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The Senate met at 10:30 a.m., and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Sovereign Lord, You have given us
minds to think magnificently about
You. We contemplate Your majesty,
power, goodness, truth, faithfulness,
and grace. Everything within us re-
sponds to praise You for the wonderful
way You care for us and provide for our
needs.

We commit our thinking brains to
You. We accept the admonition of
Scripture: “Do not be conformed to
this world, but be transformed by the
renewing of your minds that you may
prove what is that good and acceptable
and perfect will of God.””—Romans 12:2.
Consciously we seek to serve You by
allowing You to deepen our under-
standing. Help us to base our thinking
on Your truth, values, and priorities.
May we come to know You so well that
Your will is made clear for each deci-
sion. Be on our minds, in our minds,
and in control of our minds.

In the name of Jesus who taught us
to love You with our minds. Amen.

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able acting majority leader, Senator
LoTT of Mississippi, is recognized.

SCHEDULE

Mr. LOTT. Thank you, Mr. President.
The Senate will immediately begin
consideration of Senate Concurrent
Resolution 57, the concurrent budget
resolution. Under the agreement of last
week, there are a limited number of
first-degree amendments in order to
the resolution. Senators are urged to
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offer and debate those today. Senators
are reminded there will be no rollcall
votes today. Any votes ordered on
amendments will occur on Tuesday,
and Senators can expect numerous
votes Tuesday in order to complete ac-
tion on the budget resolution.

I know that the managers of the bill
will be here shortly. | might point out
that there has already been an order of
amendments agreed to. Shortly, we
will begin with the first of those
amendments, | believe by the Senator
from Missouri, Senator ASHCROFT, re-
garding the payroll tax cut, to be fol-
lowed by an amendment by Senator
HARKIN, and so on down the line.

I note that the last thing scheduled
today, to begin on or before, | guess, 7
p.m., is the Chafee-Breaux so-called bi-
partisan amendment. | believe there
will be considerable amount of time de-
voted to that particular amendment—3
hours being reserved for tonight.

So | wanted to make Senators aware
that there is a list of amendments. An
order has been agreed to, and we will
be prepared to begin with those short-
ly. I know the majority leader, Senator
DoOLE, is very anxious for us to work
very hard in debating these amend-
ments so that we can complete action
as soon as possible this week.

We do have other very important leg-
islation pending that we are anxious to
have considered. Senator DoOLE’s bill
dealing with the national missile de-
fense, Defend America Act, we are try-
ing to work out an agreement on how
that will be brought up and considered.

I know the distinguished President
pro tempore, the chairman of the
Armed Services Committee, is anxious
for the defense authorization bill to be
considered, hopefully this week, so
that we can have a conference between
the House and Senate this year early in
June, rather than later on in the sum-
mer, which would cause problems in
trying to get the authorization done at

the same time trying to get the appro-
priations bill done.

So we have a lot of work to do in a
limited amount of time before we go
out for the Memorial Day recess pe-
riod.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWN). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, | ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, | believe
we need to report the resolution so
that further action can be taken.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now resume consideration of
Senate Concurrent Resolution 57,
which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 57)
setting forth the congressional budget for
the U.S. Government for fiscal years 1997,
1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the concurrent resolution.

Pending:

Boxer amendment No. 3982, to preserve,
protect, and strengthen the Medicaid pro-
gram by controlling costs, providing State
flexibility, and restoring critical standards
and protections, including coverage for all
populations covered under current law, to re-
store $18 billion in excessive cuts, offset by
corporate and business tax reforms, and to
express the sense of the Senate regarding
certain Medicaid reforms.
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Wyden/Kerry amendment No. 3984, to ex-
press the sense of the Senate regarding reve-
nue assumptions.

Wellstone amendment No. 3985, to express
the sense of the Senate on tax deductibility
of higher education tuition and student loan
interest costs.

Wellstone/Kerry amendment No. 3986, to
express the sense of the Senate that funds
will be available to hire new police officers
under the Community Oriented Policing
Service.

Wellstone amendment No. 3987, to express
the sense of the Senate that Congress will
not enact or adopt any legislation that
would increase the number of children who
are hungry or homeless.

Wellstone amendment No. 3988, to express
the sense of the Senate with respect to main-
taining current expenditure levels for the
Low Income Home Energy Assistance Pro-
gram for fiscal year 1997.

Wellstone amendment No. 3989, to express
the sense of the Senate with respect to the
interrelationship between domestic violence
and welfare.

