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We have a vision of keeping our
promises to make Government smaller,
to reject the status quo, balance the
budget by the year 2002, protect Social
Security, save and improve Medicare,
and return power to the communities
and to our families and the States.

Mr. President, I am pleased we are
moving in this direction. I feel con-
fident there will be a positive vote to-
morrow, to make these Kkinds of
changes. I thank my colleagues for
continuing to point out the choices
that we have before the Senate. I urge
my colleagues to support this budget
plan. I yield the floor.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
would thank the freshman from Wyo-
ming, the freshman Senator, for adding
to this debate. He has really been there
through all these days, talking about
the important issues that we are facing
and the tough decisions that we are
going to have to make. I appreciate the
fact that he has just hit the ground
running in the U.S. Senate, and I am
pleased he stayed tonight along with
his wife, to make the remarks that he
did. We appreciate it very much.

Now I would be happy to yield to the
Senator from Iowa for 10 minutes.

——————

THE PRESIDENTS “SECRET”
BUDGET PLAN

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
thank the kind Senator from Texas for
yielding.

I want to commend the Senator for
her leadership in shepherding the serv-
ices tonight, of making sure that the
other point of view, the responsible fi-
nancial point of view, is expressed here
tonight, when elsewhere in this town
we know there is a very antipeople pro-
big Government point of view being ex-
pressed at a fundraising party for the
Democratic Party.

There was a story this morning on
the front page of the Washington Post.
I think it has a lot of Members on this
side of the aisle, and probably people
across the country, just simply
scratching their heads. The report says
that President Clinton now has a se-
cret budget counter-proposal. Do you
know what? It will balance the budget
within 10 years.

Mr. President, if this is true—and I
suppose I ought to hope it is true be-
cause I have been praying for a bal-
anced budget from this White House for
a long time—it is truly an amazing
story. First of all, it undercuts all the
wailing we have been hearing from the
White House about the effect on the
economy and the public of setting an
arbitrary date for a balanced budget.
That is making fun of us Republicans
for trying to balance the budget by the
year 2002.

It seems that all we have heard for
the last month out of the White House
is, “What is magic about a certain date
to balance the budget?’’ If you balance
the budget you would ruin the econ-
omy. If you balance the budget you
would do this to that group, or that to
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another group. Now, all of a sudden in
the Washington Post, the President
says that he wants to balance the budg-
et—albeit in 10 years.

I think even members of the Presi-
dent’s own party and members of the
President’s party in both chambers of
the Congress had earlier disagreed
openly with the White House on this
point. There was disagreement on what
to do. Do you know what? The Mem-
bers of the Democratic Party up here
on the hill, they look to the President
for leadership.

The message they got was to stay the
course. The President said just keep to
it, stay the course. That is, offer noth-
ing in rebuttal to the Republican at-
tempt to balance the budget. No vision
from the White House; no alternative
from the White House.

And, do you know what? The Mem-
bers up here on the Hill were very obe-
dient, listening to their President. So
they refrained from offering their own
balanced budget alternative, or any
other comprehensive alternative to the
Republican efforts to balance the budg-
et.

So, the members of the Democratic
Party stood idly by during this budget
debate and risked their credibility be-
cause they wanted to follow their lead-
er, our President of the United States.
Now, with this new development that
the President is for a balanced budget,
albeit in 10 years, they, the members of
the Democratic Party in the Congress
of the United States in both Houses of
the Congress, also are undercut by
their President just like members of
the White House staff have been. Just
like he undercut the recent arguments
of everybody on his staff that was try-
ing to defend his position of just stay
the course. Do not offer an alternative.

Second, this also says that the Re-
publican vision of a balanced budget is
right after all, and it is filling a very
enormous political void. The American
people know where we stand and they
do not know where the other side
stands. The American people Kknow
what the Republican Party stands for.
They do not know what the Demo-
cratic Party stands for. They do not
know because for several months, until
this very day, they were told a bal-
anced budget did not matter. They
were told that we should not have an
alternative, as Democrats, to what the
Republicans were trying to do.

