So we are trying to explore
which way.

Let me in closing say that it is my
sincere hope that, as we move through
this process, we can start working to-
gether. I wish that Republicans and
Democrats could respond to the wishes
of the American people in harmony and
in unison and end this crisis of deficit
spending. I understand full well, how-
ever, that this may not be possible. In
the end, however, we must pass a budg-
et and direct our policies toward bal-
ance.

Last week the committee began its
deliberation on the budget. We ob-
served a great hallmark in American
history, the 50th anniversary of V–E
Day, or Victory in Europe Day. As I
told the committee as we began that
debate on V–E Day, it was a day we all
proudly recall. We recall how Ameri-
cans rallied together, persevered, and
eventually conquered an extraordinary
threat to the future. But 50 years later
our Nation faces another threat. That
threat is severe enough that we should
declare war on it and defeat it. One cri-
sis that is less obvious but is just as
sinister—one of the great leaders from
that great struggle 50 years ago, Win-
ston Churchill, said and I quote:

The price of greatness is responsibility.

We in Government shoulder that re-
sponsibility, Mr. President. We ac-
tively seek it by running for public of-
fice. I believe the time has come to
stop shrinking but to shoulder our re-
sponsibility and enact an honest Fed-
eral budget and stop squandering our
economic future. As we begin this his-
toric debate, I would ask that we all,
especially those of us who are elected
to lead, consider our service to this Na-
tion. Let us not lose sight of the big
picture, but let us focus on these poli-
cies that will carry this country into
the next century strong and hopeful
with an economic future for everyone.

How will future generations view our
efforts on behalf of America? Did we
work to protect it, strengthen it, im-
prove it, or did we consume its vitality
and leave our children with fewer op-
portunities and a lower standard of liv-
ing than their parents? I know what I
want to do. I am very hopeful that a
compelling majority of the Senate
wants to do the same thing.

So let us begin the debate. It is one
that should be in full in the open to the
American people, and we are very
grateful that we live in a society that
will permit both sides to be heard. I un-
derstand and respect those who may
disagree as to particulars in this budg-
et. But I am sure that whatever the
outcome of this debate Members from
both sides of the aisle must conclude
that our country’s future cannot be
strong if we fail to control spiraling
debt and continue into the next cen-
tury with it unchecked. It will not
work unless we make some fundamen-
tal changes today and early next week.

So I think the time is now. The op-
portunity is before us today. Let us
show the courage and do what is in the
best interest of our country.
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I thank the Senate. I thank the Pre-

siding Officer.
I yield the floor at this time.
Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

KYL). The Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
EXON] is recognized for his opening
statement.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, to begin
with, I first want to salute once again,
as I have in the past, the distinguished
chairman of the Budget Committee for
all of the work that went into the pro-
duction of this Republican budget. I
commend him, too, for making the
type of hard choices that are necessary
if we are to balance the unified budget
by the year 2002.

Most of us on this side of the aisle
share the goal of a balanced budget. It
is an article of faith, I suggest, for this
Senator. I have a long history of fight-
ing for responsible budgets. Our dedica-
tion to fiscal responsibility, therefore,
cuts across party lines. We are willing
to work with the Republican majority
to shape a budget that will reach bal-
ance on a unified basis by 2002. I hope
we can come together to fashion out of
the Domenici initiative a true biparti-
san compromise. I will outline today,
and during the budget debate to follow,
some fundamental concerns that I feel
must be addressed.

Of course, none of this will be easy.
To a Senator, we know the enormous
challenges that lie ahead. All of us
must recognize that we have to make
some tough choices, and this Senate
has demonstrated in the past I am will-
ing to do that. But no person or party
has all of the answers. We should seek
to build a consensus on balancing the
budget. Brute force is not the answer.

We cannot be dictated to or ignored.
Minority rights and views must be rec-
ognized and weighed. House Budget
Committee Chairman KASICH recently
said, and I quote, ‘‘Democrats have no
standing to say anything about what
we are doing in the House and the Sen-
ate.’’ This brash rhetoric does not
serve the process well. Whatever they
do in the House certainly has no place
in the Senate.

Earlier this year, I held out the hope
for a bipartisan budget. However, we
parted ways on key issues, such as tax
cuts and the distribution of spending
cuts. Soon after, the trench warfare
really began. The Republican majority
in the Budget Committee took a com-
bative crouch during our markup.
Their budget was carved in stone and
we in the minority could not remove
one period or comma. Not a single
number could be changed, even in the
smallest amount. That is not the ap-
proach to take if we truly desire to
work together to produce a unified bal-
anced budget.

On numerous occasions, I have of-
fered a hand of friendship and an invi-
tation to reason on the budget. My pur-
pose is not to thwart the Republican
budget, but rather to recast some of its
priorities to better reflect our Nation’s
needs. My purpose is to make rec-

ommendations and offer amendments
which I believe will make the cuts fair-
er and evenly distributed. My purpose
is to put some balance in this budget.

During the next 50 hours, we will
hear a lot about this budget. This
budget, once shrouded in secrecy, has
been in full view for a little more than
a week. As it was unveiled, the budget
was attended by the usual fanfare: the
grand statements of vision, the quotes
from Thomas Jefferson.

That day, we heard a lot of promises,
too. As we sat down to mark up the
budget, those promises kept cropping
up again and again and again. As we
started to peel away layer after layer
of the budget, many of the promises did
not jibe with the numbers I saw.

The Republicans promised to make
dogged choices over and over again, but
tax cuts are the tail that wags this
budget. The Republicans promised to
protect the elderly but asked for a
king’s ransom in Medicare cuts to foot
the tax cuts. The Republicans promised
a brighter future for our Nation but
cast a bleak shadow upon rural Amer-
ica and our children.

Although there have been protests to
the contrary, there is a tax cut tucked
away in this Republican budget. No one
should be fooled by the mirrors that
are used to hide this fact. It has been
thinly disguised as a $170 billion con-
tingent fund, but it is a tax cut never-
theless. In fact, this could be the moth-
er lode of tax cuts for the wealthy. And
what the Republicans do not tell the
American people is that the $170 billion
tax cut could balloon to $356 billion
over 10 years.

The budget before us does not dictate
what tax cuts are forthcoming, but we
know what is being discussed by the
other side of the aisle. The news is not
comforting. For example, more than
half of the tax breaks in the House-
passed Contract With America tax bill
benefit those families with incomes of
over $100,000. That is the top 12 percent
of the income distribution, and even if
we disregard Republican plans to in-
crease taxes for those eligible to re-
ceive the earned income tax credit,
families with incomes below $10,000
would get an average tax cut of $20.
Compare that, if you will, with families
with incomes over $200,000 stand to re-
ceive a $11,266 tax cut bonanza. That is
wrong.

True enough, the Senate Budget
Committee adopted a nonbinding
sense-of-the Congress amendment
sponsored by Senator BOXER that
states that 90 percent of any tax cut
should go to the middle class.

But no one should be fooled into be-
lieving that the plans of the majority
have changed. Senate proponents of tax
cuts have publicly stated their support
of the House-passed tax provisions in
the Contract With America. If ever
there was a Contract on America, this
is it. One Senator has vowed that he
will offer a tax cut amendment on the
Senate floor, and it will not be limited
to the middle class.

The tax cut centerpiece of the Repub-
lican budget is fueled by cuts in Medi-
care. The Medicare reductions in the
Republican mark total $256 billion over
the next 7 years. That is the largest
Medicare cut in history. This is the
single most important part of the Re-
publican plan. This is the key to the
entire deal. This is the cornerstone of
the Republican budget, and we intend
to change it.

Yet, it comes without a single spe-
cific proposal beyond the formation of
a commission. On this point, there is
no plan. On the largest, most signifi-
cant part of the Republican budget,
there is not plan—period.

Although we have no details, it is
clear that at least half the cuts will
fall on beneficiaries. The only Medicare
cut publicly supported by Chairman
DOMENICI would increase the part B
premium to 31.5 percent of program
costs, adding nearly $500 a year to out-
of-pocket payments by the year 2002.

By the year 2002, the average bene-
ficiary will pay $900 more a year in out-
of-pocket health care expenses. These
cuts will have a devastating impact on
the most vulnerable citizens: our frail,
our sick, our poor, our seniors.

Republicans promised, too, that their
budget would protect Social Security.
But the GOP Medicare cuts will require
the elderly on fixed incomes to use
most, if not all, of their Social Secu-
rity COLA to pay for health care. For
the one-in-four who rely on Social Se-
curity for their entire income, this is
an enormous hardship.

Cuts in providers are often passed
along to other payers, as we know from
the past and as we know from the de-
bate that we had last year in an at-
tempt to revise the whole health care
system.

I would point out that if only one-
third of these cuts were shifted to
other payers, businesses, and families
would be forced to pay a hidden tax of
$40 to $50 billion between now and 2002.

Provider cuts would have a particu-
larly devastating impact on rural
areas. Nearly one-quarter of all Medi-
care beneficiaries live in rural America
where there may be a single hospital
serving an entire country or more. Sig-
nificant cuts in Medicare could in-
crease the number of hospitals in rural
areas that will be forced to close. Since
rural hospitals are often the largest
employer in their communities, pulling
the plug on these hospitals will result
in job loss and, most important and
devastating, physicians leaving these
communities.

Cuts in Medicaid would also cause
the elderly to suffer severe and need-
less pain. Nearly 67 percent of Medicaid
spending is for the elderly and disabled.
The Republicans cut Medicaid by $175
billion over 7 years, or 30 percent by
the seventh year.

More than 800,000 elderly and dis-
abled people are likely to lose coverage
under this proposal. Between 5 and 7
million children could tumble through
the safety net. And half of the children
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served by Medicaid come from working
families. Medicaid is also the only
major Federal source of funding for
long-term care, serving 1.6 million peo-
ple in nursing homes in 1993, while 1.1
million people receive home health
care.

While the cuts in Medicare and Med-
icaid are onerous, I am also extremely
troubled by the new 20-percent cut in
mandatory agriculture spending con-
tained in the Republican budget. It is a
harvest of shame for rural America.

Agriculture has become a scapegoat
for our inability to balance the budget.
You have heard all the fictions. Agri-
culture programs drive the deficit. Ag-
riculture gets a free ride. Agriculture
makes no contribution to balancing
the budget. The truth is in shorter sup-
ply.

The real deficit problem does not lie
in agriculture. We should give credit
where credit is due A hard look at the
projected growth of entitlement spend-
ing from 1993 to 1999 demonstrates that
agriculture spending shrinks while
most of the other programs show sub-
stantial growth.

In fact, after a peak in 1986, agri-
culture spending has declined substan-
tially. The Congressional Budget Office
projects that total costs for farm price
support programs run by the Commod-
ity Credit Corporation will decline
from the $26 billion high-water mark in
1986 to less than $8 billion by the year
2000. This is due primarily to program
reforms, including those enacted as
part of the 1993 deficit reduction pack-
age.

Over the next 5 years, agriculture
commodity program spending is pro-
jected to decline from $10.3 billion in
1996 to $7.8 billion in the year 2000. As
a percentage of total Federal outlays,
Commodity Credit Corporation outlays
have declined from a peak 2.4 percent
in the late 1950’s to a projected four-
tenths of 1 percent by the late 1990’s.

In spite of this downward trend, this
budget contains an additional 20-per-
cent hit on agriculture. Let me repeat
that. In spite of this downward trend,
this budget contains an additional 20
percent hit on agriculture. The effect
of that cut is startling in its mag-
nitude. It pulls the rug out from under
rural America. To reach such a num-
ber, the Agriculture Committee will
need to take draconian action, such as
increasing unpaid base acreage from 15
percent to approximately 35 percent.

If that happens, I suggest that we are
going to see a flight of our farmers in
the United States of America.

Moreover, these cuts will strangle
our ability to craft a rational farm bill
this year. When added to the deep Med-
icare cuts that will close rural hos-
pitals, I am deeply concerned that this
budget will sound the death knell for
any semblance of quality existence for
rural America. To partially address
this, I offered an amendment to reduce
by $8 billion the scheduled $12 billion
cut in government agriculture pro-
grams during the budget markup. My

amendment was defeated on straight-
line, never-swerving, solid-Republican
volley of noes—no to agriculture and
no to rural America.

The cuts in the Republican budget go
deep and far afield to finance the tax
cut. Funding for income security pro-
grams is cut $118 billion over 7 years.
Food stamps and other nutrition pro-
grams are cut by $30 billion over 7
years. Some 17 percent of households
receiving food stamps have elderly
members.

The Republicans also take a
chainsaw to the earned income tax
credit. The earned income tax credit
helps keep working families off of wel-
fare and assists middle-class families
who have sudden losses of income. If
the chairman’s mark, however, is en-
acted into law, the earned income tax
credit will be cut by $21 billion over 7
years.

The Republicans say they will shield
the Veterans Administration’s medical
system from cuts. This is not a shield
I would want to stand behind. The Re-
publican budget increases the veterans’
contribution for GI bill education bene-
fits. It increases the copayment for
prescription drugs for higher income
individuals. Let us be clear. By funding
the VA’s medical system at the 1995
level for the next 7 years, the Repub-
licans are dramatically cutting access
to health care services for veterans all
over this country.

During markup, Democratic Senators
on the committee made numerous at-
tempts to soften the blow upon Medi-
care and other programs critical to
working American families. We stated
that any fiscal bonus that may accrue
from balancing the budget should not
be spent on tax cuts. Rather, this
money could go a long way to alleviate
some of the hardship that would be im-
posed by the cuts in the Republican
budget, or to further reduce the deficit.

Democratic Senator after Demo-
cratic Senator offered amendments to
get our priorities straight and put this
budget back on track. Let me stress—
let me stress, Mr. President—that not
a single Democratic amendment would
have resulted in an unbalanced budget
in 2002.

I will go through the entire list of
Democratic amendments. But let me
give my colleagues a flavor of what the
Republicans found so hard to swallow.
We tried to get an agreement to use
the tax cut bonus to ease the cuts on
Medicare, Medicaid, education, agri-
culture, and the earned income tax
credit. We tried to eliminate the mil-
lionaire expatriate tax loophole. That
is the one that allows those who have
benefited most from our country to
avoid millions in taxes by renouncing
their American citizenship. We would
have used those revenues to hire more
officers for community policing and to
offset the cuts in veterans programs
and the earned income tax credit. We
stood up for impact aid educational
programs. We tried to prevent children
eligible for Medicaid from losing their

coverage. Not a one of these amend-
ments passed.

It is a sad commentary on our times
that during the markup of the Repub-
lican budget, we did not have a biparti-
san approach toward a common goal.
We recognize that doing so will take
painful, but necessary cuts and we are
willing to call for the sacrifices that
will be necessary. They will hurt and
they will be painful.

It is not the goal, but the distribu-
tion of the cuts in this resolution that
is so troubling to this Senator and
those on this side of the aisle. At a
time when so many Americans are
being asked to sacrifice to balance the
Federal budget, I cannot and will not
condone a budget that contains a tax
cut that is a sop to the wealthiest
among us.

I cannot support a budget that makes
misguided cuts in Medicare and other
programs that improve the lives of mil-
lions of American families merely to
underwrite this extravagance.

I cannot support a budget that would
lay waste to rural America and its
fragile economy.

In closing, let me say that it is my
hope that during the upcoming debate
on the Senate floor, my Republican
colleagues will give serious and due
consideration to the amendments that
will be offered to alleviate the unfair
distribution of those cuts, and to re-
verse the course on the tax cut.

Then, and only then, will we have a
budget that can be supported, not only
by Democrats and Republicans, but all
of us here working together on the
common problem that has been so well
enunciated by the chairman of the
Budget Committee: the ever-increasing
deficit and the ever-increasing national
debt.

We want the American people to
know and understand that we want to
cooperate and will cooperate in a
means to the end, but it must be done
in a different fashion than has been de-
tailed in the Republican budget.

If we can do that, then we will have
a budget that is whole. We will have a
budget that could lead to an eventual
reconciliation bill that I could support
and authorize an appropriations bill
that would follow, that I could rec-
ommend to the President that he sign
and not veto.

Yes, Mr. President, the Republican
majority should realize that they may
have the 51 votes to pass their bills,
but they do not have, nor will they
ever muster, in my opinion, the 67
votes to override a veto. I respectfully
suggest that this is the time to start
on the road to compromise and the
road to reason so that we can come out
of this debate on a course of bipartisan-
ship on the budget that we are going to
pass.

I yield the floor.
Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader.
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, in the past

few years, this Chamber has been the
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scene of historic debates on major is-
sues of our time. In January 1991, we
spoke of war and peace as we gave our
approval to the use of military force
against Saddam Hussein.

Last summer, over the course of sev-
eral weeks, we conducted a nationwide
seminar on health care as we discussed
President Clinton’s proposal to turn
our health care system over to the Fed-
eral Government.

In my view, both of these debates
brought out the best in the Senate and
both captured the attention of the
country. It is my hope today that
America is watching and listening very
carefully because I believe that no de-
bate is more important to our Nation’s
future than the one that began today
in the Senate and the one that began
yesterday in the House of Representa-
tives.

I believe that no votes we cast will
make more of a difference to our chil-
dren and our grandchildren than the
ones coming and the ones we will make
in the next few days.

The Senate and our country is fortu-
nate this debate will be led by the Sen-
ator from New Mexico. No Senator has
spoken with more courage and more
conviction on budgetary issues than
Senator DOMENICI. All Senators can
probably find something in the Senate
Budget Committee’s proposal that we
would change. For example, I will say
right up front I believe that while we
balance the budget, we can also provide
America’s families with tax relief and
our business communities with incen-
tives to invest and create more jobs.

But no Senator can disagree with the
historic nature of the Budget Commit-
tee’s proposal or with the fact that
Senator DOMENICI’s leadership has
truly transformed this debate. To
some, it may seem the debate is all
about numbers. And some very big, al-
most unimaginable numbers will be
thrown around in the week ahead. We
will hear talk of $200 billion yearly
deficits as far as the eye can see, which
is what is contained in President Clin-
ton’s budget proposal. And we will hear
the number $4 trillion again and again
and again which is, of course, our na-
tional debt—$4 trillion. But I believe
the most important number is the one
everyone can understand and the one
that Senator DOMENICI mentioned.
That number is $18,500. The fact is that
every American now owes $18,500 as
their share of the national debt.

How will Americans pay this bill? It
will be paid through fewer jobs and
lower wages. It will be paid through
higher interest rates when they take
out a loan to buy a car or buy a home,
and it will be paid through higher
taxes. In fact, the Joint Economic
Committee estimates all children born
this year will pay $187,000 each—every
child born this year will pay $187,000
each—in taxes over their lifetime just
to pay their share of interest on the
debt—just to pay their share of inter-
est on the debt. This is the future that
faces our children and grandchildren,

and it is a future that is within our
power to change.

In the final analysis, however, this
debate is much, much more than a de-
bate about numbers. It is a debate
about people, people we know in our
hometowns and our home States, peo-
ple we know all across America. It is a
debate about what kind of people live
in America today, and it is a debate
about what kind of America we will
pass on to the people who live here to-
morrow—again, our children and our
grandchildren and their children and
their grandchildren.

In the coming days, America will
hear two very distinct and dramati-
cally different viewpoints on these
questions. One viewpoint is that of
President Clinton and the Clinton ad-
ministration. Candidate Clinton
pledged to balance the budget within 5
years, and President Clinton, in his in-
augural address, spoke of ‘‘cutting our
massive debt.’’ And he also spoke about
‘‘sacrifice.’’ In fact, within hours of the
President’s inauguration, I said, ‘‘I was
pleased to hear the President use the
word ‘sacrifice,’ a word that strikes
fear in the hearts of many in this
Chamber. But President Clinton is ab-
solutely right. If we are to put our eco-
nomic house in order, if we are going to
do right by our children and grand-
children, then we must deal with our
national debt.’’

That is what I said shortly after his
inauguration. That was January 20,
1993. But, unfortunately, the Presi-
dent’s actions have not matched his
words of that day. The President is
making no attempt to balance the
budget. As we know, his proposed budg-
et would give us $200 billion deficits,
and more, as I said earlier, for as far as
the eye could see.

The President is making no effort to
cut our debt. As we know, under his
own proposed budget another trillion
dollars will have been added to our Na-
tion’s debt by 1997, not a balanced
budget but another trillion dollars in
debt. The President is making no effort
to preserve and protect Medicare for
our children and grandchildren. He
washed his hands of the report of the
Medicare board of trustees, which in-
cluded three members of his Cabinet.
This was not Senator DOMENICI’s, or
Senator KYL’S, or Senator GRASSLEY’s
report. This was the board of trustees’
and the President’s own Cabinet mem-
bers’ report. ‘‘Medicare will be broke
within 7 years,’’ they said. If that hap-
pens, you cannot pay anybody’s doctor
or hospital bills. I believe we ought to
fix it.

Senator DOMENICI will recall that in
1983 we had the same problem with So-
cial Security. That was 12 years ago.
Then Ronald Reagan, the Republican
President, Speaker O’Neill, a Demo-
crat, and Howard Baker, the majority
leader in the Senate, put together a
commission. I was honored to be on
that commission along with Senator
MOYNIHAN, Senator Heinz, and other
Members of this body, Members of the

House, members in the private sector,
and members of organized labor. After
weeks and weeks, we put together a
rescue package for Social Security.
That was in 1983. It was bipartisan. It
passed by big margins. So Social Secu-
rity, as far as I know, according to the
trustees, will be in good shape until
2017. That was a 34-year fix. Not bad.
We want to do the same in Medicare.
That is what is proposed by the Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

The President called it a gimmick.
Well, Speaker O’Neill did not call it a
gimmick, Ronald Reagan did not call it
a gimmick, and we got the job done.
We rescued Social Security from bank-
ruptcy in 1983 in a bipartisan effort in
this body and in the other body and in
the White House, because the trustees
said at the time that it was going to be
broke in a very short time. They are
saying the same thing today about
Medicare. I do not recall then Ronald
Reagan or any Democrat, as far as I
know, getting up and railing about,
‘‘We are going to destroy Social Secu-
rity,’’ as the Democrats are doing now
about Medicare, saying we are going
after seniors, because everybody under-
stood what the trustees had told us. If
we did not fix it, it was going to go
broke. The same is true here.

If we do not fix Medicare, it is going
to go broke. That is all the Senator
from New Mexico and that is all this
budget proposes, to fix it. We are not
using any Medicare savings for tax cuts
for the rich, as I hear all my Demo-
cratic friends state. Some of them are
rich, come to think of it. Now, the
President’s administration has appar-
ently concluded Americans are nothing
more than a series of special interests
who focus on only living for today,
uncaring of what will happen tomor-
row. But the Senate Budget Committee
resolution has a different view of what
kind of people Americans are. I have a
different view of what kind of people
Americans are. Maybe it is because of
what I have seen in my lifetime. I have
seen Americans risk and lose their
lives to protect freedom. I have seen
them sacrifice and sacrifice and sac-
rifice to win the cold war. The words of
Winston Churchill to the British people
during the dark days of World War II
can also be used to describe Americans:

We have not journeyed all the way across
the centuries, across the oceans, across the
mountains, across the prairies because we
are made of sugar candy.

I do not believe the American people
have come all this way only to allow
their country to drown in a sea of red
ink. That is what America is all about.
That is what the American people are
all about. Nobody wants to give up
anything, unless we understand how
critical it is. So the Budget Committee
resolution offers America a liferaft. We
offer the American people, regardless
of party, regardless of background,
wherever they are from, whatever
State, a liferaft. It sets a course for a
balanced budget by the year 2002. It re-
verses the tide of half a century of
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power flowing from our citizens and
States to Washington, DC. In effect, it
dusts over the 10th amendment, which
I carry in my pocket. It is only 28
words in length. It says that the power
which is vested in the Federal Govern-
ment ought to go to the States and to
the people. That is what this budget
does. That was a radical theory 200
years ago. That is how old the 10th
amendment is. It is part of the Bill of
Rights and is 28 words in length. You
ought to read it.

For the last 50 years, the power has
been shifting to Washington, and we
think it is time to shift it back. We
trust our Governors—Democrats and
Republicans—in any State of America.
We trust our State legislatures. We be-
lieve that many times they can make
better decisions, because they are clos-
er to the people, than we can here. We
do not suggest by that that the Gov-
ernment does not do a lot of good
things. The Federal Government does a
lot of good things and we understand
that. We are going to preserve that.

If the past few days are any indica-
tion, the President is going to do his
level best in the coming weeks to scare
the American people, particularly sen-
iors who only have Medicare or Medic-
aid and Social Security. That may be
all the income they have and all of the
protection they have. The President is
going to try to frighten these people.
He is going to try to frighten people
with children. He will accuse us of
being heartless. He will say we are out
to get Social Security and Medicare.
But it is off the table here. He will say
we are slashing programs that help
seniors, the children, and the poor. The
liberal media will, of course, report
these accusations, and many Ameri-
cans will be led to believe it. But in the
end, I believe there is a weapon strong-
er than scare tactics, and that weapon
is the truth.

One thing about the Senator from
New Mexico: You can expect the truth
from PETE DOMENICI. He will tell it like
it is, even when it hurts. The truth is
that this budget does not slash Govern-
ment spending. It simply slows its rate
of growth. It does not slash Govern-
ment spending. It simply slows the rate
of growth.

As Senator DOMENICI said, rather
than having Government growing fast-
er than wages and salaries, which has
been the case for the last three dec-
ades, wages and salaries will now grow
faster than Government spending.

The truth is that this budget does
not touch Social Security. It does not
touch Social Security. But that does
not mean the President will not say it
does not touch Social Security. It does
not mean it is not going to be reported
that it does, but it does not touch So-
cial Security. I assume the Senator
from New Mexico would give a reward
if one could find anything that touches
Social Security in the budget.

Mr. DOMENICI. We ought to put a
new incentive in. That will be some-
thing we ought to give to people.

Mr. DOLE. Right. If you find some-
thing about Social Security, there may
be a reward for you.

Mr. DOMENICI. With reference to
Medicare, we even suggest that in any
reform measure, people at the low end
of Social Security are held harmless.
That is figured into savings. They do
not suffer a loss in their Social Secu-
rity check. That is even built in, in ad-
dition to Social Security being off the
table.