Kerry amendment No. 3990, to restore pro-
posed cuts in the environment and natural
resources programs, to be offset by the ex-
tension of expired tax provisions or cor-
porate and business tax reforms.

Kerry amendment No. 3991, to increase the
Function 500 totals to maintain levels of
education and training funding that will
keep pace with rising school enrollments and
the demand for a better-trained workforce,
to be offset by the extension of expired tax
provisions or corporate and business tax re-
forms.

Kyl amendment No. 3995, to express the
sense of the Senate regarding a supermajor-
ity requirement for raising taxes.

Kyl amendment No. 3996, to providing
funding for the Low Income Home Energy
Assistance Program through fiscal year 2000.

Kennedy amendment No. 3997, to express
the sense of the Congress that the reconcili-
ation bill should maintain the existing pro-
hibition against additional charges by pro-
viders under the medicare program.

Kennedy amendment No. 3998, to express
the sense of the Congress that the reconcili-
ation bill should not include any changes in
Federal nursing home quality standards or
the Federal enforcement of such standards.

Kennedy amendment No. 3999, to express
the sense of the Congress that provisions of
current medicaid law protecting families of
nursing home residents from experiencing fi-
nancial ruin as the price of needed care for
their loved ones should be retained.

Kennedy amendment No. 4000, to express
the sense of the Senate relating to the pro-
tection of the wages of construction workers.

Byrd amendment No. 4001, to increase
overall discretionary spending to the levels
proposed by the President, offset by the ex-
tension of expired tax provisions or cor-
porate and business tax reforms.

Lott/Smith amendment No. 4002, to express
the sense of the Congress regarding reim-
bursement of the United States for the costs
associated with Operations Southern Watch
and Provide Comfort out of revenues gen-
erated by any sale of petroleum originating
from lIrag.

Simpson/Moynihan amendment No. 4003, to
express the sense of the Senate that all Fed-
eral spending and revenues which are in-
dexed for inflation should be calibrated by
the most accurate inflation indices which
are available to the Federal Government.

Graham amendment No. 4007, to create a 60
vote point of order against legislation divert-
ing savings achieved through medicare
waste, fraud and abuse enforcement activi-
ties for purposes other than improving the
solvency of the Medicare Federal Hospital
Insurance Trust Fund.
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Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, | ask unan-
imous consent that when we go back
into the quorum, the time be equally
divided against the time on the resolu-
tion.

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

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, | suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment be set aside so that | might
submit another amendment.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 4008
(Purpose: To provide for an income tax de-
duction for the old age, surviors, and dis-
ability insurance taxes paid by employees
and self-employed individuals)

Mr. ASHCROFT. | send an amend-
ment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Missouri (Mr. ASHCROFT)
proposes an amendment numbered 4008.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘“‘Amend-
ments Submitted.”’)

Mr. ASHCROFT.
thank you very much.

Mr. President, the centrality of re-
source to government, the power to
tax, the impact and effect of taxation
upon our economy is something which
is well known and understood across
our culture. The development of a
budget for this country is perhaps one
of our most important responsibilities.
It has to do with the fundamental ways
in which we view ourselves. It helps us
focus on who we are and what we can
be when we have the right balance be-
tween spending and the rest of the
economy—the private sector of the
economy; when we have the right bal-
ance between taxes that are spent by
government and resources that are
spent by individuals in the culture.

When | think about America, | think
about it as a place of hope, a place of
opportunity, a place that can solve
problems that might not have been sus-
ceptible to solution anywhere else. |
think about the words on the base of
the Statue of Liberty, Emma Lazarus’
poem, which is so aggressive. It is so
hopeful. It says:

Give me your tired, your poor,

Your huddled masses yearning to breathe
free,

The wretched refuse of your teeming shores,

Send these, the homeless, tempest-tossed to
me:

The

The
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I lift my lamp beside the golden door.
America so brash, America so capa-
ble, America so resilient, so oriented to
growth and opportunity that it says to
the rest of the world, ““Send me your
most troublesome problems. Send me
the most difficult of your cases, we lift
a lamp of opportunity here. Give me
your tired, your poor. We will take
care of it here because we are growing,
we are on the move.”” What troubles me
perhaps more than anything else is
that of late instead of saying, ‘““Give me
your tired, your poor,” we seem to be
reciting that we are the tired, we are

the poor.
It has been said that America is the
‘“city on the hill,”” a special example to

the rest of world, a place to look to, a
city of hope and opportunity. Well, per-
haps it might be said that if we are a
city, we are in need of renewal. We sure
would not want the kind of urban re-
newal that has been inflicted on Amer-
ican cities, but the sense that we need
to again restart the engine, regenerate
the opportunities of this culture. Per-
haps we ought to look carefully at
what is it that has moved us from a
culture that could say, ‘““‘Give me your
tired, your poor, your huddled masses
yearning to breathe free, the wretched
refuse of your teeming shores, send
these, the homeless, tempest-tossed to
me.”’