Also, there is a third aspect to this.
Because, in filling that void and be-
cause the President is now coming
around to accepting the premise of the
Republican vision for the future, this
new development is a powerful dem-
onstration of the President’s lack of
leadership. Because, you know what?
The lack of leadership demonstrates
followership. It leaves a perception of a
desperate move to be included. The
President of the United States wants
to be relevant, finally, in the debate for
a balanced budget.

It shows that our Republican call for
the other side to put up or be silent has
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had an effect. It shows that we have
opened up a big weakness in the other
side’s flank, namely its very own credi-
bility. Because you cannot talk the
talk until you walk the walk. Everyone
knows that. Everyone outside of Wash-
ington.

Now, obviously the President knows
it as well. The time to show relevance
and to show leadership on the part of
the President was last February. That
is when the President proposed. The
Congress is now disposing. The process
has passed the President by. The ship
of state has left the dock.

It is as if the President is trying to
rush ahead to the next port to catch up
with the ship. The problem is the ship
is not scheduled to stop there. And it
will not.

Mrs. HUTCHISON assumed the Chair.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I
think it is clear that the leadership,
the vision, and the direction for this
ship of state are coming from this side,
the Republican side of the aisle. It all
happens to be reflected in the budget
debate of the last 4 days, the amend-
ments offered by the other side, the ab-
sence of a comprehensive balanced
budget alternative from the other side.
And I think it will be demonstrated by
the overwhelming vote for a balanced
budget tomorrow.

Now, the President of the United
States, on the other hand, missed the
boat. His party is still standing on the
dock. He stranded them there. He
asked them to wait there until he
could catch up with the ship out at sea,
but it is too late. We Republicans have
a vision and we have a plan to steer
this country to the safe waters.

I ask, where is theirs? Where is their
comprehensive alternative plan to bal-
ance the budget? Where is their coher-
ent vision? Where is theirs?

It is lacking. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

————
THE PRESIDENT’S BUDGET

Mr. SANTORUM. Madam President, I
want to pick up where the Senator
from Iowa left off. I think he made
some very good points with respect to
where the President’s budget is. I noted
also the same Washington Post article
today. It suggests ‘‘President to
Counter Hill Budgets. Plan Would End
Deficits in 10 Years.”

This was not released by the White
House. This was released from a pri-
vate interview up in New Hampshire
that was leaked out somewhere, that
the President is coming up with this
secret plan to balance the budget in 10
years.

It struck me. It tickled my memory,
that I heard this about this 10-year
plan before. It was from my first year
in the Congress. I remember, as a mem-
ber of the Budget Committee, I was a
freshman member of the Budget Com-
mittee and then chairman of the Budg-
et Committee, Leon Panetta, now over
at the White House, came up with a 10-
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year balanced budget. They worked on
it most of the fist year that I was there
and I think released it in about Octo-
ber of the year. It was after the debate.
This was for the next fiscal year.

It was interesting. I do not know
whether the budget the President is
considering is going to look like the
budget the Congressman—then Chair-
man of the Budget Committee—Pa-
netta offered. But at the time, to get to
a balanced budget—this was in October
of 1991, I refer to the Congressional
Quarterly article—at the time Chair-
man Panetta said that it would take
$1.3 billion in cuts or tax increases to
get to a balanced budget in 10 years.
What we are doing here in the Senate
today with Senator DOMENICI’s budget,
the Republican budget, is roughly a
trillion dollars, not quite a trillion dol-
lars in spending reductions to get to a
balanced budget. Then we have obvi-
ously interest savings which get us the
rest.

I had the Budget Committee staff run
the numbers. If the President is pro-
posing to get to a balanced budget over
10 years, not 7 years, he will not be able
to do so by cutting the trillion dollars
over 10 years. That is the fallacy. You
cannot just cut $1 trillion over 10
years, and balance the budget because
you have to get on sort of a longer
curve. Your spending cuts do not occur
early enough. You build up more debt.
It is a lot more costly to balance it
over a longer period of time. The Budg-
et Committee told us that it would re-
quire $1.6 trillion in spending cuts or
tax increases to balance the budget in
10 years, $1.6 trillion.

The $1.3 trillion in the Panetta pro-
posal of 1991 included deeper cuts in de-
fense, entitlement spending reduc-
tions—I remind people entitlements
are things like Medicare, Medicaid,
welfare spending, things that are now
being lambasted by the other side of
the aisle—a broad cut back in the size
and cost of government, and $250 bil-
lion to $400 billion in new taxes; $400
billion in new taxes.