Mr. DOLE. It is not a benefit or ad-
vantage to seniors.

The truth is—and this should all be
about the truth, not about what is re-
ported—that this budget will shrink
the Federal bureaucracy, beginning
right here in Congress, with a 7-year
freeze on congressional salaries and a
$200 million cut in the legislative
branch budget. This reaches out to
Americans in need. For example, we
will spend $534 billion on Medicaid over
the next 5 years, reflecting a 20-percent
increase over that period.

The truth is that this budget begins
the process needed to preserve, im-
prove, and protect Medicare. This
budget acknowledges that we must
take action to save Medicare by slow-
ing its annual growth rate.

But let there be no mistaking about
what we are proposing. Let the Senate
be very clear about it. Over the next 5
years, we will spend over $1 trillion on
Medicare. That is an increase of $178
billion. Let me repeat: We will spend
over $1 trillion on Medicare, an in-
crease of $178 billion over what we
would have spent if we froze Medicare
expenditures at today’s level.

Despite the overheated rhetoric com-
ing out of the White House, we are not
talking about cutting Medicare. Later
in the debate I think the Senator from
New Mexico will have a very interest-
ing chart that ought to make Senators’
eyes pop out. The statement made by
President Clinton not long ago.

We are not even talking about freez-
ing Medicare. We are simply suggesting
we must find ways to slow the rate of
growth. Slow the rate of growth. It is
not about paying for tax cuts, it is
about saving Medicare. This is a fact
and that is the truth.

I do not care how many people stand
on the floor on the other side, and
there will be a storm of rhetoric on the
other side about cutting Medicare for
taxes for the rich. Not true. It is not
true. We are trying to save Medicare,
just as we saved Social Security in
1983. We will do it.

If they want to stand on the side-
lines, and the President wants to be
a.w.o.l., absent without leadership as
he is almost every day, that is all right
with us. The American people will re-
member who was carrying the heavy
water up here. As my friend, Senator
GRAMM says, ‘‘Who was pulling the
wagon?’’ They are not going to pull any
wagons on the other side. We will have
to pull the wagon. It will be uphill. It
will not be easy.

I might add here that the President’s
rhetoric about Medicare rings espe-

cially hollow given the fact that his
own health care plan included a $180
billion reduction in Medicare and Med-
icaid spending. We do not hear much
about that on the other side. We do not
hear much about that in the White
House.

In last year’s health care bill, it was
there—$180 billion in Medicare and
Medicaid spending reductions. Now, the
President said at the time, that is not
a reduction. Again, I will leave that up
to the Senator from New Mexico to ex-
plain at a later time.

The fact that Mrs. Clinton said in
testimony before the Senate Finance
Committee, ‘‘We feel confident * * *.
We can reduce the rate of increase in
Medicare without undermining quality
for Medicare recipients.’’ That was not
anybody speaking but Mrs. Clinton,
who was in charge of the Government-
run health care plan advocated by
President Clinton. Fortunately, it
failed. In her own testimony before the
Finance Committee, ‘‘we can reduce
the rate of increase in Medicare with-
out undermining quality for Medicare
recipients.’’

Now, what has happened in a year?
Nothing has happened. So if they were
right then, and we are right now, I
guess we are both right. And the Presi-
dent ought to go back and read his own
statements and read statements others
in the administration have made.

I would take the President’s budget
rhetoric a little more seriously if he
would offer the American people an al-
ternative, besides his status quo pro-
posal that Senator DOMENICI said even
the Washington Post called ‘‘weak and
directionless.’’ Believe me, that was in
the Washington Post, and they do not
often criticize Democrats for anything
in this town. That was in the Washing-
ton Post, believe it or not.

Mr. President, we can and must do
much more than simply maintain the
status quo as the President has pro-
posed. We can and must set the course
to a balanced budget. And we can and
must reduce the tax burden on Ameri-
ca’s families.

Mr. President, I believe that long
after we are gone, future historians
will look back at this moment, the rest
of this week and part of next week,
look back at this debate and say,
‘‘Here’s where the course was set.
Here’s where the dye was cast.’’

It is up to Congress to determine
what their conclusion will be. Will they
conclude that here were the people who
blew the last chance to change the sta-
tus quo? Is that what they will write in
30, 40, 50 years? Or here were the people
who ensured that the America of the
21st century would be one of low wages,
high taxes, and fewer opportunities? Is
that what they will write? Will they
look back to 1995 and say, ‘‘Here’s
where the American dream died, right
here, right in this Chamber. Right in
this Chamber, because we did not have
the courage to do what the American
people want us to do, or have the cour-
age to do what we know we should do.’’
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Are they going to say all those

things? Are they going to look back in
10, 20, 30, 40 years and say, ‘‘Here were
the men and women of courage. Here
were the people who made tough deci-
sions and ensured that America’s best
days are yet to come. Here were the
people who ensured nothing less than
the survival of the American dream.’’
The choice is ours, and the time is now.

Mr. DOMENICI. I understand the dis-
tinguished Senator from Tennessee,
Senator FRIST, would like to speak.

Senator DOLE, I might say I greatly
appreciate the remarks, and I think
the American people would know what
the majority leader said here today is
very, very important, and part of our
efforts to get this budget resolution
passed. I am very appreciative of this
help.

The leader commented on the Sen-
ator from New Mexico, and he has been
very supportive, as clearly indicated.
We have a job to do and we want to get
it done. I am most appreciative.

Let me just say a couple of things
very, very quickly. The budget resolu-
tion before the U.S. Senate does not
have any tax cuts in it until the budget
of the United States is balanced, and
until it is certified to be balanced by
the Congressional Budget Office.

So, whatever the talk about cutting
taxes versus how we balance the budg-
et, the truth of the matter is we bal-
ance this budget and we do not cut
taxes in doing that. We change pro-
grams. We alter and reform programs.
We get to balance. Then there is a divi-
dend, an economic dividend, that in
this budget resolution is directed to be
used by the appropriate committee for
tax cuts, and tax cuts only.

Then it is interesting, people are
talking about tax cuts for the rich.
Frankly, we passed overwhelmingly—
but for one vote, everybody else voted
aye—a Boxer-BROWN resolution in that
committee that said 90 percent of any
cuts that were forthcoming after we
are in balance would go to people with
$100,000 or less.

We will hear a lot about other things,
but the truth does not lie. The budget
resolution is there to be looked at, and
that is the way it is.

I yield Senator FRIST 15 minutes.
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I have

been in this body for a little over 5
months now. It is very clear to me
where the problem lies. As P.J.
O’Rourke has said, ‘‘Giving power and
money to Congress is like giving the
car keys and whiskey to teenage boys.’’

The problem is that this Federal
debt, the cost of increased Federal
spending, year after year, has grown
out of control. The debt is approxi-
mately $4.9 to $5 trillion by the end of
1995, and it will grow to $6.8 trillion in
the year 2000. If we do nothing, $8 tril-
lion in the year 2010.

They are big numbers. In individual
terms, what do they mean? They are
even more frightening. A family of four
currently pays $440 per month just to
pay the interest on the national debt.

A child born this year will pay over
$187,000 in interest alone on the na-
tional debt over his or her lifetime. By
the year 2000, the debt will reach $6.8
trillion, nearly $100,000 for a family of
four.

The reason for the problem is this ex-
cessive, wasteful spending. In Washing-
ton, unlike the private sector from
whence I came just 6 months ago, peo-
ple use this word ‘‘cut,’’ and when we
reduce spending in the Federal Govern-
ment from 5 percent to about 3 percent,
people say this is a huge cut. The
American people do not look at that as
a cut. They know that it is slowing the
increase in spending.

It is almost as if a person went in and
asked the boss for a raise of $500 per
month, and he said I will only give
$450, and then the employee would call
that a cut in salary. The American peo-
ple are too smart for that.

Mr. President, while we must listen
to the American people in working
through the best way to structure ar-
riving at a balanced budget and look-
ing at this Nation’s spending priorities,
we must, over the next 5 days, main-
tain our resolve to put the long-term
interest of this country over the short-
term special interests that will likely
become prominent in this debate.

I intend to vote for this budget be-
cause it and it alone will achieve bal-
ance by the year 2002. And what is the
cost of doing nothing? The President of
the United States has put forward a
budget which we will be discussing
which does nothing, which continues
$200 billion deficits next year, the year
after that, the year after that, the year
after that, adding each of these years
up to a huge additional $1 trillion to
this debt. These are ballooning deficits.
We cannot continue these endless
mountains of debt again and again. It
is not common sense. It is not what
Tennesseans told me again and again
as I traveled to the 95 counties of Ten-
nessee this past year.

If you need further proof, look at the
outside independent analysts. Look at
the GAO, the CBO, the Bipartisan Com-
mission on Entitlement and Tax Re-
form. Again and again they state the
obvious, that present trends are clearly
unsustainable. The General Accounting
Office in ‘‘The Deficit and the Econ-
omy,’’ in April 1995 says, ‘‘Continuing
current spending and taxation policies
unimpeded over the long term would
have major consequences for economic
growth.’’

And the Bipartisan Commission on
Entitlement and Tax Reform says:

Absent policy changes, entitlement spend-
ing and interest on the national debt will
consume almost all Federal revenues in 2010.
In 2030, Federal revenues will not even cover
entitlement spending.

Yes, in just 15 years, spending on
Medicare, Medicaid and Social Secu-
rity, on Federal pensions and on inter-
est on the Federal debt, will make no
money available for Government, for
roads, for education, for defense. Now
is the time to balance the budget.

The Congressional Budget Office
says:

Current fiscal policies literally cannot re-
main unchanged indefinitely: At some time,
action will have to be taken to bring Govern-
ment borrowing under control or servicing
the Federal debt will require unsustainable
tax rates in future years. Prompt action
would limit the damage that occurs when
Federal debt crowds out capital investment,
putting upward pressures on interest rates.
It would also limit the size of the needed
changes in fiscal policy.

Let us talk a minute about what all
these statistics mean to the average
American in this country. Americans
are currently paying almost 2 percent
more in interest rates than they would
if we had a balanced budget. What does
that mean to the typical American? It
is as extra $1,248 per year on a $75,000
mortgage at an interest rate of 8.75
percent. It means an extra $900 per
year on a car loan of $15,000 at an inter-
est rate of 9.75 percent. Again, with my
background as a physician, coming to
the U.S. Senate from the private sec-
tor, what amazes me most is that Med-
icare will be bankrupt in the year 2002
unless we act; bankrupt—part A, hos-
pital expenditures for our senior citi-
zens and individuals with disabilities.
We will talk a lot about Medicare over
the next several days but the bottom
line is that in just 7 years, unless we
act, seniors will not have hospital in-
surance in the United States.

We are going to continue to lose the
war on poverty unless we act, and this
budget does act. The Federal Govern-
ment currently runs over 75 inter-
related and overlapping means-tested
welfare programs. Between 1964 and
1994, welfare cost the taxpayers $5 tril-
lion in 1993 dollars. Yet the official
poverty rate is 15 percent, nearly 4 per-
cent higher than the all-time low expe-
rienced in 1973, a low of 11.1 percent.

If we do nothing, we will continue to
have a Government that is too big, and
the American people want a smaller,
less intrusive Government. Our Gov-
ernment is too intrusive in our daily
lives. It is a Government that strangles
economic growth and innovation. If we
look at spending on regulatory agen-
cies, Federal regulatory agencies, it to-
taled $14.4 billion in 1993. Increased
spending on the Federal bureaucracy in
recent years has allowed the Federal
Government to regulate nearly every
aspect of our daily lives.

There are numerous other examples.
The Food and Drug Administration has
grown from 4,400 employees in 1970 to
over 9,000 employees, yet we still hear
again and again that pharmaceutical
agents and drugs that are finally ap-
proved in this country had been ap-
proved on the average about 6 years
earlier in other countries.

The President himself, in speaking to
the AARP last week, said, ‘‘I cannot
support the status quo and neither can
you.’’ And that is what this balanced
budget is all about. Yet that is what he
has done, support the status quo. He
has offered no budget to speak of. And
I look forward on this floor to hearing
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the debate on the proposed budget, the
budget as proposed by the President.
He has made no effort to balance the
budget, yet the American people call
every day for a balanced budget. The
American people recognize that only
by a balanced budget can we restore
the American dream.

You can see if the Democrats, the
other side, cannot see fit to cut spend-
ing sufficiently, the only answer will
be a tax increase.

So what is our solution? It is the
budget laid before you today, the Re-
publican budget. And Republicans will
tell the truth. Yes, there will be some
restructuring and there will be adjust-
ments associated with this budget. But
they are nowhere near—nowhere near—
the distortions that others are spewing
forth. Let us examine some of the
claims and then tell what the facts are.

Bureaucracy. Some say the Govern-
ment bureaucrats will lose jobs and the
economy as a whole will suffer because
of reduced Government spending. Peo-
ple say we cannot go that fast.

The budget proposal today put for-
ward shrinks the Federal bureaucracy,
eliminates more than 100 Federal de-
partments, agencies and programs. The
budget put forward today abolishes un-
necessary bureaucracy, eradicates, gets
rid of, Government waste, terminates
duplication, and consolidates Federal
programs to improve efficiency and
priorities. And that is what the Amer-
ican people want. They recognize we
need to pull back. But they want us to
prioritize appropriately.

Not only will this be good for the
Federal budget but it will be good for
the recipients of Federal benefits
today, who are out there trying to do
their best to make sense of the maze of
regulations before them. There is no
doubt this budget will result in greater
economic growth.

On Medicare, some people say Medi-
care cuts are going to devastate our
seniors and our entire health care
spending. It is not true. As pointed out
by the majority leader, we will be
spending over $100 billion more in Med-
icare in the year 2002 than we do today.

And with regard to the social safety
net, Social Security is put on the side.
It is outside of this budget. We do noth-
ing to attack Social Security. But then
some people come forward and say we
will leave children homeless and starv-
ing in the streets. In truth, our budget
provides a safety net for those truly in
need. It provides transforming new pro-
grams to empower the underserved, the
poor, the indigent. This budget moves
power and money out of Washington
back to people, and that is what the
American people are calling for. It does
it by working toward block grants for
Medicaid, block grants for welfare,
child care, and other social services.
The bottom line is that we empower
communities, empower citizens to
make decisions over their lives. The
cruelest thing we can do to the poor, to
the underserved, is to continue to fund
certain assistance programs today

without serious reform. Over half of
the AFDC families today remain on
welfare for 10 years or more.

One in three children today in the
United States is born out of wedlock.
In some low-income neighborhoods it is
8 out of 10 children, and those children
are three times more likely to end up
on welfare.

In 1960, nearly two-thirds of house-
holds in the lowest income group were
headed by people who worked. By 1991
that figure had plummeted from two-
thirds to only about one-third, and
only 11 percent of welfare household
heads were working full time year
round.

Yes. The collapse of work and family
has spawned crime, drug use, violence
in schools, and other social ills. The
people who suffer the most today are
our children.

So we all know that the rhetoric we
will hear over the next several days
will be about hurting children. In truth
that is just a smokescreen, a smoke-
screen to hide the fact that our big
Government solutions have failed. I am
confident by turning over our welfare
assistance programs in large part to
the States will result in innovation,
creation of new ideas which can be
adopted similar to those of Governor
Thompson of Wisconsin, Governor
Engler of Michigan, and Governor
Weld. No longer will welfare be a way
of life with regard to dependence on
others.

In closing, the Republican budget has
its benefits. We will hear about those
again over the next several hours.

Lower interest rates: Lower interest
rates which will affect nearly every
American, allowing him or her to par-
ticipate in the purchase of a new home
or a new car for less money. Lower in-
terest rates to make it easier to start
a business, to keep a family farm in
business, or for existing businesses to
make new investments. And new in-
vestments result in more workers, and
more workers mean more jobs.

Yes. We will see greater economic
growth, greater economic growth that
will result from a greater amount of
capital available for borrowing. Right
now, the Government is using our Na-
tion’s capital, capital that businesses
and individuals could be using to invest
in new ventures. New ventures mean
more jobs with higher incomes.

And in closing, a balanced budget by
the year 2002 will result in a stronger
America today, and a stronger America
tomorrow means that all Americans
will benefit.

Thank you, Mr. President.
Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa.
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, before

I yield, let me thank Senator FRIST for
his marvelous remarks.

Let me suggest that the Senate is
very, very well served in the decision

that this eminent surgeon made to get
into politics. From my standpoint, I
kind of wondered why because he does
heart transplants for little children, an
expert in the field. It made him very
renowned. But I am very pleased he
made the decision. He adds a lot of
credibility, sincerity, and knowledge to
our debate on health care. And we look
forward to using him in the debate
when Medicare comes up with some ad-
ditional time. I am very appreciative of
his remarks.

We understand Senator GRASSLEY
was going next because there were no
Democrats here. If they would let us do
that, then we will yield to two Sen-
ators on that side for two consecutive
ones.

How much time does Senator GRASS-
LEY desire?

Mr. GRASSLEY. Twenty-five min-
utes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 30 minutes to
Senator GRASSLEY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is recognized.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
want to first commend the distin-
guished chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee for his leadership in putting
this budget together. But in addition
to saying those few words, I want to
say to the American people that a lot
of times an individual wonders whether
one person can make a difference. As
far as this budget debate is concerned,
the person of Senator DOMENICI and his
leadership as chairman, and the re-
sponsibility that goes with that, dem-
onstrates clearly what we all know in
America. If an individual puts their
mind to it, that one person can make a
difference.

So I thank the distinguished chair-
man.

Mr. DOMENICI. Might I, without in-
terrupting after this, just say I thank
Senator GRASSLEY very much. I very
much appreciate that.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I thank the chair-
man for his leadership again.

Because their budget represents a vi-
sion, it also represents a plan on how
to get there to carry out that vision.
This budget is conspicuous in that it is
the only plan before this body that will
have a real vision, and will have credi-
bility in the process. The hallmark of
this budget is that it balances present-
day needs with long-term needs. That
is quite a balancing act. But it does it
well because it does it for children, it
does it for senior citizens, it does it for
the needy, and it does it for the forgot-
ten taxpayers of America. This does
not forget the taxpayers. It is not just
a bottom line in the year 2002 that we
are talking about, because that is bal-
anced. But it also is balanced between
our long- and our short-term needs of
society.

I do not think that any Republican
who voted for this in committee, in-
cluding the chairman himself, however,
thinks that or makes a claim that this
is a perfect document. There are ele-
ments in here that each one of us dis-
like. I will mention a couple for myself
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because I am not going to speak on the
negative aspects of this. But I do think
that we ought to make it clear that
there might be some things we would
rather have differently.

For me, representing an agriculture
State, I suppose I could say I am not
satisfied with the agriculture numbers.
However, I had a chance to address this
in committee, and I did it with a sense-
of-the-Senate amendment to limit the
savings from commodity programs. We
farmers know agriculture must con-
tribute toward deficit reduction be-
cause we know that people in agri-
culture, including the family farmers,
will benefit greatly from the lower in-
terest rates that result when you have
a balanced budget.

I also do not like Medicare numbers.
But the issue there is to take impor-
tant steps to keep this bankrupt pro-
gram solvent, and of course viable both
in the short term as well as the long
term. The point, Mr. President, is bal-
ance, and this budget has balance.

It also contains some very important
national goals, and I want to begin my
remarks by pointing out some of them.
It provides a vision. That vision is to
preserve opportunity and the American
dream for future generations. We in-
tend with this budget to stop the prac-
tice of allowing their generation to live
high on the hog and have the next gen-
eration pay for it. That, Mr. President,
is a moral issue.

Next, this budget is balanced. This is
a goal shared, as you may know, by
more than 80 percent of the American
people. Yet, however, there is only one
party that has delivered a plan to bal-
ance the budget; that is, this side, the
Republican side, of the aisle. It is very
clear that the Democrats cannot put
one together because that party it
seems happens to be the party of the
status quo. It is the party of business
as usual. I have no doubts in my mind
that they do not propose a balanced
budget because they are the party that
was roundly rejected by the voters in
the November election last. Those vot-
ers, those very same voters by an 80
percent majority, want our budget to
be balanced and the sooner the better.

Next, our budget confronts in a very
responsible way the Medicare crisis.
The other side of the aisle is running
away from the challenge of shoring up
the Medicare program, running away
from the fact that the Medicare pro-
gram is bankrupt. They happen to be
doing it on Medicare just like they are
running away from the challenge of the
deficit. Instead of being responsible,
and instead of offering constructive so-
lutions to ensure the viability of Medi-
care, not only for this generation but
for future generations, they are engag-
ing in a campaign to scare the senior
citizens of America and to scare the
wits out of them.

It is somehow like a campaign staff
has taken over the policy staff. This is
a completely irresponsible posture on
their part.

I just stated the broad goals of our
budget, Mr. President. But there are
others that are reflected in this plan. I
want to state them but more briefly. It
moves money and power out of Wash-
ington and back to the States, the citi-
zens, and our communities. It substan-
tially reduces corporate welfare spend-
ing. It provides for maximum crime
control to keep Americans safe by pro-
tecting funding for the Drug Enforce-
ment Administration and the FBI. It
provides a safety net for the truly
needy with emphasis upon children.

It protects Social Security. It pro-
tects our national security. It protects
the school lunch and school breakfast
programs. And it adds $2 billion for
supplemental food programs for WIC. It
eliminates over 140 agencies, programs,
and commissions in the downsizing of
government, including the Cabinet-
level Department of Commerce. It
eliminates bureaucracy, waste, dupli-
cation, and overhead, and it consoli-
dates many Government functions,
privatizes many others, and improves
Government efficiency.

Now, Mr. President, it does all this
while allowing spending to grow by 3
percent per year instead of the pro-
jected 5 percent. Government spending
will still grow by 3 percent.

Now, there are a lot of people listen-
ing who are going to be irritated be-
cause Government spending is going to
grow by 3 percent. I run into this when
I meet with Iowans in town meetings
because I overhear concerns that 3 per-
cent growth is irresponsible when you
have a $4.7 trillion deficit. These re-
sponsible constituents are greatly con-
cerned about the future of their chil-
dren and grandchildren because—do
not forget—the most important thing
that we can do for today’s children, the
most important thing we can do for to-
day’s children is to not leave them tril-
lions and trillions of dollars of debt to
pay off.

If you are really concerned about
children, we must denounce policies
that are based upon a philosophy of
materialism today and to heck with to-
morrow. We cannot go on borrowing
money today at the expense of tomor-
row’s needs. We must find a balance,
and that is what this budget does—a
balance between today’s needs and our
responsibilities for tomorrow.

Mr. President, that is the good news
about this budget. But all of these posi-
tive elements seem to get lost in the
rhetorical barbs launched by the other
party and in the news coverage of this
budget reported to the American peo-
ple. I think I know why. That is be-
cause, as we have been reading re-
cently, the media have a penchant for
delivering the most negative of news.
And the other party, quite frankly,
knows this and plays to it. And it
makes very great TV. But how respon-
sible is it?

There is one other important aspect
of this budget that has not been talked
about much, and it should be. And that
is this. There is no pay raise in this

budget for Members of Congress. There
is no pay raise for Members of Congress
for the next 7 years until this budget is
balanced, until we have earned a pay
raise.

There are also changes in the Mem-
bers’ retirement system to bring it
more in line with private sector retire-
ment systems. This pay freeze is im-
portant for two reasons. First, it ties
Members’ pay to our performance in
attacking the deficit. It says, ‘‘Don’t
even think about a pay raise until you
get the budget balanced.’’

The second reason is even more im-
portant, and I wish to commend again
our distinguished chairman for the im-
plicit leadership in what this pay freeze
states. It says, in effect, we are leading
by example. We are leading the way to-
ward a balanced budget by denying
ourselves any more pay over the next 7
years. And as a result we are not ask-
ing Americans then to do what we are
not willing to do for ourselves. When
people come into my office and ask
why we are slowing the growth of their
benefits, I can look them in the eye
and say we are denying ourselves any
growth as well. As a result, this Repub-
lican budget, in my view, earns the
moral authority to ask everyone, to
ask everyone to pitch in and to help
balance the Federal budget.

So, Mr. President, the Republican
balanced budget contains a positive vi-
sion for present-day America but also
for future generations of young Ameri-
cans. We balance present-day needs
with the need to preserve future oppor-
tunity. Meanwhile, there is no alter-
native vision proposed by the other
side. All they seem to offer is business
as usual.

By definition, the absence of a bold
vision is the continuation of business
as usual. If Americans ever wondered
which party is a party of the status
quo, let there be no doubt now.

I wish to describe this symptom, the
symptoms of defenders of business as
usual. They use half their ingenuity to
get us into debt and the other half they
use to avoid pain—paying it off. Their
philosophy is live within your income
even if you have to borrow to do it.
They simply refuse to reconcile their
gross habits with their net income.

What does a budget look like that
subscribes to this philosophy? I think,
Mr. President, that we have a very
good example of this budget. If you
look at this budget, you see the Presi-
dent’s numbers here. You see a budget
that is never balanced into the future—
not only not balanced but the deficits
go up and up and up.

Now, Mr. President, you look at the
Senate budget that we are debating
right now and you see it gradually
going down and by the year 2002 it is in
balance. This zero here represents no
more accumulation of debt. But if you
look at the difference between this
budget and this budget, the space in be-
tween, you see the accumulation of $1.5
trillion of debt. That is on top of the
$4.9 trillion debt we have this very day.
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This chart shows it very simply. It

shows two directions into the future.
That top line is business as usual, and
it spells disaster for our children. The
bottom line, the Domenici budget, the
one that is balanced, that is the only
alternative. It presents only vision for
the future. That happens to be our
plan, the Republican plan, the plan
that was approved last week by the
Senate Budget Committee.

You see from the chart the President
abdicated his leadership this year in
the budget process. My Democrat col-
leagues in this body now have to decide
a simple question. Do they follow their
leader in abdication and risk being the
party of abdication or do they offer the
country their vision in the form of an
alternative? That is the question. It is
easy to say what you are against, but
what are you for? The American people
want to know. The American people
have a right to know.