What it is that has moved us from
saying that to being doubtful about the
future, to be insecure, having this
sense of social discomfort, of social dis-
ease, social insecurity, if you will,
which we find in America today? | have
to say to you that | think it has been
the flatness in growth which we have
normally expected in this culture but
which we are not seeing in the Amer-
ican culture.

Economic growth has always driven
the idea that America could be a spe-
cial place of opportunity. It was that
sense of endless opportunity in this
country that drove us to say, ‘“Give me
your tired, your poor.” It was this un-
derstanding that we could always grow
our way through circumstances and
difficulties. Growth has been a mar-
velous key toward providing some new
hope for individuals at all times in our
history.

Yet, what has happened to growth?
What has happened to our culture? We
have seen a tremendous flatness in re-
cent years. Take-home pay is stagnant
at best. The average household income
is 6.3 percent below its 1989 level—6.3
percent down; 6.3 percent is $1 out of
every $18. So where you used to get $18
you now only have $17. That is just in
the last 6 or 7 years.

Zero growth in worker income for the
first 3 years of the Clinton administra-
tion. Working families are being taxed.
They are being stressed.

We find they get up early; they work
late; they sacrifice time with each
other and with their children, and they
have less and less for it. They are
squeezed.

What is the reason? Why is it that we
as a culture find ourselves laboring
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under this weight rather than soaring
toward the opportunity of a lifted lamp
that can greet any challenge boldly
and say, ‘“‘Give me your best shot?”” We
cannot only roll with the punch; we
can succeed.

I think it is simple. | think it is be-
cause the Government has begun to
take so much of the wage of working
Americans that Americans no longer
have the resource to spend for them-
selves. Tax liberation day is a day that
is calculated each year which says that
since the Government has the first
claim on your wages, how long do you
have to work into the year in order to
pay all the Government’s claim?

Tax liberation day was just a little
over a week ago. The truth of the mat-
ter is it is awfully substantial in our
culture, the burden that taxes place on
each of us. As a matter of fact, as a
percentage of the gross domestic prod-
uct, that is, the output of this econ-
omy, we have higher rates of taxation
at this moment in history than we
have ever had in the history of this Re-
public, higher than the rate of taxation
that it took to throw the British out of
this country, higher than it took to
win the Civil War, higher rates of tax-
ation than it took to make the world
safe for democracy in World War I,
higher rates of taxation than it took
for us to spend our way out of the De-
pression of the 1930’s, and more taxes
in terms of gross domestic product
than it took for us to win World War I1.
The American people are being taxed
at the highest rate in history when
measured by gross domestic product.

That is a shame. It is a substantial
burden on the American people. And as
their incomes are being eroded, re-
pressed, held back, they are wondering
what happened to their income. | think
it is pretty easy for us to say what has
happened to their income because the
growth of Government spending has
soared. We have gone to an income tax
which was 2 to 3 percent of income in
the 1950’s to more than 10 times that
much now. And we have levels of tax-
ation which are just incredible. Of the
family budget, in 1955, 27.7 percent was
total taxes—in 1955. It is 38.2 percent in
1995. That is more than a third increase
in what the American family is being
asked to pay in taxes.

Just looking at the data from this
decade, it is not a happy picture be-
cause in 1990 we had a substantial tax
increase, and in 1993 the Clinton ad-
ministration and the Democrats in the
Congress imposed upon the American
people without a single Republican
vote the largest tax increase in the his-
tory of America. And so when the
American worker looks around to say,
what happened to my wage increase, it
is pretty easy to say what has hap-
pened to your wage increase, what has
happened to the growth in this econ-
omy, what has happened to the dy-
namic potential of hope that America
represents and ought to be. It has been
stolen by Government. What the people
cannot spend is what Government has
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taken. And when Government takes
well over 38 percent of your income,
you cannot spend it, and if Government
did not take it, you could spend it.
Government is out of control. It is tax-
ing at incredibly high rates and fami-
lies are suffering.

