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help prioritize risks, thereby targeting
the use of our resources toward those
activities and substances that pose the
greatest risks. It will see to it that
agencies take all pertinent information
and all viable options into account be-
fore increasing the regulatory burden
on the American people.

When combined with the unfunded
mandates law, this regulatory reform
bill will do much to free the American
people from unnecessary regulations.
In this way, it will increase consumer
options, lower prices, increase produc-
tivity and, most important, increase
the amount of freedom enjoyed by the
American people.

Mr. President, in closing, I want to
congratulate the majority leader and
Senators HATCH, ROTH, NICKLES, MUR-
KOWSKI, JOHNSTON, and others for their
efforts in putting together this com-
promise measure. I believe there are
provisions in this bill that could have
been much stronger, such as the
decisional criteria, judicial review, and
sunset provisions, but I believe we have
worked very conscientiously and in
good faith on both sides to move us to
the point of completing a very impor-
tant piece of legislation, and I applaud
those who have been central to those
discussions.

It is my hope that ultimately we will
have the kind of strong bill come out of
our final deliberations and conference
that will create the proper balance be-
tween the necessary health and safety
and environmental needs of the Amer-
ican people, on the one hand, and the
freedom and liberty that we all seek
for our country on the other.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

BUDGET RESOLUTION

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
now begin controlled debate on the
budget conference report, and when the
Senate receives the conference report,
the time consumed be subtracted from
the overall statutory time limitation.

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

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business, and the time I con-
sume not be charged.

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

Mr. FEINGOLD. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. FEINGOLD per-
taining to the introduction of S. 983 are
located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, are
we on the resolution?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, we
are debating the conference report. The
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Republicans have 2 hours 18 minutes.
The Democrats have 2 hours 42 min-
utes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
want to speak for a moment to the of-
fices of our Republican Senators. We
have 2 hours 18 minutes and, hopefully,
we are going to vote on this around 5
o’clock. I would even like to yield back
some of our time. I will not do that
until we have explored that with our
Senators.

Senator COATS is going to speak now.
The Senators that have asked me to
speak—and I will confirm this now and
if they or their administrative assist-
ants would let us know if they will—
are Senators NICKLES, STEVENS, MUR-
KOWSKI, SNOWE, HELMS, COVERDELL,
HuTCHISON, LOTT, BOND, GORTON, and
DEWINE. Are there any others who
would like to speak? And of these that
I mentioned, could they call and tell us
how much time they would like? Sen-
ator THOMAS is on the list now, too. I
would like each Senator not to take
more than 10 minutes. Does the Sen-
ator from Indiana need 15 minutes?

Mr. COATS. I do not think I will need
more than that.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 15 minutes to
the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, first, I
want to take this opportunity to con-
gratulate Senator DOMENICI and Con-
gressman KASICH and the budget con-
ferees for producing a historic blue-
print that reprioritizes our Federal
spending. It is a monumental piece of
work, and they deserve a great deal of
congratulations for the tireless efforts
they put into producing this document.

Finally, Congress, under the leader-
ship of Republicans, has delivered on a
solemn promise made to the American
people to balance the Federal budget. I
am particularly pleased that the con-
ferees recognized that they were able
to balance the budget and provide fam-
ily tax relief and economic growth in-
centives. These were once described as
“mutually exclusive goals.”” We have
demonstrated by the budgets brought
forth in each body, and resolved in con-
ference, that they are not mutually ex-
clusive goals. Meeting these objectives
will ensure that our economy con-
tinues to thrive and our families find
real relief, even as Federal spending is
restrained.

Mr. President, there is courage in
this budget—courage that I do not be-
lieve we have seen for decades, courage
that makes this a historic moment.
But I think if we are honest, we have to
admit that it is courage without alter-
natives. The status quo may be com-
fortable for the time being, but it is
not sustainable. The road that we have
been marching down for these last sev-
eral years has been wide and has been
easy and has been politically pleasing;
but that road ends with a precipitous
drop into an abyss, from which this
country may not recover. I think there
has been a recognition of that, and
that recognition has produced this doc-
ument which we are debating today.
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The figures are familiar, but they
have not lost their power to shock. Our
national debt currently stands at $4.8
trillion, which translates into $19,000
for every man, woman, and child in
this Nation. And that figure as pro-
jected, if we do nothing except retain
the status quo, will jump to $23,000 for
every man, woman, and child by the
year 2002. If we ignore this crisis, if we
ignore this reality, a child born this
year will pay $187,000, or more, over his
or her lifetime just in interest on the
national debt. That is unacceptable.
We have recognized that as unaccept-
able, and we now bring forth a plan de-
signed to address that very problem.

This argument for immediate change
and immediate restraint is simple. It is
one of the highest moral ideals and tra-
ditions in this Nation for parents to
sacrifice for the sake of their children.
It is the depth of selfishness to call on
children to sacrifice for the sake of
their parents. If we continue on the
current path, we will violate a trust be-
tween generations, and we will earn
the contempt of the future, and we will
deserve that contempt.

What we are doing is wrong. It has
been virtually immoral. It has violated
a fundamental tradition and value
that, I think, most Members hold to.

Now, there is no doubt that we need
cuts in Government to balance the
budget. But there is another reason.
We need cuts in Government because
Government itself is too large—too
large in our economy, too large in our
lives. Even if the books were balanced
today, even if we faced no budget def-
icit, we would still need to provide a
sober reassessment of the Federal Gov-
ernment’s role and reach in our busi-
nesses, in our daily lives. This is not
just a matter of money alone. We re-
quire cuts in Government because end-
less, wuseless, duplicative programs
should not be reinvented, as the admin-
istration defines it. They should be
eliminated.

We reject the vision of a passive Na-
tion, where an arrogant Government
sets the rules. We want to return not
only to an affordable Government, but
to a limited Government. Those limits
will help unleash limited potential of
our economy and of our people.

Now, the votes that we will make, or
have to make in implementing this
budget through the appropriation proc-
ess and the reconciliation process, will
likely be some of the toughest votes
that any elected Member of Congress
has ever been asked to cast.

If we are honest, again, most of those
votes would not be tough calls for the
people that we represent. They would
not be tough calls for most Americans,
though they seem momentous here as
we look at it and try to weigh the po-
litical consequences.

But that is not what I find as I travel
through Indiana. When I talk to the
men and women of Indiana, they see
what we are doing as a minimal com-
mitment to common sense. A minimal
commitment to doing what we should
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have done a long time ago. A minimal
commitment to doing what we are re-
quired to do or should feel we were re-
quired to do.

Changes made by this budget are
bold, but they are not radical. They are
ambitious, but they are not dangerous.
It is a careful plan to meet a specific
need. Listen to some of the facts:
Under the budget resolution, Govern-
ment spending will rise from its cur-
rent legal of $1.5 trillion to $1.9 trillion
by the year 2002. This is an increase of
30 percent. So all the doomsayers and
the political rhetoric that is floating
around this town and floating around
the country, that we are undermining
the very foundation of Government
services, is simply not the case. It will
be a 30-percent increase in Government
spending over the next 7 years.

The difference is that increase is
going to be a lot lower than what it
would have been if we leave everything
the same. We are going to increase
spending at a slower rate. That in-
crease at a slower rate is going to
produce the savings necessary to bring
our budget into balance.

A good example, if we take a family
currently making $45,000 a year, if the
income grew at the rate we allow Gov-
ernment to grow under this plan, that
family would be making $63,000 into
the year 2002, 7 years from now. Surely,
a family could construct a budget to
meet this higher level of spending. The
Federal Government is being asked to
do the same.

Now, there are honest disagreements
about the merits and priorities of
many of these reductions. I expect we
will continue to have an honest, hard-
fought, debate. We must not allow
these deliberations to be ruled by half-
truths or distortions. We will not
allow, we cannot allow, political
charges which are simply untrue, to re-
main unrebutted.

Every American, no matter what
their age, has an interest in a strong,
viable, Medicare System. But Medicare
faces an impending crisis. The Presi-
dent’s own commission concluded that
Medicare will be bankrupt in 7 years.

The Republican budget ensures that
this will not happen, that Medicare
will remain a viable program. But we
have no choice but to reduce the rate
of growth, hopefully through reforms
in the system, that can continue to
provide a central medical care to our
elderly and have a fund available to do
that for those that will be approaching
retirement age some time in the fu-
ture.

It is important to note that Medicare
will continue to increase at a 6.4-per-
cent annual rate, to ensure the sol-
vency of that program. That is down
from its current double-digit growth
rate of a little more than 10 percent.

But it is absolutely necessary to do
this or we lose the whole system. It is
the President’s own commission and
the President himself, now, who has ac-
knowledged that this is the step that
we must take, to ensure the solvency
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of Medicare and to assure that this pro-
gram is available in the future.

As promised, Social Security remains
untouched. Spending will increase in
Social Security from the current an-
nual total of $340 billion to $480 billion
in 2002. One of our central goals here
has been to protect the integrity of the
Social Security System. We have done
that. Social Security benefits must be
preserved for the retirees who have
paid into that system and count on
that system. We have done that.

I firmly support this budget. It tack-
les not only our unsustainable budget
deficit but also the needs of our fami-
lies. America’s deficit crisis concerns
not only our budget but also a deficit
in the resources of families to care for
their own.

This deficit has been widened by
ever-increasing taxation, and a steady
erosion of the personal exemption.
Many families are in current recession
directly caused by Government policy.

A balanced budget and family-ori-
ented, growth-oriented tax relief are
part of the same movement in Amer-
ica, a movement to limit our Govern-
ment on the one hand, and empower
our people on the other. One idea im-
plies and requires the other.

When we reduce public spending, we
should increase proportionately the re-
sources of families to meet their own
needs. If Government no longer is
going to provide and meet those needs
or attempt to meet those needs, I
should say, because as well-motivated
and as well-intended as some of the
Government programs are to reach
family needs and reach social needs in
this country, they have been a dismal
failure, eaten up by administrative
costs and simply not achieving their
goals.

The results are beginning to address
the problem. As we downsize the one,
we increase the capability of the other.
We give families, we give individuals,
we empower communities, we empower
nonprofit organizations, with the abil-
ity to reach out and address those
needs in a much more effective way.

That is a good investment. That is a
sound investment, because $1 spent by
our families is far more useful than $1
spent by Government.

It is time to admit when our families
fail, so does our society. Their finan-
cial crisis is as urgent and as impor-
tant as any other priority in this de-
bate. Now, Mr. President, another pri-
ority of mine has been to ensure that
the Nation is represented to defend its
interest and ideals in the world. The
administration has pushed us to the ra-
zor’s edge of readiness, through dan-
gerous defense cuts, while extending
our military commitments beyond our
national interests. It is a recipe for dis-
aster.

This budget ends that hemorrhaging.
Even though it does not restore us to
full strength, it stops the hemorrhages
and begins to move toward a path of
correcting the problems. For that rea-
son, I am grateful as we markup,
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today, the defense bill for the next fis-
cal year, we are dealing with many of
these difficult issues about what is nec-
essary for our preparedness, what is
necessary to provide an adequate,
sound, defense.

Nobody can argue that is not a pri-
ority of the Federal Government.
There is a role for Federal Government
and this is, perhaps, its primary role.

Our decisions today in the Armed
Services Committee, meeting as I
speak—and I will be back there as soon
as I am done—is easier today because
of the decisions that the Budget Com-
mittee made in their conference. They
have given the tools to address more
readily some of these problems. We are
thankful for that, although we did not
get all we wanted.

Mr. President, we have come to the
beginning of the end of deficit spending
in America. Let me repeat that: We
have come to the beginning of the end
of deficit spending in America.

We have come to this place because
there is no alternative for us. The work
before us is not a task for the timid,
but it is nothing more than what most
Americans expect of us. We have come
to a time that is unique and historic,
an authentic moment of decision. It is
a moment to act—worthy of our
words—and keep faith with the future.

Again, I thank the Senator from New
Mexico for the time and for his diligent
efforts in this entire task, and again
congratulate him for the magnificent
work he has accomplished in this past
year.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
thank Senator COATS for his remarks
today and for his steadfast support of
us getting to a balanced budget and his
willingness to take some very, very
hard stands with reference to getting
there. In particular, I thank him for
his kind remarks this morning.

We yield the floor on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I would
like to advise all Senators on this side,
and I think I probably speak for my
colleague on the other side, we are try-
ing to compact time as best we can and
yet give everybody at least a chance to
make remarks they think are appro-
priate and very important. There are a
lot of Senators who have indicated to
me on this side, and I believe to Sen-
ator DOMENICI on that side, that they
want to talk.

We need you here to talk. We cannot
have you talking unless you are here to
talk. So I certainly extend the invita-
tion to all the Members on this side of
the aisle who wish to talk; this will be
a good time to come over here. Or, very
likely, we will begin to be yielding
back some time, if I can make an ar-
rangement to that effect with my col-
league from New Mexico.

With that, I yield 7 minutes to my
colleague from Washington.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, this
conference report takes a bad budget
and makes it worse. No one disputes
the fact the deficit must be reduced.
For the past 2 years, we worked—with
common sense—to slash one-third of
the deficit we inherited in 1993. We
made tough choices. We eliminated
hundreds of programs, and cut hun-
dreds more.

The new majority in this body has
built upon our good record of cutting
spending. I commend my friends on the
other side of the aisle—they have re-
sponded to a call for smaller Govern-
ment, and reduced spending.

But, they have gone too far. They are
misunderstanding the needs of average
Americans. The revolution has cer-
tainly come to Washington, DC, Mr.
President, and, let us see who wins and
who loses in the battle.

The richest Americans win, Mr.
President. This conference report over-
flows with tax cuts for wealthy Ameri-
cans. Households who earn $200,000 per
year win—they get a nice tax break for
their kids. What about families at the
lowest end of the income scale? they
are not even eligible for this tax break.
And, what about the kids of middle-
class Americans? They lose in the revo-
lution, Mr. President. Ten billion dol-
lars is slashed from student loans. And,
children of low-income families will see
their health insurance cut. Despite the
fact the Senate voted unanimously for
my amendment to protect impact aid
from the budget ax, children who rely
on this program are put in jeopardy.

And, what happens to the kids of our
family farmers? They lose, too. This
revolution will drive small family
farmers out of business. This budget
cuts $13 billion out of commodity pro-
grams over the next 7 years. There is
no hope for them to inherit their fam-
ily farms, and rural America will be
changed forever by this budget resolu-
tion.