During deliberations in the commit-
tee, I read a number of quotes from the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD that were ut-
tered by Democrats on the Budget
Committee. They spoke those words on
the Senate floor during debate on the
constitutional amendment to balance
the budget.

I am not going to read those quotes
today because I do not intend to em-
barrass anybody, but I have those
quotes right here if anybody wants to
know what they are. In sum, they said
this during February: ‘‘We don’t need a
constitutional amendment to balance
the budget. We should do it in the
Budget Committee.’’

So, they implied, let us just roll up
our sleeves and get to work on a bal-
anced budget by the year 2002. But
when it came to the Democrats voting
on a motion by the chairman express-
ing the desire for a balanced budget by
the year 2002, all but one brave soul
from the other side of the aisle re-
treated, sounded retreat and voted
against it.

Again, Mr. President, that begs a
very important question: What is their
plan? What is their vision?

This is then an issue of credibility.
You cannot talk the talk until you
walk the walk. And all we hear is snip-
ing and wailing about what they are
against. It is real easy to pick out a
program in isolation and attack the
whole Republican plan for a balanced
budget. But until you put it in the con-
text of your own balanced budget alter-
native, your concerns ring hollow and
there is no credibility. If you want to
snipe about the Republican budget and
if you want to have credibility in doing
so, you have to have an alternative bal-
anced budget plan.

You might ask: Why do they have to
have a balanced budget? Well, it is sim-
ple. The public is demanding one, and
because it is our duty and obligation to
this country’s future and, of course, to
the future generations of Americans.
And not the least reason of which is
that the other side said during the Feb-
ruary debate that they wanted a bal-

anced budget. They said that during
the debate on the constitutional
amendment.

Or, of course, they can choose the
President’s path, and they can put
business as usual on automatic pilot.

So I say to them: Show us your vi-
sion. Show us how you get us there.
Show us how you get there in 7 years,
just like you said on the floor in Feb-
ruary. If you do not do that, you will
be all talk and no action. You will be
following your leader in the White
House in abdication of responsibility
and then you risk becoming the party
of abdication.

Now, I think I can claim for myself,
this Senator from Iowa, that I have
worked closely with the other side over
the years for more deficit reduction
than the leadership of their party or
even our party maybe wanted.

Last year was just one of the latest
examples. I happened to join my good
friend, Senator Exon from Nebraska,
the Democratic leader of the Budget
Committee, in sponsoring the Exon-
Grassley amendment. That saved the
taxpayers $13 billion. I am the only Re-
publican on the Budget Committee who
can claim to have voted for a Demo-
cratic budget resolution in getting a
budget to the floor.

I joined the other side those times
because they were responsible, fair, and
tough on the deficit. I did so even when
it meant criticizing the President of
my own party.

My colleagues on this side know full
well that I have been willing to criti-
cize past Republican Presidents. And I
now make this same charge against
this President for the budget that he
submitted this year. It had no credibil-
ity regarding deficit reduction. He
punted to the Congress. He took a va-
cation on reducing the deficit.

What I am saying now is—and I be-
lieve I have sufficient credibility to say
it—if you do not offer a credible bal-
anced budget alternative to Chairman
DOMENICI’s mark, you Democrats risk
becoming the party of abdication as far
as the public’s desire for a balanced
budget is concerned.

You might even come up with a plan
that I could support, as I have done in
the past. That is, if it were balanced. I
want it balanced in the year 2002 if you
want me to vote with you Democrats.
But until you walk the walk, the credi-
bility will not be there.

Mr. President, these are new times.
These are times that require a vision.
These are times that require a plan to
get where you are viewing. You have to
find a way to balance your present day
priorities with long-term needs to pre-
serve the future for coming genera-
tions.

Mr. President, we—not just the Mem-
bers of the Senate—we—not just people
inside the beltway—we—you, all the
people of America, this generation—
cannot live just for today. We have to
live for today and we have to live for
tomorrow.

We on this side of the aisle have pre-
sented a vision and we have presented

a plan to get there. The question now,
Mr. President, is: ‘‘Where’s theirs?’’ I
want to repeat: ‘‘Where’s theirs?″

I yield back the remainder of my
time and reserve it for the Repub-
licans.

Mr. EXON addressed the chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

ABRAHAM). The Senator from Nebraska.
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, in answer

to my good friend and colleague from
the State of Iowa, ‘‘Where’s theirs?
Where’s theirs?’’—I assume we are
going to be hearing that over and over
again—‘‘Where’s theirs?’’ was enun-
ciated by this Senator in the remarks I
made in opening this debate.

What we are trying to do, I advise my
friend and colleague and oftentimes as-
sociate, is to simply say that we are of-
fering a series of amendments to the
Republican budget that has been of-
fered, frankly, in a spirit of coopera-
tion.

We will be doing here essentially the
same thing that we did in the budget
markup. And that is simply to reach
out the hand of friendship and under-
standing and hopefully reach some
kind of a bipartisan compromise by not
rejecting the budget offered by the
chairman of the Budget Committee.
But, as I said in my opening remarks,
I salute the hard work that had been
done.

‘‘Where’s theirs,’’ it should be under-
stood very clearly by the Senator from
Iowa and everyone else, that ‘‘Where’s
theirs?’’ is simply the situation that
we are trying to recognize that in some
instances you have done a good job.
And ‘‘Where’s theirs?’’ is that in good
faith we are trying to get you on that
side of the aisle to quit knocking down
and rejecting every suggestion that we
have made.

And I think that anyone who looked
at the amendments that we offered
would have had to say that at least
they were in good faith and debatable.
Basically what we did, time after time
on a whole series of amendments, was
to say, we believe that there are some
good, overall parameters offered by
Senator DOMENICI, the chairman of the
Budget Committee, in his mark. But
we happen to feel that some of the cuts
on veterans programs, on Medicare, on
Medicaid, and others that we have an-
nounced and enumerated—and I talked
about most of them in my opening re-
marks—simply take money out of the
money that is reserved for the tax cut
that is clearly indicated in the budget
in the House of Representatives and
the $170 billion that is in the Domenici
mark and reserved only for tax cuts.

What we are saying is, why can we
not reason together? Why can you not
give up on the tax cut, that you want
to help out and cut down to some ex-
tent, a considerable extent, the hit
that we think is being unfairly taken
by Medicare, Medicaid, by farm pro-
grams, by taking away earned-income
tax credit, by the cuts in education and
others?

We just say, give us a little bit.
Maybe we can go along.
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I yield 15 minutes to the Senator

from California.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California.
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I thank

the good Senator from Nebraska for
yielding. I want to, before I begin my
formal remarks, identify myself with
his statements to the Senator from
Iowa. The Senator from Iowa made a
very strong speech. ‘‘Where’s theirs?’’
Well, that is a lovely slogan. The fact
of the matter is you are going to have
a chance to see what we have in mind,
just as you did in the Budget Commit-
tee, where I proudly serve with my
friend from Iowa.

The fact of the matter is, we are
going to be offering a series of amend-
ments that take that Republican budg-
et that we think, frankly, is a retreat
from the American dream and try to
fix it and try to fix it the way we think
the vast majority of Americans would
fix it.

So my friend from Iowa will have a
chance to find out what the Democrats
think is important. He is going to find
out, and if he acts true to course, he
will vote against everything because
those Republicans do not want to
touch the $170 billion they have re-
served to give tax cuts to the wealthi-
est. Those over $350,000 will get $20,000
back each and every year, while the
drastic cuts in programs that my
friend from Iowa says, ‘‘We’re doing it
for the children,’’ cause nothing but
pain for the children.

As we offer up our amendments, they
will not change the date in which this
budget is in balance. It will be kept at
2002. That will not change by one 1
minute or 1 day. But what will
change—what will change—are the pri-
orities of this Nation, and that is why
I so relish this debate on the budget
and why I was so honored to go on the
Budget Committee of the U.S. Senate.
I served on the House Budget Commit-
tee as well, because what could be more
important than what we spend tax-
payers’ money on? What could be more
important than that? When you read
the preamble of the Constitution—and
I recommend that you do it as often as
possible—you will find out that we do
have to establish a system of justice,
that we do have to provide for the com-
mon defense, that we do have to pro-
mote the general welfare and make
sure that the blessings of this great
country are endowed on future genera-
tions. That is the function of the U.S.
Government.

Now, we can argue around the edges,
but it is our responsibility to fulfill
that very solemn pledge we take when
we raise our right hand and we swear
to God that we will, in fact, uphold this
Constitution from enemies both foreign
and domestic. I take that oath very se-
riously. I think that the budget of the
United States of America is where we
lay out for the American people how
we hope to do that.

Mr. President, I believe this budget
resolution, this Republican budget res-

olution is a cruel retreat from the
American dream because it, among
other things, will take money out of
the pockets of working people, college
students, senior citizens and place it in
the pockets of the wealthy. It is Robin
Hood in reverse. It is just what we
should not be doing.

When I listen to some of the debate
and I hear my colleague, Senator
GRAMM from Texas, and I have heard
him say it many times, he says, ‘‘What
I want to do as a Republican is take
the money out of the pockets of the
Government and put it in the pockets
of the people.’’ Well, if he believes that,
he will not support this Republican
budget, because this Republican budget
takes money out of the pockets of the
seniors, out of the pockets of the stu-
dents, out of the pockets of those who
work so hard and earn $28,000 a year or
less, and what does it do? It puts it in
the pockets of the wealthy. That is
wrong. That is wrong, and that is what
has been hidden in this debate and that
is why I relish this debate.

When I say that this budget is a cruel
retreat from the American dream, I
know what I am talking about because
I am a product of the American dream.
I am a first generation American. My
mother never graduated from high
school. Both sides of the family es-
caped from oppression, and it was
America that gave us the dream. If
there is anything that I am going to
do—anything that I am going to do in
the Senate—it is to make sure future
generations of Americans have the
same chance that I had as a little girl
growing up in a tiny little apartment.

In this great Nation, my father could
get an education, the first child in a
family of nine to go to college, and he
went at night and worked hard, and he
worked by day. Then later, when he
had a couple of children, he worked
hard and he went to law school at night
and became a professional. He did it be-
cause of America. They were able to
save and send their children to college.
One is a professor and another is a U.S.
Senator. That is the American dream,
and this budget is a cruel retreat from
the American dream.

What really riles me is that Repub-
lican after Republican will get up and
say, ‘‘We’re doing this for our children.
This is a gift to our children.’’

I will tell you what kind of gift it is.
Imagine you are a little kid and you
get a big box for your birthday and it
is wrapped in a beautiful ribbon and
you open it up and nothing is in it.
There is nothing in this budget for
children—nothing.

Children are attacked in this budget.
Education is slashed in this budget,
and I am looking forward to working
with my colleague from Illinois, who
you will hear from soon, and with Sen-
ator KENNEDY, and with Senator HAR-
KIN to restore those cuts in education
and, yes, I say to my friend from Iowa,
we will make that amendment revenue
neutral. It will not change your bal-
anced budget one bit. But you will have

to walk the line and send a message to
the children. Do you really care about
their education? Do you care about the
fact that in your budget there will be
550,000 fewer children in Head Start;
that the average college student will
have to pay nearly $5,000 more for a
loan, and if they are a graduate stu-
dent, between $3,000 and $6,000 more for
a loan.

We are going to fix that in the con-
text of your budget. If you want to vote
against it, that is fine, but do not tell
us that we are not acting responsibly,
because we are going to give you
amendment after amendment. We are
going to give you one on Medicare. We
are going to soften the hit.

In California, we have over 3 million
people on Medicare. Let me give you a
portrait. The average woman of Medi-
care age today has an income of $8,500
a year. Think about that. In the Repub-
lican budget, that elderly woman, that
grandma or great-grandma will have to
pay $900 more a year out of her pocket
for medical care, and the care will be
worse and her choices will be taken
away. So do not tell her that she is get-
ting a gift in this budget. She is get-
ting hit.

When I was growing up, my mother
and father taught me to respect the el-
derly. That is not respecting the elder-
ly, to take that money out of her pock-
et and put it in the pocket of someone
who earns $350,000 a year. Forget it
from this Senator. I will fight that as
long as I have life in me. That is dis-
respect. And we talk about V–E Day. I
heard the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee talk about V–E Day. I want to
talk about V–E Day, because I had un-
cles who went to war, World War II.
And I have friends who fought in Viet-
nam and in Korea. What is the gift to
them in this budget? We cut out veter-
ans benefits, and for those men who
fought, we cut their Medicare. Oh, that
is a great gift for our elders to cele-
brate V-E Day. This is a cruel budget,
and it does not have to be. As my
friend from Nebraska said, you just
take that money that you squirreled
away in your little lock box there very
cleverly—but it is there—and you back
off that, and let us talk business. Let
us ease the burden on our veterans. Let
us ease the burden on our children. Let
us ease the burden on our seniors, and
we can do it in a fiscally responsible
way.

I want to talk a little bit about some
of the investments that we are walking
away from in this budget. And before I
do, I want to make one more point
about how this budget hurts those
making $28,000 a year or less—families
making $28,000 a year or less, working.

Under Ronald Reagan we started the
earned income tax credit. He said it
was the best antipoverty program he
had ever seen. What does it do? It says
to those hard-working Americans who
earn under $28,000 a year, we are going
to ease the burden of your payroll
taxes and we are going to allow you to
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pay fewer taxes. What does this Repub-
lican budget do? It pulls back on that
program, and it will mean $1,600 more
over seven years to those hard-working
families—$1,600 more in taxes for those
people. I cannot understand it. We are
raising the taxes of people who earn
under $28,000 a year, who work might-
ily hard for that money, and we are
lowering the taxes of those who make
over $350,000 a year.

There must be some symmetry here.
I told you before how we are hurting
those students who have student loans.
It is going to cost them much more
over their lifetime. Do you know what
it costs to go to a private college
today? It is $15,000 to $20,000 a year.
After the Republicans get through with
this budget, only the wealthy will be
able to go. They are getting $20,000 a
year back. So if they have a student in
their family, Uncle Sam just paid the
way. But if you are middle class, look
out, it is going to cost you almost
$5,000 more a year, middle-class stu-
dents for undergraduate, and between
$3,000 and $6,000 more for graduate
school, at a time when we know we
must be the best educated in order to
compete in the world. This Republican
budget is an embarrassment to the val-
ues of America.

I want to talk about another short-
sighted area. National Institutes of
Health. These are the scientists that
get grants, who do the science to find
the cures to diseases. You think about
the disease in your family that you
have seen, or among your friends, be it
heart disease, high blood pressure,
AIDS, cancer, or be it Alzheimer’s,
Parkinson’s, cystic fibrosis, you can
name them. Everyone has been touched
by something in their lives. The NIH,
National Institutes of Health, gives out
grants to scientists, and we have cre-
ated Nobel Prize winners and they are
finding the cures for disease. I had a
meeting with Dr. Varmus who heads
NIH in my office yesterday, and this
budget is even worse than I thought.

Under current funding, for every four
grants that are approved—in other
words, if scientists come forward with
a good possibility of finding a cure for
a disease, one in four of those applica-
tions is approved. I wish we could ap-
prove and fund all four. We can fund
one in four. Under this Republican
budget, we will be lucky to fund 1 in
100 new applications—1 in 100. Now, you
do not have to be too smart to know
that this is shortsighted. We are one
plane ride away from disaster. You
have read about this ebola virus. We
are one plane ride away from disaster,
and we are unilaterally disarming our
scientists in this country.

Now, I have to say this. I believe if I
went up to one of my constituents who
earned $350,000 a year and I said, ‘‘What
would you rather have, a tax break, or
you could take that money and you
could bring home a cure for cancer?’’ I
honest-to-God believe they would say,
‘‘My goodness, Senator, if you could

promise me that, certainly I would give
that tax break up.’’

So what are we doing in this budget?
We are retreating from the American
dream, we are walking away from
science, we are giving up in the face of
international global competition. And
what for? My friends will say that it is
all worth it. It is all worth it—hurting
the seniors—although they will say to
you, ‘‘We are not cutting Medicare, we
are just lessening the increase.’’

Let me tell you about that myth.
When more people turn 65 and older, it
is going to take more money to cover
those people. And, guess what, we are
living longer and do we not like to
have our grandmas and grandpas
around? With better technology, it
costs more for the Medicare Program. I
do not think we want to deny our
grandmas and grandpas the best tech-
nology. I know I do not.

So they are going to tell you that the
Democrats are exaggerating the pain of
this budget. We are not exaggerating
the pain of this budget; we are telling
you the truth, and we are telling you
the only reason you are being asked to
take this pain—the children, seniors,
veterans, the scientists, education, and
the rest—is to give big tax breaks to
the wealthiest among us. I say this
budget should be defeated. We should
argue the facts. We should bring the
facts to the American people, and I
hope they wake up and participate in
this debate and engage in this debate
and let their leaders know this budget
is not a blueprint for the future, it is a
blueprint for disaster.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. EXON. I yield 15 minutes to the

Senator from Illinois.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois is recognized.
Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I thank

my colleague for yielding and I thank
him for his leadership. It is not easy
leading a group of Democrats who wan-
der all over the place on these issues.
Senator EXON has done an admirable
job. I also commend Senator DOMENICI
for moving toward a balanced budget
here. I think he has shown courage and
the kind of leadership that is needed. I
heard Senator GRASSLEY say, ‘‘What
can one person do?’’ I think Senator
DOMENICI has contributed.

I am concerned. I wish this were
backed up with a balanced budget
amendment for two reasons. One is
that the reality from all of the econo-
metric studies is that interest rates
would really come down if we had this
backed up with a balanced budget
amendment. The financial markets do
not know whether this is going to stick
even if it stopped it. And I think there
is good reason to believe it may not
stick.

Our history—and I see the Senator
from Washington on the floor, who was
here when we voted for Gramm-Rud-
man—is that we keep legislative solu-
tions for a balanced budget about 2

years, and then they become too politi-
cally awkward and we give them up. If
we had a constitutional amendment,
we would have, at a minimum, another
$170 billion that could be available for
education and Medicare and other
things.

One of the ironies is that the AARP,
which understandably is concerned
with what is happening in Medicare,
was opposed to the balanced budget
amendment which could, today, make
more money available for Medicare.

I am also concerned, and I mentioned
this in the Budget Committee, that our
atmosphere has become more partisan
than it should be. We really ought to
be working together on these things.

I am not blaming either party. This
thing has just kind of grown over the
years. I do not think it is helpful to ei-
ther party or to the Nation.

I voted for Senator DOMENICI’s reso-
lution to have a balanced budget by the
year 2002. I voted against the final
package because I believe the priorities
are wrong. I think they are wrong for
the reasons I will spell out here.

First of all, they assume that there
will be a tax cut if we have some inter-
est savings. This is not the time we
should have a tax cut. I face a choice of
giving myself a little bit of a bonus—I
do not like paying taxes any more than
the Senator from Michigan or the Sen-
ator from Nebraska or anyplace else—
giving myself a little bit of a bonus, or
giving my three grandchildren a bonus
and making life better for them.

I do not think Americans have any
hesitancy in saying, ‘‘Let’s get that
deficit down. Let’s not give ourselves a
tax cut.’’ The tax-cut premise is wrong.
I know Senator DOMENICI had to fash-
ion a compromise here. Our colleague
from Texas is going to offer an amend-
ment to specify more clearly a tax cut.
I hope his amendment is resoundingly
defeated.

Second, I am concerned what is hap-
pening to education. My friend, Sen-
ator GRASSLEY, mentioned this is a
choice between their budget and the
status quo. Well, in the field of edu-
cation, status quo would be appreciably
better than cuts in the field of edu-
cation.

Every study—I do not care whether it
is by a conservative think tank or a
liberal think tank—every study that
questions how we build a better Amer-
ica says we will have to invest more in
education. Yet this budget goes in the
opposite direction.

Title I, which helps poor kids, and
has done some real solid things, the re-
ality is that if this is adopted, young
people in Chicago, East St. Louis, De-
troit, Omaha, Seattle, and other places
represented in this body, will see some
cuts. Head Start is going to be cut
back. The student loan—part of this
bill is that there will be rescissions
that the Labor and Human Resources
Committee has to make. The Presiding
Officer sits on that committee. That
committee will have to make $14.7 bil-
lion worth of savings on student loans.
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Now, the document talks about cut-

ting back on graduate education. If we
totally eliminate assistance for grad-
uate education, we save $2 billion. That
in itself, I think, is wrong. But that
leaves $12.7 billion that we still have to
get. That means, clearly, we will have
to charge interest while students are in
college. That will make it tougher for
them when they get out of school, and
I also think will discourage some from
going to school.

I think it moves the country in the
wrong direction. This is the kind of
issue where, frankly, instead of devis-
ing a partisan document, I have enough
confidence in the Senator from New
Mexico, the Senator from Washington,
and the Senator from Michigan, that if
we could have been able to sit down in
a bull session and say what really are
the national priorities and forget
whether the Democratic or the Repub-
lican Party can benefit from it, I do
not think we would have been cutting
back on education.

I heard Senator BOXER talk about
cutting back on NIH, the National In-
stitutes of Health, in the research area.
I remember Senator HARKIN speaking
on this floor, mentioning that we have
spent as much in the last 7 years on
military research as we have spent on
health care research since the begin-
ning of the century. I have never
checked out that figure, but it was a
startling figure. It is probably close to
accurate, if it is not completely accu-
rate.

I saw my father die of leukemia. So I
have been interested in what has hap-
pened in leukemia research. I have
seen great progress. My father died in
1969. Today he would have a real
chance of living. I see the progress that
is being made, and I want to continue
that progress so that humanity can
benefit. I think that is what people
want.

Just today in the town meeting every
Thursday that Senator CAROL
MOSELEY-BRAUN and I have for our Illi-
nois constituents, the multiple sclero-
sis Father of the Year was there with
three fine young boys and his wife.
Just a marvelous family. He is a law-
yer by background, struggling just to
walk. How I would love to see some
kind of a breakthrough that could help
him and his family. But it will take
dollars to do it. When we cut back on
dollars for research, we are preventing
breakthroughs that we need.

Now Medicare and Medicaid. I do not
suggest that they do not have to take
some hit. The growth is clearly exces-
sive. But the kind of hit we are talking
about is going to hurt a lot of people.
While we have talked primarily about
Medicare, I am concerned on Medicaid,
too. Half the people on Medicaid are
children—poor children. I do not think
the American people want to cut back
on health care for poor children. Yet
that is what happens.

Then I heard Senator GRASSLEY say
in the Budget Committee, accurately,
he said there is only one sacred cow in

this—I am not talking about agri-
culture here, Senator EXON—there is
only one sacred cow in this budget.
That is defense.

I do not think there is any question
that that is accurate. Yes, we have cut
back defense spending some. But rel-
ative to what other nations have done,
we have not done it much. We are
spending more than the next eight na-
tions combined are spending on de-
fense.

We are continuing to spend money on
B–2 bombers. What is the purpose of a
B–2 bomber? To penetrate Soviet radar.
There are only two problems. There is
not any Soviet Union and there is not
any Soviet radar. They are useless. We
could not use them in Desert Storm.
We do not use them in Haiti. We do not
use them in the practical problems
that we face. We are spending money
for yesterday’s war. We can cut back
and do better.

There are a number of other things
that I think are wrong in this budget,
including one small one. I was pleased
to have Senator BOND from your side of
the Budget Committee vote with me to
restore this. This is the antifraud com-
pliance group that will save $5 for
every $1 we put into it. The estimate is
if we have this antifraud compliance
group in, the IRS, we will save $9.2 bil-
lion over a 5-year-period, I believe the
estimate was. And we are talking
about a 7-year budget. So it would be
significantly more than that.

I understand when people say we
should not have any tax increases,
though frankly I think we should be
more candid with the American public
that, of the 224 industrial nations, we
are 224th in the percentage of our in-
come that goes for taxation. We have
the lowest taxes on gasoline, for exam-
ple, of any country outside of Saudi
Arabia. You go through a whole series
of things like that.

But for people who say we do not
want any tax increases, I understand. I
do not understand why, when so many
of us pay taxes and comply with the
law, we do not want to go after those
who are cheating. That is what that
amendment does. Senator GLENN and I
will have an amendment on the floor to
deal with that.

Finally, I would like to deal with
Senator GRASSLEY’s question, What are
we for? First of all, you will see in a se-
ries of amendments that we will be pro-
posing what we are for in terms of
shifts. Senator EXON will have at least
one amendment. Senator KENNEDY will
have an amendment. Others will have
amendments. But there will also be an
amendment that some of us will offer,
a more comprehensive amendment. I
do not know how many votes we are
going to get. I hope there will be people
on the other side of the aisle who will
look at this carefully. I think the pri-
orities are wrong here.

That we should move toward a bal-
anced budget, absolutely. PETE DOMEN-
ICI is to be commended for moving us in
that direction. But that we should have

priorities that hurt the most vulner-
able in our society, I do not think that
makes sense. I do not think that is
what the American people are for.

Mr. President, I yield the remainder
of my time back to Senator EXON.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I thank my
colleague from Illinois and my col-
league from California, who spoke be-
fore him, for their excellent presen-
tations and the direct way that they
tell what we are trying to do to be con-
structive on this side of the aisle. I
very much appreciated the dedicated
work of both of them on the Budget
Committee. They have been extremely
helpful, very helpful in the markup
process. I thank them for their excel-
lent remarks to set the record straight
about the constructive posture we are
trying to take on this side of the aisle.

I yield 15 minutes to the Senator
from the great State of Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I
thank the ranking member. As the
Senate begins its debate on the concur-
rent budget resolution, I would like to
offer a few comments also on the work
of the Budget Committee, and espe-
cially on a subject about which I have
had a particular concern, and that is
the subject of the tax cut; whether it
makes sense to have tax cuts at this
time part of the budget resolution.

The first thing I want to do is praise
the Senator from Nebraska, not only
for his work on the Budget Committee
but for the fact that he was one of the
very first Members of this body to
point out—and to join me in my efforts
to say—we really cannot consistently
say we are trying to reduce the deficit
and have tax cuts. So I appreciate his
leadership on that. He has done that
consistently throughout the Budget
Committee process.