Senator CovERDELL of Georgia is elo-
quent in describing how taxes have
gone up regularly since the 1950’s and
1960’s. You can trace and correlate the
number of families where people feel it
is necessary for both parents to be out
of the home working. Taxes have not
only stolen the resource of money from
our families but they have stolen the
resource of parenting in many respects
by forcing people who would otherwise
want to stay in the home to be parents
to leave the home in order to go into
the marketplace to try and make
enough. So that the workers are not
getting increases.

The record of the recent past is the
workers are not getting increases, but
the record is that the Government is
getting increases, and so we not only
have the diversion of the important fi-
nancial resource from family, we have
had a diversion of other resources. And
people are not able to make their own
decisions about whether they want to
go into the marketplace or to stay in
the home or spend time with their fam-
ily or devote themselves to the devel-
opment of family concerns; you have a
situation where they are simply com-
pelled to be there.

This is a situation of Government
that is out of control.

This chart here just gives us a little
indication of where the money goes.
House and household, in the average
family, 15 percent pays for its home
and its household. That is 2.5 times
less, or this is 2.5 times more total
taxes; food, 6 percent of the normal
family’s income; taxes, over 600 percent
more than that; transportation, 6 per-
cent; over 600 percent more than we
spend on transportation; to put clothes
on the backs of Americans costs 4 per-
cent of family income; it costs almost
10 percent that much to pay taxes.

This is the largest total tax figure.
This represents more of the gross do-
mestic product than at any time in the
history of this country, and it is no
wonder that we find ourselves in a pe-
riod of stagnation, of retrogression, of
reduction rather than in development
and growth, and it is time again to
unleash the engine of opportunity, the
driving force of growth in our culture
and society.

Government has stolen the wage in-
creases of American workers by re-
gressing growth in the American cul-
ture. It is the reason, if we are the city
on the Hill, we need renewal. It is the
reason we no longer say give me your
tired, your poor. We have people com-
plaining that they are tired and they
are poor, and it is time for us to grant
to the American people the kind of re-
lief which will make a difference to
them. | think we need to find a way to
relieve the American public of its tax
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burden, but we need to make sure that
this goes to the people who need it
most. We need to find a way to make
sure that the American public, the
working public, the middle class, the
forgotten middle class in everything
but campaign years, is remembered.

Let me just say that | think | have a
way to get that done. | think | have an
effective way to deliver tax relief to
the middle class, and let me describe it
to you. Almost all of us—well, all of us
who do work—pay what is called pay-
roll taxes. These are taxes that go to
support Social Security. And | would
not touch those taxes in any way. We
need to pay those in order to make
sure that the Social Security trust
fund is maintained. But these Social
Security taxes are a tax. We pay those
to the Government. They go to make
sure that our ability to pay individuals
who are on Social Security their bene-
fits is maintained. We do not want to
impair in any way the ability of this
culture to pay those citizens who are
on Social Security what they deserve
and what they have earned by paying
their Social Security taxes in the past.

But it is a tax. And when you pay the
6 point something or other percent of
your wages as a Social Security tax, it
is a tax. There is no two ways about it.
It is a tax. It is not an investment pro-
gram for you. They do not take your
money and invest it and put it away so
that you will have something when you
retire. It is simply a tax that is levied
on you so they can meet the current
demands of the Social Security system.

What is interesting about that tax is
that you have to pay that tax after you
have already had your income tax cal-
culated. So that you have paid a tax on
that money, and then you pay a tax
again. This is a classic setting where
we have asked the American people to
be subject to a tax on a tax.

That is unfair. Double taxation for
the American people in this setting is
grossly unfair. It is something that we
have rejected in virtually every other
category of our existence, but we are
asking American workers, working
families, to pay a tax on a tax. As you
know, the Social Security tax is only
levied on the first $62,000 of your in-
come, $63,000; $62,700 is the real num-
ber. So if you are paying a tax on that
amount and it is also being taxed for
income tax purposes, you have a double
tax.

I think we ought to make that de-
ductible. You still have to pay the So-
cial Security tax, but you no longer
have to pay the income tax on things
that are never income to you, because
this money never reaches an employee.
The working families of America never
see it. It is deducted. It is called the
payroll deduction tax. It is a tax that
goes straight from your employer right
into the Federal Government. You do
not even get a sniff at this resource,
and yet you are taxed on this tax.