And, what happens to my genera-
tion—the children of elderly parents?
We lose, too. Medicare—the safety net
for our Nation’s elderly—is pulled away
from our parents, by a $270 billion cut.
In this revolution, Mr. President, the
children of America lose. The elderly
lose. Farmers lose. And, veterans lose.
Average Americans, trying to raise
their kids, go to work, run a business,
and care for elderly parents—they all
lose.

Our Nation’s precious environment is
a loser in the revolution. This budget
clear-cuts funding for environmental
and natural resources initiatives. It
proposes the leasing of the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge. It cuts environ-
mental spending by 30 percent by the
year 2000.

My friends and neighbors in Wash-
ington State know I will fight to main-
tain funding to clean up the Hanford
Nuclear Reservation. With this budget,
funding will be difficult to find. But, I
refuse to turn my back on Hanford.
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Of course, ultimately, our economy
loses. This plan will place our economy
at risk. Since the new majority has
been in place, consumer confidence has
been dropping and the economy has
been slowing down. Americans feel em-
battled. Everyday people feel there is
no hope. This budget does nothing to
restore hope.

Mr. President, I will do all in my
power to give hope to average Ameri-
cans. To maintain the high standard of
life we enjoy in this country. That is
why I supported amendments in the
Budget Committee and here on the
floor last month—amendments that
would have restored some Medicare and
Medicaid cuts without increasing the
deficit; amendments to lower the pro-
posed taxes on America’s working fam-
ilies. It is plain and simple—by cutting
the earned income tax credit, this
budget will raise taxes on 224,000 tax-
payers in my home State alone.

Unfortunately, Mr. President, these
attempts to restore some fairness and
common sense to the budget were re-
jected.

But, this is just one step in the proc-
ess. We have 13 appropriations bill, and
a reconciliation bill, which must come
before us—and go across the Presi-
dent’s desk—before these cuts become
reality. It is going to be a long, hot
summer, Mr. President. As a member
of the Appropriations Committee, I
know the real work is yet to come.
And, I will be working to make sure we
retain programs that are important to
average Americans.

As we see today, the budget that
emerged from the House-Senate con-
ference is too radical. It gives Goliath
an advantage. I congratulate my
friends on the other side of the aisle.
This is their day. It is the day for the
wealthiest among us to celebrate. But,
it is a sorry day for average Americans.

I oppose this conference report, and
urge all colleagues to vote against this
budget.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I thank my
friend and colleague from Washington
for a very excellent statement. She is a
very valuable member of the Budget
Committee and I hope her remarks are
taken to heart.

Mr. HOLLINGS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina is recognized.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
thank also the distinguished colleague
from Delaware. I will be brief.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, Mark
Twain stated many years ago that,
“The truth is such a precious thing, it
should be used very sparingly.”

Therein, of course, is the approach
that we use in our budgetary and fiscal
concerns here and problems and re-
sponsibilities in the U.S. Government.

I want to talk of the fraud that this
particular budget, which we will vote
upon, is exacting upon the American
people. It is very striking and ironic
that we have spent the past week talk-
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ing about fraud on the investors, de-
frauding the taxpayers, and everything
else. But the greatest fraud to be per-
petrated is going to occur right here on
the floor of the U.S. Senate later
today. It is, once again, the so-called
““pbalanced budget plan.” We have been
lying about that balanced budget plan
for some 15 years.

In that context, I think of my friend
Vaclav Havel of Czechoslovakia. The
late Senator from Washington, Senator
Jackson, and myself had a unique op-
portunity. We were told in Prague,
“When you go out and see this dis-
sident, you will be trailed.” We went
out in the residential area, and we sat
down in a bedroom and waited to make
sure that we were not followed. After
about a half-hour, they said all was
clear. Out of the closet door in the bed-
room came Vaclav Havel. He had been
in there for the last half-hour while we
were waiting.

Trying to impress Mr. Havel with re-
spect to the United States’ commit-
ments to getting these dissidents out,
Senator Jackson mentioned Jackson-
Vanik. Mr. Havel said, ‘‘Jackson-
Vanik?”’ Jackson said, ‘“Yes, that is
where we bring economic pressure so
that we can get you out of Czecho-
slovakia.”’” I will never forget Havel. He
said, ‘“Mr. Senator, Czechoslovakia was
raped in 1938, in 1958 and in 1968.”” He
said, “If I and my generation do not see
it through here and stay in Czecho-
slovakia, the world will never know
Czechoslovakia as we have known it.”
He said, “We have no idea of leaving.
We are not interested in Jackson-
Vanik.”

On the way to the airport, I broke
the silence and said, ‘“‘Scoop, that fel-
low is very courageous, but he is not
going to see a free Czechoslovakia, and
we are not going to see it in our life-
time.” But of course, Czechoslovakia is
now free. I was very interested in
Havel’s remarks after taking over as
the President of Czechoslovakia. He
said:

For 40 years, we have been lied to. For 40
years, we have grown sicker, saying one
thing and believing another. I assume you
did not elect me to continue this 40 years of
lying. We have to deal with our problems,
and no one else can solve them but us.

In a parallel situation, Mr. President,
that is exactly the way this Senator
rises—as a member of the Budget Com-
mittee since its institution, as former
chairman of that Budget Committee,
as a Senator who voted for a balanced
budget under Lyndon Johnson, and
who, as chairman of that Budget Com-
mittee, reduced the deficit back in 1981
under President Carter with the first
reconciliation bill, as a Senator who
worked with the then majority leader,
Howard Baker of Tennessee, on a freeze
that we could not enact, and as a Sen-
ator who worked on a bipartisan fash-
ion again with Senators GRAMM and
Rudman on not only a freeze but cuts
in Government spending, then, as the
Senator who appeared 5 years ago be-
fore the Finance Committee saying,
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“Of course we need the freeze, the cuts,
and the taxes,” recommending a value-
added tax.

I have been in the vineyards for quite
a while and hate to see this fraud per-
petrated. The fraud and the lie, Mr.
President, is that they have no idea of
balancing the budget.

Turn to page 3 of the conference re-
port, and you will see under the word
“Deficits,” for the year 2002: $108.4 bil-
lion. There is no presumption that the
budget is going to be balanced.

Let me point out now by turning to
page 4, the true deficit. Page 3 shows
the amounts that we will owe Social
Security, but the figures on page 4 in-
clude borrowed monies from the other
trust funds that must be repaid. We all
know about building airports, building
highways; all of the other trust funds
are used to obscure the size of the def-
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icit in this fraud. We all participate in
it.

There on page 4 where it says ‘‘debt
increase,” we find in fiscal year 2002,
the debt will increase by $185.1 billion.

After all the eliminations of the De-
partment of Commerce and other de-
partments, getting rid of public broad-
casting—whatever—that is where we
end up 7 years from now if we use the
most favorable assumptions.

But when those assumptions do not
come about, like a house of cards, if
one falls, the whole thing will come
apart. That is what will happen. I will
make the bet. Give me the odds and
give me the amount. I bet we will bor-
row over $185.1 billion. I have made this
point ad nauseam since January when
we started on this task with a new Con-
gress.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD, the
realities on truth in budgeting.
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There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

HOLLINGS RELEASES REALITIES ON TRUTH IN
BUDGETING

Reality No. 1: $1.2 trillion in spending cuts
is necessary.

Reality No. 2: There aren’t enough savings
in entitlements. Have welfare reform, but a
jobs program will cost; savings are question-
able. Health reform can and should save
some, but slowing growth from 10 to 5 per-
cent doesn’t offer enough savings. Social Se-
curity won’t be cut and will be off-budget
again.

Reality No. 3: We should hold the line on
the budget on Defense; that would be no sav-
ings.

Reality No. 4: Savings must come from
freezes and cuts in domestic discretionary
spending but that’s not enough to stop hem-
orrhaging interest costs.

Reality No. 5: Taxes are necessary to stop
hemorrhage in interest costs.

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Deficit CBO Jan. 1995 (using trust funds) 207 224 225 253 284 297 322
Freeze discretionary outlays after 1998 0 0 0 —-19 —38 —58 —178
cuts =37 —174 —111 —128 — 146 —163 —180
Interest savings -1 -5 —11 —-20 —-32 —146 —64
Total savings ($1.2 trillion) —38 =19 —122 —167 —216 —267 —322
Remammg deficit using trust funds 169 145 103 86 68 30 0
deficit excluding trust funds 287 264 222 202 185 149 121
5 percent VAT 96 155 172 184 190 196 200
Net deficit excluding trust funds 187 97 21 (17 (54) (111) (159)
Gross debt 5,142 5, 257 5,300 5,305 5272 5,200 5,091
Average interest rate on debt (percent) 7.0 6.9 6.8 6.7 6.7 6.7
Interest cost on the debt 367 370 368 368 366 360 354

Note.—Figures are in billions. Figures don't include the billions necessary for a middle-class tax cut.

Here is a list of the kinds of non- Nondefense discretionary spending cuts 1996 1997 Nondefense discretionary spending cuts 1996 1997
defense discretionary spendlng C.uts Eliminate Senior Community Service Program 0.1 0.4 Eliminate CDC AIDS Control Program 0.283 0.525
that would be necessary now as a first Reduce USDA spending for export marketing 002 0% Eliminate Ryan White ADS Program . 0228 0468

i11i i Reduce maternal and child health grants 0.2 04 iminate maternal and child healt| . .
step to get $37 Dillion of savings and Close veterans hospitals .................. 0.1 0.2 Eliminate Family Planning Program .. 0.069  0.143
put the country on the road to a bal- Reduce number of political employees . 0.1 01 E:iminate %Dé) Im{nunizstion Program .. 8[1)23 ggg;

. Reduce management costs for VA health care . 02 0.4 iminate Tuberculosis Program ... : .
anced budget: Reduce PMA sgubsidy 0.0 1.2 Eliminate agricultural research service 0.546  0.656
— — ” Reduce below cost timber sales 0.0 0.1 Reduce WIC 50 percent 1579 1735
discretionary sp cuts 1996 1997 Reduce the legislative branch 15 percent 03 03 Eliminate TEFAP:
- Eliminate Small Business Development Centers 0.056  0.074 Administrative 0.024  0.040
Cut space station 2.1 2.1 Eliminate minority assistance score, small business ditie 0.025  0.025
Eliminate CDBG 2.0 2.0 interstate and other technical assistance programs, Reduce cooperative State research service 20 percent ... 0.044  0.070
Eliminate low-income home energy assistance . 14 15 women's business assistance, international trade as- Reduce animal plant health inspection service 10 per-
Eliminate arts funding .. 1.0 1.0 sistance, empowerment zones 0.033 0.046 cent . . . 0.036 0.044
Eliminate funding for ca b 14 14 Eliminate new State Department construction projects ..  0.010  0.023  Reduce food safety inspection service 10 percent ......... 0.047  0.052
Eliminate funding for impact aid ........ 10 1.0 Eliminate Int'l Boundaries and Water Commission 0013 0.02
Reduce law enforcement funding to contro 15 1.8 Eliminate Asia Foundation 0.013  0.015 Total 36.941  58.402
Eliminate Federal grants 08 L6 Eliminate International Fisheries Commission 0.015  0.015 - ——
Eliminate SBA loans 0.21 0.282  Eliminate Arms Control Disarmament Agency ... 0.041  0.054 Note.—Figures are in billions of dollars.
Reduce Federal aid for mass transit ... 0.5 0.1 Eliminate NED 0.014  0.034 .
Eltfjnlﬂat? (EDAI e 8[1)2 3% E:\minate Eulblzigsht at:]dcother international exchanges .. géég 8(2)81 Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President I ask
educe rederal ren - - iminate North-South Center .............ccooococienncrnrennn. . . i i
Reduce overhead for university research .............cccoo. 0.2 0.3 Eliminate U.S. contribution to WHO, OAS, and other unanimous consent to have a 115.1: ,Of the
gegea‘ Dsf;‘/{s-%acgﬂf i po s 8% 3; international organizations including the United Na- gross Federal debt, the real deficit and
educe State Dept. funding and end misc. activities ... . . tions 0873 0873 3 3 3
End P.L. 430 title | and IIl sales 0.4 0.6 Eliminate participation in U.N. peacekeeping ................ 0533 0533 the gross interest costs printed in the
Eliminate overseas broadcasting 0458  0.570  Eliminate Byme grant 0112 0306 RECORD.
Eliminate the Bureau of Mines . 01 0.2 Eliminate Community Policing Program ...... 0286  0.780 There being no objection, the mate-
Eliminate expansion of rural hou 0.1 02 Moratorium on new Federal prison construction 0.208  0.140 . o .
Elmlnate RTSI]’TA 8'[1)12 3%5 Reduce Coast Guard 10 percent ......... 0208 0260 Trial was ordered to be printed in the
iminate . . Eliminate Manufacturing Extension Program 0.03 0.06 .
Eliminate airport grant in aids 03 10 Eliminate coastal zone management .... 0.03 0.06 RECORD, as follows:
Eliminate Federal highway demonstration projects 0.1 0.3 Eliminate national Marine sanctuaries . 0007 0.012
Eliminate Amtrak 04 04 Eliminate climate and global change research . 0.047  0.078
Eliminate RDA loan guarantees . 0.0 01 Eliminate national sea grant ............... 0.032  0.054
Eliminate Appalachian Regional Commission 0.0 0.1 Eliminate State weather modification grant . 0.002  0.003 Gross
Eliminate untargeted funds for math and science 0.1 02 Cut weather service operations 10 percent 0.031  0.051 Year Federal Real Percent  Gross
Cut Federal salaries by 4 percent 40 40 Eliminate regional climate centers ........ 0.002  0.003 de deficit  change interest
Charge Federal employees commercial rates for parking 0.1 0.1 Eliminate Minority Business Development Agency . 0.022  0.044
Reduce agricultural research extension activities .......... 0.2 0.2 Eliminate Public Telecommunications Facilities Pr 260.1 _ (—)
Cancel advanced solid rocket motor . 0.3 04 grant 0.003  0.016 271.0 +109 (+4.2)
Eliminate legal services ................ 0.4 0.4 Eliminate children’s educational television 0.0 0.002 2571 —139 (=51
Reduce Federal travel by 30 percen .04 0.4 Eliminate national information infrastructure grant . 0001 0.032 2590 Z51 (=20
Reduce energy funding for Energy Technology Develop. .. 0.2 0.5 Cut Pell grants 20 percent ... 0250 124 2576 +056 )
Reduce Superfund cleanup (0111 SN 0.2 0.4 Eliminate education research 0.042  0.283 2569 +43 +17)
Reduce REA sub 0.1 0.1 Cut Head Start 50 percent .... 0840 18 2553 ~16 (=056)
Eliminate postal subsidies for nonprofits 0.1 0.1 Eliminate meals and services for the elderly 0335 0473 2501 438 (+1'5)
Reduce NIH funding 0.5 1.1 Eliminate title Il social service block grant .. 2.7 28 266.0 169 (+2'7)
Eliminate Federal Crop Insurance Program ... 0.3 0.3 Eliminate community services block grant 0317 0470 270.8 48 (+1'9)
Reduce Justice State-local assistance grants 0.1 0.2 Eliminate rehabilitation services 1.85 2.30 2744 +36 (+1'3)
Reduce export-import direct loans 0.1 0.2 Eliminate vocational education . 0.17 1.2 2727 ~17 (70'6)
Eliminate library programs 0.1 0.1 Reduce chapter 1 20 percent 0.1 1.16 272.3 —04 (=01
Modify Service Contract Act .. 0.2 0.2 Reduce special education 20 . 0.480 2797 +74 “2.7)
Eliminate HUD special purpose gl 0.2 03 Eliminate bilingual education 0.196 2875 +78 (+2.8)
Reduce housing programs ................. 0.4 1.0 Eliminate JTPA 45 2905 430 (+1.0)
Eliminate Community Investment Program 0.1 0.4 Eliminate child welfare services ... 0.289 292.6 421 (+0.7)
Reduce Strategic Petroleum Program .... 0.1 0.1 Eliminate CDC Breast Cancer Program . 0.089
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Gross