I also want to commend the whole
Budget Committee and its chairman,
the Senator from New Mexico, for the
work that was done on the concurrent
budget resolution. As the debate
unfolds on the concurrent resolution,
there will be a lot of opportunities to
criticize the particulars of the docu-
ment and proposed changes to it. I ex-
pect to do both of those things. That is
the nature of the legislative body and
the consequence of the diverse prior-
ities that are represented here. Before
that debate, though, Chairman DOMEN-
ICI should be lauded for his effort. I was
especially pleased with his ability to
keep the budget deliberations in com-
mittee clearly focused on the issue of
reducing the deficit.

We have different approaches to how
we get there, but there has to be a uni-
fied, bipartisan commitment that at
the end of this budget resolution we
will have a resolution that calls for a
date certain—and I think it should be
the year 2002 or earlier—for a balanced
budget to be achieved.

Those who are serious about deficit
reduction have to make tough choices
about where and how much to cut, and
I think we have to make those choices
right now. When I ran for the Senate, I
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proposed a specific plan that would
have provided for a balanced budget by
the year 1998. I still think that would
work. But at this point, given the re-
alities, if we can get this done by the
year 2002, I think it would be a very
significant achievement.

But as chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, the Senator from New Mexico,
faced not only the same tough choices
the rest of us had to face, his choices
had to achieve a consensus out of the
committee so he could get a majority.
I will add that the ability of the Budg-
et Committee to craft a document that
at least the majority party argues
achieves a balanced budget by the year
2002 does underscore my belief that we
do not need, and did not need, a con-
stitutional amendment to balance the
budget.

How can this process even be unfold-
ing if we need a balanced budget
amendment? The line was they simply
will never get down to business if we do
not change the Constitution. But the
product of the Senate Budget Commit-
tee proves that we did not have to mess
around with the Constitution, we just
had to get together in committee and
on the floor and do the job now.

I think that is very important be-
cause people lose sight of the fact that
we devoted a month out here to dis-
cussing the balanced budget amend-
ment. I think we did the right thing
when we defeated it.

But now we have the opportunity to
show not only that it was not nec-
essary, but that we did not have to
wait for the States to ratify it and sort
of get started on the project late in
this decade, but that we can do it right
now. We can do it this very year
through the budget process. I know it
is tough. I know some Budget Commit-
tee members are on record supporting
significant tax cuts. Obviously every
Member of the Senate would love to be
able to vote for tax cuts.

But the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee rightly decided that the first
priority of the committee is not tax
cuts but deficit reduction. The Senator
from New Mexico is absolutely right
and, given the political pressures he
faced in this regard, I think he deserves
credit for his efforts. He tried. He tried
very hard. He came up short, but he
improved the House version, the ver-
sion of the other body, which provides
for even more enormous tax cuts.

So that was progress. I wish I could
say, though, that those efforts spelled
the end of the push for tax cuts. I re-
gret that even the Senate budget reso-
lution itself leaves the door wide open
for tax cuts. Do not let anyone tell you
the Senate budget resolution does not
contemplate tax cuts within this 7-year
period. It does and they would be very
large; to the tune of, apparently, at
least $170 billion.

That document creates a special
budget surplus allowance dedicated
solely for tax cuts. Although I cer-
tainly think an excellent job was done
in many respects, that special fund is

an invitation for trouble if we are
going to reduce the Federal deficit and
eliminate it. The $170 billion tax cut
fund is a cookie jar. It is a special fund
put away that could be used for deficit
reduction, or to restore the Medicare
cuts and the student loan cuts and the
agriculture cuts that are a part of this
document.

I have to reiterate, we could get more
deficit reduction or we could still have
a completely balanced budget by the
year 2002 and not do those very harsh
cuts to the tune of $256 billion to Medi-
care. We need to eliminate this kitty,
this cookie jar for the tax cut. Not
only is it $170 billion but the special
fund will almost certainly lure propos-
als to enact even more significant tax
cuts. I do not think that is the chair-
man’s intent. In fact, I think it is just
the opposite. But I think that is what
will happen. And once the focus of our
work is shifted from deficit reduction
to tax cuts, I think it will be a very
short route to another tax-cut bidding
war.

If we have that war it will undo the
progress we made in the 103d Congress
and the further progress I think the
Budget Committee is trying to make
with regard to reducing the deficit. In
fact, it was just that kind of tax-cut
bidding war in the 1980’s that got us
into this terrible mess in the first
place.

A major tax cut is not only fiscally
imprudent; it may undermine the pub-
lic confidence we have to have to pur-
sue the painful cuts necessary to bal-
ance the Federal budget. The tax cut
may be the crown jewel of the Repub-
lican contract, but it is really a lump
of coal for the children and grand-
children of our future who get stuck
with the debt and paying interest on
the debt because we did not have the
guts to eliminate the tax cut today.

If the American people believe we are
playing it straight with them, that the
cuts we enact are fair and honest, then
they will support the work product and
make the sacrifices needed for a bal-
anced budget willingly. If, however,
they believe that this process is noth-
ing more than politics as usual, that
we are enacting a fiscally irresponsible
tax cut for the sake of a political agen-
da, then they will rightly question the
sincerity and fairness and prudence of
the cuts in the budget package, and
any hope for progress on this will be
dashed.

Inclusion of any type of a major tax-
cut measure in this year’s budget reso-
lution sends us in the wrong direction.
Deficit reduction has to be our highest
priority, not tax cuts. Enacting tax
cuts at a time when we are still fight-
ing the deficit could well hurt those
families whom the tax cut is supposed
to help.

It is the middle class who will bear
the brunt of the higher interest rates
that could be triggered by a tax cut,
and their children who will bear much
of the burden of the continually esca-
lating national debt.

Mr. President, this should not be, and
I do not think this really is a partisan
issue.

For my own part, I have opposed the
tax cut proposals that Members of both
parties have offered.

Last November, I opposed the tax
cuts included in the Contract With
America. But I also opposed my own
President’s tax cut plan on the day he
announced it.

Since then, some of both parties have
advanced tax cut proposals. But I am
happy to say that Members of both par-
ties have joined me in challenging the
wisdom of these proposals. The momen-
tum in this body is against a tax cut.
The momentum was begun by the good
work of the Budget Committee which
at least relegated the tax cuts to this
cookie jar. That was the first step. The
whole Senate should finish it off. Let
us get it off the table, and make this
budget about one thing and one thing
only; and, that is, getting rid of the
Federal deficit once and for all so the
people in this country can get rid of
that sick feeling in their stomachs that
the people out here in Washington are
not responsible with their tax dollars,
so that kind of bipartisanship is en-
couraging, not only the issue of tax
cuts, but also on the issue of deficit re-
duction in general.

The growing bipartisan opposition to
the tax cut stems from a belief that
deficit reduction is the higher priority,
that the savings generated by these
very, very tough spending cuts have to
be used for deficit reduction and not
tax cuts. In that common belief we
ought to be able to find the common
ground that can be the basis of a truly
bipartisan budget resolution.

Mr. President, as I said, before, I
stand ready to participate in such an
effort, and I am sure that many of the
people on our side of the aisle share
that view.

Because the actual work of reducing
the deficit requires hard choices, it is
so very easy to stray away from that
chore.

It becomes even more tempting to
avoid that responsibility when some-
thing as highly charged and politically
appealing as cutting taxes competes for
our attention.

For this reason, the chairman of the
Budget Committee again should be
commended for keeping the primary
focus of his work and his committee’s
work on deficit reduction instead of
reckless tax cuts.

So, though I have a number of sig-
nificant differences with the chair-
man’s proposal, and especially a tax-
cut cookie jar, I did want to take this
opportunity to thank him for his work.

At the end of the day let me conclude
by saying that you cannot have it both
ways. You cannot say we absolutely
must make big cuts in Medicare and
farm programs, student loan programs,
you cannot say that you have to get
this done by the year 2002, or we will
have a terrible fiscal mess, and then
turn right around and say we have
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plenty of money for $170 billion or $300
billion of tax cuts. You cannot have it
both ways. As we say back home, you
cannot have your cake and eat it too.
Mr. President, I would suggest you can-
not have your deficit reduction and eat
it, too.

I yield the floor.
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

THOMPSON). The Senator from New
Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am
going to yield to Senator GORTON as
much time as he desires. I wonder be-
fore he speaks if he would yield me 1
minute.

Mr. President, I want to make it
clear once and for all. The budget that
we put before the Senate is a deficit re-
duction budget. It is a zero deficit in
the year 2002, no games, no smoke, no
mirrors. The first actions of the U.S.
Senate when they implement this will
be to get to a balanced budget. For
anyone talking about tax cuts prior to
balancing the budget, just get hold of
the budget resolution and read it. If
there is anywhere in there that you can
find that, then obviously I will not
only come here and apologize but
clearly, clearly it will be a budget that
I did not produce. So somebody put
words in that I do not understand, that
I did not know were there. That is
point No. 1.

Point No. 2: The way this budget is
structured, you will get to balance.
You will have all the laws changed that
get you to balance. That is frequently
called a reconciliation bill, a big bill
that will change the entitlements per-
manently.

You will then ask the Congressional
Budget Office. Is it balanced? When
they say yes, and only then is the 170,
perhaps 170. It might be a different
number, depending upon the Congres-
sional Budget Office evaluation of our
path. There will be an economic bonus.

The American people are entitled to
an economic bonus, and we say give it
to them in tax cuts. But only then, and
we also pass the resolution that the tax
cuts, 90 percent of them, have to be for
people earning $100,000 and less. All of
the rest of the talk about tax cuts, I
would hope everyone understands you
are talking about something that is
not before the Senate. And I am not
suggesting you cannot talk about it or
you should not. But I hope everybody
knows that is not the case in this budg-
et. Balancing the budget is the primary
responsibility.

For anyone who wants to balance the
budget, and then turn around and say
now that you have it balanced, start
spending again, it is balanced, you
have it in balance, there is an eco-
nomic dividend, start spending it
again—have at it.

I just do not believe the American
people believe that, for they will say
that is just the same old thing. That is
spending again. We say when you get
to balance give the American people a
break.

I now yield to Senator GORTON, and
he will manage the floor for a while.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Will the Senator
yield for one unanimous-consent re-
quest?

Mr. GORTON. Certainly.
PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that staff peo-
ple, two fellows, Danielle Rose and
Lauren Ewers be granted privileges of
the floor during the debate on the
budget resolution.

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

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank the Sen-
ator.

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

ator from Washington.
Mr. GORTON. Would the President

notify me when I use 15 minutes?
Mr. President, I must start by saying

that perhaps some of the criticisms of
the position of the Democratic Party
that have been levied in the last few
days, and even here this afternoon,
may be a little bit overstated. It has
been our position that the opposition
to this budget resolution are totally
defenders of the status quo, that they
do not wish to make any changes what-
soever, that they do not care about a
balanced budget. But several of them
have already told us that is not true,
that everything they propose will con-
tinue the balance and the resolution
produced by my distinguished friend
and colleague from New Mexico. Mr.
President, if that is the case, the Do-
menici budget is already a landmark of
progress for this country. And I fer-
vently hope that those statements do
turn out to be true, though I may be a
skeptic until I see it proven.

Under those circumstances, the accu-
sation of the defenders of the status
quo will be appropriately directed only
at the White House and at the adminis-
tration.

My friend from Iowa earlier this
afternoon pointed out that this yellow
line describes the budget deficit for the
next 5 years under figures provided by
our Congressional Budget Office if we
are to pass the President’s proposed
budget. This is what happens under the
President’s budget, and the proposal
that was presented by Members on the
other side when they offered us a huge
tax increase 2 years ago to lower the
budget deficit. Well, in all 5 of those
years we will have that huge tax in-
crease in place. But the budget deficit
will go up each and every year.

That, Mr. President, is the status
quo. That was what the administration
proposed to us. That is what was de-
fended for at least a couple of months
by Members on the other side of the
aisle while we strove mightily to come
up with something that would put this
country on this line, a line ending in a
balanced budget in 7 years, exactly as
promised in the constitutional amend-
ment defeated by only a single vote.

So perhaps we have made a huge de-
gree of progress. We have the other

party repudiating this line and accept-
ing this line.

My colleague from New Mexico has
invited any Member of the other party
during the course of the day to propose
the President’s budget, so that we all
may vote on it and determine whether
or not there is anyone in this body who
wants to do this. And I hope and I be-
lieve that if no one from the other side
of the aisle makes such a proposition,
we will put it out here for debate and
for a vote ourselves because its repudi-
ation will show that great progress has
been made in agreeing at least on the
desirability of balancing the budget.

But, Mr. President, my skepticism
remains because at the same time we
are told that all of the amendments
will do nothing but redistribute var-
ious functions but will continue this
line, we are told, no, no, we do not have
an alternative budget—not here. Now,
that political party in the House of
Represenatives has an alternative
budget to what is proposed in the
House. Do you know what it is, Mr.
President? It is essentially the Domen-
ici budget. It looks good over on the
other side of the Capitol but not here.
No, they say, what we will do is pro-
pose individual amendments, each of
which will maintain this balance.

Now, what, Mr. President, is the dif-
ference between going at it that way
and making an overall budget proposal
which continues us on this line? Well,
it is very simple. You can use the same
money over and over and over again.
Each time an amendment is defeated
that would cut the defense budget in
order more generously to fund one of
their favorite programs or would go
into the reserve fund to fund one of
their favorite programs, each time
such an amendment is lost, you can do
it over again. You can use the same
money for a different spending pro-
gram.

Between the first two Senators who
spoke on that side, there were eloquent
demands for more money for education,
for veterans, for health care, for the
National Institutes of Health, less of a
slowdown in the outrageous growth in
the earned income tax credit, and more
money for agriculture.

Now, Mr. President, there is no possi-
bility that they could produce a budget
that did all of those things in half the
amounts outlined by the Senator from
California without a huge tax increase.
But if they do it one amendment at a
time and lose one amendment at a
time, they can use the same money
over and over again. And perhaps, Mr.
President, my skepticism is fed a little
bit by the fact that that is exactly
what they did in the Budget Commit-
tee. I kept notes as a member of that
committee, and 14 amendments from
that side proposed increased spending;
6 of them proposed actual tax increases
over the present level; 5 used the re-
serve fund, there for the possibility of
tax cuts if we do our job right; 2 others
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reduced those proposed tax cuts, and 3
reduced expenditures for defense below
the President’s proposals which them-
selves already call for reductions, real
reductions in every year covered by his
budget.

That is what we will get here, Mr.
President. The one uniting factor over
there is a total anathema with respect
to the remote possibility that some-
one’s taxes somewhere in the United
States might be reduced.

Now, as the Senator from New Mex-
ico said, we do not propose a tax cut di-
rectly in this budget. We propose to get
to this zero figure on the deficit, and
we are told that if we do so, not just in
a budget resolution but by passing ac-
tual binding laws which change spend-
ing policy so that we can get to this
point, the economy will react. Interest
rates will be lower. We will find 170 bil-
lion more dollars because of a better
economy over the course of the next 5
years.

And incidentally, Mr. President,
those reductions in interest rates will
knock into a cocked hat all the state-
ments about student loans made by the
Senator from California. They are
based on what interest rates are going
to be if you adopt the President’s budg-
et. That is the set of circumstances
under which interest rates like that
will be charged someone, young people
or others.

So we say that if we go through this
exercise, if we balance the budget, if we
improve the economy, if we lower in-
terest rates, perhaps the American peo-
ple ought to get a dividend.

Now, why is it difficult to come to a
compromise in cases like this? Because
of the way that it is characterized. The
Senator from California and others,
when they talk about tax cuts, say a
tax cut is taking money out of the
pockets of the poor and putting it in
the hands of the rich. That stems from
an attitude that all the money in the
United States of America belongs to
the Government, and if we are good lit-
tle children, maybe it will give us back
something that we earned ourselves.

Our position is that the American
people, when we have done our job,
ought to be allowed to keep and deter-
mine the spending habits of a little bit
more of the money they have earned
and have less of it taken away from
them and handed to someone else, and
that is a very, very profound dif-
ference.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Washington yield for a
question?

Mr. GORTON. I certainly will.
Mr. GREGG. To the Senator from

Washington, is it not my understand-
ing that this budget resolution brought
forward by the Republican Senate
Members on the Budget Committee, for
which no Democrats voted, has in it
language which says that to the extent
there is this tax cut as a result of the
bonus that would occur to the Amer-
ican people by getting to a balanced
budget, the dividend occurs as a result

of interest rates coming down, this $170
billion tax cut—and as the Senator
points out the actual bonus to the
American people would be lower inter-
est rates on everything, and it would
represent billions and billions of dol-
lars in savings to the American people.
But if that happens, does this resolu-
tion state that 90 percent of this tax
cut, to the extent it is instituted,
should go to people with incomes under
$100,000? And is that the new definition
of wealthy from the other side of the
aisle, people with incomes over
$100,000?

Mr. GORTON. The Senator from New
Hampshire is 100 percent correct. It is
interesting that in its initial form that
proposal was made by one of the Sen-
ators on the other side who already
this afternoon in the Chamber has
talked about these huge tax cuts for
the wealthy. Yet, it was that Senator
who, with our help, earmarked any re-
duction that we do get for middle-class
working Americans. We felt that was a
good amendment, and we felt that
those middle-class, hard-working
Americans ought to be allowed to keep
a little bit more of what they earn and
determine how to spend it themselves.

The Senator from New Hampshire’s
comments lead me to another point.
When we speak about $170 billion in
this period in savings in interest on the
national debt, which we then can re-
turn to the people in the form of lower
taxes, but which the other side wants
to spend before we have even earned
it—they are spending this dividend,
and in every one of the amendments we
get they will be spending this dividend
before it is ever earned.

But that is only the savings on the
interest on the national debt, on the
Government’s debt. There are hundreds
of billions of dollars more that will be
in the pockets of individuals because
they will have paid lower interest rates
on their mortgages, on their install-
ment credit, on the money they use to
begin new small businesses and the
like. That is the purpose of the budget
which we seek.

And I want to return to my first com-
ments. I think we have already had a
tremendous triumph. I suspect we are
not going to get anyone on the other
side coming in and giving us an amend-
ment to pass this budget, and I suspect
when they vote on it, they are going to
end up voting against that budget. But
we have already triumphed. We have
already come to an agreement that we
ought to be on this road here, the road
to a balanced budget.

The differences will be that, with all
of these huge amounts of spending,
trillions of dollars in this period of
time, we hope that 1 or 1.5 percent of
it, if we do do our job, might be left in
the pockets of middle-class working
American citizens at the end of this en-
tire debate. We think they can do a
better job of spending it than can the
Government of the United States.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
yield myself such time as I need to
make my presentation. I ask unani-
mous consent that I be permitted to do
that.

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

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
with this resolution, we begin a new
phase in the debate over the Federal
budget.

I am sorry that the distinguished
Senator from New Mexico, the chair-
man of the Budget Committee, is not
on the floor, because I want the
RECORD to reflect not only my admira-
tion but my respect for that leadership
that he has provided in the Budget
Committee and, in fact, though we may
disagree with several parts of the budg-
et resolution that was produced, it was
the intention of the Budget Committee
chairman to do as efficient a job as he
could, and I commend him for it.

The debate about whether we should
move toward a balanced budget is over.
There is a consensus that we should do
just that. It crosses the aisle that di-
vides us. We Democrats are committed
to a deficit-reduced balanced budget in
the interest of the financial stability of
our country. And we have no less cre-
dentials to do that than our friends on
the other side of the aisle. I hope that,
during my comments, we will be able
to make a clear distinction about how
we get to that point.

There are differences about whether
we balance the operating budget or
whether we include Social Security in
the budget calculation, which, astound-
ingly, on the Republican side it has
been part of a structure to include the
balances from Social Security, the sur-
plus—and I talk to senior citizens
across this country—to use their trust
funds, sacrosanct, committed, reserved
for the time they need it. No, we are
going to do some funny accounting to
get to the point that we want to.

I come from the corporate side of the
business world, as do many of my col-
leagues. I know one thing: If I were to
project sales and earnings for my com-
pany over the next 5 to 7 years and I
said, ‘‘We are going to make lots of
money and here is how much we are
going to make, we are doing this in
revenues and here is how much we are
going to do,’’ and I failed to tell the
public that I am going to include the
employees’ pension fund that my com-
pany does not own—it is the employ-
ees’—in the figures—and I said this in
the Budget Committee—you would be
led out with a raincoat over your head
and hands tied behind your back, es-
corted by U.S. marshals.

So, first of all, we get to a balanced
budget using some smoke, some mir-
rors, and some significant gimmicks.
We try to remove the Social Security
balance and say, let us fight for a bal-
anced budget without that. Oh, no,
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that could not happen. So there are
some differences.

Americans, however, want to reduce
wasteful spending in both parties,
Democrat and Republican, have got the
message.

So, as we work on this resolution, the
budget issue has changed. Now the
issue is not whether we reduce spend-
ing and move toward a balanced budg-
et. The issue is: How do we do it?
Whose benefits will be cut? Who will
win? Who will lose? Because this is
somewhat of a seesaw. As long as we
stay within the parameters of balance,
when one side goes down, the other side
goes up. And, most fundamentally—and
I put this board up—the question is:
Whose side are we on? Whose side is the
Government on?

This is the issue that, unfortunately,
continues to divide our two parties. We
Democrats believe that Government
must stand on the side of ordinary,
middle-class families, on the side of
senior citizens who worked to build
this country, who presented us with
perhaps the best half century or four
decades that this country has ever
seen, not by just their participation in
World War II, Korea, the other wars
that have come by, but at the same
time building this country’s fundamen-
tal structure.

The other part is children. Two sides:
One is to take care of the future, invest
with and in our children, but at the
same time not forgetting our obliga-
tions to the senior citizens; and on the
side of those who really must struggle
to survive.

But the new majority has a very dif-
ferent philosophy, and a different con-
stituency. The Contract With America,
as it is commonly called, is a contract
with the most powerful, wealthy mem-
bers of our society. It would provide
huge benefits to millionaires and spe-
cial interests, and it would force the
ordinary American to foot the bill.

Perhaps nothing illustrates the dif-
ferences between our two parties more
than the Republican proposal for mas-
sive Medicare reductions to pay for tax
cuts for the rich. I think it is out-
rageous. And I intend to fight it as
hard as I can, just as I did during the
Budget Committee’s deliberations.

Mr. President, the average Medicare
beneficiary has a rather modest income
and, conversely, at that stage in life,
typically, they have very high medical
expenses. Seventy-five percent of those
folks have incomes under $25,000—75
percent, incomes under $25,000. Not
much to live on, especially if you live
in higher cost areas. Thirty-five per-
cent have incomes under $10,000.

These folks cannot afford massive
cost increases. And they should not be
forced to give up their own doctor or to
sacrifice the quality of their care.

Over the past 2 weeks, Republican
leaders have tried desperately to jus-
tify huge Medicare cuts by pointing to
projected shortfalls in the HI trust
fund. But the argument is bogus. If we
need to shore up the trust fund, that

does not mean that we need to take a
whack at Medicare recipients.

There are other places in the budget
to find savings. It is only a question of
priorities.

These are my priorities. Before we
burden more of our struggling seniors,
we ought to go after special interest
tax breaks, we ought to eliminate fund-
ing for the space station, we ought to
terminate unnecessary weapons sys-
tems, we ought to abolish special sub-
sidies for the timber industry, the oil
industry and the gas industry and the
ranching interests, and we ought to
eliminate an array of other wasteful or
low-priority spending.

Of course, Mr. President, there can be
debate about the specifics, but there
should be no disagreement about this
priority, this principle. I enunciate, we
should not be cutting Medicare just to
fund tax cuts for the rich.

In the Budget Committee, I offered
an amendment to shift funds from tax
cuts for the wealthy to restore funding
for Medicare and Medicaid. My amend-
ment was defeated when every Repub-
lican opposed it, without exception. We
just heard from our distinguished col-
league from Washington who said that
there was not a Democrat that joined
the Republican majority when the
Budget Committee denied amendments
and passed this budget resolution. But
I ask, if the same speech that is made
on the floor of this Senate would be
made in a town meeting back home in
whatever the town and whatever the
State, and look in the faces of the sen-
ior citizens and say, ‘‘Listen, we’re
going to make it easy for you by add-
ing more expense to your already bur-
dened budgets in hopes that if we give
a tax cut to the rich, if we give a guy
earning $350,000 a year a $20,000 tax re-
duction that he is going to invest it in
some way that will stimulate our econ-
omy.’’ We just have to hope he does not
put it in some dormant tax-exempt
bonds, or something like that, because
that is not going to help.

To justify their opposition to some of
these things, the Republicans, once
again, said, ‘‘Oh, no, not us, that’s not
what we want to do.’’

So I pointed out that the Republican
leadership in both the House and the
Senate did support such cuts and did
support the House bill that essentially
was in the works. This was no secret.
The House had passed the bill giving a
$20,000 tax break to those earning
$350,000 in a year.

I went a step further. I said, ‘‘OK, if
you’re really not going to cut Medicare
to pay for tax cuts for the rich, let’s
put it in writing and make it enforce-
able.’’ So I offered an amendment that
would have made it out of order to con-
sider any bill that cut Medicare or
Medicaid to pay for tax cuts for the
rich.

Under the amendment, I suggested it
would have taken a supermajority, 60
votes, to take up that kind of a pro-
posal. Simple enough to say that if you
wanted to offer tax cuts and decided to

cut Medicare or Medicaid, that it
would take this supermajority 60 votes
to do so. What do you think? Every Re-
publican on the committee voted
against that, too. Why? I do not know.
Obviously, they think tax cuts for the
rich are more important than other
priorities, the thing we were discussing
on the floor here.

Mr. President, it should be obvious to
everyone that the Republican Party
really does plan to cut Medicare, to cut
Medicaid to pay for tax cuts for the
rich. But they go out of their way to
obscure what is really going on. So we
have developed a nomenclature for the
reserve that CBO is likely to put up
once this budget is believed to be bal-
anced. It is called an economic divi-
dend. It is called a fiscal dividend.
They do not say that it is for tax cuts.
Just a wink of the eye. Everybody
knows it.