Strangely enough, interestingly
enough, this is not a tax which hits
American business in the same way,
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because the business community has a
right to deduct from its taxes the pay-
ments that it makes that match the
workers’ tax. So the business commu-
nity, the giant corporate citizens of
America—and we need them and they
are good and appropriate—they get fair
treatment by being able to deduct this
as an expense. But the citizen, the
worker, pays on the first $62,700 of our
income, we pay Social Security taxes
out of money that we have already paid
taxes on. We have a tax on the tax, and
it is time that we stopped that. It is
time that we elevate the American
worker at least to the tax standing and
tax position of American corporations.
It is time that we gave that tax break
to the American worker.

It is important that this tax break,
by providing for deductibility of the
Social Security tax before the income
tax is paid, go to the American worker.
It is important to note that it is only
on the first $62,000 of income. So, as a
matter of fact, for the millionaires,
they only get the break on $62,000 of
their income, just like the average
working family would only get the
break on that first segment of income.

So for those who are fond of saying
every time there is a tax break, that
this is a tax break for the rich, well,
you need not apply here, because this
is limited automatically to providing
the deduction for a tax you are paying
to Social Security, and since nobody
pays it above $62,700, it is not a deduc-
tion for the rich. It is a deduction in
terms of proportional deductions of
your wages that favors, dramatically
favors, the middle class. What an im-
portant thing that is, because middle-
class families are the families that des-
perately need help.

What would happen to the middle-
class family? How would the middle-
class family be affected? For middle-
class families, the Social Security tax
is the single largest tax that is paid.
No other tax that we pay takes a big-
ger chunk out of the average family’s
income than Social Security taxes. So
to give a deduction on that would be
substantial. It would really mean they
would have about a l-percent decrease
in their income tax rate for these fami-
lies, the average two-income family.
That means that you would pay about
$1,770 less in taxes for the year than
you would if we did not have this de-
duction.

What happens to the economy of the
United States of America if you let
working people who have earned the
money just pay tax once by sending it
to the Social Security trust fund but
not being taxed on that money twice,
therefore, having the extra $1,770 in in-
come? What will happen in the United
States? Growth, that is what will hap-
pen. It is universal. No one projects
anything but substantial growth. The
middle number is about 500,000 new
jobs, about 10,000 jobs per State.

| had the privilege of being Governor
of my State for about 8 years before |
became a U.S. Senator, and it is a
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great privilege. If someone came to
your State saying they had 10,000 jobs
for you, | mean, stopping the Governor
from doing cartwheels would be a
major endeavor. We care about growth;
we care about opportunity.

That is the equivalent of two large
car assembly plants. States have fallen
all over themselves. | remember the
competition for the Saturn plant, even-
tually won by Tennessee, | sadly say.
Good for Tennessee, bad for Missouri.
We would like to have had it. But sev-
eral of those in every State in the
United States of America? It is esti-
mated that the gross domestic product
would raise by one-half of 1 percent as
a result of letting the people spend the
money instead of having the Govern-
ment spend the money.

I think we need to remind ourselves
on a regular and consistent basis that
when we tax people, it is a question of
not whether money will be spent, it is
whether we are going to spend the
money in the Government and whether
we can decide best for people how to
serve their needs or whether they can
decide best by having the money at
their own disposal and by having the
money for themselves to spend.

I believe that the families in America
know best, and the economists indicate
that, if we will stop spending this
money and just let it be spent in the
private sector by the families, it will
mean about 500,000—500,000—new jobs
in America, about 10,000 jobs per State.
The gross domestic product will go up
by .5 percent. That would mean that 77
million—77 million—working Ameri-
cans would have more resources to de-
vote to themselves, to their families,
do more for themselves, do more for
their families, and do more of the good
things that American families want to
do.

So often we say that Government is
required because families will not do
what they ought to do, but | believe we
have come to a place where Govern-
ment has made it impossible for fami-
lies to do what they ought and want to
do. They want to share, they want to
be involved in their communities, they
want to be involved in their churches
and synagogues and mosques and tem-
ples. They want to be involved in
reaching out to other people. But when
Government takes such a big share,
when you have to work 3 hours every
day to get the Government’s share out
of the way and you struggle through
the rest of the day to meet your own
needs, it does not leave much oppor-
tunity for sharing.

So we have a situation where we real-
ly need to provide relief to America’s
working families. They are struggling.
We talk about the problems of the fam-
ily. It is time for us to do something
about the problems of our families.

We talk about Government as if it all
was involved in something that was
fundamental, essential, and nec-
essary—and frequently is—but families
are fundamental, essential, and nec-
essary. One hundred years ago, Wil-
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liams Jennings Bryan said, if you tore
down your cities and left your farms,
the cities would grow back up. But if
you destroyed the agriculture and the
producing capacity of this country,
grass would grow in the streets of the
cities.