Real Percent Gross

Year Fe%%[tal deficit change interest
302.9 +10.3 (+3.5) 9.1
3103 +7.4 (+2.4) 9.9
316.1 +5.8 (+1.8) 10.7
3223 +6.2 (+2.0) 113
3285 +6.2 (+1.9) 12.0
3404 +11.9 (+3.6) 134
368.7 +28.3 (+8.3) 14.6
365.8 -29 (=0.8) 16.6
3809 +15.1 (+4.1) 193
408.2 +21.3 (+7.2) 21.0
4359 +21.1 (+6.8) 21.8
466.3 +30.4 (+7.0) 24.2
4839 +17.6 (+3.8) 29.3
541.9 +58.0  (+12.0) 32.1
629.0 +87.1 (+16.1) 37.1
706.4 +774  (+123) 419
776.6 +70.2 (+9.9) 48.7
829.5 +52.9 (+6.8) 59.9
909.1 +79.6 (+9.6) 74.8
994.8 +85.7 (+9.4) 95.5
11373 +1425  (+143) 117.2
13717 +2344  (+20.6) 1287
15647  +193.0  (+14.1) 1539
18176 +252.9  (+16.2) 1789
21206  +303.0  (+16.7) 190.3
2,346.1 42255  (+10.6) 195.3
26013  +2552  (+10.9) 214.1
2,868.0  +266.7 (+10.3) 2409
32066  +3386  (+11.8) 264.7
35985  +3919  (+12.2) 285.5
40021  +4036  (+11.2) 2923
43514 +3493 (+8.7) 292.5
46437 42923 (+6.7) 296.3
49615  +317.8 (+6.8) 340.0

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, what
really happens is that there is a total
disconnect in the American people.
Over the years, we have led the Amer-
ican public to really believe that all we
need to do is eliminate foreign aid, cut
welfare, get rid of public broadcasting
and a few of the subsidies for the farm-
ers—and that if we can get rid of those
things, we will have a balanced budget.

Not at all. No chance whatever. The
bigness of Government that we all
complain about, and we all say Govern-
ment is too big, is the interest cost on
the national debt. The interest cost on
the national debt jumps this year for a
total amount of $340 billion. When we
balanced that budget, as I referred to,
under President Johnson, the interest
cost on the entire debt for 200 years of
history—the revolutionary world,
World War I, World War II, Korea, all
the wars—the interest on the national
debt was only $4 billion. Today, this
fiscal year, it is estimated at $340 bil-
lion.

We are like Alice in Wonderland, to
stay where you are, you have got to
run as fast as you can; to get ahead,
you have to run faster. We need freezes,
yes; the cuts, yes; the loophole clos-
ings, yes; and yes, the taxes. We do not
tell the American people the truth, and
that is the source of the disconnect.

What we have is this particular budg-
et that has no idea, really, of achieving
balance. The scheme adopted by our
friends in the House is to appear trau-
matic and race around and say, ‘‘Get
rid of Energy, Education, Housing, the
Department of Commerce, do it all,
those friends over in the Senate will
save us. They will not get rid of all
these departments. While we have their
attention up here, down here we will
give them a tax cut. We will get the
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White House next year, and get credit
for a balanced budget plan. Then we
can say that the reason it did not work
is those tax and spend liberals who held
it up.”

Now, that is the fraud being per-
petrated. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the
RECORD the Washington Post editorial
lauding this budget as an enormous
service, and my response.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, June 25, 1995]

THE REPUBLICAN LONG MARCH

At every step along the way, the prediction
has been that the congressional Republicans
would falter in their drive toward a balanced
budget. So far it hasn’t happened. The aston-
ishing spectacle instead has been of a party
doing pretty much exactly what it said it
would. What a breach of the rules that is.

House and Senate conferees have now
agreed on a plan to eliminate the budget def-
icit in seven years and, once the necessary
spending cuts are made, to enact a tax cut as
well. The president and other Democrats say
the spending cuts would be too deep, in Medi-
care and Medicaid especially, and carry the
risk of recession. But the president himself
has proposed a plan that he says would get to
balance over 10 years. They’re arguing not
over whether to shrink the government, but
over how much and how fast. That’s the Re-
publicans’ accomplishment.

The budget resolution that has emerged
from the conference committee is an outline
only. The hard part of filling in the blanks—
making the specific cuts in specific programs
that will be required to carry the good inten-
tions out—has yet to come. That’s what the
president and the Republicans are going to
be disputing all summer. What are some of
the principles that should guide them?

(1) A balanced budget is a useful political
beacon but otherwise an artificial goal. The
important thing is not so much achieving
balance as getting the deficit down to a man-
ageable level. Interest costs were a tenth of
the budget at the start of the Reagan admin-
istration. They’'ve become a seventh today.
The more that has to be spent to service the
debt, the less that remains . . . the kudzu has
to be cut back.

(2) A tax cut now remains a bad idea. If the
deficit is the problem, why begin by
compounding it? Nor should cuts be made in
health care and other programs for the poor
in order to finance a tax cut, some large part
of which will be of principal benefit to the
better-off.

(3) The Republicans are trying to balance
the budget on too narrow a base. By taking
Social Security off the cutting block (to-
gether with defense and interest on the
debt), they’ve left themselves less than half
the budget with which to work. That’s why
they’ve had to propose such deep cuts in the
health care programs; the cuts they’ve set
out for Medicaid in particular would do great
social harm. The program for the poor and
near-poor now covers a seventh of the popu-
lation. Savings can be had, but nowhere near
the savings the budget resolution suggests
without adding greatly to the number of un-
insured in the society. Surely there’s no gain
in that. The budget-balancing process ought
to extend across the board. We’'ve suggested
an indexation holiday—a one-year suspen-
sion of indexation of Social Security and
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other retirement benefits and the indexed
features of the tax code—as one method.
There are others.

But in writing the resolution that they
have, the Republicans have performed an
enormous service. If the deficit comes down
substantially this year, it will be because
they forced it to. You can argue all you want
that it was their party that mainly drove it
up in the 1980s and that resisted the deficit-
reducing steps that Mr. Clinton proposed
earlier in his term. That was then; this is
now.

SENATOR HOLLINGS’ RESPONSE

The Washington Post’s muddled praise
Sunday of the Republican budget plan proves
that, when it comes to budget-balancing, if
you are not confused, you are not paying at-
tention. Here are the three budgetary myths
to which the Post unfortunately gave credi-
bility:

First, Republicans complain long and loud
that big government has produced big defi-
cits. Nonsense. We have had big government
with deficits and without deficits. We also
have had a country with and without big
government. History suggests that big gov-
ernment is a fact of life if we want a high
standard of living—superhighways instead of
winding State roads, safe landings at big air-
ports instead of private puddle-jumpers, in-
sured bank deposits instead of shocking
runs, benefits for veterans instead of a mere
thank you, and heart surgery if necessary in-
stead of unknown on the death certificate.
Name any other country that has our stand-
ard of living and less government—you can’t.

The second myth is that the Republican
plan is a budget balancing plan. No, it is a
tax cut plan for a Republican constituency.
Budget conferees had a knockdown fight to
provide tax cuts big enough to satisfy cer-
tain constituents in next year’s elections.
Other budget items for the sick elderly and
children were then cut to fit the tax cut
goals.

The third myth is that this tax cut plan
represents government reform. More accu-
rately, it is a phenomenon known in sports
as the buddy pass—a player trapped by an
on-rushing opponent makes a quick pass to a
near-by buddy, who then gets crushed in-
stead. In this case, Congress will invite the
50 Governors and thousands of mayors to cut
welfare and Medicaid $282 billion. Also fan-
tastically large Medicare cuts will be sug-
gested by a future Commission and then re-
jected by a bipartisan Congress. while this
interesting charade plays itself out, the Re-
publican Congress will hand out the above-
mentioned capital gains cut. If this process
produces a balanced budget or a reformed
government instead of devastation for hos-
pitals and cities, I will eat my hat.

These myths hide the central truth of re-
cent budget history: Skyrocketing costs for
interest on the debt are the main cause of
apparent big government. Since 1980, we
have added an extra $275 billion in creditor
payments for government debt service to the
taxpayer’s bill. In other words, taxpayers
have bought an extra Defense Department or
Medicare program—take your pick. Without
having it delivered. Last year, interest costs
rose $44 billion; Medicare rose $16 billion—
which one is being attacked? The Republican
plan to hand out a certain huge tax cut and
unrealistic program cuts will continue to re-
sult in a continued Reagonomic interest spi-
ral. By now, the Post should know that this
is not an enormous service.
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Mr. HOLLINGS. Then why is the
budget not real, Mr. President? Simply
speaking, it calls for $499 billion in
cuts. All along Republicans have been
carping that it was entitlements that
were the problem. But now to finance a
tax cuts, massive reductions must be
required in programs like biomedical
research and education that will never
occur.

Mr. President, I tried for half the
level of discretionary cuts back during
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. But when we
got to the short rolls in 1990, we bugged
out and repealed the fixed deficit tar-
gets of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. 1
raised the point of order at 12:40, on Oc-
tober 19, 12:41 a.m, and Senator GRAMM
and Senator Rudman voted to repeal it.
This Senator did not. I raised a point of
order. If we could not do it then, how
are we going to do it now?

The next thing, of course, Mr. Presi-
dent, is the $270 billion in Medicare.
The President tried his first year and
we finally compromised without a sin-
gle Republican vote, cutting $57 billion.
That is what we had the compromise
down to. Last year the President pro-
posed another $120 billion as part of
comprehensive health care reform, and
they rebuffed him, ridiculed his wife,
and said, “No way.”

Now they come with a totally unreal-
istic figure of $270 billion, and because
they do not want to endorse any spe-
cific cuts, they give it to a commission.
What a copout. Talk about ‘“Where’s
Bill,” and all these signs on the floor—
where is the Congress’ responsibility?
Give it to a commission—come on.

Then they cannot find $182 billion in
specific cuts for Medicaid. That is not
going to happen. So they give that to
the States. Also, $100 billion in welfare
cuts. They do not want to do it, give
that to the States.

Then they come around with the
greatest gimmick of all, what they call
the interest or fiscal dividend—the in-
terest bonus of $170 billion.

Now, Mr. President, we tried that in
1990. I am going to insert in the RECORD
the exact figure. Here it is: The fiscal
year 1991 budget, 5 years ago. Under
that plan, the deficit in 1991 was sup-
posed to go down to $64 billion, and in
1992 down to $8.9 billion; 1993, we were
to have a surplus of $44.8 billion; 1994,
$108.5 billion; 1995, this fiscal year, Mr.
President, imagine that—here we have
a document that said this year we are
going to have a surplus of $156.2 billion.

We got that using the fiscal dividend.
We had all these bonuses—how the in-
terest costs were going down and ev-
erything else, so we have been through
this 5 years ago. If you read Time mag-
azine, the cover says, ‘“‘First Balanced
Budget Presented in Decades.” False,
we presented a surplus just 5 years ago.

Look at these plans. Sober up. Tell
the truth to the American people. No
chance of that welfare cut, that Medi-
care cut, that Medicaid cut, and the
program cuts. Other Members know it
and I know it. So the distinguished
chairman of the Budget Committee
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comes over on the Senate side and
says, ‘‘No, no, no, wait a minute. We
want the cuts before we get the tax
cut.” See, the $170 billion is used for a
tax cut.

I want everyone to turn to page 89,
going quickly. ‘“The conferees agree
that the $245 billion net tax cut rep-
resents an appropriate balance between
accommodating the tax cuts in the
House-passed Contract With America
and the need to put the deficit on a de-
clining path to a balanced budget in
the year 2002.”

What balanced budget? Turn to page
4; it says a $185 billion deficit. But here
on page 89, now, the Senate has yielded
to the House and they have in here—all
you have to do is give your assump-
tions to CBO and the CBO says yes,
with those assumptions that will hap-
pen. And with that assumption verified
just by giving it to them—not the ac-
tual cuts, not the actual votes for it—
then you give it to the Finance Com-
mittee and they authorize for a $245
billion tax cut.

And therein, again, is the conspiracy,
the conniving conspiracy going into
that conference, where they did not in-
vite this Senator, I can tell you. We
had opening statements when we had
the communications bill. When they fi-
nally agreed, they came to my staff
and said, ‘“‘Does Senator HOLLINGS want
to sign the conference report?”

He said, ‘‘He hasn’t even been to a
meeting. You would not even let us
come to a meeting. But he could maybe
sign it. Let us look at it and see it.”