Is this a harbinger of things to come?
Have we fished out of the files from the
old Budget Committee in 1991 the 10-
year budget proposal for the Clinton
administration to balance the budget
with a third of the money coming from
new taxes? But this is just all specula-
tion because we have not seen the
President’s budget.

So I have the unpleasant task of re-
turning to the floor to add to the list of
numbers on my chart of days with no
proposal to balance the budget from
President Clinton. Since I had objec-
tions from the other side of the aisle
about using staff to actually put my
numbers up, I will do the chore myself,
and put ‘‘day 6,” potentially a signifi-
cant date.

We might have learned about the se-
cret budget, the existence of this docu-
ment. We may have learned just from
some of the detective work I have done
that there may be a plan out there that
existed a few years ago that may be
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resurrected because under the demo-
cratic rule in the House of Representa-
tives this balanced budget that the
Budget Committee chairman put to-
gether never saw the light of day,
never was voted on, never was debated
in committee, never moved past the
draft stage.

Maybe we will get it past the draft
stage this time. Maybe the former
chairman of the Budget Committee
will be able to resurrect this handi-
work that he did some 4 years ago and
bring it on the scene as the new budget
for the President.

I will tell you that it would be a long
time coming, not just the 6 days, but to
provide some leadership out of the
White House on this very important
issue to this country.

I remember during the Republican
administrations the then-chairman of
the Budget Committee, Chairman Leon
Panetta, coming to the floor time after
time after time making statements
about how it was the responsibility of
the President to be relevant to the sit-
uation, to not put up these budgets
that were dead, that had no chance, but
to be bold and to move forward.

I quote from March 13, 1986. This is
Leon Panetta speaking:

We begin a game of ‘‘budget chicken’ in
which we wait for the other side to make the
tough choices that have to be made to try to
get our budget in line. It is a lousy way to do
business; we all understand that. It is what
gave birth to the Gramm-Rudman approach,
and it is what creates the frustration that we
now deal with here.

The hope is that the President would exer-
cise leadership in presenting a budget to the
Congress that is realistic and that is serious.
But instead of pulling together, he pulls
apart. Instead of providing leadership, he
plays games. The danger is that we too fall
into the same trap. This budget is wrong; we
know it is wrong, and it will fail for several
reasons.

Just as the President’s budget came
to the floor of the Senate. It was
wrong, and it failed completely, and
did not get one vote.

I say that the former Congressman
from California, Leon Panetta, made a
good point about that back on May 1,
1990, talking about a Bush budget. He
said:

The fact is that the test of a budget is not
what it says it does nor even its author. It is
whether or not you get a majority of votes
on the floor of the House and in the Con-
gress. That is the ultimate test of the suc-
cess or failure of any budget.

The fact is that the test of a budget
is not what it says or does or even its
author. It is whether or not you get a
majority of votes on the floor of the
House and in the Congress. That is the
ultimate test of the success or failure
of any budget.

That speaks volumes about the Presi-
dent’s budget that he sent up here;
speaks volumes about how serious the
President was when he presented his
budget to the U.S. Congress and in the
U.S. Senate of which there are 54 Re-
publicans and 46 Democrats. He got no
votes.

Then chairman Panetta went on to
say:
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According to that test, the President’s
budget is a failure. The failure to offer the
budget by the President also makes clear
how tough it is to develop a budget that bal-
ances the priorities, that recognizes that we
have to provide new directions for this coun-
try and that tries to achieve a majority vote
on the floor of the House.

How things can come back to haunt
you. We had a chairman of the Budget
Committee who was pleading for the
President of the United States to pro-
vide leadership, to stand firm, and
move our country forward in a bold,
new way. Now that person sits as the
right hand man of the White House,
and from all the press reports is advis-
ing the President to do just the oppo-
site. I guess it all depends on where
you sit.

I must read one more thing that
Leon Panetta said during his time in
Congress because my staff gave it to
me. I actually thought it was some-
thing that I had just said the other day
because I was talking about the fact
that my father is an immigrant to this
country and how important it was for
us to leave the next generation better
off than the generation that we now
live in.