I think if you tore down government,
it could spring back up if you left the
families in place, but if you were to
tear down the families of America, |
can guarantee you that grass would
grow over this Capitol, and it may if
we do not provide relief in some way to
the families of this country that are
hard pressed by this weight. It is not
inconsequential that the governmental
share is in red here, because much of
this is the resource of the next genera-
tion as well. We are not only on a binge
of taxation, we are on a binge of spend-
ing, and that binge of spending threat-
ens the well-being of young Americans
and those who are yet to be born.

This is a program and proposal that
basically comes down to the question
of, do you want more taxes or less
taxes? Do you want to grow Govern-
ment, or do you want to grow people?
What is the purpose of Government?
The purpose of Government is related
to growth, but it is not related to the
growth of Government; it is related to
the growth of people. It is our respon-
sibility to maintain an environment in
which people grow, in which their en-
terprises grow, in which citizens grow
and in which their corporations grow.

It is a place where individuals grow
and institutions grow, but if we make
it so that government is the only thing
that can grow because it sucks up so
much of the resource of this culture,
we will have destroyed the genius of
America, we will have destroyed the
opportunity of it, we will have de-
stroyed the character of it. It is time
for us to get out of the destruction
business and to get into the restoration
business.

That is why the Working Americans
Wage Restoration Act is what we ought
to be focused on. This is a way, without
impairing Social Security in any re-
spect, to place into the hands of the
American people the capacity to do for
themselves and for their families and
for others what they ought and want to
do and to do so by balancing a taking
by government of an inordinate
amount of their resources.

Remember, it is time to curtail this
tax on tax. The American family has
been treated unfairly. It has been taxed
where corporations have been given a
deduction. We are taxed at the highest
levels in history. Not even to prosecute
the most disastrous of all wars have we
taxed our people as much as we have. It
is time for us to provide the relief to
the American family which will allow
the American family to flourish, and
allows us to again have the kind of
bold, brash, and aggressive behavior of
hope that said: Give us your best shot.
Give us your tired, your poor.

We can make something of anything
in the United States because we are
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growing. It is time for us to be the city
on the hill again and not the city in
need of urban renewal, but a city of
hope and opportunity.

It is time for us to give the American
worker a chance to do what needs to be
done and to provide a basis upon which
the American worker and the Amer-
ican economy can again grow.

AMENDMENT NO. 4008, AS MODIFIED

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent to send a modifica-
tion of my amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is free to amend his amendment.
Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ASHCROFT. | thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is so modified.

The amendment (No. 4008), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

On page 3, line 5, decrease the amount by
$29,900,000,000.

On page 3, line 6, decrease the amount by
$44,400,000,000.

On page 3, line 7, decrease the amount by
$476,700,000,000.

On page 3, line 8, decrease the amount by
$49,100,000,000.

On page 3, line 9, decrease the amount by
$51,700,000,000.

On page 3, line 10, decrease the amount by
$54,300,000,000.

On page 3, line 14, decrease the amount by
$29,900,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, decrease the amount by
$44,400,000,000.

On page 3, line 16, decrease the amount by
$46,700,000,000.

On page 3, line 17, decrease the amount by
$49,100,000,000.

On page 3, line 18, decrease the amount by
$51,700,000,000.

On page 3, line 19, decrease the amount by
$54,300,000,000.

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by
$34,577,000,000.

On page 4, line 9, decrease the amount by
$47,622,000,000.

On page 4, line 10, decrease the amount by
$48,997,000,000.

On page 4, line 11, decrease the amount by
$51,903,000,000.

On page 4, line 12, increase the amount by
$53,474,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, decrease the amount by
$55,439,000,000.

On page 4, line 17, decrease the amount by
$29,900,000,000.

On page 4, line 18, decrease the amount by
$44,400,000,000.

On page 4, line 19, decrease the amount by
$46,700,000,000.

On page 4, line 20, decrease the amount by
$49,100,000,000.

On page 4, line 21, decrease the amount by
$51,700,000,000.

On page 4, line 22, decrease the amount by
$54,300,000,000.

On page 9, line 21, decrease the amount by
$1,209,000,000.

On page 9, line 22, decrease the amount by
$1,156,000,000.

On page 10, line 5, decrease the amount by
$2,298,000,000.

On page 10, line 6, decrease the amount by
$1,412,000,000.

On page 10, line 13, decrease the amount by
$2,684,000,000.