He said, ‘“No, we cannot give you the
details. You either sign it or do not
sign it.”’

So we did not sign it. Because they
knew good and well I can read, and I
have been reading them for 20-some
years now. This is an absolute fraud on
the American public. What you have
now is a tax cut. You are going to have
bigger deficits. You are going to have
the interest costs going from $300 bil-
lion at least, to $500 billion by the year
2002. And we have the same act, the
same scene.

In conclusion, let me just read, so we
get a historical perspective here, and
the historical perspective is what was
stated by our friend, David Stockman,
who handled all of these budgets in
years past. Stockman said 5 years ago:

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 that
willfully denied this giant mistake of fiscal
governance and their own 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 cure the deficit. It ought to be
obvious by now that we cannot grow our way
out.

There it is, Mr. President. They do
not give this to CBO. They do not give
it to the Democratic colleagues. They
do not have it scored. They just come
in here with a quick, ‘“We got 5 hours
more left. Let’s just vote it up or down
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and, whoopee, we will go home for the
Fourth of July; we have a balanced
budget.”

We are lying to the American people
and it should stop.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I see no
one on the floor so I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum, with the time being
equally charged. Which is another way
of saying to anyone who wishes to
speak, the longer the quorum call is in
effect, the less time you will have to
talk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GREGG). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I rise
again on what I think is a momentous
day in which, for the first time in
many years, this Congress is going to
agree to balance the budget. I think
clearly that message has been deliv-
ered by the voters in the country; more
specifically, in the last election in No-
vember. When I say clearly, the people
said the Federal Government is too
large, it costs too much, that it con-
tinues to grow, and it continues to be
more predominant.

So, Mr. President, I think this is the
delivery on some of the promises that
have been made, made by this party,
made to some extent by this Congress.
But I am very proud of this budget that
has been brought forward by the major-
ity party.

So it seems to me that we have deliv-
ered on the promise to balance the
budget for the first time in over a gen-
eration. The Congress will pass a blue-
print to bring a balanced budget in the
year 2002. It means a dropping of inter-
est rates of up to 2 percent, the cre-
ation of 6 million jobs in 10 years, in-
creasing per capita incomes, and over 7
years the Federal Government will
spend $12 trillion instead of $13 trillion.
Spending will increase at a rate of 3
percent instead of 5 percent.

I think the majority party is, and
those who support this budget proposal
are, delivering by not using smoke and
mirrors. I think it is fair to say that,
over the years, there has been an aw-
fully lot of smoke and mirrors on fi-
nancial matters, saying things that
feel good somewhere out in the future.
Somehow those future years never
come. But this budget resolution relies
on the estimates of the Congressional
Budget Office which President Clinton
in 1993 insisted be used as a yardstick.

So I think we are delivering on the
idea of no smoke and mirrors, deliv-
ering on the idea that the figures can
be counted on. Ibelieve supporters of
this
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resolution are delivering on their
promises to cut taxes. As you will re-
call, this administration hardly waited
to unpack its bags before raising taxes
$251 billion in 1993.

One of the steps involved in this
proposition, however, is to give Amer-
ican families a tax refund, $245 billion
that will relieve the burden on fami-
lies, that will allow potentially for the
per child tax credit for families, capital
gains reduction, marriage penalty re-
lief, American dream savings, new
IRA’s, senior citizens tax relief, and
progrowth economic tax incentives.
But a very important aspect of it is
that, in order for those tax reductions
to be made available, there has to be a
certification by the Congressional
Budget Office that the growth reduc-
tions will yield a dividend to do this,
that will yield a dividend to allow for
tax reductions.

Supporters of this resolution are de-
livering on their promise to downsize
Government. It started right here in
the Congress. It started this year—re-
duce some of the expenditures of the
legislative branch. Foreign aid is being
reduced, overall discretionary spending
is down by $190 billion, and the Com-
merce Department phased out.

Supporters will be delivering on their
promise to strengthen the Nation’s de-
fense. The conference report restores
more than $33 billion of President Clin-
ton’s $150 billion defense cut over the
next 7 years, defense being certainly a
priority issue, a priority function of
the Federal Government.

Supporters of this budget are deliv-
ering on their promise to preserve and
protect and strengthen Medicare. We
have been over this. Clearly, if nothing
is done, Medicare is bankrupt; without
a reserve fund in 2 years, bankrupt in 7
years. Nobody wants to see that hap-
pen. But you have to make some
change. We organize the delivery of
services and reduce that level of spend-
ing from 10 percent a year to 7 percent
a year. Spending will increase on a per
capita basis from $4,800 a year now at
the end of 7 years to $6,400 a year,
which includes growth in the numbers.

Supporters of this resolution are de-
livering on their promise to improve
Medicaid. Bureaucracy is eliminated in
favor of allowing States to decide. I
can tell you that there is a lot of dif-
ference in the kind of delivery program
that is necessary in Ten Sleep, WY,
than in Philadelphia. There needs to be
that kind of flexibility to do it. The
Federal Medicaid spending will grow,
however, from $89 billion this year to
$124 billion. We heard all of this talk
about cuts. That is the kind of growth.

Supporters of this resolution will
keep their promise to protect Social
Security. During the debate on the bal-
anced budget amendment, you will re-
call that the opposition continued to
say they were going to balance the
budget on the back of Social Security.
That is not true. Social Security is not
a part of this balanced budget.

Also, the supporters of this resolu-
tion keep their promise in reforming
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welfare. This conference report con-
templates a savings of nearly $100 bil-
lion in welfare, again by moving these
kinds of decisions to the States.

So, Mr. President, I think it is not
only a remarkable day in terms of the
fact that for the first time in many
years we will agree to balance the
budget, but I think maybe more impor-
tantly in a republic, in a democracy, it
is vital that you and I as voters are
given information that is wvalid, are
given information that is true, infor-
mation that we can depend on.

So I think the supporters of this
budget conference report have deliv-
ered on these promises, and I am very
pleased and very proud to be a sup-
porter of this conference report.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I yield 15
minutes in combination between three
Senators who wish to discuss this very
important matter, the Senators from
Connecticut, Washington, and Wis-
consin. I will allow them to divide the
15 minutes among themselves as they
see fit.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I thank
our colleague from Nebraska. I do not
yvet see our colleague from Wisconsin. I
know he may be on his way over here,
so we will do the best we can.

First of all, Mr. President, let me
commend the chairman of the Budget
Committee, my friend and colleague
from New Mexico, Senator DOMENICI,
for doing a good job. I have strong dis-
agreements with the conference agree-
ment, but I say to my colleagues that
the efforts made by our colleagues on
the Republican side here are certainly
vastly superior to what our Republican
colleagues on the House side were pro-
posing. They have managed to pare
back the House proposal. But I am still
deeply concerned about the direction,
the agenda, and the priorities included
in this budget.

So I thank them for the work they
have done, but, frankly, it was not suc-
cessful enough, in my view. It asks sen-
iors, students and working Americans
to get out and pull the wagon by them-
selves—while those best able to do the
work sit back comfortably and enjoy
the ride.

My concern is that with this budget,
no matter how you cut this, no matter
how you sort it out, at the end of the
day, does the following things: It
slashes Medicare substantially and, in
my view, and unnecessarily. It goes
after education in this country. It
slashes college opportunities, a critical
issue for working families in this Na-
tion. And it goes after wages of work-
ing families as well.

I might point out that the tax cuts
go far beyond what I think ought to be
part of a budget resolution that has as
its underlying goal to achieve a bal-
anced budget, and distribute responsi-
bility and sacrifice fairly in this coun-
try.

Mr. President, despite the efforts of
our friends on the other side of this
Chamber, the fact is this budget still is
unfair, no matter how you look at it.
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Mr. President, let me just point out,
if T can, a couple of things. My col-
league from Washington is here, and I
am going to ask her to join me in this
discussion. The fact is the Medicare
savings in this budget—despite all of
these charts, no matter how they try
to engage in the old shell and pea game
of moving the numbers around quick-
ly—are going to have a very significant
impact on older Americans—35 million
today. They are going to have their
out-of-pocket Medicare costs go up
roughly $3,400 over the life of this
budget proposal. Presently, Americans
over the age of 65 are paying about
$3,000 in out-of-pocket expenses. In my
State, it is higher because it is a higher
cost State, but roughly $3,000.

Now, I want my colleagues to keep in
mind these numbers. Of the 35 million
people who are on Medicaid, about 95
percent of them have incomes of $50,000
or less. 8.8 million—of the 35 million
have incomes of $10,000 or less. The me-
dian income of a Medicare recipient is
roughly $17,000 a year.

Today, you have $3,000 in out-of-
pocket expenses, and if this budget is
adopted, over the life of this budget,
those out-of-pocket expenses will in-
crease by $3,400. Now, if you are mak-
ing $17,000 a year and on Medicaid, and
you have those kinds of out-of-pocket
expenses, I do not care how you try to
sell this, that is a heavy, heavy burden
to bear.

So I ask my colleagues—and I see
them both here—from Wisconsin and
the State of Washington, I do not know
exactly what the numbers are in their
States, but I ask them whether or not
this is going to also hit their elderly
population as strongly as it is going to
hit those in Connecticut. I ask my col-
league from Washington if she would
care to comment on this.

Mrs. MURRAY. I thank my colleague
from Connecticut. He has hit exactly
why I am so saddened and concerned by
this budget proposal that obviously has
the numbers and will pass this Con-
gress this week.

He has pointed out to us who is going
to be hurt in this budget, and it cer-
tainly is middle class, average Ameri-
cans. And they are going to see it ev-
erywhere. It is for people like me be-
fore I came to this body, who are re-
sponsible for raising their kids and
taking care of their parents and earn-
ing middle-income salaries, who are
going to feel the effects. Their kids will
not be able to go to college; they will
not be able to afford it. Programs in
their schools will be gone. Goals 2000,
the one hope we have given to kids
that we were going to try to improve
their education, parents will see that
removed for their children.

The young families who are worried
about their aging parents on Medicare
not only have to worry about the costs
to their parents going up by $3,200, as
my colleague has pointed out, but
those families that are trying to rush
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to work and care for their kids and
worry about their education are going
to receive increased calls from their
parents saying: Can you help me out? I
cannot get to the doctor today. I just
cannot afford it. That burden and that
stress is going to come out in every
walk of our families’ lives.

And who will bear the real brunt of
that stress as we go through this will
be the children. So much we hear about
children on this floor and why they
need a balanced budget. Well, the
stress that is put on our kids, the loss
to them is really going to be felt, and
I think it is a sad day.

I think my colleague from Con-
necticut would agree with me.

Mr. DODD. I ask my colleague from
Wisconsin if he would care to comment
on this as well.

Mr. FEINGOLD. I thank my col-
league. I have had a very nice week
here, meeting some of my constituents
from Wisconsin, my home State, a lot
of kids with farm backgrounds, rural
backgrounds, kids from Future Farm-
ers of America and 4-H. These are all
groups that have helped produce the
backbone of our State throughout our
history and it continues today, with
the very hard times of farm families.

The interesting thing I noted was
that the concern was consistent with
regard to the rural kids and the urban
kids. Their question was, what is this
budget going to do to my opportunity
to go to college? What is this going to
mean in terms of student loans, in
terms of Pell grants?

It is bad enough as it is. Families
even before we started looking at the
Republican budget were worried sick
about paying for college education,
even at a State institution such as the
University of Wisconsin. When I went
to the University of Wisconsin, a 4-year
education with all the trimmings, the
apartment, everything, the food, the
whole thing was only $10,000.

We thought that was quite a bit of
money in those days. Now you cannot
even get a year at most institutions—
maybe just tuition—for that.

So they asked me: What is going to
happen in the budget? And I had to tell
them that there were three areas that
were being completely protected by the
Republican budget, a small portion of
which would have taken care of all
those issues having to do with student
loans and a lot of other things that the
Senator from Washington has men-
tioned.

Let me just mention what I like to
call three sacred cows, because I come
from a State where cows are very im-
portant, but these are sacred cows. And
the first sacred cow is a $245 billion tax
cut that has been sealed in this budget
resolution. As the Senator from Con-
necticut has pointed out, $245 million
just dwarfs the amount of money that
is needed to restore some of the family
issues we are talking about. These cuts
are proven to be not necessary in most
cases by the very reality that the Re-
publicans feel compelled to deliver a
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huge tax cut at the same time when
this horrible sacrifice is being asked of
our young people who are just asking
for a decent future and the opportunity
to come out of college without being
hopefully in debt or maybe not being
able to go to college.

Mr. DODD. I put up this chart for the
benefit of my colleagues. The Senator
talked about the equity of approving
this $245 billion tax cut while we are
asking seniors and students to sacrifice
greatly. Today, if you are 45 years of
age and you have a parent who is
maybe 65 and you have a child around
10, you are looking at a train wreck in
your family as that child reaches the
age of 18 and your parent reaches the
age of 70 or 75, when their health care
problems are going to become more
pronounced and your child wants to go
get an education. You are looking at
an incredible increase in out-of-pocket
expenses for tuition and health care.

Then look at who gets the $245 billion
tax cut. Now, if you make between zero
and $30,000, you can expect a $124 tax
cut. That is a great tax cut you get. If
you go to the other end here, and you
make in excess of $350,000, you get a
$20,000 tax cut. Now, I ask my col-
leagues from Washington and Wis-
consin, would they explain the fairness
of this to me? Why would we give a tax
cut, 51 percent of which goes to the top
10 percent of income earners in this
country? Why are you going after
Medicare and education? Can anyone
explain to me what the logic of that is?
Where is the balance in that?

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I say
to my friend from Connecticut, there is
no fairness in it. And the only way
they are getting away with it is if the
American people do not find out what
is being done here. We found out what
we have to do on the floor of the Sen-
ate. We have to say it over and over
again on the floor of the Senate. That
is what we are going to do. I have done
that since last December, when I found
out what the plans were for the crown
jewel of the Republican contract: To
deliver this tax cut even though the
American people are not falling for it
and even though it is totally unfair.

Mr. DODD. Are those the Senator’s
words, ‘‘the crown jewel”’?

Mr. FEINGOLD. No, Mr. President, I
believe they are the words of the
Speaker of the other House. That is the
most important provision—not bal-
ancing the budget, not regulatory re-
form, not term limits, not school pray-
er. The most important thing, the
crown jewel, is delivering a tax cut for
upper-income people. All the American
people should be aware of that.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, can the Senator
from Connecticut tell us how much
money you will get back if you earn,
say, $30,000, $40,000, $50,000, under this
tax cut?