Back on May 4, 1989, CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, Leon Panetta said:

We have presented over the last 8 years a
pleasant message that somehow everyone
can have a free lunch in this country. That
is not the case. That is not the message that
my parents heard when they came to this
country as immigrants with little education,
little money, but a great deal of hope. They
came for the opportunity that this country
offered and the willingness to make a sac-
rifice for their children so their children
could enjoy a better life. We now face a situ-
ation where our children may not enjoy a
better standard of living than we had. That,
I think, is the worst testament in terms of
the future that we face in this Nation.

He is right. That is the biggest ques-
tion that faces us. What are we going
do leave to the next generation? He
was right in 1989. He was right in 1986.
He was right in 1990, and hopefully he
will convince the President to be right
in 1995 to join the debate, to lead, to be
relevant, to show this country, to show
this Congress what direction he be-
lieves we should take to balance this
budget.

I hope this is the last day; I hope that
day 6 was lucky, that this little inkling
that we got about this secret budget
might come out somewhere, that there
is a plan, and that we will be able to
know this plan. I do not want to be up
here for the next 129 days between now
and the end of the fiscal year talking
about why the President has not come
to the party and express his vision for
the future of this country.

I am confident tomorrow we will pass
the balanced budget resolution. I hope
it is bipartisan because I know there
are many on the other side of the aisle
who also would like to see this budget
brought to balance.

I wish to commend the Senator from
New Mexico for his fine work on this
budget. I wish to commend the Pre-
siding Officer for the tremendous job
she
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has done every day of this debate in
rallying the forces to come here to the
floor to talk about the positive aspects
and how meaningful it is to get to a
balanced budget for this country and
not just the next generation. A lot of
the talk is just for the next generation.
When we talk about Medicare, it is not
the next generation. It is this genera-
tion of Medicare recipients. When we
talk about economic growth, it is this
generation that is going to benefit
from lower interest rates and higher
growth rates.

This balanced budget is for everyone.
As the Senator from New Mexico said
in answering the question Senator
LAUTENBERG posed: Whose side are you
on? We are on America’s side. We are
on the side of all Americans. That is
the beauty of a balanced budget. It is
good for everyone. It is not about class
warfare. It is not about picking win-
ners and losers. It is about giving ev-
eryone opportunity.

I yield the floor.

Mr. FRIST addressed the Chair.

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

(Mr. SANTORUM assumed the chair)

——————

INCREASING AMERICAN
PRODUCTIVITY

Mr. FRIST. I rise to commend my
distinguished colleague from Pennsyl-
vania, the Presiding Officer, and espe-
cially the chairman of the Budget
Committee, Senator DOMENICI, for the
outstanding work that has been shown
over the last several days as we have
presented a budget that will be bal-
anced by the year 2002.

I would like to turn to answer a sim-
ple question, and that is who will ben-
efit from the balanced budget plan pro-
posed by the Republican majority this
week. The answer? The American fam-
ily.

The debate over the past week has
been fascinating. We have heard a lot
of rhetoric, especially from the other
side of the aisle, about how cutting
spending will hurt our children, affect
our seniors, and hurt the middle class.
My colleagues on the other side of the
aisle would have us believe that the en-
tire Government is going to shut down
and that disaster is imminent with our
budget.

But what they will not tell you is
that the Republican budget will have
tangible positive benefits for whom?
The American family. Benefits that the
American family will see in their
checkbook, in their family budgets,
and in their overall standard of living.

According to economists, one of the
most significant benefits of a balanced
budget is increased productivity. What
does that mean? Let us talk a little bit
about what productivity means to that
individual family, that typical family
in America. Increased productivity, a
product of this balanced budget, means
that Americans will produce more in
the same amount of hours. There will
be more produced for a given amount of
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work. And why do we have increased
productivity from balancing the budg-
et? Why does increased productivity re-
sult from spending no more than we
take in each year?

Because, very simply, the Govern-
ment, we, will borrow less, and that
leaves more for investment by the pri-
vate sector, by individuals, by indi-
vidual businesses, and greater invest-
ment by those businesses and individ-
uals results in better technology and
better working conditions. It is this in-
vestment that allows our workers to
produce more in the same amount of
time. And so what does this concept of
increased productivity which clearly
stems from a balanced budget mean to
the individual family, to you, to me, to
our children, to our grandchildren?