On page 10, line 14, decrease the amount by
$1,865,000,000.

On page 10, line 21, decrease the amount by
$2,821,000,000.

On page 10, line 22, decrease the amount by
$2,278,000,000.
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On page 11, line 5, decrease the amount by
$2,927,000,000.
On page 11, line 6, decrease the amount by

$2,560,000,000.

On page 11, line 13, decrease the amount by
$2,964,000,000.

On page 11, line 14, decrease the amount by
$2,735,000,000.

On page 11, line 22, decrease the amount by
$2,449,000,000.

On page 11, line 23, decrease the amount by
$1,520,000,000.

On page 12, line 5, decrease the amount by
$2,525,000,000.
On page 12, line 6, decrease the amount by

$2,346,000,000.

On page 12, line 12, decrease the amount by
$2,686,000,000.

On page 12, line 13, decrease the amount by
$2,693,000.000.

On page 12, line 19, decrease the amount by
$2,909,000,000.

On page 12, line 20, decrease the amount by
$2,882,000,000.

On page 13, line 2, decrease the amount by
$3,209,000,000.

On page 13, line 3, decrease the amount by
$3,131,000,000.

On page 13, line 9, decrease the amount by

$3,619,000,000.

On page 13, line 10, decrease the amount by
$3,474,000,000.

On page 13, line 17, decrease the amount by
$875,000,000.

On page 13, line 18, decrease the amount by
$131,000,000.

On page 13, line 25, decrease the amount by
$783,000,000.

On page 14, line 1, decrease the amount by
$446,000,000.

On page 14, line 8, decrease the amount by
$933,000,000.

On page 14, line 9, decrease the amount by

$740,000,000.

On page 14, line 15, decrease the amount by
$1,083,000,000.

On page 14, line 17, decrease the amount by
$931,000,000.

On page 14, line 24, decrease the amount by
$1,183,000,000.

On page 14, line 25, decrease the amount by
$1,086,000,000.

On page 15, line 7, decrease the amount by
$1,283,000,000.
On page 15, line 8, decrease the amount by

$1,225,000,000.

On page 15, line 16, decrease the amount by
$359,000,000.

On page 15, line 17, decrease the amount by
$241,000,000.

On page 15, line 24, decrease the amount by
$440,000,000.

On page 15, line 25, decrease the amount by
$349,000,000.

On page 16, line 7, decrease the amount by
$506,000,000.
On page 16, line 8, decrease the amount by

$462,000,000.

On page 16, line 15, decrease the amount by
$574,000,000.

On page 16, line 16, decrease the amount by
$545,000,000.

On page 16, line 23, decrease the amount by
$574,000,000.

On page 16, line 24, decrease the amount by
$582,000,000.

On page 17, line 7, decrease the amount by
$574,000,000.
On page 17, line 8, decrease the amount by

$588,000,000.

On page 19, line 16, decrease the amount by
$1,264,000,000.

On page 19, line 17, decrease the amount by
$639,000,000.

On page 19, line 24, decrease the amount by
$1,341,000,000.

On page 19, line 25, decrease the amount by
$882,000,000.
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On page 20, line 7, decrease the amount by
$1,339,000,000.
On page 20, line 8, decrease the amount by

$1,197,000,000.

On page 20, line 15, decrease the amount by
$1,339,000,000.

On page 20, line 16, decrease the amount by
$1,382,000,000.

On page 20, line 23, decrease the amount by
$1,687,000,000.

On page 20, line 24, decrease the amount by
$1,409,000,000.

On page 21, line 7, decrease the amount by
$1,687,000,000.
On page 21, line 8, decrease the amount by

$1,484,000,000.

On page 21, line 16, decrease the amount by
$104,000,000.

On page 21, line 17, decrease the amount by
$58,000,000.

On page 21, line 24, decrease the amount by
$110,000,000.

On page 21, line 25, decrease the amount by
$215,000,000.

On page 22, line 7, decrease the amount by
$110,000,000.
On page 22, line 8, decrease the amount by

$276,000,000.

On page 22, line 15, decrease the amount by
$110,000,000.

On page 22, line 16, decrease the amount by
$297,000,000.

On page 22, line 23, decrease the amount by
$110,000,000.

On page 22, line 24, decrease the amount by
$306,000,000.

On page 23, line 6, decrease the amount by
$110,000,000.
On page 23, line 7, decrease the amount by

$312,000,000.

On page 25, line 17, decrease the amount by
$5,938,000,000.