Mr. DODD. I said from zero to $30,000,
you get $124. If you make between
$30,000 and $75,000, you get $760. You di-
vide that by 10 or 12, you get some idea.
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You are talking about $70, $80 a month
as opposed to those—look at the
$200,000 category; $11,000 back. I mean,
I am dying for someone to explain what
is the justification of that kind of im-
balance—why you go after Medicare, go
after education, and go after the
earned-income tax credit—the tax
credit we offered to lower-income
working people in this country.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I say
to my colleague, what really is unfair
is those people who are only going to
get $760 back are the ones who are
going to see all of the impacts to their
family. Their kids will not be able to
go to college. Their out-of-pocket ex-
penses for health care are going to go
up dramatically. They are going to see
real-life costs to them. They are not
going to see $760. They will have to pay
more for doctors visits and more for
their kid’s education. They are going
to see more costs to them. And then
they are going to turn around to their
neighbors, wealthier neighbors, and see
them benefit dramatically from this
budget proposal.

Mr. DODD. When the Senator men-
tions that, I presume $30,000 to $75,000
is thought of as middle-income in this
country.

Mrs. MURRAY. Absolutely.

Mr. DODD. They do not qualify for
Pell grants. If you are very poor, you
get some assistance in that education.
If you are very affluent and get that
kind of a tax break, you do not need it.
God help you if you fall into the mid-
dle, where you foot the bill on your
own. Here you get about a $75-a-month
tax break, while you are watching
$3,000 increases for one child over the
life of this budget, and God help you if
you have a parent you are helping to
take care of. That is an additional
$3,400 over the life of the budget com-
ing out of your pocket, I presume,
given the category of these people.
There is $760 for you in a tax break,
while those at the upper-income lev-
els—God bless them, I do not fault
them. The people of my State who fall
into this upper-income category are
scratching their heads. They have said
to me over and over again: Why are we
getting a tax cut? You know, with all
due respect, we are doing well. If def-
icit reduction is the name of the game,
why did you not scrap this tax cut idea
and get about the business of deficit re-
duction and minimize the hardship to
working families?

I never had one wealthy person yet
say they are dying for that tax cut.

Mr. FEINGOLD. This is the same ex-
perience I have had in Wisconsin. I like
to think the people in Wisconsin have
the best common sense of any State in
the 50 States. It sounds as if this com-
mon sense is everywhere. It does not
matter if I go to the Rotary Club or a
United Farm Workers hall or to a farm
or the city, everybody is saying the
same thing: We do not need this tax
cut. Business people, the leading CEO’s
of my State, are against the tax cut.
These are the people who have been the
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leading advocates many times for tax
cuts. But they have the realization, be-
cause they have to meet the bottom
line in their business, that it is not the
right time from any point of view, eco-
nomic or from the point of view of fair-
ness, to do this.

The analogy I like to use is this is
kind of like a family that realized it
cannot make the house payment.
Things are tight. They sit down to-
gether and they figure out what they
have to do to balance their home budg-
et. They get it done, and they are
happy. This is like going out an hour
later and buying $10,000 worth of new
furniture. That is, in effect, what this
is. That is why these CEQO’s agree with
our blue-collar people. This does not
make any sense.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Wisconsin has ex-
pired.

Mr. DODD. I would ask that we have
1 additional minute to give the Senator
from Wisconsin and the Senator from
Washington a chance to respond.

Mr. EXON. I compliment my three
colleagues for the excellent presen-
tation. I yield them an additional 5
minutes, and ask them to divide that
up. I am only doing this because we are
running out of time.

Mr. DODD. I appreciate that. My col-
league from Washington—I said about
$75 or $80 a month. I notice she has
done the math. The Senator from
Washington is probably a lot better as
a student of math. What does this actu-
ally work out to be for the people in
that middle-income category?

Mrs. MURRAY. Someone earning be-
tween $30,000 and $75,000 will get back
$14.62 a week. I have to tell my col-
leagues that I have had a number of
families say to me: I know I have to
pay my taxes, but I want something in
return. And what I want in return is to
know that my kids are going to get a
good education, to know that my par-
ents are going to be taken care of when
they are sick and elderly and depend-
ent on me. I want a quality of life. For
$14.62 back, I will give that back to the
Government.

But we are not giving it back to
them. We are taking everything away—
their education, their care for their
parents, and their security.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask my
colleagues as well, because this is not a
debate about whether or not we ought
to reduce the deficit or whether or not
we ought to balance the budget, but
what path we should follow and what
priorities we should set to represent
best the diverse population of our
country. We are all committed to
achieving a balanced budget. But the
question is, how can we achieve this
goal over a similar period of time with-
out imposing this kind of burden on
the very people who fight the wars and
pay the taxes, and raise their families?

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I believe that the
budget could be balanced earlier than
the Republicans say they want to bal-
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ance it if we do not do this tax cut. I
mentioned two other sacred cows. If we
do something about the exponential
growth in loopholes, tax loopholes, a
24-percent growth. There are hundreds
of billions of dollars available there if
we simply slow the growth—the same
language the Republicans use when
they talk about slowing the growth in
Medicare and Medicaid. What about
slowing the growth in corporate loop-
holes?

Third, the Republican budget not
only does not touch defense, it in-
creases the Defense Department. So
that is the question of priorities that
the Senator from Connecticut is point-
ing out, and the Senator from Wash-
ington. We have here protecting de-
fense, protecting loopholes, and pro-
tecting tax cuts as the three sacred
crows that come ahead of kids and sen-
iors and families. And that is what this
budget is all about.

Mr. DODD. My colleague from Wash-
ington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, as I
stated many times, we are all in this
body working to get to a balanced
budget. I spent 2 years on the Budget
Committee doing that. It was difficult,
but we were moving toward it.

I say to my colleagues, $245 billion in
tax cuts, if we took that back, would
go a long ways in helping kids get edu-
cation and caring for our senior citi-
zens.

Mr. DODD. I appreciate my col-
leagues’ comments on all of those
points. Again, to sort of reiterate
where we are in all of this, Mr. Presi-
dent, we are not making up these num-
bers. These are the assumptions we are
told will be the case.

Seniors’ Medicare costs up $3,400 over
the life of this budget. That is in addi-
tion to what they are presently paying.
And they are not in the upper-income
categories. The median income is
$17,000.

We are going to watch elementary
and secondary education cuts hit 65
million children. We are looking at
veterans who are going to get serious
cuts. My colleague, the ranking mem-
ber of the Budget Committee, has
talked eloquently about what happens
to veterans here.

We are going to watch student loans
go up $3,000 a year over the life of this
budget and, again, that may not seem
like much to the people with sharp
pencils in this town, but it is a great
deal to the millions of middle-income
families that struggle every year to
make ends meet. Like fingernails on a
blackboard, they hear about a $245 bil-
lion tax cut, the bulk of which goes to
people who, frankly, do not have these
kinds of problems, and will be the first
to tell you so. These families do not
have a Medicare problem. They do not
have a student loan problem. They do
not have a problem trying to hold down
a job. And they are the ones, if they
were in this Chamber, who would tell
you, ‘‘Senators, scrap your tax cut; get
about deficit reduction and make this a
shared burden.”
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Mr. President, we urge this budget be
rethought. The President has put a pro-
posal on the table. He has asked the
distinguished majority leader, and oth-
ers, to consider his offer. Frankly,
there has been nothing but silence in
response to it, after all the clamoring
about how the President suggested we
get to balance. He gives a response, and
now there is silence on the other side.

We need to come together on these
issues and find a commonsense ap-
proach that would minimize the bur-
den—not eliminate it. We all know
that burdens have to be borne—but
they can be minimized if we share the
pain equally among those across the
spectrum of this country who make
this a great and vibrant Nation. Aver-
age, working families must wonder sin-
cerely why it is, once again, they are
being asked to bear the heaviest part of
this burden; why we reward, we abso-
lutely reward, those who are in the
least need of relief.

So we urge the rejection of this budg-
et, and we hope that there will be some
rethinking of spending priorities as the
appropriations and reconciliation proc-
ess proceeds.

I thank both of my colleagues for
their comments.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I
want to offer some comments on the
conference report of the concurrent
budget resolution.

After several months, the blueprint
for the 1996 fiscal year budget is before
us.

Though the specifics of that budget
will take a good portion of the rest of
the summer to be revealed, the budget
outline before the body does give us a
good idea of what the priorities of the
Republican leadership are for our coun-
try.

Mr. President, I share the goal of a
balanced Federal budget.

That has been my highest priority
since first coming to the Senate.

But other priorities as provided in
this budget are deeply flawed, and even
the broadly shared goal of a balanced
Federal budget is very much at risk be-
cause of the fundamental defects of the
resolution.

Others have made eloquent state-
ments about who will be shouldering
the burdens imposed by this budget
resolution, and the evidence is compel-
ling that working families will bear the
brunt of the cuts proposed by this
budget.

But perhaps as revealing of this
budget’s priorities as identifying where
the cuts fall is to examine where they
do not.

While this budget cuts almost every
area of the Federal budget, as it should
if we are to achieve a balanced budget,
three items—three sacred cows—are off
the cutting table, exempted from the
shared pain that is necessary to bal-
ance the budget.

The first is defense spending. Far
from cutting an already bloated de-
fense budget, this resolution actually
provides a $58 billion increase.



June 29, 1995

This lavish level of spending comes
despite the end of the cold war, and de-
spite the massive reductions that are
being made to the programs that pro-
vide health care to the elderly, poor,
and disabled—Medicare and Medicaid.

Second, this budget fails to ade-
quately address what may be the fast-
est growing entitlement program in
this resolution—the tax loopholes that
often benefit the wealthiest individuals
and corporations in this country.

While this budget squeezes savings
out of programs for veterans, farmers,
students, and the disabled, it seems
that the explosive growth in spending
done through the Tax Code for the rich
and powerful—already $400 billion an-
nually—is to remain virtually un-
checked.

Mr. President, the third area—the
third sacred cow—is the $245 billion tax
cut included in the budget.

With annual budget deficits of $200
billion staring us in the face, the tax
cut can only be described as reckless
and fiscally irresponsible.

The political calculus that produced
this monstrosity could only have taken
place in the murkier regions inside the
Washington beltway.

Certainly my constituents in Wis-
consin do not buy it, and this skep-
ticism is shared across the Nation.

Poll after poll show that the Amer-
ican people strongly feel that reducing
the deficit is more important than a
tax cut.

The authors of the tax cut seem to
have a poor opinion of the American
people.

They reason that the Nation needs a
bribe in order to accept the severe cuts
to Medicare and other provisions of the
Republican agenda.

The American people want a budget
that cuts fairly, that shares the pain
fairly.

They rightfully resent being treated
like children who are promised ice
cream if they eat their spinach.

Mr. President, more than any other
feature of this budget, the $245 billion
tax cut jeopardizes our ability to reach
a balanced Federal budget.

This Nation has been asked to make
great sacrifices in order that we might
finally get our fiscal house in order.

And the American people are ready
to make those sacrifices.

Mr. President, the American people
are willing to accept cuts in even the
most popular programs because they
recognize the need for shared sacrifice
in order to balance the Federal budget.

But when they see a budget resolu-
tion that includes a $245 billion tax
cut, they will rightly ask if they are
being asked to sacrifice to prevent our
enormous budget deficits from bur-
dening their children and grand-
children, or to provide politically moti-
vated tax cuts—tax cuts that will al-
most certainly be distributed dis-
proportionately to the richest in our
society.

The great tragedy of this resolution
is that it may very well squander the
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greatest asset we have in the fight to
eliminate the deficit, namely, the will-
ingness of the American people to
share in the sacrifices needed to bal-
ance the budget.

Sometimes I am amazed at the
strength of character of our Nation.

After the social upheaval of the
1960’s, after the assault made on our
Constitution during the Watergate era,
after the fiscal self-indulgence of the
1980’s, after the gridlock of the early
1990’s, and after the failed promise to
finally achieve comprehensive health
care for everyone that could never be
taken away, the American people are
still willing to endure significant bur-
dens to achieve a balanced budget.

After all that has happened during
the last 30 years to undermine their
trust, they are still willing to follow
leaders who ask the entire community
for sacrifice.

The tax cut and this budget betray
that trust.

It is a return to the politics of divi-
sion, selfishness, and greed—the poli-
tics of the past.

I very much hope to support the indi-
vidual appropriations and reconcili-
ation bills that will come to the floor.

It is through those bills that the real
work of deficit reduction is done, and I
want to support efforts that move us
toward the goal of a balanced budget.

I also recognize that the budget reso-
lution before us is only a broad outline
of how we will proceed, that nothing
binds the committees to any specific
action.

To that end, I especially look forward
to working with many of my friends on
the other side of the aisle to stop this
irresponsible tax cut.

But I must also say that we have
missed a great opportunity in this
budget resolution to provide the Amer-
ican people with a package of spending
cuts that is fair, and that achieves a
balanced Federal budget, even before
the year 2002 at which the authors of
this budget are aiming.

The flaws in this resolution are real,
and they may well be insurmountable.

The budget sacrifices are not distrib-
uted fairly, and the budget windfalls
are given to a privileged few.

The inequities are obvious and will
be keenly felt.

Mr. President, it need not have been
that way.

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 15 minutes.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for 30 seconds on my
time?

Mr. LOTT. I will be glad to yield for
30 seconds on his time.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I would
like to compliment my colleagues,
Senator DoDpD from Connecticut, Sen-
ator FEINGOLD from Wisconsin, and
Senator MURRAY from Washington, for
an excellent presentation. I hope that
Senators heard their presentation so
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that they will cast their votes the way
I would like to see them cast their
votes sometime this afternoon. I thank
my friend.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, the prof-
ligate spending party of the past 40
years is over. What we are talking
about today is fiscal responsibility to
assure our children’s future. This will
be a debate today on a critical piece of
legislation, the blueprint which will
lead this Nation to a balanced budget
by the year 2002.

I never really thought I would see the
day that I would have the opportunity
to vote for such a balanced budget, but
here it is today. And that is what real-
ly is at stake here. I urge my col-
leagues in the Senate to take advan-
tage of this unprecedented agreement
between the House and the Senate and
fulfill this promise to the American
people. Democrats and Republicans
should vote for this, and I ask you to
think about it: Do you want to be on
record against the first opportunity in
more than a generation to put the Fed-
eral Government on a path toward fis-
cal responsibility and a balanced budg-
et? I hope the answer is that you would
want to be for that effort.