We have heard some of our colleagues
from the Republican side who have de-
clared their intention to run for Presi-
dent demand that tax cuts be included.
One suggested that a filibuster would
be in order on the floor of the Senate
to make sure that tax cuts are in place.
Our distinguished majority leader did
say in a speech that he made that tax
cuts are in order in terms of a budget
resolution. So we ought to call it like
it is. Make no mistake, the fiscal divi-
dend is really disguised, but down deep
it is simply a tax cut for the rich.

There should be little confusion
about this. We know that CBO will
score the indirect benefits to the Gov-
ernment of reconciliation. We know
that these benefits can only be used
under this resolution for a tax cut, and
we know that the House already has
passed a bill giving a $20,000 tax break
for wealthy individuals in a year.

This is what it looks like. The Re-
publican budget. The winners: The
rich—$20,000 tax break, corporate sub-
sidies protected and tax loopholes
saved. The fix is in. There is a tax cut
for the rich in this resolution. It is a
huge tax cut financed by drastic reduc-
tions in Medicare, or increases in Medi-
care costs and Medicaid subsidies. Do
not let anybody fool us.

Mr. President, I go back now to the
larger question posed by this budget
resolution. This debate, like few oth-
ers, is about to force each of us to
make a very fundamental decision, a
decision about what we stand for, a de-
cision about whose side we are on.

I want to take a look for a minute at
who wins and who loses under the Re-
publican proposed budget. The winners:
The rich—$20,000 tax break, corporate
subsidies are protected, tax loopholes
are saved. The winners are clear: Rich,
corporate interests and their lobbyists.

Meanwhile, let us see who loses under
this resolution. First, there are the
Medicare cuts. It will cost an average
couple over the 7 years proposed to get
us to a balanced budget $6,400, and in
the last year of the 7-year cycle, we are
looking at an $1,800 cost for that cou-
ple. These, by the way, are people who
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already pay a substantial out-of-pocket
sum for health care. It is estimated
that it runs about 21 percent. So if the
average beneficiary is getting $16,000 a
year, it costs them $3,000 more for med-
ical care, for health care.

On top of that, there are education
cuts proposed. On top of that, there are
tax increases scheduled for hard-work-
ing American families. That is a sub-
stantial one, too. By eliminating the
earned income tax credit, the Repub-
licans not only will increase taxes on
working Americans, but they will re-
duce needed incentives for people to
move from welfare to work. It does not
make sense. It really makes one won-
der, Mr. President, how can the Repub-
licans cut taxes for the rich, on one
hand, and with the other hand turn
around and increase taxes for working
Americans, people making $28,000 or
less?

That may be the Republicans’ per-
spective of fairness, but it is not mine.
It is just plain wrong.

But one thing is becoming quite
clear, and that is the sharp difference
between the two parties’ perspectives.
The Republican Party is willing to lay
down for high-income special interests,
while we stand up for the working peo-
ple in this country.

So, yes, Mr. President, we are going
to do a lot of fighting about this budg-
et resolution. In most of these fights,
we Democrats are going to be joined
together in the fight, because while we
disagree with each other about a lot of
things, there is one thing that unites
us; that is, our commitment to serving
ordinary people, middle-class families
who work hard, who struggle to keep
their homes together, who struggle to
keep opportunity available for their
children, who struggle to take care of
the elderly and the disabled—the peo-
ple without lobbyists, the people with-
out the big bank accounts and without
the connections.

Most of us came to the Democratic
Party because we believe that Govern-
ment should stand with these people. I
point out, Mr. President, immodestly
perhaps, that I came out of the busi-
ness sector and helped create an indus-
try as well as a company. I am one of
the people who was fortunate to be per-
haps in some of the higher income
brackets. But I believe that my secu-
rity as a citizen, that my family’s secu-
rity, my daughters’, my son’s, my
grandchildren’s, that my security de-
pends on the stability of our country,
not on how much more money I give or
leave my children. It depends on
whether or not we have a society that
believes we are all together and does
not feel like the largest part is left out
of the loop. So I would rather invest in
our people, invest in the children who
are going to lead this country tomor-
row, provide the skilled work force
that we need to have in order to com-
plete; that is why I came to the U.S.
Senate.

Perhaps our party has lost its way in
recent years, and we can admit that up

front. We were reminded about that
very sharply last November. But now
the chips are down. We know where the
public stands. We know what people
are concerned about. We know they are
worried. The battle is now beginning in
earnest. And there is no question—I
said it earlier—about whose side we are
on. That is what this debate is really
about. I wish it were not so. But when
you get right down to it, this budget is
designed to decide who is going to be
on the side of the working people and
who is going to take care of those who
already have a lot. It is a direct assault
on ordinary Americans and a sop to the
most wealthy and powerful interests in
our Nation.

That is not what I stand for, it is not
what the Democratic Party stands for,
and it is not what America needs now.

In conclusion, we Democrats may not
have the votes to win in this battle. We
probably do not. But we are going to
try and we are going to insist that the
votes that take place here will reflect
how each one of our friends on the
other side, as well as on our side, feels
about whose side they are on, and
whether it is the veterans, or the dis-
abled, or the women concerned about
breast cancer, about research for Alz-
heimer’s, or AIDS, we are going to be
deciding now whether or not those
funds that are freed up as a result of
the schedule to balance the budget go
to tax cuts for the rich, or whether we
continue to serve the interests of the
ordinary people. At least since the de-
bate will be conducted here, the Amer-
ican people will have a chance to see us
discuss it, to look at the RECORD after
the votes are cast, to be able to say to
their Senators and their Congress peo-
ple when they go back home, ‘‘What
did you vote for?’’ ‘‘Why did you do
it?’’ and ‘‘Whose side were you on?″

I yield the floor.
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I think we

have been moving along quite well in
total cooperation. I believe Senator
ABRAHAM would be next under the
usual ruling. I have several Senators
on this side who have been waiting and
are not asking for any other consider-
ation other than some time.

I ask unanimous consent that we
would now go to Senator ABRAHAM, and
following him, we would go to Senator
ROCKEFELLER, who wants 12 minutes,
followed by Senator KENNEDY, who
wants 15 minutes. Is that agreeable so
that we could have everybody know the
flow?

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, we
would agree to that if we can then have
Senator HATFIELD, who would like 15
minutes, and Senator GRAMM who
would like 10 minutes.

Mr. EXON. That would be satisfac-
tory.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I

yield myself such time as I may need.
Earlier this year, the Senate failed

by one vote to support a constitutional

amendment requiring a balanced budg-
et. At the time, opponents told the
Senate that balancing the budget did
not require amending the Constitution.
All we needed, we were told, was to
make the tough choices and cast the
hard votes.

Mr. President, the hard choices are
here. The budget resolution before us
makes those choices and balances the
budget by the year 2002—without rais-
ing taxes and without gutting national
security. It accomplishes this task by
slowing the growth of Federal spending
from 5 percent per year to a more rea-
sonable 3 percent per year. In dollars,
that means Federal spending, under
this budget, will increase from $1.6 tril-
lion next year to $1.9 trillion in the
year 2002.

Let me repeat that. Federal spending
will increase from $1.6 trillion to $1.9
trillion over 7 years.

Only in Washington would a $300 bil-
lion increase in spending be called a
cut. Clearly, while the budget presents
us with tough choices, allowing spend-
ing to increase 19 percent is not an im-
possible or even unreasonable goal.
Nevertheless, some do not agree with
this objective. As Labor Secretary Rob-
ert Reich said on Meet the Press ear-
lier this year, balancing the budget is
not a priority of the Clinton adminis-
tration. The subsequent budget pro-
posal only serves to reinforce that ad-
mission. According to CBO, deficits
will rise under Clinton’s budget from
$177 billion to $276 billion in the year
2000. Under the Clinton budget the na-
tional debt will grow by $1.2 trillion
over the next 5 years.

Mr. President, what does this neglect
mean to future generations? Consider
the consequences of adopting President
Clinton’s budget for fiscal year 1996.
Under that budget, by the year 1999,
the total debt will hit $6.4 trillion, or
$27,700 of debt for every man, woman,
and child in America.

In the year 2000, interest payments
on the debt will be $305 billion—more
than we spend on defense, more than
we spend on all other discretionary
programs combined, and more than we
will spend on Medicare.

In the year 2010, entitlements plus in-
terest will consume all Federal tax rev-
enues, which means we must either
slash spending, print more money, bor-
row more money, or enact draconian
tax increases. In my judgment, they
are all bad options.

In the year 2030, spending for entitle-
ments will consume the entire Federal
budget. That means nothing will be left
for defense or any other discretionary
program, including those targeted at
children and the poor, and it means we
would not even be able to finance the
interest payments on the debt.

On the other hand, balancing the
budget is not just an exercise in good
government. Eliminating the deficit
will pay big dividends to Americans in
the form of lower taxes, lower interest
rates, higher economic growth, and the
bottom line, a higher standard of liv-
ing. Here are some of the projections:
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Most economists agree that bal-

ancing the budget will result in signifi-
cantly lower interest rates, thereby
saving the average homeowner up to
$500 per month on their mortgage pay-
ments.

According to the CBO, these lower in-
terest rates will result in a so-called
fiscal dividend to the Treasury of
around $170 billion between now and
2002. I believe that this dividend should
be returned to the American people in
the form of tax cuts. I will support ef-
forts on the floor to do so.

Finally, according to the GAO, if we
balance the budget by 2002, the average
American will enjoy a real growth in
their incomes of 36 percent by the year
2020.

Given the costs of doing nothing and
the benefits of taking action, I believe
it is obvious that balancing the budget
is in everyone’s interest. That leaves
the question of how we get there. The
budget before us shows the way.

At the beginning of the budget proc-
ess, I set out five priorities that I
hoped would be embraced by the Sen-
ate budget resolution:

First, privatize; second, eliminate
waste and duplication; third, return
the operation of various Government
functions to the States with block
grants; fourth, eliminate outdated pro-
grams; finally, fifth, reduce Govern-
ment bureaucratic overhead. I am
pleased to say this resolution includes
all five.

First, it assumes we will privatize
those areas of Government that are
better left to the private sector, includ-
ing the naval petroleum reserve, the
Uranium Enrichment Corporation, and
the Alaska Power Marketing Adminis-
tration.

The naval petroleum reserve is a
good example of why we need to pri-
vatize. The reserve was created to en-
sure that we had sufficient supplies of
oil in the event of a crisis. As President
Clinton recently acknowledged, how-
ever, that is no longer the case. As the
President stated, the reserve’s function
of producing and selling this oil is a
commercial, not a governmental, ac-
tivity.

Mr. President, there are many other
naval petroleum reserves out there.
This budget identifies them and moves
them out of the Federal Government.

Second, the budget consolidates Fed-
eral departments and agencies that are
duplicative and wasteful. The GAO re-
ports that the Department of Com-
merce alone shares its mission with at
least 71 other Federal departments,
agencies, and offices. In other func-
tions, the Federal Government oper-
ates 163 separate job training programs
and has at least 10 agencies devoted to
promoting international trade.

Obviously, there are savings to be
made by ending this wasteful duplica-
tion and focusing these efforts. This
budget takes advantage of those sav-
ings.

Third, we need to return government
to the States. We need to revive the

10th amendment which says ‘‘the pow-
ers not delegated to the United States
by the Constitution, nor prohibited by
it to the States are reserved to the
States respectively, or to the people.’’

In my own State of Michigan, Gov-
ernor Engler is out in front on impor-
tant issues like welfare, Medicaid, and
education reform. I know Governors
from other States are equally as inno-
vative.

This budget takes advantage of the
tremendous talents outside the belt-
way by utilizing block grants, to re-
place the hundreds of Federal welfare,
housing, and education programs.

These block grants will provide Gov-
ernors with the resources and the free-
dom they need to carry out these re-
forms. Returning these programs to
the States is both an exercise in good
government and a means of reducing
costs and increasing efficiency.

Fourth, this budget eliminates out-
dated programs. Programs like the
Interstate Commerce Commission, the
honey program, even the Department
of Commerce are targeted. All told, 59
programs, 25 statutory boards and com-
missions, and 63 agencies are soon to be
terminated under this budget.

Let me just cite some more of the
program terminations assumed in this
budget: The Small Business Adminis-
tration tree planting program; the
Swine Health Advisory Committee; the
Board of Tea Experts; the Technical
Panel on Magnetic Fusion; the Dance
Advisory Panel; the honey program;
the Fastener Advisory Committee.

Mr. President, some of these pro-
grams might be useful, but we simply
cannot afford them, given our explod-
ing national debt.

Finally, we have reduced overhead.
The President stated that over 100,000
Federal jobs have been eliminated to-
ward the goal of trimming the Federal
bureaucracy by 250,000 positions. A vast
majority of the personnel reductions
come out of the Department of De-
fense. Other areas of the Federal bu-
reaucracy have barely been touched.
This budget addresses this imbalance
by reducing Federal overhead accounts
by 15 percent, eliminating hundreds of
political patronage jobs, and expanding
the ability of Federal departments to
work with less expensive private con-
tractors.

Having focused on what this budget
does, it is just as important to focus on
what it does not. First, this budget
does not abandon Medicare. In their
1995 annual report, the Medicare trust-
ees announced that the Medicare trust
fund will be insolvent 7 years from
now. The trustees conclude that the
‘‘HI program is severely out of finan-
cial balance and that the trustees be-
lieve that the Congress must take
timely action to establish long-term fi-
nancial stability for the program.’’

This budget embraces the call of the
trustees to action by addressing both
the short- and the long-term insol-
vency of the Medicare program. First,
it allows Medicare to continue to grow

at a 7-percent rate per year. This re-
form enables Medicare to pass the
trustees’ short-term solvency test
while still growing at twice the rate of
inflation.

Second, the resolution includes a call
for a special commission to address the
long-term stability questions facing
Medicare and to advise Congress on
how to keep Medicare’s promise for fu-
ture generations.

Another group this amendment does
not abandon is the American tax-
payers. As I previously mentioned, bal-
ancing the budget by 2002 will, accord-
ing to the CBO, provide $170 billion
‘‘fiscal dividend″ from lower interest
costs.

Senator DOMENICI has stated that
this dividend will be used to pay for tax
cuts. I believe that we should enact tax
relief for the middle-class working
families of this country and tax incen-
tives for savings and investment. We
can and should balance the budget and
provide American families with real
tax relief.

Mr. President, if we look at Federal
outlays of the span of this budget, the
Federal Government will spend in ex-
cess of $12 billion between now and
2002. A significant portion of that
amount constitutes a redistribution of
dollars from those who work and pay
the taxes, to those who are elderly,
sick, homeless, and have low incomes.
Federal programs targeted at the poor
and the needy are the result of a truly
compassionate society, and we should
continue to support them.

I resent the implication that is often
made here on the floor, and made occa-
sionally during our committee hear-
ings, that somehow we are not a com-
passionate Nation. This budget will
spend $12 trillion largely for the pur-
pose of helping people who are less for-
tunate in our society. That is 21⁄2 times
the average GDP of America. I think
that is an important investment, and
hardly one to be described as lacking in
compassion.

Now, based on that, it is my opinion
that if, after we go through this proc-
ess of bringing the budget into balance,
and if, after we go through the process
of spending $12 trillion over 7 years on
so many important programs, that any
fiscal surplus created by this budget
should go to those who have made the
surplus and our compassionate pro-
grams possible—the hard-working tax-
payers.

Moreover, the surplus or dividend
only constitutes 11⁄2 percent of the $12
trillion we will spend over the next 7
years. To me, it only seems fair to
allow those who pay the taxes to keep
this tiny surplus or dividend so that
they can invest it in their families and
in our Nation’s economic future.

Finally, this budget also avoids the
ever-present temptation to gut defense.
Real defense spending has declined by
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37 percent since 1985, and while I be-
lieve there are many money-saving re-
forms possible within the DOD, I be-
lieve the savings should stay within de-
fense to provide for our substantial se-
curity. No other responsibility of Gov-
ernment is as important.

This budget recognizes the impor-
tance of our national security by main-
taining the current level of spending
and establishing protections against
using defense cuts for other spending
proposals.

In conclusion, Mr. President, I should
point out that without the assistance
of the minority, Republicans have
stepped forward and proposed the
changes necessary to cap out-of-control
Federal spending. In successfully re-
porting this budget resolution, the
Senate Budget Committee has taken a
historic step toward reducing the defi-
cit and balancing the budget.

Before the Senate today is a resolu-
tion that makes the tough choices,
slows Federal spending and brings the
Federal budget into balance by the
year 2002.

Many people doubted it could be
done, and it is a credit to Senator DO-
MENICI that he set this goal and stuck
with it. If we are successful in moving
this budget through the entire budget
process, I believe there is no better
present we can give the future genera-
tions than a debt-free Government.

The benefits of balancing the budget
far outweigh temporary effects caused
by reducing the growth of Federal
spending. This is truly a long-term ap-
proach to fiscal sanity, and I thank
Chairman DOMENICI for giving me the
opportunity to make my first budget a
balanced one.

Mr. President, we will hear much
talk during this debate and the hours
remaining over the winners and the
losers and so on when we debate this
budget resolution. But it is my strong
belief, and as I have traveled through
my State during both the campaign
last year and in the days since the con-
tent of our revolution has become a
matter of public debate, I find that
people from one end of my State to the
other believe strongly that what we
have to do here in the Senate is finally
step up to the plate and accept respon-
sibility and handle this budget deficit
now.

They understand that if we continue
to wait, if we continue to say that
every program must continue to grow
at the speed and the pace that has
America $4.5 trillion into debt, we are
not just saddling our children with
even more debt and indebtedness, we
are setting the country on a course
that absolutely will lead to a crisis we
cannot reverse in just a few years—15
years to be specific, according to the
Entitlements Commission.

For that, only, I look forward to
working, certainly, with Senator DO-
MENICI and with anyone else who is
committed to the notion that we
should bring the spending giant in
Washington under control. I believe it

is the most important thing I can do
for my small children, for the children
of Michigan and the children of this
country.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-

TON). Under the previous order, the
Senator from West Virginia is recog-
nized for 10 minutes. Is that the
amount for which the Senator from
West Virginia asked?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President,
under the order I believe it was 12 min-
utes. I was trying hoping to slip it up
to 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 12 minutes, and if
he is in control of the floor he can yield
himself additional time.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
cannot help but note for the Presiding
Officer in the chair, in the last week
even, the bipartisanship which has
reigned on this floor. The Presiding Of-
ficer, the distinguished Senator from
Washington, and this Senator and
other Senators from both sides of the
aisle worked together to craft a prod-
uct liability tort reform bill which was
slim, disciplined, and effective. People
said it could not be done. It was done.

Last night the Senator from Massa-
chusetts, Senator KENNEDY, this Sen-
ator, Senator CHAFEE from Rhode Is-
land, Senator DOLE, and Senator PACK-
WOOD—there was quite a flap about a
very important but not necessarily at-
tention-grabbing subject called Medi-
care Select; whether it was to be ex-
panded from the present 14 States to
50, for how long, and who would decide
and all of this. And this Senator ob-
jected to its being taken further, so
there was a climate of momentary con-
troversy. But then both sides came to-
gether and worked out a bipartisan
compromise which was passed. And
that was very heartening. It was im-
portant; heartening.

Now we are at a very different stage
and it is saddening to me, but it is ter-
ribly real because I do think it has
come to where we define what these
two different parties that sit in this
Chamber stand for.

Mr. President, I will be offering to-
morrow, an amendment on Medicare
and long-term care to the Republican-
sponsored Senate budget resolution.
The amendment will take $100 billion
in funds reserved for tax cuts for the
wealthy and put that money back into
vital health care programs.

The Senate Republicans have pro-
posed the single largest Medicare cut
in the history of the program, $256 bil-
lion over 7 years. The House Repub-
licans have proposed an even larger
cut, $288 billion over 7 years. House Re-
publicans need to cut Medicare more
because they have an even larger tax
break for the wealthy that they have
to pay for. The House tax cut totals
$345 billion. Money reserved for the
Senate tax break totals $170 billion.

These Medicare cuts would not be
necessary—would not be necessary—if
Republicans did not need to pay for

their tax cuts. The Contract With
America tax cut would provide a $20,000
tax break to the wealthiest 1 percent of
the population.

The amendment I will offer tomor-
row, along with my colleague from New
Jersey, who will join me in that, and
the Senator from Massachusetts, Sen-
ator KENNEDY, will take $100 billion out
of the $170 billion the Republicans have
reserved for tax cuts for upper-income
Americans and shift it to Medicare and
Medicaid—very simple. It is a simple
amendment. What is it about? It is
about setting priorities. It says we are
not going to balance the budget by
whacking health benefits that seniors
depend upon. It says we are not going
to increase what seniors have to pay
out of their own pockets ad nauseam
for health care so we can put more
money into the pockets of the rich. It
is simple—clear. The difference be-
tween the two parties.

The Republicans have argued—will
argue that the $170 billion they have
reserved for tax cuts is their special
dividend, their own pot of gold. I find
that a particularly offensive state-
ment. It is not their money to spend. It
is the money of the taxpayers. They
want to spend taxpayer money on more
breaks for the rich.

Democrats, through this amendment
and other Democratic amendments
that will be offered later on in the
process, say let us keep our priorities
straight. We have already committed
those dollars to the Medicare Program.

Instead of worrying about the effects
of such tremendous Medicare cuts on
seniors, I was significantly struck by
what Bill Kristol, who speaks for the
Republican Party, had to say earlier
this week. And what he basically said
was that since—not what he ‘‘basically
said,’’ what he said—that since the el-
derly tend to vote for Democrats, it
just was not a constituency that the
Republicans needed to worry about.

Again, straightforward and simple.
And, again, the difference between the
two parties. Frankly, I find that state-
ment cynical and dangerous but not
surprising from the same person who
advised the Republicans last year to
oppose, sight unseen, any health care
proposal that came from this side of
the aisle.

We have heard a lot of talk over the
past few months from the Republicans
about the solvency of the Medicare
trust fund. Republicans are des-
perately, in this Senator’s judgment,
trying to disguise their huge Medicare
cuts as a way to save the Medicare Pro-
gram from bankruptcy. We have heard
a lot about that. They plan to cut $256
billion, by hiking Medicare premiums
and beneficiary cost sharing and cut-
ting reimbursement rates to hospitals
and doctors.

It is a very interesting phenomenon.
I just got off two radio talk shows this
morning where people were phoning in
questions to me. I had five hospital ad-
ministrators from two States call me. I
only represent one State. They were all



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S 6875May 18, 1995
scared to death about what was being
proposed here because they said the
only way to do that would be to shut
down services. In some cases they
talked about increasing prices, which
of course would exclude some, laying
off people and the rest. All of them
talked about closing the emergency
room.

The Republicans say they are going
to improve trust fund solvency. Yet
there is nothing in this Senate budget
resolution that would guarantee even
one more additional year of solvency.

Over the past 2 weeks we have heard
health experts, health economists, phy-
sicians, and hospital representatives
testify before the Finance Committee
about the consequences of putting the
Medicare Program in a budget strait-
jacket.

Dr. June O’Neill, the new Repub-
lican-appointed head of the Congres-
sional Budget Office—why do I say
that? Traditionally it has been a bipar-
tisan appointment. This year it was
not a bipartisan appointment, it was a
Republican appointment. I resent that.
I think it is dangerous for the country,
not because she is a Republican but be-
cause it is not bipartisan. Anyway, Dr.
June O’Neill, the new Republican-ap-
pointed head of the Congressional
Budget Office said that quality will
suffer. That is what Bob Reischauer
also said before her: Quality will suffer.

She said seniors will have to pay
more to maintain the current quality
of their health care.

Dr. Reischauer disputed Republican
promises headlined in the New York
Times a few weeks ago that, cuts in
Medicare ‘‘will be huge but painless.’’
He testified that cutting Medicare in
the short run is not painless and im-
provements in quality will be slowed
down.

The president of the American Hos-
pital Association testified that ‘‘Amer-
icans believe deeply that Medicare is
Social Security. That sentiment cuts
across all age, income, geographic and
gender boundaries.’’ He is right. Medi-
care is part of the Social Security law.

Those proposed spending reductions may in
fact be reductions in the rate of growth and
not cuts in the spending, but let us be very
clear. To people who rely on Medicare for
their care and for people who provide their
care, the spending proposals being considered
are very likely to translate into cuts, cuts in
services, cuts in personnel, cuts in quality.
To the people to whom we provide care,
these slowdowns in the rate of spending
translates into real cuts.

Over the past year, during debate on
the balanced budget amendment, and
now on the Senate budget resolution, I
have tried to get my colleagues to
focus on the consequences of budget
cuts. I really do believe in that. I think
budget cuts simply are not done for nu-
merical reasons. They are done for the
condition of the country as a whole,
and within that condition of the coun-
try of the whole are many factors to
consider, and some of those are the ef-
fects on people. I come from the State
of West Virginia, and I cannot do any-

thing—nor will I ever do anything—
without considering the effects on the
people that I represent.

To think about the people that will
be directly and immediately affected
by these budget actions, we need to
move beyond the strictly mathemati-
cal. But for those people who like
math, I have a simple addition problem
for them.

Millie Wolfe lives in Preston County,
WV. She is 83 years old, and she lives
alone. She still drives a car. She lives
on her monthly Social Security check
of $593 a month. She spends $175 a
month on rent, $93 on her medigap pol-
icy, $8.30 cents on her heart medicine.
That leaves her with a little over $300
a month to pay her phone bill, her
heating bill, her electric bill, gas and
maintenance for her car, to buy grocer-
ies, and any and all other living ex-
penses.

She is worried she may no longer be
able to drive herself to the grocery
store and to the doctor’s office and
might soon need help with transpor-
tation. And at 83 she has a right to
begin to worry about that. But she is
very, very worried and very upset
about having to pay $700 to $900 more
per year in Medicare costs as she would
under the proposal that lies before us.
She is already, Mr. President, paying
$1,200 a year out of pocket for her
medigap coverage and her heart medi-
cine, not counting the $46 that is auto-
matically deducted each month from
her Social Security check for her Medi-
care part B premium.