From this first chart, the first thing
that increased productivity means is
greater income for the American fam-
ily. If we accomplish more while we are
at work, increased productivity, we
will make more money to buy homes,
to send our children to school, to buy
clothes for our children, to provide for
our own retirement.

According to the Commerce Depart-
ment, median family income fell last
year under President Clinton’s watch
by 1.9 percent. In contrast, over the
next 10 years, by balancing the budget,
the General Accounting Office says
that earnings would be increased by ap-
proximately an extra 2.9 percent. That
would mean an extra $1,200 per year for
each American family by passing to-
morrow this balanced budget proposal.

Under a status quo budget right now,
income of the average family in 2025
without a balanced budget, for exam-
ple, under the President’s proposal
would be $35,900. Under the Republican
proposal, that same income of the aver-
age family in 2025 but with a balanced
budget would be $48,200, a difference of
over $12,000 by having a balanced budg-
et.

Yes, increased incomes for the Amer-
ican family mean greater economic se-
curity for us, for this current genera-
tion, and for that next generation.
With $12,000 more a year, our families
will be able to save more for their own
retirement rather than having to rely
on the Government today, as so many
people do today. They will be able to
pay for their own health care, and they
will be able to pay for education for
their children. The investment of this
kind of extra money for the American
family can only mean great things for
our economy and for our people.

Let me turn to the second chart. Are
there other benefits of increased pro-
ductivity which will result from the
balanced budget? Mr. President, if we
are accomplishing more during work
hours, we will actually have to work
less to accomplish the same amount.
This means more time at home, more
time with our families, more time with
our children, our grandchildren to play
baseball, to go to a guitar recital, to
read a book.

Indeed, a typical family workday is
8% hours. Increased productivity

May 23, 1995

means that workers can provide the
same level of output in fewer hours
leaving more time for family, more
time for leisure. In traveling the State
of Tennessee, I know that Americans
feel they are working hard to get
ahead, and today they are not making
progress. The median income is declin-
ing today. It is tough on families. It is
tough on moms and dads who struggle
to keep the house clean, food on the
table, and the family running, and it is
tough for those individuals. As we bal-
ance this budget and make this pro-
posal, they worry: Will times be better?
The message that we must get out is
yes, with a balanced budget, there is
increased productivity, increased time
to be with one’s family.

The Republican budget, when you
break it down, will actually ease that
burden through increasing the effi-
ciencies of our businesses and our
workers.

Let me turn to the third chart, Mr.
President. Probably the most tangible
benefit that we will see from balancing
our budget is lower interest rates. The
Congressional Budget Office has told us
that interest rates will be lower by al-
most 2 percent if we balance the budg-
et. Other economists, such as the inde-
pendent forecasting group from DRI
McGraw-Hill, predict lower interest
rates of up to 2.5 percent, lower than
they would be with a budget which is
not balanced. That translates very di-
rectly into lower costs for typical pur-
chases by the American family.

The examples are depicted. It means
when lower interest rates take effect,
that on the $75,000 30-year mortgage to
this family, there will be a savings of
$1,246 if we have a balanced budget.

Or that same family will save $1,000
over the life of a loan on a $15,000 car
if we pass this balanced budget pro-
posal.

And that same family will save $36
per year on an average balance of $1,800
on a credit card if we pass this bal-
anced budget proposal.

And that same family can save $1,128
over the life of a loan on a small busi-
ness or on farm equipment or on this
typical tractor.

Mr. President, these are the kinds of
savings that are very real that will af-
fect every household in this country if
we are successful in passing the bal-
anced budget plan tomorrow. There is
absolutely no question that the Repub-
lican budget, yes, will be tough. It will
be tough, and everybody is going to
have to sacrifice for it to take effect.
But there is no question that this Re-
publican budget does provide real, tan-
gible benefits for all Americans and all
American families.

Increased incomes, less work time,
lower interest rates—all will con-
tribute to a much higher quality of life
for the American family.

I urge all of my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle to consider these posi-
tive beneficial effects to the family as
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