Before I get into responding to some
of the things that have just been said
and making some other comments, I
must, once again, commend the distin-
guished chairman of the Senate Budget
Committee, Senator DOMENICI. He
showed, once again, his wise New Mex-
ico wisdom. He was patient. He was
diligent. He had to make some changes,
some concessions he did not always
support, but he always did it in a very
responsible and honest way. We would
not be here today with this resolution,
this historic resolution, without the
leadership of Senator DOMENICI, and I
commend him for it.

Congressman KASICH, the chairman
of the Budget Committee in the House,
has been a dynamic force, an energetic
force. The two of them together have
moved this process forward. They have
shown real leadership. I think their
names will go down in history as the
great leaders that turned this country
around and headed it toward fiscal re-
sponsibility.

It was just stated a moment ago that
there had been criticism of the Presi-
dent’s original budget. Yes, there had
been, because it allowed for $200 billion
deficits or more as far as the eye could
see, and there were a number of other
problems with it.

But then when his second plan came
in, it was suggested that there has been
silence. As a matter of fact, there has
not been silence. Many Republicans
pointed out, rightfully so, that this
was his second plan of the year; that
his numbers were not based on CBO
analyses, as he had said in the State of
the Union Address a year ago that he
would always do, although I under-
stand now he has come around to say-
ing, yes, we will go with CBO; and also
the fact of the matter is his 10-year
plan, which goes out 3 years farther
than this resolution, still would not
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get us to a balanced budget. We would
still have deficits after 10 years of an
estimated $200 billion or more.

But, the noise you heard on this
budget, as a matter of fact, did not
really come from this side of the aisle;
it came from the other side. There was
screaming about the fact that the
President validated the fact that we
should be working together for a bal-
anced budget, No. 1. He validated the
fact that we can get a balanced budget
while giving the people some tax relief,
some needed and justified tax relief,
and he also validated the fact that we
have to do something to preserve and
protect Medicare.

That is what the President did, and
we commended him for validating
those three very important points. But
the screaming has been coming from
the same people who are now saying,
“Oh, we don’t want this particular
budget resolution.”

It is very simple: Do you want to get
to a balanced budget or not? Do you
want fiscal responsibility or not? If you
do, you have to make some tough
choices. Surely, we could all go down
the list and say, ‘“Don’t cut anything
that affects my State. Don’t cut any-
thing that would affect me or my
mother or maybe even my children.”
You could say, ‘‘Oh, we can’t make any
changes in education.”

And what about veterans? As a mat-
ter of fact, the number that is in this
budget resolution is the same number
requested by the President of the
United States. Same number.

They do not want to make improve-
ments and corrections in the solvency
problem for Medicare. They do not
want to touch Medicaid. I have a cou-
ple of differences with this resolution—
one is I would like to maybe soften the
blow to agriculture. But I am voting
for it. This difference is not stopping
me. Opponents of this resolution,
though, are trying to find little dis-
agreements to excuse not supporting
the resolution.

The bottom line is, they do not want
to do anything about controlling
spending. They want to continue the
same old stuff that we have been deal-
ing with for years in Washington, and
that is spending more and more and
more of the taxpayers’ dollars.

What I heard in the discussion a mo-
ment ago is, ‘““‘Oh, what we need to be
doing is close the tax loopholes.” In
Washington, when the people are al-
lowed to keep their own money, it is
called a tax expenditure, and when you
want to raise taxes you say, ‘‘Let’s
close tax loopholes.” Do not forget
that that is what closing a tax loophole
is, that is raising somebody’s taxes. I
would like to ask you, which tax would
you propose to increase? Medical de-
ductions? No, you would not want that.
Would you want to eliminate the home
mortgage interest deduction? ‘‘No, no,
we didn’t mean that.” Are you talking
about research and development?

There is a long list of good and wor-
thy opportunities for the people to
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keep their own hard-earned tax dollars
that some people call tax loopholes.

My tax cut would maybe be some-
body else’s tax loophole, and vice
versa. We already tried the tax in-
crease side. That was done 2 years ago,
over my objections and a lot of others.
We have already had a whopping tax
increase. Now it is time we face the
music and deal responsibly with con-
trolling the rate of growth in spending,
and that is what this resolution does.

It has been said on the other side this
morning that this balanced budget plan
slashes Medicare. The President’s own
Medicare board of trustees came up
here and said if we do not do some-
thing, there is going to be a solvency
problem, including his own Secretary
of HHS. I think three of the trustees
were from the President’s own Cabinet.

What we are talking about here is
preserving and improving and pro-
tecting Medicare. We are talking about
controlling the rate of growth. We are
concerned about the shaky state of
Medicare. So what we would do over
the period of years is have some re-
forms, give our senior citizens some
greater opportunities for choices on
their own, while allowing Medicare to
grow up to a gross figure of $345 billion
over the next 7 years.

Where I come from, when it grows
over 7 years by $345 billion, that is not
a cut. But still, the numbers are so big.
Let us put it in personal terms. What
does it mean for an individual? Our res-
olution would allow each Medicare ben-
eficiary to have their benefits for Medi-
care grow from $4,816 in 1995 to $6,334 in
the year 2002. That is a 40 percent in-
crease over 7 years.

So we are going to make some
changes in Medicare and Medicaid. We
are going to try to control the rate of
growth in Medicaid. We are going to
try to improve those programs. But it
is blatantly unfair to say that we are
going to slash Medicare. It is not true.

Now, about the statement that was
made here a few moments ago that our
kids will not be able to go to college
because of this balanced-budget plan.
The changes in the loan program do
not even apply to undergraduate stu-
dents. It would only be applicable,
under the assumptions in this resolu-
tion, to graduate, law, and medical stu-
dents.

Kids will be able to go to college. I
worked for 2 years for a university in
placement and financial aid. I worked
with low-income and poor people, be-
cause that is all we have in my State of
Mississippi. We are going to have
grants available to these students, two
or three different kinds of loan pro-
grams, such as the direct loan, NDSL,
as well as the GSL loan program. There
will still be funds for work study and
for scholarships. We want to encourage
this.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD some informa-
tion on college costs, how they would
be impacted by this resolution along
with some charts.
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There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

COLLEGE COSTS REDUCED UNDER BALANCED

BUDGET RESOLUTION

Here are the facts! Under the Conference
agreement, students will receive $26.6 billion
in loans in 1996. The level of available loans
will continue to rise to $33 billion in 2000.
Over the next five years $151.4 billion in stu-
dent loans will be available.

The Conference agreement will not limit
access to student loans. According to CBO,
availability of loans for students, at much
lower costs than what they could receive in
the consumer market, will not be limited in
any way under this agreement.

In 1995, the federal government will pay in-
school interest costs for loans totaling close
to $15 billion. Approximately 87 percent of
these loans go to undergraduates. Under this
budget plan, the federal government will
continue to pay these interest costs—no
changes.

Under this agreement, there will be no
changes from current law regarding caps on
student loan interest rates, loan limits, fed-
eral guarantee of loans, repayment options,
or conditions for deferral of repayment.

For the typical graduate, professional—
medical and law students who may have in-
creased costs under this plan, none will see
increases greater than $1 dollar a month on
average, in their repayment.

Less than 10 percent of the reforms will af-
fect undergraduates while they are in school.
For undergraduates, their repayment costs
may increase $1 per month, on average, as
well.

UNDERGRADUATE STUDENT BORROWS A TOTAL OF
$10,000 OVER 4 YEARS IN SUBSIDIZED STUDENT
LOANS AND REPAYS ACCORDING TO A STANDARD 10-
YEAR PLAN

Senate
Current  balanced
law budget
resolution

$10,000
450

Difference

Original principal amount borrowed ....
Amount used to pay fees .
Amount, available to pay el

costs over 10 yrs 9,600 9,500 —100
Original principal amount at repay-

MENE e seeeeeesesesessssesesesasaaas 10,000 10,000 0
Accrued interest during 6-month grace

PEMIOA oo 0 330
Total principal amount at repayment .. 10,000 10,330
Repayment at standard 10-year

123 124 +1

monthly payment
Cummulative repayment .. 14,702 14,844 +142

$10,000 0
400 +$100

+330
+330

MEDICAL STUDENT BORROWS A TOTAL OF $30,000 OVER
4 YEARS IN SUBSIDIZED STUDENT LOANS AND REPAYS
ACCORDING TO A STANDARD 10-YEAR PLAN OR A 20-
YEAR GRADUATED PLAN

Senate
Current  balanced
law budget
resolution

$30,000  $30,000 0
30,000 35,033 +$85,033

368 399 +31
44,160 47,824 +3,444

1267 1268 +1
64,395 +566

Difference

Original principal amount borrowed ...
Total principal amount at repayment ..
Repayment at standard 10-year
monthly payment ...
Cumulative repayment
Repayment at 20 year, graduated plan

monthly payment ...
Cumulative repayment

1 Average payment.

Mr. LOTT. There are a couple of
points I should make here. Again, one,
it would not apply to undergraduate
college students. Second, for the typ-
ical graduate student, who may have
increased costs under this plan, none
will increase greater than $1 a month,
on average, in their repayment, which
does not even begin until they grad-
uate. Now, most law students and
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every medical student, when they grad-
uate, could afford to pay back their
loans, which they should do, with a lit-
tle more responsibility with the in-
school interest.

Now, if I had my choice, would I have
included that? No. But everybody has
to be able to ante up and kick in a lit-
tle bit here. You have to do your part.
You cannot say, do it in Nebraska, or
do it in New York, or do it somewhere
else, do not affect me. You have to
make the tough choices. But you get
something in return. When you talk
about college students and being able
to help your children go to school,
what is the best thing you can do? Pass
this resolution, show fiscal responsi-
bility, give some tax relief, and do you
know what will happen? The Fed will
lower interest rates. The quickest way
to help senior citizens living on a fixed
income, or parents that want kids to
go to college, is to be able to get the
money they need at a lower, affordable
interest rate. We are talking about real
help in the future by controlling spend-
ing and by taking actions that will
lead to responsibility in the way our
programs are run, and will also lead to
lower interest rates.

I think this is a real vision for the fu-
ture. We are not talking about draco-
nian cuts. We will still have $12 trillion
spent over the next 7 years. We are cut-
ting $1 trillion. When I try to explain
to the people in Pascagoula, MS, or
Hazelhurst, MS, $1 trillion, what is it?
How much is it? That is what happens
to us around here. We start talking bil-
lions and trillions, and it is not even
real it is so big. We are talking about
controlling that rate of growth. We
will spend $894 billion less by control-
ling wasteful Government spending.

Let us talk about this tax cut item a
little bit. First of all, sometimes I won-
der who among us speaks for the work-
ing, tax paying people in this country—
in my State, the shipyard worker,
International Paper worker, the farm-
er, the small businessman and women.
Everybody says, ‘“We do not need to
give tax relief.” When I was growing
up, we did not even have any rich peo-
ple in my home county. One guy had a
Cadillac. I am the son of a blue-collar
shipyard working, pipe fitting union
member. I am worried about that guy,
and my mother, by the way. I will not
go down the list here. Everybody says,
“We do not want tax cuts.”

Which one of these tax cuts do you
not want that is assumed in this bill?
How about a spousal IRA? How about
letting the working mother in the
home be able to have a little oppor-
tunity for an individual retirement ac-
count when she gets old, or maybe
when her husband is deceased? Is any-
body against that? No. You will not
rise against that. And then how about
getting rid of the marriage penalty.
Can anybody explain to me why, when
you get married, a couple pays more
taxes, even though they make the same
income? I have been hearing for 10
years in Congress that we are going to
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get rid of the marriage penalty. It is
still in there. Does anybody want to
stand up and speak against that fair-
ness change in the Tax Code?

How about a little help for families
with children? The $500 per child tax
credit. Let the parents choose how
they should spend money on clothes,
food, or education. How come our ma-
ternalistic government in Washington
can decide what should be best for you
in education, or all these other deci-
sions involving your children. How
about letting the parents make that
choice? That is one way we can help
with education. Let the parents keep
their own money for a change, for
Heaven’s sake.

And there is one other way that we
can reduce this deficit. It is called
growth, incentives that create jobs,
and opportunities. Again, in my State,
you cut the capital gains tax rate on
timber and watch what happens. Yes,
some of the big landowners get some
benefit, but you know who will get the
first benefit? That guy driving a rag-
gedy old pulpwood truck that has slick
tires on it and probably not even a tag
because he gets to get the timber out
of the woods. It will turn things over in
the county. People will buy and sell.
Again, it will have a positive impact on
interest rates, and it will create the
jobs we need.

How about senior citizen relief? All
the worrying about trying to improve
Medicare—how about if we let people
that are 66 years of age that want to
keep working be able to do it without
a tax penalty, or without a penalty by
taking away Social Security benefits?

So go down the list and come over
here and tell me you do not like these
tax cuts that are fair and will provide
growth and development and activity
in our economy.

So I think the number we have in
terms of tax relief is not as much as I
would like to have, but it is enough
that we can go up to that $245 billion
and provide this relief I have just
talked about.

I would like to have more in this
budget resolution for defense. I am on
the Armed Services Committee. I serve
with the distinguished Senator from
Nebraska. I do not really like the de-
fense number. I want more. But let me
emphasize this. In this budget resolu-
tion, over the next 7 years, defense
spending continues to go down, and
over 7 years will go down $19 billion.
But defense also made its contribution.
I will conclude, since my time is expir-
ing.

We are talking about balancing the
books. This resolution will do it. Let us
pass it today.

I yield the floor.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I yield 8
minutes of our time to my fine col-
league from the State of Illinois.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRATUN. I rise in op-
position to this budget resolution.

Mr. President, the conference report
on House Concurrent Resolution 67, the
budget resolution, proposes close to $1
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trillion in deficit reduction over the
next 7 years. Substantial deficit reduc-
tion is the right objective, in part, be-
cause of another large number, $4.8
trillion in national debt.

The Federal Government cannot con-
tinue on its current path. Unless we
face our budget problems, by 2030 the
Federal Government will consume over
37 percent of our total gross domestic
product. Unless we change, by that
year, budget deficits would amount to
18 percent of our overall economy. And
unless we change, by that year, more
than $1 out of every $4 the Federal
Government spends will go to paying
interest on the national debt.