People who live on fixed incomes like
Millie Wolfe will have to subtract what
they can spend on other essential liv-
ing expenses in order to pay for the in-
creased costs of health care that will
be required under this budget resolu-
tion.

Millie Wolfe lives alone, but she is
not alone in West Virginia. She is not
alone in this country. There are 9 mil-
lion seniors who live alone in this
country. A lot of seniors in West Vir-
ginia live on fixed incomes. Rarely
does one run into a senior in West Vir-
ginia, as the Senator from Massachu-
setts would know, with an income that
might be more than $10,000, $12,000,
$13,000 or $14,000 a year.

Asking those folks to pay more than
they already are paying for health care
in order to save the Medicare trust
fund is, frankly, offensive to me. Why?
Because it directly hurts them. When
you say everybody should pay more, I
take you back to Millie.

Mr. President, over half of the sen-
iors in West Virginia live in rural
areas. That makes them even more vul-
nerable to the severe consequences of
the Republican budget that is before
us. Rural seniors will not only have to
pay more under the budget resolution,
but they may wind up losing their ac-
cess to health care altogether. Medi-
care cuts of this magnitude will se-
verely threaten the solvency of many
rural hospitals, as I have indicated,
forcing many of them to close their

emergency rooms, if they have them,
cut back on other services, and, yes, as
has happened before in West Virginia,
some will shut their doors.

We will hear protests by the Repub-
licans that if we do not act right away,
there will not be a Medicare Program.
Mr. President, I can guarantee you
that if they implement their budget
plan, there really will not be a Medi-
care program. Benefits will disappear,
quality will deteriorate, and access
will be hard to obtain, or will become
nonexistent for people in my State,
who I will fight for.

One word about Medicaid and I am
finished. They are going to cut $160 bil-
lion to $190 billion out of Medicaid. You
see, people do not care as much about
Medicaid because they say that is for
the poor, and, therefore, it does not get
the attention. Well, it gets the atten-
tion from this Senator. The likely im-
pact of the budget resolution cuts on
Medicaid, will mean that 5 to 7 million
kids will lose health coverage, 800,000
to 1 million elderly and disabled bene-
ficiaries will lose coverage, and tens of
millions will lose benefits. For exam-
ple, all preventive and diagnostic
screening services for children, home
health care, and hospice services would
be eliminated as well as dental care if
the $190 billion were cut.

There is a difference between the two
parties. There was not last night.
There was not within the past week as
we worked out our differences. On this
one, our differences are going to be
very hard to work out because there
are fundamental priorities and prin-
ciples at stake here.

I do not intend to be shy in defense of
the people I represent from the State of
West Virginia. They work hard. They
have had few breaks, and they need
help where help is justified.

I, along, I suspect, with many col-
leagues from this side of the aisle, and
I expect none from the other side of the
aisle, are going to do everything we
can to help them. I regard this as a
moral issue.

I thank the Chair, and I yield the
floor.

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

the previous order, the Senator from
Massachusetts is recognized for 15 min-
utes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
before the Senator starts his comments
if I could make one observation. It will
take me 1 minute.

Mr. KENNEDY. I withhold, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator.
I note that about 4 years ago, for in-

surance policies for Americans working
for various companies the premiums
were going up 14 percent a year. Then
they went to 11. And, lo and behold,
today they are down to something like
3.5 percent. I would just ask, for all the
people whose premiums have gone
down because there is competition and
modernized delivery system, I wonder
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if they are all out in the streets with-
out health care. I wonder if the hos-
pitals which treat them are closing up
because there is no money to treat
them. I think quite to the contrary.
They are getting the same kind of serv-
ices they got before. It is just costing
people less for the same kind of serv-
ices.

I do not know that is impossible for
seniors in America. I hope it is pos-
sible. For otherwise we cannot afford
the insurance, and we cannot afford to
cover them in the future. I just lay
that on the record.

We will have a lot more to say about
Medicare. We choose now to let every-
body speak, and we are delighted there
are so many on our side. There are
more. We have three listed. If there are
more Senators, start giving us your
names.

I thank the Senator from Massachu-
setts for yielding.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, my re-
sponse to my friend from New Mexico
is the premiums are going down, but
what he is not saying is what is hap-
pening in terms of the copayments and
the deductibles, because the
copayments and the deductibles are
going up, and the Senator has not com-
mented about the coverage, about
whether there has been a reduction in
coverage.

These are the kinds of issues that we
ought to be talking about, not just
these massive figures, about how many
billions of dollars more we are going to
spend on people. That is the question,
that premiums can go down if your
copayments and deductibles go up, if
you are reducing the kinds of coverage
and the range of services.

So if we are going into full debate
about what is going to happen in terms
of real health care costs, we would wel-
come that debate and how we are going
to get a handle on it. I would agree
with my good friends from West Vir-
ginia and Minnesota, and others that
the only way we are ever going to get
a handle on health care costs is within
the totality of the health care system
rather than just a quarter of the health
care system.

I wish to commend the Senator from
West Virginia and also the Senator
from New Jersey on an excellent pres-
entation on the importance of trying
to preserve the Medicare system in our
country. It is a part of Social Security,
make no mistake about it.

We will have more chances to talk
about it. The direct payments under
part B of Medicare are right under the
Social Security system. When you see
a reduction in terms of the Consumer
Price Index, reduced as in the formula
of the budget, you are going to see fur-
ther reductions in terms of the recipi-
ents of Social Security. We will come
to that at another time.

I commend the Senator from West
Virginia, talking about Medicaid af-
fecting children. Eighteen million chil-

dren in this country are covered under
Medicaid. Medicaid is primarily for
seniors, long-term care, and people
with disabilities, but there are also 18
million children covered under Medic-
aid. And as the Senator points out, 5 to
7 million of those will lose under the
proposal of the budget resolution. The
fact is, of the 18 million, half are chil-
dren of working families. We have
heard all about trying to have a system
that is going to be fair and equitable.
But here you are, saying to the sons
and daughters, the children, we are
going to be cutting back on that pro-
gram—there is no protection for them
in this program.

The Senator was quite correct in
stating the terms of what is happening.
Never mind the millions of other chil-
dren, the 14 or 15 million other children
who do not have health insurance. And
the increase, as a Carnegie report has
shown, in the last 15 months of an addi-
tional million poor children not cov-
ered by health insurance. Those num-
bers are going up. They are increasing
dramatically.

I wish to ask my friend, just taking a
few minutes here this afternoon, be-
cause there are many others waiting,
as we are talking about the whole issue
of Medicare, to review with me exactly
where we are as an institution and
where are our senior citizens. I have a
chart here. We hear the question of
fairness. I am talking now about the
health care for Members of Congress
versus the health care for senior citi-
zens.

The Senator from West Virginia has
pointed out that over the next 7 years,
Medicare couples will pay out $6,400
more, and then that will go up at $900
a year.

Let us look at where we are as a base
as Members of Congress, as the Senator
pointed out. The average senior citizen
is making $17,700. The average Member
of Congress, $133,000. The monthly Med-
icare part B premium per individual:
here it is $46.10; Member of Congress:
$44.05. So senior citizens are paying
more under Medicare on the part B.
The deductibles: Members of Congress,
$350. That includes the doctors and hos-
pitalization, $350. Theirs is $816—more
than double. These are the people who
are making $17,000 a year. Their de-
ductible is more than double ours. Hos-
pital care: Member of Congress, unlim-
ited. Theirs, the senior citizens, is lim-
ited. Prescription drugs: We are cov-
ered, small deductible, about $50. They
are not covered. The program does not
even apply to prescription drugs. Any
Member of Congress who goes into any
senior citizen home and asks: How
many of you are paying $50 a month or
more for prescription drugs? Sixty per-
cent of the hands will go in the air.
You ask them how many of you are
paying $25 a month for prescription
drugs. They all laugh. They are
amazed. They wonder why you do not
know that 85 or 90 percent of them are
paying more than $25 for prescription
drugs.

We are covered, Members of Congress
are covered. But they are not covered.

On the dental care, effectively, we
are covered; they are not covered.

On the preventive services,
screenings for cervical and prostate
cancer, some benefits are covered.

And look, out-of-pocket limits: $3,700
for Members of Congress, none for sen-
ior citizens.

Does the Senator from West Virginia
and the Senator from Minnesota re-
member all those wonderful speeches
we heard at the start of this Congress:
We are going to have equity, fairness;
the laws that apply to the country are
going to apply to Members of Congress.
We all lined up and we all said yes.
That was something that was initiated
by the Democrats in the previous Con-
gress, blocked by the Republicans in
the other Congress. We all supported it.
We heard speeches about that.

What we did not hear from our Re-
publican colleagues, all our newer
Members that came to the Senate, ‘‘We
are getting a good benefit package for
health care and we want to make that
available to the American people.’’ We
have not heard that.

We ought to be debating that issue,
but, no, we are talking about making
what our senior citizens pay more equi-
table, make them more equitable with
the Members of Congress. We are un-
dermining and making their benefits
cost more, $6,400 for a couple—more.
And $900 a year annually after that—
more.

What is the answer that we will hear
for that? Well, Senators, we will hear it
in the course of debate, I expect. Do
you know what we are doing? We are
capping the Members of Congress now,
to go up at the Consumer Price Index
rate. I remember when we were talking
about a cap last year. That was price
fixing. That was the heavy hand of
Government fixing prices and costs.

The Senators from West Virginia,
Minnesota, and Washington remember:
We will never tolerate that; we will not
go along with that.

Nonetheless, that is going to be the
answer. And they are fixing it to bene-
fit us, to protect us. We are basically
putting billions and billions of dollars,
in additional out-of-pocket expenses on
our elderly. For what? For the tax cut.
For the tax cut.

It was going to be difficult enough to
try to bring about some changes in the
Medicare system, to try to encourage
preventive health care, to try to pro-
vide prescription services for our senior
citizens, to try to provide home care,
to try to provide community care for
our seniors, and to try to strengthen
the quality of health care. We proposed
some changes and adjustments in the
Medicare system last year. And after
the seniors had a chance to review it,
they basically supported it with its ex-
panded choices.

Not under this program. Not under
this program. And the Members of Con-
gress ought to be ashamed of them-
selves, to come out here and say we are
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saving the Medicare program by all of
these cuts and at the same time provid-
ing and utilizing those savings, or $170
billion of those, in order to provide tax
cuts for other individuals. At the same
time they are not even addressing the
kind of inequity and unfairness that
exists. All of these statements are
being made here by Members of Con-
gress who have their benefit package
all set; we have ours. And we are back
in a regrettable situation where we are
going to administer to people who are
not in this body, the senior citizens of
this country. That is basically wrong
and unfair and unjust.

Mr. President, I would like to be no-
tified when I have 3 minutes left of my
15, if I could, please.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. One of the
things, I would say to my good friend
from the State of Massachusetts, we
heard this constantly during the health
care debate was, ‘‘You can lose your
right to pick out your own doctor.’’
But now what is it that the budget res-
olution and the whole course of events
is doing for senior citizens in Medi-
care? We are talking about managed
care, more and more managed care for
Medicare.

And so all of the sudden my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
are saying, this terrible fee-for-service
system which we have for Medicare,
and it is only for Medicare, only they
have a fee-for-service system, so we
have to move to managed care. And
what happens then, of course, is they
do not have the chance to choose their
own doctor. But if they want to choose
their own doctor, then let them pay
more.

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is ex-
actly correct. They will say we are en-
hancing choices but effectively, given
the financial burden, there will be none
and seniors will be forced into managed
care. The cost for the fee for service
will be so expensive it will be out of
reach. It will not even be there as a
possible choice.

And yet, I am sure, in the course of
the debate, we are going to hear, ‘‘Oh,
well, we are providing these range of
services.’’ It is going to be very impor-
tant for the American people to listen
and listen carefully about this.

So, Mr. President, it is important, as
we are going to hear all of these
speeches about how we are really doing
our senior citizens a favor, people
ought to be asking—I hope our senior
citizens are going to ask—‘‘Well, just
do for us what you have done for your-
self. Don’t do us any other favors.’’
That is a pretty good question.

It always troubles me, when we try
to do that, that our colleagues vote it
down and then take advantage of their
existing coverage. And this coverage,
which is for Members of Congress, and
available to 10 million of our Federal
employees, but is not available to the
senior citizens, our Medicare recipi-
ents. And they are the ones that are
going to get shortchanged.

Mr. President, just this final
thought. As we are addressing this

budget, I think it is appropriate for
American people to understand that
working families are paying for the
GOP tax cuts for the wealthy. What we
are going to see, as I mentioned, under
this budget, is some $6,400 more that
they are going to pay over the period of
the next 7 years. That is, effectively, as
has been pointed out, a tax. The work-
ing families, will pay some $1,400. That
is the increase with elimination of the
earned income tax credit. Out there,
for men and women who are playing by
the rules every day, going to work, try-
ing to provide for their families, they
will get an increase in their tax. That
is included in this budget. They get a
tax.

And then there are the students of
America. Those are the sons and
daughters of working families that are
going to our schools and colleges. They
are the hope of our future. The way
that program has been reported out of
the Budget Committee will mean any-
where from a 28- to 45-percent increase
in the amount of the interest that they
pay. That is the equivalent of about
$3,000 for those who are going to col-
lege. It will be more if they go to grad-
uate school. They are going be paying.

And that does not even get into the
costs of the reductions in Head Start,
the title I programs, or the cutback in
the help and the assistance to local
schools in the area of technology, as we
are going to an information age. It
does not even include those kinds of
programs which are going to be further
attacked.

Mr. President, the first amendment
that will be offered is an amendment
by Senator LAUTENBERG from New Jer-
sey and Senator ROCKEFELLER dealing
with Medicare that just cries out for
support.

We hope that the American people
will pay attention to this debate and to
this discussion, and let us know how
they feel. I believe we are on their side.
We need to hear from them and I hope
they will let us know what their good
judgment is on this issue.

Mr. President, how much time do I
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty-
four seconds.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I see
my friend from Minnesota. I yield him
whatever time I have left.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
might I inquire—I am not trying to get
the floor—are we rotating, I ask my
friend from New Mexico?

Mr. DOMENICI. We are rotating, but
not one on one. Your side has had a
number of speakers in succession and
the unanimous consent was—Mr. Presi-
dent, maybe you can say it—I think it
was Senators HATFIELD and BOND on
our side and then back to you.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous informal order, the next
person who would be recognized who is
now on the floor is the Senator from
Missouri.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair.
Mr. DOMENICI. Do we have only two

Republicans, or three in a row?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
was no order for how many.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Might I inquire,
do you have any other names listed on
that unanimous consent?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are no other names listed at this point.

Does the Senator from New Mexico
yield to the Senator from Missouri?

Mr. DOMENICI. How much time
would the Senator desire?

Mr. BOND. Twenty minutes.
Mr. President, I am happy to yield to

Senator HATFIELD.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, as I

understand it, our informal agreement
was actually that Senator HATFIELD
would proceed if he were on the floor
and then Senator BOND and then back
to the Democrats.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from New Mexico yield to the
Senator from Oregon?

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 15 minutes to
the Senator HATFIELD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon is recognized.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I
thank the chairman of the Senate
Budget Committee for yielding for a
few moments of presentation.

I would like to begin today by reit-
erating some of the remarks that I
made during the debate on the bal-
anced budget amendment. I think the
American people elected the Repub-
lican Congress with the expectation
that we would show leadership and a
willingness to make difficult decisions.
In my view, the public shares the point
of view that Government has grown
bloated, ponderous, and too expensive.
The programs of the New Deal and the
Great Society put safety nets in place
for those who are in the greatest need,
but those nets now strangle the Fed-
eral Government by tying up precious
funding in a knot of regulations and
poor management.

I believe that a balanced budget can
come only through leadership and com-
promise. This compromise must come
from each one of us. More importantly,
it must come from those we represent.
In the end, there is no easy answer. If
there is a political will to create a bal-
anced budget, we will create one, and if
there is will to avoid one, we will avoid
it.

Senator DOMENICI, the chairman, and
the Senate Budget Committee mem-
bers have proven that this Congress is
willing to make difficult decisions and
that there is a political will to balance
our Federal budget. It was an enor-
mous task to construct this budget res-
olution and I congratulate the Senator
from New Mexico and the committee
for its work, and the work of the ex-
traordinarily competent staff that they
have assisting them.

Like others, I think that the budget
resolution cuts in the wrong places,
targeting programs which are an in-
vestment in our future, such as medi-
cal research and educational assistance
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to our college students. When we look
at the data related to the National In-
stitutes of Health, particularly, we
have convincing evidence that every
Federal dollar invested in biomedical
research yields $13 in cost savings and
productivity to society. Few other Fed-
eral programs can claim a similar
track record.

Mr. President, at the same time that
we see substantial cuts in investment
programs, we continue to see other
portions of the budget continue to
grow at alarming rates. In comparing
spending in 1995 with the proposed
spending in 2002, we see that
nondefense discretionary spending will
decrease almost 11 percent, defense
spending will remain flat—and I will
believe that when it happens—and enti-
tlement spending will grow 45 percent.
These numbers show that Congress
must continue to review the entitle-
ment programs of this country to en-
sure the long-term solvency of the Fed-
eral Government.

Let me spend just a moment on the
issue of our national investments. This
budget presents us with a tragedy in
the making regarding our ability to
provide a high quality of life to all
Americans. The Senate budget resolu-
tion represents the worst of three ter-
rible options for the future of the Na-
tional Institutes of Health.

Option No. 1—the President’s budget
request calls for reduction in the NIH
funding by 10 percent, beginning in the
year 2000. I call this death by water
torture.

Option No. 2— the House budget reso-
lution calls for an immediate 5 percent
reduction from 1995 levels for the NIH
for the next year and then level fund-
ing for the next 5 years. This is death
by the hangman’s noose.

Finally, option No. 3—the Senate
budget resolution calls for a 10 percent
reduction in 1995 levels for NIH for the
next 7 years, a total reduction of near-
ly $8 billion, $1 billion in 1996 to begin
with.

In addition, the Senate resolution
protects certain agencies from budget
cuts. In other words, they have seen to
it to exempt within NIH certain pro-
grams, the Centers for Disease Control,
the Indian Health Service, the Sub-
stance Abuse and Mental Health Serv-
ice Administration, and all AIDS-relat-
ed programs.

These exemptions mean the actual
cuts to all other NIH programs will be
around 16 to 20 percent, not 10 percent.
This is death by the firing squad, and it
means the end of our growing medical
research enterprise as we know it.

Let me give you a couple of exam-
ples. We are now halfway through on
the decade of the brain. Mr. President,
we have in the first 5 years of that
commitment spent a proportion of that
time necessary to bring together over
130 great and tested scientists in this
common, integrated, and united effort.
It did not happen overnight. And as a
consequence, if you start taking a 15-
to 16- or 20-percent reduction in that

kind of neurological and brain-related
disease, you are not only reducing the
funding levels, you are destroying the
infrastructure. Let me analyze that.

The Presiding Officer at this moment
is my colleague from the State of
Washington. We both have a very
major timber economy in our States.
You take a small sawmill, or any saw-
mill, and if there is an interim of no
supply of timber resource, that sawmill
closes. You lose the chief sawer, you
lose the greenchain people, you lose all
these technological people necessary to
make a sawmill function, and then you
get a supply a month later. It will take
an inordinate amount of time to
reconfigure that team of technology
that is required to operate a sawmill.

Now look at what it means in terms
of high technology, the high specializa-
tion of a brain strategy to conquer the
diseases of the brain. You lose that
team, you lose that kind of an infra-
structure and you do not rebuild it 6
months later or the next budget period.

Bear in mind, I believe that every
dollar we have appropriated for AIDS is
fundamentally required, but we cannot
afford to get into this business of play-
ing one disease against another disease
and which one has the greatest politi-
cal clout gets the most money. And
that is what we are embarked upon.

Why exempt AIDS? What about can-
cer? What about heart disease? What
about Alzheimer’s? What about all the
other diseases that we are concerned
about in our overall strategy of war on
disease? It is a dangerous precedent to
make that exemption and start playing
these advocate groups one against the
other.

I think as we move to balance the
budget, we should not randomly cut
programs in our midst. We must cut ju-
diciously, but at the same time safe-
guard our long-term investment pro-
grams. Through the promise of medical
research we will find the treatments
and cures we need to eradicate disease
and disability.

Let me take another example. I
think it is very interesting that Sub-
stance Abuse and Mental Health Serv-
ices Administration has been exempt.
These are the services coming out of
the mental health programs and com-
mitments. Mr. President, at the same
time that we are going to continue
these services at presently $2.1 billion,
we are cutting $630 million of fiscal
year 1995 out of mental research. Now
how can you sustain a service program
delivering the best quality of mental
health services if you have cut off the
research part of it or you have crippled
it or you have brought it to such a
place where they lose their personnel,
and so forth?

I think we know that only through
the promise of medical research will we
find the treatments and cures to eradi-
cate disease and disability and reduce
our health care costs. Medical research
is a central mechanism for controlling
the costs of health care in this coun-
try. That is, a cure and better treat-

ment. After all, a cure is the ultimate
in cost control.

We found that fluoridation saves the
country approximately $4.5 billion each
year in preventing dental cavities;
psychoactive drugs which actively re-
duce hospitalization for mental illness
saves us $7 billion a year and allows pa-
tients to return to productive lives; a
$20 million investment in influenza B
vaccine resulted in a savings of over
$400 million a year by preventing cases
of childhood meningitis.

In other words, Mr. President, all of
these things concern me so much that
I intend to offer an amendment during
the course of debate on the budget res-
olution to restore the cuts, at least in
major part, for the National Institutes
of Health.

I expect to be joined by a bipartisan
group of colleagues, all of whom be-
lieve that severe cuts in this area are
shortsighted at best. We are not alone
in this task. Public opinion polls have
shown massive public support for mak-
ing health research the No. 1 Federal
science priority.

At the same time, I think it is inter-
esting that we have frozen at current
levels the research in the energy budg-
et, and that has a major focus on nu-
clear matters of research.

Mr. President, this gets us down to a
priorities problem again, and a value
problem. I believe it is more important
to protect people from disease by find-
ing the solutions and the preventive
actions to take rather than to protect
our bombs. That may not be the value
system that others hold but, in my
view, I would hate to go home and ex-
plain to my constituents how we are
going to cripple the research for spinal
meningitis or for Parkinson’s disease
or for many of the other diseases that
everybody, agewise, will face one way
or the other and say, ‘‘Oh, but we have
sustained our commitment to the re-
search requirements to protect our
bombs.’’

I want to make sure that I add this
point: That any type of restoration of
$1 to this budget resolution has to be
offset, and we are working on a biparti-
san level now, working with the chair-
man of the authorization committee,
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
the Labor-HHS of the Appropriations
Committee, we are working with our
Democratic colleagues to try to come
up with the offsets to deal with the res-
toration that we seek for the NIH
budget.

I wanted to also say, I know of no
person in this body who has a greater
commitment to medical and health
problems that we face in this country
than Senator DOMENICI, the chairman
of the Budget Committee. I imagine
that he has probably lost more sleep
than any of us at this point in crafting
this budget resolution. So lest anybody
attempt to make a personal matter out
of this disagreement, I want to cer-
tainly disabuse them of that. We want
to work with Senator DOMENICI’s staff,
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we want to work with the Budget Com-
mittee in proposing this amendment,
but I have to say, we are determined—
we are determined—to save the future
of this Nation’s medical research and
its infrastructure that is required to
find the solutions to these diseases.

As we continue with this debate, it is
important that we remember that
long-term fiscal responsibility should
not only depend upon cuts in spending.
It demands a radical transformation in
the way we do business as a govern-
ment. I know as an appropriator I will
focus on how the American people can
get more out of fewer federal dollars.
That is the goal of the private sector of
our society, and it should be the same
of the Federal Government as well. I
hope that the authorizers will also look
to the innovators at the State and
local level to see how they are making
limited resources go further. I think
each one of us can look to the local
governments and advocates to glean
ideas of how to make success govern-
ment’s goal, as opposed to an obsession
with paperwork and feeding the bu-
reaucracy. I hope this Congress takes
the fact of fewer Federal dollars and
turns it into an impetus to allow the
innovators to rise to the top as shining
examples of Government at its finest.

I would also like to take this oppor-
tunity to ask my colleagues from the
other side of the aisle to join in this ef-
fort in eliminating the budget deficit.
We have all come to the floor time
after time to discuss the impact that
continuing budget deficits have on the
economy and the allocation of Federal
revenue. In 1995, 15 percent of all Fed-
eral revenue will go to paying the in-
terest on the debt, and that amount
will continue to grow if this problem is
not addressed. I think many Americans
will be surprised that even if we bal-
ance the budget in the year 2002, the
Federal Government will still spend
$279 billion in that year to pay interest
on the debt. Imagine what that amount
will be if we do not make those tough
decisions now.

As a Member of the Senate that be-
lieves that the Federal Government
can still play a vital role in addressing
societies’ needs, I can think of a num-
ber of ways to allocate that $279 billion
in the year 2002, rather than simply
paying interest on the national debt.
Our Federal budget deficit is a national
problem which deserves bipartisan at-
tention. Bipartisan negotiation, leader-
ship and compromise have been the
cornerstones upon which we have built
all effective decisions on tough issues
since the formation of our government.
I hope the Congress does not miss this
opportunity to address the real issue of
balancing the budget, and that is the
issue which is before us in this Budget
Resolution.

I yield the floor.
Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the
Senator asked if he might propound a
unanimous-consent request. I will be
pleased to listen to it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask my colleague from New Mexico,
might I first congratulate, if you will,
sing praise of my colleague from Or-
egon. First of all, I very much appre-
ciate his remarks and want to be a part
of this effort.

I know last night my colleague from
Oregon was given recognition that he
richly deserves from the Parkinson’s
community for his work in introducing
the Morris Udall legislation, and as the
son of two parents who had Parkinson’s
disease, I would like to thank my col-
league from Oregon for his work and
also for, I think, a very eloquent state-
ment. We want to make sure one group
of people struggling with a disease is
not pitted against another group.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that after my colleague from Mis-
souri is finished with his remarks, that
I then be able to speak for 15 minutes,
followed by my colleague from South
Carolina, Senator HOLLINGS, for 15 min-
utes as well, and then I understand we
will rotate back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DOMENICI. How much is the
Senator going to use?

Mr. BOND. I will need 20 minutes.
Mr. DOMENICI. So that will be 20

minutes, to be followed by 15 and 15.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
The Senator from Missouri is recog-

nized for 20 minutes.
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank my

colleague from New Mexico who has
presided over a very difficult, but a
very, very important effort in the Sen-
ate Budget Committee. I think the tre-
mendous effort he made deserves a
great deal of praise and thanks not
only by us, but by future generations
and a lot of people who may not really
understand the full impact of what
Senator DOMENICI has led us to achieve
for the health of our economy and for
future generations.

In the next few days, we are going to
have the historic opportunity to move
through Congress a budget plan which
will actually get this Government’s
books to balance. How many times
have we talked about it? Everybody de-
cided that it was the ‘‘holy grail,’’ that
we could never get there. Well, through
Senator DOMENICI’s leadership, we have
come up with a plan. Nobody said it
would be easy. With his leadership and
the willingness of Members to stand up
and vote for action instead of just talk-
ing a good game, this Senate can take
that first step.

Make no mistake, the step is a big
one. For the first time in 25 years, the
Congress has an opportunity to pass a
budget which will get us into a surplus
rather than keep adding to our debt.
The budget is tough. It sets priorities

and recognizes that Government can-
not do it all. It makes a statement that
the time has come for leaders of today
to start paying attention to the eco-
nomic devastation that is being cre-
ated for tomorrow’s generations be-
cause we cannot live within our means.
We have heard many speeches about
the need to cut spending, reduce the
deficit, and get our Nation’s books into
balance. Everyone who looks at our
nearly $5 trillion debt recognizes the
need to do something so that we do not
keep piling on that debt for our chil-
dren and grandchildren.

Over the next few days, the American
people will have a rare opportunity to
see exactly what the political leader-
ship’s visions for our country’s future
are. I have a chart, and you have seen
it before in different colors, with the
same message. The vision of this Do-
menici budget shown here in blue is
that by taking us from $176 billion on a
glidepath to 2002, we can reach a sur-
plus by 2002. It is a bold plan. It scruti-
nizes every program in the Federal
budget from agriculture to welfare, and
already the dollar has strengthened be-
cause we did something.

The Washington Times reported last
Friday that on Thursday, May 11, the
dollar jumped in its biggest 1-day ad-
vance in 4 years. That was the same
day that the House and Senate Budget
Committees approved our plans for re-
ducing the deficit to zero by 2002. It is
no coincidence that the dollar
strengthened the same day we made an
effort to restore fiscal sanity to the
Federal books.

Earlier this year, by contrast, when
the Senate failed, by one vote, to pass
the balanced budget amendment, we
showed that some were willing to sac-
rifice U.S. global competitiveness for
short-term political gain. The message
was heard loud and clear in the global
markets, and the dollar fell to record
lows against the Japanese yen and the
German mark.

Why is that important? Well, Mr.
President, it is important because the
international monetary markets can
tell a country when it is sick. They
told Mexico it was sick because the
peso started declining and nothing was
done. Mexico got in big trouble. The
international markets were taking a
look at our fiscal policy, our inability
to control our spending and saying
that the United States is sick. And
when we failed to pass the balanced
budget amendment, they recorded their
votes in the way that is most effective.
They placed their convictions with
money behind their views. They said
we are in danger of going downhill.

The dollar devaluation does not just
impact big banks and big industry. It
has an affect on each and every Amer-
ican. The dollar’s low value means that
U.S. assets are less valuable, imports
are more expensive, and that the
threat of foreign competition and lost
jobs is greater than ever.

Passage of this budget resolution,
which would get us to balance by 2002,
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is critical to the health of the dollar
and to the American economy. Bold
changes are in store. We have proposed
dramatically to restructure several
Cabinet agencies and the programs
under their jurisdiction. We propose
the elimination of programs, new and
old, which will outlive their purpose or
are too expensive for the supposed good
they do.

We have heard very passionate
speeches, sincere speeches, on this
floor, about how we need to be spend-
ing more in all of these areas. That is
precisely how we got into this fix. We
did not get into this fix spending too
much money because we were spending
it on things that were low priorities.
We wanted to spend more on every-
thing. That is what has led us to the fix
that we are in today.

What we are seeing, in essence, in
this budget is that we cannot spend
more on everything. We have to make
some choices and we have to slow the
growth. We have told agencies they
have to buy smarter, travel more
cheaply, and squeeze out the last nick-
el in their operating budgets.

Let me deal with one particular
charge, or one particular allegation,
that I am afraid was based on misin-
formation. One of my colleagues, ear-
lier today, was told by NIH that if
funding was cut by 16 percent, the re-
searchers would not get any new
grants. There was talk of the success
rate. Currently, the success rate for
health research is one in four. That
means one out of four new applications
for research gets granted. The NIH ap-
parently told my colleague that under
this plan only 1 out of 100 new grant
applications would get NIH funds. Our
staff looked into it and we found out
that that was totally unsupportable.

First, NIH got the numbers wrong.
The budget resolution assumes a 10
percent cut in NIH; NIH assumed a 16
percent cut. They came up with some
figures that were not the figures we
used and took totally different assump-
tions. So, No. 1, their overall figure
was wrong.

No. 2, NIH decided, in that classic of
all Washington moves, to ‘‘close the
Washington Monument.’’ They were
going to hit the thing with all of the
cuts that are most important, and that
is the research dollars. The ‘‘Washing-
ton Monument syndrome’’ is when any
agency’s budget is cut, they shut down
the most visible thing that they do.
They said, ‘‘That cheap Congress would
not give us the money to keep it oper-
ating.’’ So NIH said that 70 percent of
the cut would come from research
grants. If I were a researcher out look-
ing for grants, I would ask the folks at
NIH: How come you do not want to cut
money out of the overhead, the bu-
reaucracy, the buildings, the Washing-
ton, DC, efforts? I think that is a pret-
ty good question. In any event, they
gave us that assumption.

Finally, NIH assumed they would
take all the money from new grants.
NIH gets 34,000 requests for new grants

each year, and they assume they would
cut all the money designated for new
grants. In fact, this resolution would
cut NIH funding by $1.1 billion. The
Senate Budget Committee staff asked
the NIH if they distributed that 10 per-
cent cut equally among the bureau-
crats, Washington researchers, new
grants and existing grants, what would
they get? First of all, NIH had two re-
sponses. They said they would do it dif-
ferently. That is cause for us to worry.
They said, ‘‘If the cuts were distributed
equally, one in six researchers would
get new grant money’’—in other words,
one out of six instead of the current
one out of four. Not one out of 100.
This, I think, is important to set the
record straight. This budget plan is not
going to gut NIH.

In addition, this budget is going to
say that we are going to save Medicare.
Medicare is broke; it must be fixed.
The public trustees are right. The peo-
ple who were appointed as public rep-
resentatives and the President’s Cabi-
net members said that Medicare, part
A, is on the verge of collapse. It will go
into the red in 1997 and start spending
more money than it takes in and, by
2002, the trust fund will be broke.

If the trust fund is broke, then under
the terms of the law, no more money
can be paid. In other words, the system
shuts down. I do not think it is respon-
sible to walk away from that.

The President has decided to sit back
and make a political game out of Medi-
care. Worse, he is talking out of both
sides of his mouth and saying, ‘‘You
cannot claim to protect Medicare when
it is cut.’’ But he has no plan for saving
it.

The fact that Medicare part A is on
the death spiral was revealed by the
President’s own Cabinet members. The
President knew back in February when
he said there would not be one penny
cut out of Medicare, that Medicare was
on the path to first insolvency and
then bankruptcy. He set up a status
quo budget with no changes, no plans
for saving Medicare.

We stepped to the plate to fix the cri-
sis, and he says that we are trying to
kill Medicare.

Second, the President conveniently
forgets that he proposed similar cuts in
Medicare himself. When the President,
in 1993, needed to finance his Govern-
ment-controlled, top-down health care
plan, he proposed spending reductions
in Medicare and Medicaid to pay for
them.

He said Medicare and Medicaid are
going up three times the rate of infla-
tion, and all we propose to do is let it
go up two times the rate of inflation,
and he said that is not a cut. When he
said specifically that is not a cut, how
come it gets to be a cut now when we
propose to save Medicare by doing
about what he proposed to do in 1993?

Mrs. Clinton, the First Lady, has said
that she is confident we can reduce the
rate of increase in Medicare spending
without undermining the quality of
Medicare recipients. We know we can

get savings. That is what she said. Per-
haps the best evidence of the political
game that is being played here comes
from the architect of the Clinton
health care plan, Mr. Magaziner, who
said, ‘‘Slowing the rate of growth actu-
ally benefits beneficiaries considerably
because it slows the rate of growth of
the premiums they have to pay.’’

It seems to me that those great argu-
ments of a couple years ago cannot be
ignored when they come out and try to
attack our efforts to save Medicare
now.

Under the Senate budget resolution,
Medicare will still be the fastest grow-
ing part of the Federal budget. Sol-
vency would be guaranteed for 10 years.
Medicare spending will continue to
grow at more than twice the rate of in-
flation well into the next century.
That is just the first step.

Let me move now, Mr. President, to
one other example of the kinds of re-
forms that this budget tackles. That is,
reforming the Department of Housing
and Urban Development. I happen to be
the chairman of the subcommittee that
handles the HUD appropriations. We
are responsible for trying to stop the
train wreck.

This year, we began holding hearings
to get at the funding crisis at HUD.
This is a crisis that not only threatens
the programs which millions of people
depend on for the very roof over their
head, but threatens to squeeze out
needed dollars for other important pro-
grams.

We have found in our hearings and in
our investigations that HUD is a dys-
functional agency that requires a com-
plete reevaluation of its mission and a
major reform of its program and pro-
gram operations.

The Department has grown from an
agency responsible for about 50 pro-
grams in 1980 to well over 200 programs
now. It has neither the capacity nor
the political will to administer all
these programs.

Frankly, we have got to make some
serious changes. It is this crisis that
led me to advocate and propose a dra-
matic restructuring of HUD, which is
to be incorporated in this budget plan.
That is why I argued so strongly for
the passage of the rescission package
which begins the major surgery HUD so
desperately needs.

In particular, the budget anticipates
the creation of block grants for public
housing. It assumes that the actual
projected costs of section 8 contract re-
newals, that some of this assistance
should be given in block grants to the
States. The States would get broad
latitude to redesign their programs so
that they could use State housing fi-
nance agencies to manage their pro-
gram to contract out the responsibil-
ities and to get that program under
control.

Unfortunately, when the President
indicated he would veto the disaster re-
lief supplemental bill with the rescis-
sions in it, he not only took the money
away from the California earthquake
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and the victims of the Oklahoma City
bombing, it also took over $6 billion in
cuts for future year spending from
HUD.

Let me make this point again. The
bill that we passed out of the con-
ference committee the President said
he would veto provides vitally needed
funding for disaster relief. The House
and the Senate also passed and we
passed by an overwhelming majority in
this body, a measure to cut spending in
HUD so that we will face not quite as
serious a problem next year.

We still have a funding problem for
HUD that is unbelievable. The Presi-
dent’s budget asks for $20 billion in
budget authority and $14 billion in out-
lay increases for HUD over the next 5
years. Even those first are suspect. We
have to have the rescission bill to cut
off the authority now or we will add
more commitments to HUD that they
will have even greater trouble funding
in the future.

Now, to me, that effort for fiscal re-
sponsibility is one of the first and most
important steps we can take. The
President has come out with some kind
of gobbledygook, saying that this bill
that we pass contains pork.

Does he want more cuts or does he
want less cuts? Items that he objected
to in the rescissions bill were items
that had been passed by Congress and
signed by the President in past years.
Now he objects because we have not
cut the right things? What does he
want Congress to cut?

We stepped up to the plate and gave
him some cuts that were carefully
worked out in this body and in con-
ference with the House. He wants to
veto that rescission bill.

Two things happen if that veto goes
through and it is upheld: No. 1, we do
not have the money for the emer-
gencies; No. 2, the money that is not
rescinded, the budget authority that is
not rescinded, will go into effect. We
will be on an even steeper incline in
our rate of spending, and it will be
more difficult.

The President told us back in 1993 he
wanted to see us end the deficit. What
happened? Did he forget what he said
in 1993? He raised taxes to start what
he said was the process. He said the
second step is cutting spending. Where
has he gone?

Frankly, after the President raised
taxes and cut defense, he has decided
that that was enough. So what if the
deficit goes up every year on his budget
reaching $276 billion by the year 2000.
So what if another $1.2 trillion are
added to the debt?

Well, I think there are some serious
consequences. No. 1, it will hurt our
economy right now. It is going to be a
real problem for those who are making
a living in our economy today. We are
going to see the potential of inflation
coming back much more strongly. That
is what happens when the value of our
dollar falls. We are going to see our
costs of goods go up. Most of all, we are
going to see debt added to the credit

cards of our children and our grand-
children.

Can we afford to say that we are for
our children, we are concerned about
children, when we want to walk away
from fiscal responsibility and add an-
other $1.2 trillion to the $5 trillion we
have already put on their backs? Mr.
President, I do not think so.

Mr. President, we have heard a lot of
fancy speeches and we will hear a lot of
fancy speeches, but when it comes
right down to it, this is what we say
back in Missouri: ‘‘Show me’’ time.

Are we for cutting spending? Do we
want to balance the budget? Or do we
want to leave that spending machine
going full throttle? I think we will get
a fairly clear indication, because when
the votes start, we will find out who
really is serious about the financial
stability of our economy today and the
total economic security of our future
generations.

Do we have the political will? Are we
willing to stand up to face the music
and to vote for a tough budget? I be-
lieve we will. I will urge my colleagues
to support the effort to get the budget
deficit to zero and move it into surplus
in the year 2002, because it is essential
for our economy now. It is essential for
the well-being of future generations.

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

GRAMS). Under the previous order, the
Senator from Minnesota is recognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. I wonder if the Sen-
ator will yield for 1 minute to the Sen-
ator from New Mexico?

Mr. WELLSTONE. I would be pleased
to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President and
fellow Senators, I do not want anyone
to think that we already have ruled
out a vote for tonight. Senators asked,
are we going to vote tonight?

Frankly, we have to use 10 hours of
this budget resolution up tonight. We
started at 12 clock and we are working
to see if we cannot accomplish that,
but clearly we would like to enter into
an arrangement where we would vote
tomorrow, at least on a Domenici
amendment and on a Democrat amend-
ment. But I have no agreement, nor
does the majority leader, that we are
not to move one of those up to tonight
unless we can arrange somehow to get
10 hours out of today’s work. Because
we still have 30, and that would be 30
for the days of Monday, Tuesday, and
Wednesday, and our leader has said we
are going to be finished on Wednesday,
which will mean very long hours next
week.

I want to compliment Senator BOND,
not only for his remarks today, which
I think were right on point, but actu-
ally you cannot get a budget resolution
out on the floor without a lot of Sen-
ators helping you and a lot of Senators
voting for it.

The Senator has been a staunch sup-
porter and formidable proponent of the
balanced budget. I want to thank him
here in front of all the Senate.

I yield the floor and thank the Sen-
ator for yielding.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
when I come to the floor sometimes I
just like to respond to what my col-
leagues have said. Sometimes that ends
up being debate. And then sometimes
we come back to it later on.

My colleague from Missouri is a
friend. I think I enjoy working on the
Small Business Committee about as
much as I enjoy working on any com-
mittee. But when my colleague said
the attitude in Missouri is, ‘‘Show
me,’’ and he talked about children, I
would remind him and I would remind
my good friend from New Mexico that
we have not had a lot of discussion
about children yet. I am going to have
several amendments on the floor even-
tually. But in talking about the health
care cuts, there has been more of a
focus on Medicare and less of a focus on
Medicaid.

My understanding—and maybe these
numbers are a little bit off—but my un-
derstanding is that with the proposed
Medicaid cuts, we would be capping the
per capita growth rate for expenditures
under that program at about 1.4 per-
cent. That is compared to a growth
rate of about 7 percent projected for
private expenditures? Am I wrong
about these figures?

Mr. DOMENICI. I do not know what
the 1.7 is. I do not know what that is.

Mr. WELLSTONE. The per capita
growth rate for Medicaid expendi-
tures—after the proposed cuts—would
be about 1.4 percent.

Mr. DOMENICI. For Medicaid? I
would not know that. I have not fig-
ured it that way.

Mr. WELLSTONE. OK. I ask my col-
league, at some point in time during
the debate it would be helpful to get
those numbers.

Mr. DOMENICI. Fine.
Mr. WELLSTONE. The reason I men-

tion that is that there are, I think,
today in our country about 11 million
children who have no health care cov-
erage whatsoever, I say to both of my
colleagues. And, every year since 1987,
employment-based health insurance
coverage has been dropping.

Do you know what has filled the gap?
Medicaid. That is what has filled the
gap. I think in Minnesota—I say to my
other colleague who is presiding—there
are about 200,000 children or there-
abouts who are covered by Medicaid. I
have to say, as long as we are talking
about children, when I see these kinds
of dramatic, I think draconian, reduc-
tions in reimbursement I have to won-
der what the effect will be on those
children. That is my first point.

My second point, and we can come
back to it in debate, but I think it is a
point well worth making because these
statistics all mean something. My col-
leagues know this. I am not intending
to be self-righteous. I am just saying
we need to understand the faces behind
the statistics.

The second point about Medicaid is
that I have heard some discussion
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about the power of the senior citizen
lobby. The majority of Medicaid ex-
penditures in Minnesota, and I am sure
other States as well, go toward nursing
homes, covering nursing home expenses
for elderly people who by definition are
in nursing homes because they are
frail. Many of them are struggling with
diseases and illness. They are hardly
powerful. I would say to my colleagues,
I do not quite know what we intend to
do with the dramatic, draconian cuts
in reimbursement, Medicaid-wise.

I met with a good number of people
from southeast Minnesota last Satur-
day and there was one man who runs a
hospital nursing home in one of our
smaller towns in southeast Minnesota.
He almost had tears in his eyes. Maybe
this is melodramatic. His question was,
‘‘What is going to happen to these peo-
ple? Will the State pick up the costs?
What is going to happen to them?’’
That is just a question that I raise.

As long as my colleague from Mis-
souri was talking about children, let
me make another point, and I would
like to commend Senator MOYNIHAN
from New York for his powerful voice
dealing with the issues of race, pov-
erty, gender, and children in America.
As I understand it, in this budget pro-
posal we are talking about something
like $20 billion in reduction for food
stamps. I would not want any of my
colleagues to believe, if they do believe
so, that by going after fraud—and there
are some, I am sure, abuses that take
place—that is how you get a $20 billion
reduction.

I ask my colleagues, Democrats and
Republicans alike, not to be ahistorical
and to understand that we had a lot of
exposes, a lot of studies on these is-
sues. There was a Field Foundation
study. There was a CBS ‘‘Hunger USA’’
documentary. And what did those stud-
ies point out? What did we see on tele-
vision? What we saw was that in the
United States of America there were
children who were suffering from scur-
vy and rickets, distended bellies, mal-
nutrition, and hunger. As a matter of
fact, the expansion of the Food Stamp
Program, which is one of the really
true safety net programs, led to a dra-
matic reduction in that malnutrition
and hunger among children in America.
Are we now going to turn the clock
back? I would like to know where the
evidence is that says that we can have
those kinds of cuts in a major food as-
sistance program without having a se-
rious effect on children, the poorest of
the poor in America.

So many of my colleagues keep talk-
ing about, ‘‘for the sake of children in
the future.’’ How about the children
now? Every 30 seconds a child is born
into poverty in America. One out of
every four children—poor; one out of
every two children of color—poor.
What about those children now?

I just mentioned two programs with
dramatic reductions, draconian reduc-
tions. I know we will have time for de-
bate. I have not seen anybody stand up
yet. I know that we will have this de-

bate and it should be substantive de-
bate. We respect one another. Tell me
how we are going to do that without
harmful consequences to those citizens;
in this particular case I am talking
about children.

We ought not to be doing deficit re-
duction based upon the path of least
political resistance, that is to say
targeting those with the least amount
of political clout.

Second, and maybe last point, be-
cause I only have 15 minutes today.
When I heard my colleague from Mis-
souri—and I am sorry he is not here
now for purposes of debate—talk about
some of the comments that the First
Lady made and Ira Magaziner made
about how we could reduce Medicare
costs, that is true. But that was in the
context of overall health care reform
and cost containment systemwide.

I say to my colleagues, there are not
only consequences to the words that we
utter, the words that we speak, there
are also consequences to the proposals
that we lay out here on the floor of the
Senate.

I can explain very briefly why in fact
the Medicare Program, which is a bene-
fits program passed in 1965, which has
made the United States of America a
better country, and not just for the
senior citizens but for all of their chil-
dren and their grandchildren, has had
increasing costs. I can explain why.

We have to invest a significant
amount of resources into financing
Medicare because a larger and larger
percentage of our population are over
65, and a larger and larger percentage
of the over-65 population are in their
eighties. With that comes more illness
and higher health care costs. That’s
why it is important to look at per cap-
ita numbers when we are talking about
cuts. We finance it as a nation because
it says a lot about who we are.

That is what Senator Humphrey from
Minnesota meant when he said the test
of our country and our society and our
Government is how we treat people in
the dawn of their lives, the children;
the twilight of their lives, the elderly;
and those in the shadow of their lives,
disabled people struggling with illness,
and of course the poor people. I do not
think this budget meets that standard
laid out by the late, great Senator
from Minnesota, Hubert Humphrey.

Mr. President, I heard some reference
to comments of the President and oth-
ers about health care reform. But the
first thing I would say to my col-
leagues is this will not work. If you
single out one sector, one group of peo-
ple, you can talk to any of your provid-
ers and they will tell you out front and
up front that they will shift the cost.
They have to. It is a shell game.

We should have learned this in the
debate on health care last time. And by
the way, I say to my colleague who is
now presiding, that in Kings County,
NY, Medicare pays $646 per month per
enrollee to an HMO, whereas in Henne-
pin County, MN, HMO’s get $362 per
month per enrollee.

What will happen is, if our reim-
bursement is already rock bottom low,
especially for those States that have
done a good job of keeping the costs
down, then the providers have no other
choice but to shift the cost. They then
shift the cost to the employers and the
private insurance companies that then
raise the costs, and then it gets shifted
back to the employees, and more peo-
ple are forced to drop their coverage
because it’s unaffordable.

Mr. President, it will not work if we
just shift costs. Talk to people in rural
America, not just senior citizens. Talk
to the care providers, talk to the
nurses, talk to the doctors, talk to the
public health people. It will not work.

Mr. President, the essential problem
with some of these proposals is, A, they
do not meet the standard of fairness; B,
I do not believe that they are fair just
in terms of where the most vulnerable
citizens fit in or do not fit in to this
equation, and on the Medicare front
and the Medicaid front, as public pol-
icy, they do not work. Welcome to
health care reform.

Tomorrow, when we have our amend-
ment out on Medicare, we will have an
opportunity to really debate this at
great length.

Finally, Mr. President, as a former
teacher, I really do believe it is ex-
tremely shortsighted to make a lot of
these cuts. As a matter of fact, I think
what I might do in the course of the de-
bate is bring out the Kasich budget
which was passed by the House of Rep-
resentatives so we could have a vote on
that on the floor of the Senate since I
think it does an even more draconian
job when it comes to cutting higher
education. But I would just argue
today that it is myopic, it is short-
sighted not to invest in young people
and not to invest in their education.

I could boil it down to the following
kind of analysis in less than 2 minutes,
I hope. If you want to have real welfare
reform: A good education, a good job,
and decent health care. If you want to
reduce poverty: A good education, a
good job, and decent health care. If you
want to reduce violence: A good edu-
cation, a good job, and decent health
care. If you want to have a stable mid-
dle class: A good education, a good job,
and decent health care. If you want to
compete in the international economic
arena: A good education, a good job,
and decent health care. And if you
want to have a representative democ-
racy with men and women who can
think on their own two feet and under-
stand the world, the country, and the
community that they live in, what
they can do to make it a better world
and a better country and a better com-
munity, keep your focus on a good edu-
cation, a good job, and decent health
care.

This budget moves us precisely in the
opposite direction. It is profoundly
mistaken for our Nation.

I yield the floor.
Mr. HOLLINGS addressed the Chair.
Mr. DOMENICI. I wonder if the Sen-

ator will yield for 30 seconds.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. Thank you very

much. Could I ask unanimous consent
that following Senator HOLLINGS, Sen-
ator BENNETT be in order for 15 min-
utes?

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

Mr. EXON. I certainly agree to that.
I ask after Senator BENNETT, could we
have Senator MURRAY recognized for 15
minutes?

Mr. DOMENICI. Could we have Sen-
ator SANTORUM immediately following
Senator MURRAY? That would give us
five.

Mr. President, I so request.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator

BENNETT, 15 minutes; Senator MURRAY
for 15 minutes; and Senator SANTORUM
for 15 minutes, following the Senator
from South Carolina.

Without objection, it is so ordered.
The Senator from South Carolina.
Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin-

guished chairman.
Mr. President, in the brief moment

that I have, I would like to voice a note
of sobriety with respect to this debate,
and to agree for starters about the big-
ness of Government.

I have played this budget game for 35
years. As Governor 35 years ago, I bal-
anced the budget in the State of South
Carolina, and earned a triple-A credit
rating. Some 27 years ago, in 1968, I
worked with George Mahon, then
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, and we balanced the budget.

Mr. President, when we hear the hue
and cry to get rid of big Government,
we ought to focus on what it is about
government that is really big. In 1968
when President Lyndon Johnson bal-
anced the budget, he faced gross inter-
est costs on the national debt of $14.6
billion. That is after almost 200 years
of history. Through 36 Presidents, Re-
publican and Democrat, the Revolu-
tionary War of 1812, the Civil War, the
Spanish-American War, Mexican, all
the wars, World Wars I and II, and
Korea, a good part of the war in Viet-
nam, the mandatory spending of inter-
est costs was only $14.6 billion.