We must face our budget problems,
and we must act now. That is the only
way to meet our obligation to our chil-
dren and to the future. We have no
right to leave future generations of
Americans a legacy of debt. We have no
right to send them the bill for what we
have already consumed. Most of all, we
have no right to leave as our legacy a
future of impaired economic growth
and diminished opportunities for indi-
vidual Americans and for our Nation as
a whole. I supported the balanced budg-
et amendment for this reason.

There is now bipartisan agreement in
the Congress on the need for substan-
tial deficit reduction. There is no dis-
pute between the Congress and the
President on the importance of that
objective. Despite the consensus on
making deficit reduction our top pri-
ority objective, however, there is not
universal, bipartisan, support for this
budget resolution.

The principal reason for that, of
course, is the priorities this budget
sets are the wrong ones. This resolu-
tion trumpets deficit reduction, but, in
the details, goes on to hamstring that
goal by providing for $245 billion in tax
cuts over the next 7 years. A tax cut
now, however, is just fiscal foolishness.
Tax cuts can not reduce deficits. Tax
cuts can not stop the explosion of our
national debt that has already driven
it from the $1 trillion level to $4.8 tril-
lion in just the last 15 years. And tax
cuts do nothing to reverse the fiscal
trends that are driving us towards fis-
cal bankruptcy and eventual economic
collapse.

Anybody who is paying attention to
our budget situation knows that a tax
cut now works against achieving last-
ing, meaningful deficit reduction. As
the Chicago Tribune put it in a recent
editorial, ‘‘this is filling the hole by
digging it deeper.”

The tax cut, however, is not the only
reason to question this resolution’s
commitment to real deficit reduction.
It sets priorities that do real harm to
our national interest.

How we bring back fiscal discipline
makes a real difference. If we care
about our children, if we care about
our future, if we care about our Nation
and ensuring an opportunity for every
American to achieve the American
Dream, we cannot abandon our com-
mitment to education, to access to
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health care, and to creating economic
opportunity.

Deficit reduction that does not re-
flect these priorities is not real deficit
reduction at all. It amounts to ac-
counting gamesmanship. It is hiding
the deficit by, in effect, moving it off
budget. But the deficit is still there. It
may come off the books of the Federal
Government, but it has simply been
placed on the backs of the American
people.

The budget resolution’s education
proposals illustrate how misplaced its
priorities are. Under this resolution:

Four million college students from
working American families will have
their college costs increased by over
$3,000 because they will now have to
pay interest on their loans even while
they are in school; another one million
college students could lose their col-
lege aid or have it drastically reduced
because of cuts in the Pell Grant Pro-
gram; 550,000 preschoolers could be
dropped from the Head Start Program;
and 3,000 American schools will lose
funding they need to prepare our stu-
dents to meet and beat the ever-in-
creasing international competition we
are facing.

Think about the impact these cuts
will have on American families. Do you
think they would prefer a tax cut, or
that they would prefer that their chil-
dren have the opportunity to get the
education they need? Do you think
they would prefer spending scarce pub-
lic resources on more B-2 bombers that
have no real mission and that the De-
fense Department has said are not
needed, or do you think they might
prefer to avoid imposing $3,000 in addi-
tional college loan expense on each of
their children who attend college? Do
you think they will agree that real def-
icit reduction has been achieved and
that we have met our obligation to the
future if their children are denied edu-
cational opportunity, and are less able
to achieve the American Dream?

The answer to all of these questions
is obvious. Education, like the ration-
ale for deficit reduction, is all about
the future. American families know
that education is the key to a better
life. They know a college graduate
earns almost twice as much annually
as a high school graduate, and that stu-
dents who earn a professional degree
have an average income that is six
times higher than students who do not
finish high school. And those higher in-
comes do not just benefit the students;
they benefit the entire country. Be-
cause the fact is that we are all linked
together. A better educated work force
works smarter and produces more. The
economy is therefore more productive,
and generates higher economic growth.
And the result of that is that the
United States competes more effec-
tively in world markets.

Education is clearly an essential in-
vestment in our country’s future, as
well as the future of our children.
Laura Tyson, in her hearing before the
Banking Committee when she was
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nominated to be chairman of the Coun-
cil of Economic Advisors, said that a
country’s only real, enduring assets are
its people. Failing to invest in our peo-
ple by cutting our investment in edu-
cation is neither in our national inter-
est nor in the interest of Americans in-
dividually. It is simply wrong, and it
has no place in this budget proposal.

Medicare and Medicaid are another
illustration of the misplaced priorities
reflected in this resolution. The pro-
ponents of this budget make much of
the fact that, even with the cuts of $270
billion in Medicare, and $182 billion in
Medicaid, Medicare spending will grow
from $178 billion this year to $274 bil-
lion in 2002, and Medicaid spending will
grow from $90 billion this year to over
$124 billion in the year 2002. They argue
that they are therefore not cutting
Medicare or Medicaid at all; rather,
they are simply reducing the growth
rate of these two programs.

However, that argument is more than
a little disingenuous. There is no ques-
tion that senior citizens and many
other Americans will have to spend
substantially more out of their own
pockets for health care—or go without
care—because of this budget resolu-
tion. If the cuts are evenly distributed
between health care providers and
beneficiaries, American seniors would
face an additional $860 in out-of-pocket
health care costs in the year 2002, and
the typical senior citizen would have to
pay $3,345 more over the next 7 years.
That certainly sounds like a cut to me.

Medicaid would be turned into a
block grant, and turned over to the
States. The growth rate in Medicaid
spending would be cut from its current
10.5-percent level to around 4 percent.
And what that means is that States
would likely have to reduce the num-
ber of people helped by Medicaid by an
average of 7.6 percent. That, too is a
real cut.

The truth is that the reductions in
Medicare and Medicaid are clearly cuts
when you look at them from the view-
point of individual Americans, instead
of a Government balance sheet. Again,
deficits are not really eliminated; they
are simply moved from the Federal bal-
ance sheet to the balance sheet of
American families.

Medicare and Medicaid must be re-
formed, but this budget does not pro-
vide that reform. This budget does
nothing to cut health care inflation,
which would help Americans and save
the Federal Government money. It
does nothing to preserve access to
health care, or to preserve the quality
of care. And it does nothing to ensure
that people are able to continue choos-
ing their own doctor. What it does do is
to give the American people just what
the proponents of this resolution said
that they opposed last year when they
filibustered comprehensive health care
reform on the floor—Iless health care at
higher cost, lower quality care and less
choice.

Americans know that reducing budg-
et deficits has to affect them. They
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don’t expect it to be cost-free. They do,
however, expect it to be fair; they do
expect every American to do their part.

Achieving real deficit reduction must
be based on shared sacrifice, but that’s
not what this budget proposes. Instead,
Americans earning over $350,000 annu-
ally—less than 1 percent of our popu-
lation—would receive a $20,000 tax
break, while Americans earning less
than $28,000 would see a tax increase.
Instead of a budget that brings us to-
gether, Americans see a budget that di-
vides them from one another, a budget
that designates some Americans as
“winners’’ deserving of tax breaks, and
others as ‘‘losers” who will see their
access to health care and nursing home
care reduced, their children’s access to
education reduced, and their out-of-
pocket costs increased. Instead of a
budget designed to help every Amer-
ican achieve the American Dream—a
budget that would help create opportu-
nities for every American to live better
than their parents did—this budget’s
design represents a return to the short-
sighted approach of trickle-down eco-
nomics. That approach failed in the
1980’s, and it will fail now.

Instead of helping to create a better
life for every American, it will exacer-
bate the increases in income dispari-
ties that have arisen since the 1980’s,
and that makes the economic future
for almost all of us more precarious.
We can do better—and we must.

I am strongly for deficit reduction,
Mr. President. I cosponsored and voted
for the balanced budget constitutional
amendment because I know we must
reduce budget deficits. I served on the
Bipartisan Commission on Entitlement
and Tax Reform because I know that
the entitlement area—Social Security,
Medicare, Medicaid, and other retire-
ment programs—is where the money is,
and that there is no way to achieve sig-
nificant deficit reduction if this area is
off limits. Deficit reduction, however,
is not just about numbers. If it is to be
more than just a shell game, we have
to be mindful of our obligation to the
future, and to reduce deficits in a way
that does not undermine our ability to
make the essential investments the fu-
ture demands.

Moreover, budgets are about people.
If we are to meet our obligation to the
American people, including Americans
who need our help the most, we have to
reduce Federal deficits in a way that
addresses their needs, and that meets
their priorities.

Unfortunately, this budget does not
meet those tests. It is not a budget for
our future, nor for our present. It does
not put the interests of the American
people first. It does not invest in the
future. It fails the first test of any
budget because it does not recognize
that we are all in this together, and
that we are all better off if every
American has the opportunity to par-
ticipate in our economy and in our so-
ciety to the fullest extent of their
abilities.
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We cannot succeed as a country by
failing our people. Our future economic
well-being is inextricably linked to the
kind of society we create. We are all di-
minished, and our future as a country
is diminished, if we fail to make essen-
tial investments in all of our people.
On the other hand, our future will be
brighter if we recognize our obligation
to one another, and recognize that our
future success ultimately depends on
people—on human capital. As we work
to reduce budget deficits, therefore, we
have to do so in a way that keeps the
American people’s concerns para-
mount, and in a way that does not
stint on the essential investments in
human capital on which our future as a
people ultimately depends.

Making these essential investments
does not mean sacrificing deficit reduc-
tion as an objective. Both objectives
must be national priorities, and both
can be achieved. We can reduce Federal
deficits, while making the necessary
investments in our future if we set the
right priorities. What is important is
to recognize that the fundamental pur-
pose of both is the same—achieving a
brighter future for our country, and en-
suring that every American has the op-
portunity to live the American Dream.
That fundamental purpose cannot be
achieved unless we reduce budget defi-
cits, but it also cannot be achieved un-
less our society—our people—have the
tools they need to meet the challenges
the future holds.

But this budget does not help achieve
the kind of future prosperity we all
want. It does not help enhance the abil-
ity of our children to have a better life
than their parents did. Our parents en-
sured we had the chance to do better
than they did. We owe our children—
and their children—no less.

This budget is supposed to be de-
signed to save money, but it costs us.
It costs us opportunity, and competi-
tiveness, and economic growth, and se-
curity. It diminishes our future, and
endangers our community. I cannot
support it. I urge the Senate to reject
this conference report.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I thank my
friend and colleague from Illinois for
the excellent statement.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
yield myself 8 minutes from the major-
ity’s time.

Mr. President, this is a watershed
day for America. Finally we are at the
crossroads. The question is simple: Do
we put America on course for a
healthy, prosperous future? Or do we
once again, as we have done year after
year after year in this Congress, mort-
gage our future, our children’s future,
and our country’s future with more and
more debt?

America has prospered because our
parents and grandparents saved their
money and invested it in businesses
and farms to create jobs and to give
their children a better life. We can pass
the American dream on to our children
by saving for tomorrow—not by spend-
ing and borrowing for today.
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America is finally going to have the
promises kept. We promised in 1994
that we would be different, and we are
keeping our promise.

The old Congress never proposed a
balanced budget. It was always tax,
borrow, spend. If that did not work,
they taxed some more.

The taxers and spenders think that if
they can just squeeze one more dollar
out of the taxpayers of this country,
that Americans will somehow be better
off. It is time for Congress to look to
the future for our children and grand-
children.

The deficit will be over $200 billion a
year again, unless we change. Under
President Clinton’s first budget, the
debt would grow to $23,000 for every
man, woman, and child in America by
the year 2002. The Congressional Budg-
et Office said the President’s second
budget was a little better, but not
much, and it continued deficit spend-
ing.

We have a chance for change now,
with a budget that does some very im-
portant things. It saves Medicare from
bankruptcy. It keeps a safety net with
more money for Medicaid, school
lunches, and food stamps.

This budget shrinks big Government.
We start that very tough process by
cutting overhead and bureaucracy, by
cutting Congress’ budget, and by freez-
ing Congress’ pay. The budget termi-
nates outdated programs. It protects
the taxpayers from the excesses of past
Congresses and the President.

This plan does not cut overall spend-
ing. It does not cut overall spending.
Spending rises at the rate of inflation.
That is what we try to do in our homes.
That is what we try to do in our busi-
nesses. If we are lucky enough to get
pay raises or more sales, we often
spend the increase on inflation just to
stay even. And that is what we must do
in the Federal Government.

Then, after we have done the first
work of cutting the budget, we are
going to give the profits to the Amer-
ican people, the taxpayers. We are
going to give the tax cuts to the Amer-
ican family, for homemakers to have
IRA’s, because their work is every bit
as important as anyone else’s work in
this country. It is about time that they
were recognized for their efforts with
their own opportunity to save for re-
tirement security.

There will be other savings for peo-
ple, too. Because if we balance this
budget, interest rates will go down so
your home mortgage interest rate will
be lower. Your car loan will be lower.
It will help small businesses borrow so
they can continue to prosper and cre-
ate new jobs to keep this economy
going.

The people, not the Government,
built this country. We must stop spend-
ing the people’s money and their chil-
dren’s money and their grandchildren’s
money if we are going to keep the pros-
perity that our grandparents gave us
and our parents gave us.

Thomas Jefferson said it is immoral
for one generation to rob the next by
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spending more than it has today. It was
wrong in his time and is wrong today.

We have the chance to be responsible
leaders in this country, and that is ex-
actly what the majority party is doing.
Look at this budget resolution. Do you
agree with everything in it? No. Do I
agree with everything in it? No. I
would like to have had more spending
for defense. There are some important
programs that I would like to expand
further.

But, just like we do in our families,
we have to make priority choices. That
is what this budget resolution does. We
have taken the first responsible step of
leading. We have done something very
different from Congresses of the past
by keeping our promises. If you do not
agree with everything we have done,
we understand that, but look at the big
picture. Look at the long term.

Think of our parents, who said we are
going to do what is right, even some-
times when it is harder for our families
to make ends meet. That is what my
father always did. That is what he
taught me. Even if it was not in the
best interest of his small business, he
would act for the good of the commu-
nity because he knew in the end a
healthy community would be better for
all of us.