If my colleagues listen to nothing
else, let them listen to this fact. Ac-
cording to the Congressional Budget
Office in February of this year, the
mandatory spending of gross interest
costs is estimated at $340 billion.

Oh, boy, has the size of Government
increased. How did it grow? Let me go
right to the heart of the matter and
quote none other than the chairman of
President Reagan’s Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, David Stockman. I
quote:

The root problem goes back to the July
1981 frenzy of excessive and imprudent tax
cutting that shattered the Nation’s fiscal
stability. A noisy faction of Republicans
have willfully denied the giant mistake of
fiscal governance, and their culpability in it
ever since. Instead, they have incessantly
poisoned the political debate with a mindless
stream of antitax venom while pretending
that economic growth and spending cuts
alone could contain the deficit.

Mr. President, we are watching his-
tory repeat itself as Republicans today
make the same mistake of insisting
that the deficit can be conquered
through spending cuts alone.

Lord knows, I have tried. I have
worked in a bipartisan way for a bal-
anced budget. As chairman of the
Budget Committee 15 years ago, I
worked closely with Henry Bellmon,
then the ranking Republican.

In 1980, contrary to what some of the
weekly magazines would have you be-
lieve, Senator Bellmon and I presented
a balanced budget. In 1985, Senator
GRAMM, Senator Rudman, and Senator
HOLLINGS presented a balanced budget,
planned over 5 years rather than 7
years. We were supposed to have bal-
anced the budget by 1990, but then Con-
gress pushed back the goalposts and
eventually repealed the fixed deficit
targets.

I worked with Republican Senators
Boschwitz and Danforth on a value-
added tax, 5 years ago. In the Budget
Committee, some eight members voted
for a value-added tax. Why? Because we
needed it. But unfortunately today, the
charade continues.

The truth of the matter is that cut-
ting taxes as they say by some $350 bil-
lion over 10 years, actually increases
the interest costs or taxes on the gross
debt. It has been said that there are
two things in life that you cannot
avoid, death and taxes. Actually, there
are three things, death, taxes, and in-
terest taxes on the national debt.

So when they talk in a blasphemous
fashion about cutting taxes, it comes
time for the sober truth. They can try
to get away with this charade, but the
fact is that they are increasing taxes.

Now, there are two-ways, Mr. Presi-
dent, to approach this problem. One is
a balanced plan of freezing spending,
cutting spending, closing tax loopholes,
and increasing revenues.

But the other way, of course, is the
Vietnam approach—destroy the Gov-
ernment in order to save it. It gives
you the image, it gives you the head-
line, it gives you what they are talking
about, a balanced budget.

But I ask the Members to turn to
page 7 of the Senate budget resolution.
There it plainly says that in the year
2002 we will have a deficit of $113.5 bil-
lion. That is just the real deficit. If we
turn to page 9 where the annual in-
creases in the public debt are listed, in
fiscal year 2002 the debt increases $177.7
billion. The distinguished occupant of
the chair on the other side is a very
successful businessman. He knows.
Look at page 9. Fiscal year 2002, the
debt increases $177.7 billion.

So, yes, President Clinton has a
budget where the deficits go up as far
as the eye can see. The Republican
budget now that we have before us, un-
fortunately, has deficits of $177.7 bil-
lion as far as the eye can see. That is
the truth. Those are the facts.

We hear a lot of talk about reducing
the deficit, but if we want to fathom
the true depths of their sincerity, we

ought to turn to page 74 of the resolu-
tion.

I am reminded of the story about the
days when we had the literacy test.
Poor black men would come to the
polls to vote and would be given the
Chinese newspaper. They would be told,
‘‘Boy, read that.’’ The black man would
take the paper, look at it one way then
turn the paper around and around.
When he would finally be asked what it
said, the man would reply, ‘‘It says
ain’t no black gonna vote in South
Carolina today.’’

Now, I read this one on page 74, five
little words: ‘‘For legislation that re-
duces revenues.’’ Do you know what
that means? It means we are going to
allow for a $350 billion tax cut, just
like they are doing over on the House
side.

You have to know the tricks of the
trade. The real problem is that those
tax cuts are going to be written in
stone. The spending cuts will never
occur. Part of them will occur. But the
bottom line will be we will be up, up
and away with deficits and increased
spending for interest costs.

We need to cut out this total fraud
that you can do it with spending cuts
alone. We have to get serious. You
could eliminate all of the nondefense
discretionary programs—all $275 billion
of them—and we would still be in the
red because of the $340 billion that we
have to spend on interest costs. It is
Alice in Wonderland: To stay where
you are, you have to run as fast as you
can. To get ahead, you have to run
even faster.

The ox is in the ditch. We have to get
to work seriously here and cut out the
monkeyshines with Social Security, as
they did during debate on the constitu-
tional amendment, and as they do now.
The provision that John Heinz and I
put in the law, section 13301 of the
Budget Enforcement Act, says: ‘‘ Thou
shalt not use Social Security trust
funds for the deficit.’’ We asked them
to obey it in the Budget Committee
and, to my shock, 12 Republican Sen-
ators voted against that law in the
Budget Committee.

Now, if I had Hollings Enterprises as
a business and I went to file my annual
statement to the Securities and Ex-
change section, and I was using my
pension fund to mask the size of my
deficit, I would be in jail. They would
haul me off to the hoosegow.

We need to stop, look, and listen and
get away from this gamesmanship. Re-
publicans talk now as if they are the
only ones interested in the deficit. Per-
haps they have forgotten that Presi-
dent Clinton came to town and cut it
$500 billion through a balanced ap-
proach of spending cuts and tax in-
creases. He followed that up with an ef-
fort to reform Medicare and Medicaid
that fell upon deaf ears as Republicans
claimed that there was no health care
crisis. Now, all of a sudden they are
sounding the alarm and citing the need
for decisive action to save the HI trust
fund from bankruptcy. How ironic that
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the Contract With America calls for
taking $25 billion out of the Medicare
trust fund.

Mr. President, they are playing
games with you. They talk as if they
are so interested in this year’s report
from the Medicare trustees showing
that the fund would be in the red by
2002, but last year the very same report
showed that Medicare would be bank-
rupt by 2001.

And now they say, ‘‘We never knew
this. We have to go to work.’’ Last
year, they said there was not any trou-
ble with health care; Medicare was
fine.

Can you imagine, $256 billion out of
Medicare? We cut $56 billion the year
before last. The President offered an-
other $125 billion last year which you
called fantasy. And now you come
along with $256 billion and say you
need a commission to find it? That is
what I call passing the buck. That is
punting.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. BENNETT addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator

BENNETT, under a previous order, is
recognized for 15 minutes.

The Senator from Utah.
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I am

interested in the various references
that are made from time to time on
this floor about business practices;
comments such as, ‘‘Why, if we did this
in a business the way we are doing it in
Government, we would go to jail. We
can’t do that on a filing for the SEC.’’

Mr. President, as you may know, I
have run a business, run several. I have
filled out forms for the SEC. I have
signed 10 Q’s, I have signed 10 K’s. I un-
derstand the requirements of honest
accounting. And I assure the Chair and
this Senate that what I am about to
say is honest accounting. I am not try-
ing to mislead anybody as to what we
are facing as a Nation. I am not trying
to make rhetorical points on fine
shavings of definitions within commit-
tee language. I am trying to be as di-
rect and straightforward as I know
how.

I will start out with a chart that we
have seen before and we will no doubt
see again but which we need to keep in
front of us throughout this whole de-
bate.

The information, Mr. President, on
this chart comes from the Entitle-
ments Commission which shows that if
we listen to all of the rhetoric that
says, ‘‘Why, you can’t do this. This will
hurt this group. You can’t do that. It
will hurt this group,’’ which ends up
being ‘‘You can’t do anything,’’ the
present trends are simply not sustain-
able.

I remind the Chair and the Chamber,
once again, that if we do nothing, we
let things go as they are going, within
10 years, by the year 2006, we will be in
a circumstance where the cash outlays
and the cash revenues of the Govern-
ment comes to the condition that ev-
erything we spend as a Government
will have to be borrowed.

That which we do not have control
over in the budget, which is in the red
bar—entitlement spending and inter-
est—we have no control over that. We
are contractually obligated to that.
The entitlements, by law, have to go
out. The interest, by law, has to be
paid. That means everything else—
which includes the Defense Depart-
ment, includes building highways, in-
cludes everything else the Government
does—will have to be borrowed. This is
the reality with which we live. It is
real.

I see the distinguished chairman of
the Entitlements Commission on the
floor. I thank him for his work and his
courage.

This is the situation in which we find
ourselves. Let us not kid ourselves by
saying, ‘‘Oh, this particular phrase of
the budget document does not apply
here and we will look at this.’’ This is
cash outlays.

I have managed a business. I will tell
you the most important way to man-
age a business is on cash flow. You may
have a balance sheet that says you
have a whole lot of money, but if that
money is all tied in inventory and re-
ceivables and you do not have the cash
with which to pay your bills, you are in
trouble. And you can go to the SEC all
you want and say, ‘‘Oh, this is the way
I keep my books.’’ You pay taxes, you
pay wages, in cash. And this is the cash
picture of what happens if we do not do
anything.

Now, we are told, ‘‘Oh, we can’t hurt
this group. We can’t hurt that group.
Look at these terrible cuts.’’

I give you the second chart prepared
by the Budget Committee on the ter-
rible cuts that we are talking about in
this budget.

What are the terrible cuts we are
going to inflict on Medicare? Well, ac-
tually, you know, Medicare is going to
go up by $105 billion.

I am a businessman. In my vocabu-
lary a $105 billion increase is not a cut.
I had to come to Washington to learn
the definition of ‘‘cut.’’ It means you
spend more this year than you spent
last year, but you just spend less than
somebody else promised you would in
some previous year. That is the Wash-
ington definition of ‘‘cut.’’

All this reference to business; I am a
businessman. This, to me, is an in-
crease. Put it on a per capita basis
right now, Mr. President, and we are
spending per Medicare recipient per
year just under $5,000. That is today’s
figure, 4,900 and-some-odd dollars.

Under the budget proposed by the
Budget Committee, by the time we get
to 2002, that number will be $6,450. So
we are going to punish the Medicare
population by raising their per capita
expenditures from $4,900 to $6,400. That
is how we are going to punish them. To
me, that is not a cut.

Now, we talk about trends. ‘‘Oh, but
the Medicare population is growing.
The Medicare population is so big we
have to spend more than that. That
will not work.’’

As I say, that is a per capita number,
Mr. President, from $4,900 to $6,400 per
capita.

But what is the overall number?
Here is the chart I used in a previous

statement I made on this subject. Med-
ical expenditures, where the distin-
guished minority leader had said, ‘‘You
know, our problem is that public funds
are growing at the same rate as private
funds,’’ and I said, ‘‘No, that is not
true.’’

I got the information from the Con-
gressional Reference Service of the Li-
brary of Congress. Here are the trends.
The dark figures are the percentage of
increase in public expenditures for
medical activity. This is combined
Medicare and Medicaid. The light fig-
ures are for the private rate of in-
crease.

Here we are, the worst year, 1990,
public expenditures in health care went
up 13.2 percent that year. The private
rate of increase was 10.6. Still
unsustainable. In the private sector,
they went to work on that, brought it
down, cut it in half the next year, in
1991. Public expenditures came down
from 13.2 to 12.6.

The following year, they could not
hold it down on the private side. It
came up to 9.9, then 7.2, and then last
year, 1994, brought it down to 5.3. The
public expenditures came down from
12.6 to 10.8 to 8.5, and last year, 7.8.

That is the level, Mr. President, at
which this budget calls for it to stay—
a 7-percent annual rate of increase in
Medicare is what this budget is talking
about. We have done it in 1994. Can we
not do it for the next 5, 7 years?

I will say, this combines both Medi-
care and Medicaid and, therefore, that
overall figure is misleading and it is
not proper for me—I said I am going to
be honest in my accounting—it is not
proper for me to say that applies di-
rectly to Medicare because Medicare at
the moment is closer to 10 percent and
Medicaid is the lower figure, and that
is why the average is there.

But that is the target we have to
have, that is the target we do have in
this budget and that is the target I be-
lieve we can meet.

The Senator from Wisconsin says,
you cannot do it to our older popu-
lation, you cannot balance this by at-
tacking one segment of the population,
you cannot single out one sector. And
then he talks about education, you
cannot single out education. And pret-
ty soon, if you follow that logic, you
end up with no sector at all that can be
cut.

I go back to the other chart. I ref-
erenced this before strictly on the Med-
icare side pointing out that we are
talking about a $105 billion increase in
Medicare. We are also talking about
$146 billion increase in Social Security,
a $36 billion increase in Medicaid, a $51
billion increase in other mandatory
programs. The only thing that gets cut
is domestic discretionary spending. De-
fense remains the same in this budget.
Interest has to go up because the debt
is coming up.
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But what is the total? Nearly $1.9

trillion. I am reminded of the cartoon
that appeared in the paper where the
Republican was writing on the board
the budget for 2002, $1.9 trillion, and
the other person said: ‘‘Is that all?″

Mr. President, I have been involved
personally in the challenge of
downsizing a company. I grant imme-
diately this challenge is vastly greater,
but the principles are the same. Time
and again, I would say, ‘‘We have to
take something out of the overhead of
this company.’’

People would come in to me and say,
‘‘I agree, we have to take something
out of the overhead, but don’t cut my
department’’ for this reason or that
reason and how vital it was.

Finally, I had to get their attention,
and I said: All right, I won’t cut your
department, I won’t cut anybody’s de-
partment. I’ll let everybody walk out
of here feeling comfortable, happy and
wonderful right up to the point where
you file for unemployment, because the
company is going broke.

Oh. Well, now, you explained it to
me. Maybe I can find something in my
department to cut.

That was the company equivalent,
Mr. President, of this chart. This is the
chart I began with, this is the chart I
come back to. This is the situation we
are facing. Do we have the courage to
recognize this is the situation we are
facing and do what has to be done?

Mr. President, we celebrated this
year a number of anniversaries relating
to the Second World War. I am one who
is old enough to remember the Second
World War. I did not fight in it. I was
just a little kid. My brother went over
in the Second World War. He was in
Okinawa when President Truman de-
cided to drop the bomb.

Mr. President, may I inquire, how
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 7 minutes 30 seconds remain-
ing.

Mr. BENNETT. Thank you. The
President of the United States came to
the American people and said, ‘‘This is
the situation we are facing. If we do
not do something about it, we are in
serious trouble,’’ and he demanded sac-
rifices from the American people. He
was up front with them. He made no
bones about the difficulties that we
face.

How disrupting was that experience
in the lives of Americans? Hundreds of
thousands of them lost their lives. Mil-
lions had their lives disrupted. They
did it because they recognized that
there was a purpose for doing it and
that their Government was being hon-
est with them.

For far too long in this Chamber, our
Government has not been honest with
our people and, therefore, of course,
they do not want to sacrifice, of
course, they do not want to have their
lives disrupted. I do not want to have
my life disrupted. I want everything to
go on as good as it has been going, but
the time has come to recognize that we

are facing a long-term crisis as severe
as any we have faced, and we have to
be as honest as we have ever been.

So I say, all right, you do not want to
do this by restraining the growth of
Medicare, even though the rate of
growth of Medicare is not sustainable
either in this circumstance or, frankly,
by comparison to what is going on in
health care in the private sector with
this circumstance. All right, you do
not want to do it with that one? What
do you want to do it with?

This budget says we do it with every-
body. This budget says we do not single
out a single sector to balance the budg-
et on the backs of any particular
group. We say to everybody, the time
has come to recognize the crisis with
which we are dealing and deal with it
evenhandedly.

I would say to those who are com-
plaining about this budget, then give
us your alternative that is equally
evenhanded that deals with all politi-
cal groups with the same courage with
which this deals with political groups
and let us get forward. But do not tell
us we cannot adopt this budget because
it disturbs this or that or the other sec-
tor in terms of their status quo because
that kind of circumstance, Mr. Presi-
dent, is simply not being honest with
the American people, and the time for
honesty is here.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. DOMENICI. I was here and lis-
tened to all of the remarks. I want to
congratulate Senator BENNETT. I be-
lieve he made an eloquent statement. I
am sorry that he did not have more
time tonight to talk about the realities
of what we can afford as a people ver-
sus the wishful thinking and exagger-
ated promises that we have been used
to making to the public of America, to
our people.

I compliment him for it and thank
him for his excellence, both in under-
standing and hard work and knowledge
of matters such as this.

Mrs. MURRAY addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under a

previous unanimous consent order,
Senator MURRAY is recognized to speak
for 15 minutes, followed by Senator
SANTORUM, of Pennsylvania, for 15 min-
utes.

The Senator from Washington.
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, when I

first came here, the Federal budget def-
icit stood at nearly $300 billion, and for
3 years in a row, we worked with com-
mon sense and clear purpose to reduce
that deficit. I was not here when this
deficit was run up, but I was not elect-
ed to bring home the bacon, and I know
that politics as usual will not sell any-
more. We must reduce the deficit. But
I say to my friends, there is a right
way to cut spending, to streamline
Government and to reduce the deficit. I
think the correct path was the one we
started down in 1993.

On the other hand, there are radical
approaches which might be effective at
slashing spending and cutting pro-

grams, but we have to ask the ques-
tion, at what cost?

The American people deserve a sound
budget. They deserve proposals that
meet their urgent needs and reflect
their spending priorities. They deserve
investments in our future. They de-
serve security for themselves and for
their families, and I firmly believe that
taxpayers deserve to get something
back from the system that they are
paying into.

I look carefully and critically at this
Nation’s budget to make sure that it
adequately deals with investments in
our basic American quality of life. Our
children must be prepared for tomor-
row. The health of our citizens must be
secure and our neighborhoods and
towns must be safe.

That is how I begin this process
every year, Mr. President. I start from
the premise that as Americans we have
special rights and responsibilities, and
this body must acknowledge them
both. I believe in personal responsibil-
ity. I believe we must take charge of
our own lives and live up to the obliga-
tions that citizenship in this country
brings with it. But some Americans,
some members of our society cannot
make it on their own. There is a great
deal of insecurity and a bitter loss of
self-confidence out there. I saw it in
the faces of my friends and neighbors
when I was home in the State of Wash-
ington. I would hear it around my
kitchen table every night: The middle
class, average Americans feel that they
are not in control of their own destiny.
Machinists at the Boeing Co. tell me
they feel their jobs are not secure in
these days of corporate downsizing, and
they feel there is nothing they can do
about it.

Parents tell me they are worried
about their kids’ safety and violence in
the streets, and they feel powerless. My
own two teenagers and their friends,
the so-called generation X, our future
leaders, talk with me about poor job
prospects, about never receiving Social
Security, not being able to afford to go
to college, and the sad and unyielding
spread of AIDS. They feel they cannot
make the future brighter.

Today, information flows through
our society at such a rapid pace, tech-
nological innovations seem to be out-
pacing daily life. Average Americans
feel overtaken by it. Bankers and
economists warn me that in our inter-
dependent world the dollar falls to
record lows and derivative investments
threaten our financial security and
soundness. They feel the economic so-
lution is beyond their control. Doctors
and nurses and administrators in hos-
pitals and community-based clinics tell
me that entitlement programs do need
reform. But so does the entire health
care system.

If the severe Medicare and Medicaid
cuts are kept in this budget, they will
not be able to deal with the growing
caseload of those who need help and
have no means to pay for their own
medical care.
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Mr. President, imagine the hopeless-

ness of a young family with a newborn
baby diagnosed with cystic fibrosis.
First, one parent has to quit their job
to care for that child and their income
drops dramatically; insurance runs out,
and the young family is forced to spend
down in order to get health care—Med-
icaid—for their child. That is the fam-
ily I speak for in this budget process.
That is the family I think of when I re-
member the simple truth our parents
taught us: ‘‘There, but for the grace of
God, go I.’’

That family could easily be mine or
yours, Mr. President. I am raising two
kids at home. I have elderly parents
who are not always in the best of
health. Like so many Americans, I am
squeezed between my kids and my own
parents. That is why I share with many
Americans the grave concern about the
Medicare cuts. How will the program
be reformed? Many people have come
to me recently and have told me they
are afraid that these cuts will result in
higher out-of-pocket payments for sen-
iors who are already struggling. They
believe cuts will result in limiting
choices for seniors.

My parents have had the same doctor
for years in Washington State; they do
not want to lose their doctor because
of a budget plan imposed on them from
Washington, DC. From the rural east-
ern part of my State, I hear the rum-
bling of concern. Many Medicare bene-
ficiaries live in these communities
which often share a single hospital.

These cuts to the Medicare program
have the potential to cause some of the
hospitals to close—or to shift—a great
amount of their costs to local tax-
payers.

Mr. President, this brings me to a
major concern. By simply cutting
funds to Medicare, we are passing on
the cost of care for our seniors—our
parents—to the hospitals around the
country, and those hospitals will pass
on the costs to working families across
this Nation.

I refuse to stand here on the floor of
the U.S. Senate and talk about the
budget as if it is just a bunch of num-
bers. There is a senior citizen and a
child and an American family behind
every number in this budget. I am
afraid that in this time of great uncer-
tainty, in this time of anxiety, we will
be telling average American families,
‘‘You are on your own.’’

We in the Senate have a choice. We
can build self-confidence, we can in-
spire hope, and we can restore trust in
our Government and its ability to work
for average Americans. And we can do
this at the same time we reduce the
deficit, if we do it with common sense.
That is the right way.

(Ms. SNOWE assumed the chair.)
Mrs. MURRAY. Or, Madam Presi-

dent, we can feed into the Social Dar-
winist thinking of survival of the fit-
test. Serving the special interests who
are up here writing legislation. Giving
Goliath an advantage. And that is the
wrong way.

I am hopeful that we will be able to
work on a budget over the coming
days, which keeps us on the right path.

I look across the aisle to Members of
your party, and I see true champions of
certain causes, and I have been pleased
to support many of them in their ef-
forts.

The distinguished chairman of the
Budget Committee, the Senator from
New Mexico, has always been a forceful
advocate for funding mental health
programs, and he has always looked
out for Federal workers.

Madam President, I am proud to
serve on his committee with Senators
who have provided real leadership and
hope to the American people on many
issues.

I know that my friend from Maine,
who is presiding over the Senate at
this moment, has been stalwart on
women’s health issues. Senator GRASS-
LEY from Iowa has spent years defend-
ing the family farmer. My friend from
Missouri, Senator BOND, has displayed
real leadership by keeping programs
like HOPWA from the rescissions axe.
These are my Republican colleagues on
the Budget Committee, and I am proud
to serve with them. I have supported
all of these efforts in the past, and I
will continue to do so in this Congress.

So I hope that some of our colleagues
on your side of the aisle, Madam Presi-
dent, will look with favor on programs
that are important to me, especially
the education of our children, both in
their early years and in gaining access
to college and vocational programs.

For my State, there are other impor-
tant budget issues before us: The clean-
up of Hanford Nuclear Reservation and
the funding of the Eximbank; impact
aid for educating the children of our
men and women in uniform; help for
fishers and timber workers who have
been dislocated, and all programs that
ease anxiety and restore hope.

Madam President, I know firsthand
how much hope is needed out there. I
know firsthand how much harm this
budget will do to average Americans.

I am one of the millions of ordinary
Americans who is worried about her el-
derly parents. I am one of the millions
of average people who wants her chil-
dren to be able to go to college. I am
one of the people out there driving to
work every day and just trying to jug-
gle the pressures of everyday life for
myself and my family.

But, Madam President, this budget
adds to the pressure. It does so much
harm to working people—I find it in-
credible that it cuts the earned income
tax credit so severely. I find it incred-
ible that this budget raises the taxes
on our working families. Let average
Americans make no mistake about it—
Republicans are increasing taxes on
working families.

In Washington State alone, this
budget means an average tax increase
of $1,400 over 7 years on nearly 180,000
working families.

I am a product of the Western United
States. I was born in Washington

State. I grew up there. I am one of
seven children who learned from our
parents that we should always pull our-
selves up by our own bootstraps. But
this budget steals our shoelaces.

So I plan to offer amendments on the
floor, Madam President, that move this
budget in restoring some common
sense.

I will offer one amendment on impact
aid, and I will offer another one to pro-
tect children from drastic cuts in Med-
icaid.

And, Madam President, let me make
this clear, these are not frivolous
amendments. They have been drafted
carefully and I hope that they do pass.
It is not my intention to embarrass
anybody. My amendments are sincere
attempts to improve this budget, and
they reflect my highest priorities, for I
believe we have the chance today to
outline clearly our priorities for this
Nation.

Each of us was sent to the Senate to
serve the country and to articulate the
specific concerns of our friends and
neighbors at home.

So let me conclude here with just a
few words of caution. No one doubts
the need to put our fiscal house in
order. But what I fear the most is that
it will be done with an eye only toward
today, without considering the con-
sequences for tomorrow.

Deficit reduction is not an economic
policy in and of itself. And under to-
day’s cut, cut, cut mantra, I cannot
allow us to forget the word ‘‘compas-
sion.’’

I worry that slash and burn politics
will override common sense and fair-
ness, especially for our children.

We are looking here today at the
Wizard of Oz budget: No heart, no
brain, no courage, and no home. And
there is too much at stake.

At a fast and furious pace these days,
polls tell us what Americans believe
about an issue before they have even
had time to really make up their minds
about it.

I caution my friends—before you im-
pose draconian Medicare and Medicaid
cuts on the most vulnerable members
of our society—do not be too hasty to
legislate based on the shifting sands of
current political popularity.

Let us keep things in perspective,
Madam President, and let us remember
the little guy.

Let us talk about priorities and
plans, not just cuts and contracts. Let
us use this budget process to restore
hope, to ease anxiety, and to make the
future brighter for average Americans.
I look forward to this debate.

Thank you, Madam President.
Mr. EXON. Madam President, I would

like to take a moment on my time to
congratulate my friend and colleague
from the State of Washington. Here is
a teacher, a mother, someone that is
really dedicated to the cause that we
are trying to espouse on this side of the
aisle. I thank her for her excellent re-
marks.

I yield the floor.
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