I hope my colleagues will put aside
their partisan differences, put aside the
small differences that we might have
on the specifics of this budget resolu-
tion. Let us do what is right for Amer-
ica. Let us do what is right to give to
our children and grandchildren the
same kind of America that we have
been able to grow up in and have the
benefit of—and that we love. That is
our responsibility. That is the crux of
the vote we are about to take.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, of the mi-
nority time, I yield myself 8 minutes.

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

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, it is inter-
esting to sit here and listen to ‘“we are
here for change.” Change? You know,
the more things change, the more they
stay the same. This budget is not for
people. It is against the elderly, the
students, the young people, and for the
wealthy. So the Republicans have not
changed one iota from the time I start-
ed growing up until today. It is the
same. Change, only a small difference—
small difference. The small difference
is, if you are rich, you get a tax break.
If you are poor, you get a tax increase.
If you are a student trying to go to
school, they reduce the amount of your
ability to get an education. So the
more things change, the more they
stay the same.

Years ago, when I grew up I heard
someone say that ‘‘Christmas is a time
when kids tell Santa what they want
and adults pay for it. While deficits are
when adults tell the Government what
they want—and their kids pay for it.”
Thanks to this Republican budget reso-
lution, we can now add that tax cuts
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are when well-off adults tell the Gov-
ernment what they want, and the el-
derly will have to pay for it.

I have an editorial today from the
Kentucky Post. I will read just a little
bit from it.

True, the Congressional Budget Office
must certify in September that the law-
makers are meeting their spending targets—
but those targets are only for fiscal 1996,
when the cuts are comparatively mild. (Like
most budget plans, this one saves the hard-
est hits for later years.)

The tax cut up front, the increase in
the latter part of the budget cycle. We
went through that under President
Reagan. We gave the big tax cuts. We
never cut spending for Government.
And what happened? We kept right on
increasing the deficit and increasing
the debt.

We have been down this road too often:
[this editorial says] Tax cuts now, with the
promise of spending cuts later; somehow the
spending cuts never come and the nation
goes deeper into hock. Moreover, tax cuts in
an election year tend to pick up irresistible
momentum.

Tax cuts are fun and popular. Enacting the
rest of the resolution will be neither.

The congressional Republicans say they’re
prepared to fight to get spending under con-
trol. It would be a shame to see that resolve
thrown away on an ill-considered tax cut.

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

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

DO THE HARD WORK FIRST

The House and Senate have reached a com-
promise on a budget resolution which, if
Congress sticks by it, could reasonably be
called historic.

The resolution also requires that Congress
show restraint on an election-year tax cut—
and that would be historic, too.

The plan calls for a balanced budget—and
even an embryonic surplus—in 2002. This
goal would be achieved by holding the fed-
eral budget’s annual increase to 3 percent,
about the rate of inflation, meaning there
would be little ‘‘real’” growth. Still, federal
spending, now $1.5 trillion, would be close to
$1.9 trillion in 2002.

The GOP-drafted resolution will shortly be
passed, over near-unanimous Democratic op-
position, and will then become Congress’
blueprint for funding the government.

The resolution is realistic, if draconian,
but it has one big pitfall; a $245 billion tax
cut to begin taking effect next year when
Republicans hope to take the White House
and tighten their grip on Congress.

True, the Congressional Budget Office
must certify in September that the law-
makers are meeting their spending targets—
but those targets are only for fiscal 1996,
when the cuts are comparatively mild. (Like
most budget plans, this one saves the hard-
est hits for later years.)

We have been down this road too often:
Tax cuts now with the promise of spending
cuts later; somehow the spending cuts never
come and the nation goes deeper into hock.
Moreover, tax cuts in an election year tend
to pick up irresistible momentum.

Tax cuts are fun and popular; enacting the
rest of the resolution will be neither.

The congressional Republicans say they’re
prepared to fight to get spending under con-
trol. It would be a shame to see that resolve
thrown away on an ill-considered tax cut.

Mr. FORD. Last fall, Republicans
campaigned on the notion that all we
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had to do was cut wasteful spending
and we could both eliminate the deficit
and have tax cuts. What they did not
tell voters is that by wasteful spending
the Republicans meant programs af-
fecting seniors, like Medicare and Med-
icaid; and that by tax cuts they meant
cuts for well-off Americans.

The more things change, the more
things stay the same for the Repub-
lican Party.

Look at the numbers. Whenever that
tax cut for the well-off goes up, so do
the cuts to Medicare and Medicaid. Is
that just a coincidence? I do not think
so. The bigger the tax break, the more
they gouge out of Medicare and Med-
icaid.

A $245 billion tax break, where the
majority of the benefits—the majority
of the benefits—go to those making
over $100,000 a year, and a $452 billion
cut from Medicare and Medicaid—that
is the Republican’s notion of a middle-
income tax break and that is the Re-
publican’s notion of cutting waste.

Make no mistake, this has nothing to
do with the health of the Medicare
trust fund. Just like someone has to
pay for gifts from Santa, and just like
someone has to pay for the deficit,
someone has to pay for this tax cut for
the well off. That someone turns out to
be America’s elderly, and America’s
middle-income families are right be-
hind them.

Because those cuts hit middle-in-
come Americans not once, but twice.
The obvious hit comes when families
have to pick up the costs that Govern-
ment no longer provides. That is no
small task when you consider that be-
fore Medicare was created, at least half
of all seniors went without health in-
surance and nearly 30 percent lived in
poverty. Today, less than 1 percent go
without health insurance, and 88 per-
cent of our seniors have incomes above
the poverty level.

But the second hit comes from the
failure to address the causes for high
Medicare expenditures. Without crit-
ical changes, from cracking down on
fraud to lowering costs to market re-
forms, providers will simply shift costs,
raising premiums and making it that
much harder for middle-income fami-
lies to obtain insurance and employers
to provide insurance.

Everyone in this Chamber agrees
that we cannot keep telling Govern-
ment what we want, and then simply
let our children pay for it. But, by in-
stituting these irresponsible tax cuts
for America’s most well-off, we are
sending our children the bill just as
surely as we did with deficit spending.

Of the top 140 institutions of higher
learning in the world, 127 of them are
located in the United States. Yet, in-
stead of making these institutions
more accessible and our children better
prepared to compete in the global econ-
omy, this budget makes $10 billion in
unnecessary cuts to education. For
many of the students in my State, that
cut could mean the difference between
continuing their college education or
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settling for a minimum wage service
job.

There is no question that if they can-
not get the education and training
they need, they will be paying for that
tax cut in lost wages.

So, do not kid yourself about who is
paying for that tax cut—America’s el-
derly and America’s children.

When we go from converting the
numbers in this budget plan to the ac-
tual changes in specific programs nec-
essary to achieve these numbers, ev-
erybody knows this budget is going no-
where because we all know about ve-
toes and we can all count votes.

I believe the American people deserve
better than this. This budget was put
together behind closed doors by one
party. The American people clearly
want to see a bipartisan effort to craft
a budget that calls on all of us to con-
tribute equally to the solution.

Mr. President, I will ask a couple of
questions. How does the Republican
budget conference report cut more in
Medicare and Medicaid than the origi-
nal Senate-passed budget, yet still pro-
duces less deficit reduction?

Think about that for a minute.

The answer: Because it increases tax
breaks for wealthy Americans by an
even greater amount, from $170 billion
to $245 billion.

Ask this question: If the Republican
plan produces a true balanced budget,
then why on page 3 of the conference
report that we have heard about all
day today, and no one has given an an-
swer, does it show a deficit in the year
2002 of $108.4 billion?

Answer: Because the Republican plan
does not really balance the budget. It
produces a fiscal year 2002 deficit of
$108 billion.

It is only when you count the pro-
jected $114.8 billion off-budget surplus
in the Social Security Trust Funds
that you can claim a ‘‘balanced budg-
et”” by 2002.

FINANCING FOR THE FAA

Mr. President, the budget proposal
before us today does not provide in de-
tail how we will finance one of Govern-
ment’s most important safety agen-
cies—the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion.

This budget plan does, however, pro-
pose to cut transportation funding for
highways, Amtrak, the Coast Guard,
and aviation by an additional $10 bil-
lion beyond the President’s proposal.

That tells me one thing—someone is
going to feel the squeeze—and aviation
is a prime target. What we are looking
at is a budget that could undermine
the safest air transportation system in
the world. That is wrong.

My colleagues will not be surprised
to learn that the demands on the FAA
are greater today than ever before and
they are expected to grow.

FAA operates the world’s largest air
traffic control system, handling an av-
erage of two flights per second, every
minute, every hour, 3656 days a year.

Their safety, security, and airport
safety professionals conduct nearly
1,000 inspections on an average day.
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Their maintenance technicians every
day keep 30,000 pieces of complex safe-
ty equipment across the Nation oper-
ating with an almost perfect reliability
record of 99.4 percent.

No other transportation system is as
safe as American aviation.

The question is—can it be even bet-
ter? Absolutely.

Under the current leadership of Ad-
ministrator Hinson and Deputy Admin-
istrator Daschle, the agency has estab-
lished a new safety goal of ‘‘zero acci-
dents’’. The agency is taking aggres-
sive steps to reach this new goal and I
wholeheartedly support their efforts.

But the real challenge for the FAA is
that they are pursuing their ‘‘zero acci-
dent” objectives at a time they are
being asked to absorb ever increasing
budget cuts.

For that reason, Mr. President, I am
worried that this budget resolution
marks a retreat from that important
safety objective.

FAA should not be and has not been
totally immune from budget cuts. Over
the past 2 years, the agency has seen
its budget decline by 6 percent-some
$600 million—while at the same time
experiencing a 6-percent increase in air
traffic.

The FAA has been able to do more
with less by eliminating programs no
longer needed, overhauling others, and
by reducing their nonsafety work force
by nearly 5,000 employees. That’s
progress. But we can not, and should
not let this budget resolution under-
mine the FAA’s mission.

Those savings were achieved through
strong management and thoughtful
and tough decisions. I worry that our
budget decisions are exactly the oppo-
site. We do not want to make aviation
cuts with no rhyme nor reason.

It is my hope that after the bickering
and posturing end on this budget, we
will return to what I have always val-
ued, a bipartisan consensus on the im-
portance of a safe and efficient avia-
tion system. The administration also
must understand that its proposal for a
corporation has no support. They can
sit and watch as the reform movement
goes on, if they so choose, but that is
their choice. I will work with my col-
leagues here on meaningful reform that
moves the aviation system forward. We
must begin with looking at how to re-
form the FAA. Senators INHOFE and
BURNS have put forward a proposal, and
I know the Commerce Committee is
seeking a bipartisan approach to FAA
reform.

We must also make a real commit-
ment to providing the necessary funds.
If we do not, I am afraid they will redo
that old country saying—‘‘that dog
don’t hunt”’—to ‘“‘that plane don’t fly.”

Mr. COHEN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
DEWINE). The Senator from Maine.

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I yield
myself 8 minutes.

Mr. President, it is interesting listen-
ing to the latest statements made by
the other side that the American peo-

(Mr.
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ple deserve a better plan than this. If
so, where has it been? Where is the
plan that has been proposed by the mi-
nority? They talk about these Repub-
lican cuts in Medicare and Medicaid.
Let me say that the President of the
United States recently had the for-
titude and the courage to measure up
to the problem confronting Medicare
and Medicaid. These programs are
going broke. The trustees of the Medi-
care trust fund have reported that it
will be insolvent in 6% to 7 years. I
suppose we could just put that off until
after the next election and not deal
with it. But six or seven years from
now there will be no payments made to
any hospital or to any doctor on behalf
of anyone. President Clinton at least
has had the courage to face up to the
challenge facing us and say that he has
a plan—a 10-year plan versus the 7-year
plan, but at least he has a plan. I did
not hear anybody over there endorse it.
If they had an endorsement I suppose it
would be forthcoming now.

So I take some challenge or question
about the notion that somehow this is
a Republican design simply to inflict
pain and suffering upon the elderly. I
think there is a legitimate issue to be
raised about cuts in Medicare and Med-
icaid. But at least the President of the
United States has faced up to it. He de-
serves a good deal of credit for having
done so.

Insurance market reforms, port-
ability, malpractice reforms—all of
that has been proposed on a bipartisan
basis. Action has yet to be taken. I do
not have the time to go into who has
held up those Kkind of reforms in the
past. But nonetheless, they are there.
And I think they are there for the tak-
ing if there is a bipartisan spirit to do
s0.

This is a blueprint, as has been de-
scribed by the chairman of the Budget
Committee. It is not faultless. It is not
flawless. But I believe Senator DOMEN-
I1CcI deserves a great deal of credit at
least for trying to come up with some-
thing that is not made of smoke and
mirrors, that has not been a ‘“‘triumph
of politics,” as David Stockman wrote
in his book, but something that has
some real numbers behind it. It is not
a ‘‘free toss,”” as the critics of the bal-
anced budget amendment suggested
when we debated that issue before and
lost by one vote. The critics said that
individuals could vote for a balanced
budget amendment but would never
measure up when the budget comes
through.

I think this conference report is ade-
quate rebuttal. Those who supported a
balanced budget amendment also are
committed to producing a balanced
budget for the consideration of this
Congress.

I am one who has questions about the
level of taxation included here. I think
the tax cut is too high. I have told that
to the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee personally and I reiterate it
again today. I think it applies or could
apply to those who are not in need. I
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intend to raise such issues when we
come to authorization, appropriations,
and reconciliation.

So I am not fully committed to each
and every detail contained in this par-
ticular blueprint. I hope to change it. I
know there are a number of colleagues
on this side who share my views, that
we are not going to support some of the
provisions in this particular blueprint.
But let me say that this at least comes
to grips with the entitlement issue.

Several years ago Senator DOMENICI
and Senator NUNN offered an amend-
ment on the floor dealing with entitle-
ments. There were only 28 votes; 28
people who were willing to face up to
the fact that we must curb the growth
in entitlement programs. Today’s blue-
print represents a majority, not 28.

So I want to give Senator DOMENICI
credit for his persistence in coming to
grips with the difficult problem that
we all have known about but have been
unwilling to face.

There have been, in my opinion, cuts
too deep in the field of biomedical re-
search, education, and nutrition.
Again, I have made that very clear to
my friend from New Mexico, that I in-
tend to support efforts to reverse some
of those proposals.

But, Mr. President, I listen again and
again to the attacks against this pro-
posal coming f