On page 25, line 18, decrease the amount by
$4,436,000,000.

On page 25, line 25, decrease the amount by
$6,127,000,000.

On page 26, line 1, decrease the amount by
$5,670,000,000.

On page 26, line 8, decrease the amount by
$6,188,000,000.

On page 26, line 9, decrease the amount by

$6,015,000,000.

On page 26, line 16, decrease the amount by
$6,199,000,000.

On page 26, line 17, decrease the amount by
$6,122,000,000.

On page 26, line 24, decrease the amount by
$6,208,000,000.

On page 26, line 25, decrease the amount by
$6,190,000,000.

On page 27, line 7, decrease the amount by
$6,211,000,000.

On page 27, line 8, decrease the amount by
$6,204,000,000.

On page 31, line 3, decrease the amount by
$7,705,000,000.

On page 31, line 4, decrease the amount by

$7,705,000,000.

On page 31, line 10, decrease the amount by
$9,502,000,000.

On page 31, line 11, decrease the amount by
$9,502,000,000.

On page 31, line 17, decrease the amount by
$11,391,000,000.

On page 31, line 18, decrease the amount by
$11,391,000,000.

On page 31, line 24, decrease the amount by
$13,427,000,000.

On page 31, line 25, decrease the amount by
$13,427,000,000.

On page 32, line 6, decrease the amount by
$16,161,500,000.
On page 32, line 7, decrease the amount by

$16,161,500,000.

On page 32, line 13, decrease the amount by
$16,161,500,000.

On page 52, line 14, decrease the amount by
$16,161,500,000.
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On page 38, line 7, decrease the amount by
$545,000,000.

On page 38, line 8, decrease the amount by
$16,000,000.

On page 38, line 14, decrease the amount by
$545,000,000.

On page 38, line 15, decrease the amount by
$71,000,000.

On page 38, line 21, decrease the amount by
$545,000,000.

On page 38, line 22, decrease the amount by
$186,000,000.

On page 39,
$545,000,000.

On page 39,
$354,000,000.

On page 39, line 10, decrease the amount by
$545,000,000.

On page 39, line 17, decrease the amount by
$491,000,000.

On page 39, line 18, decrease the amount by
$512,000,000.

line 3, decrease the amount by

line 4, decrease the amount by

On page 42, line 2, decrease the amount by
$13,998,000,000.

On page 42, line 3, decrease the amount by
$13,998,000,000.

On page 42, line 8, decrease the amount by
$23,505,000,000.

On page 42, line 9, decrease the amount by

$23,505,000,000.

On page 42, line 15, decrease the amount by
$21,875,000,000.

On page 42, line 16, decrease the amount by
$21,875,000,000.

On page 42, line 22, decrease the amount by
$20,882,000,000.

On page 42, line 23, decrease the amount by
$20,882,000,000.

On page 43,
$19,783,500,000.

On page 43,
$19,783,500,000.

On page 43, line 12, decrease the amount by
$21,604,500,000.

On page 43, line 13, decrease the amount by
$21,604,500,000.

On page 51, line 13, increase the amount by
$54,300,000,000.

On page 51, line 14, increase the amount by
$276,100,000,000.

On page 51, line 15, increase the amount by
$7,924,000,000.

On page 51, line 16, increase the amount by
$75,738,000,000.

On page 52, line 14, decrease the amount by
$26,872,000,000.

On page 52, line 15, decrease the amount by
$22,195,000,000.

On page 52, line 21, decrease the amount by
$38,120,000,000.

On page 52, line 22, decrease the amount by
$34,898,000,000.

On page 52, line 24, decrease the amount by
$37,606,000,000.

On page 52, line 25, decrease the amount by
$35,309,000,000.

line 5, decrease the amount by

line 6, decrease the amount by

On page 53, line 2, decrease the amount by
$38,476,000,000.

On page 53, line 3, decrease the amount by
$35,673,000,000.

On page 53, line 5, decrease the amount by
$37,277,500,000.

On page 53, line 6, decrease the amount by
$35,538,500,000.

On page 53, line 8, decrease the amount by
$39,277,500,000.

On page 53,
$38,138,500,000.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Reserving the bal-
ance of my time, | yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator note the absence of a quorum?

Mr. ASHCROFT. The Senator from
Missouri notes the absence of a quorum
and asks unanimous consent that the
time be charged equally to both sides.

line 9, decrease the amount by
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, | also
ask unanimous consent that the cur-
rent amendment be set aside.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3974
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
supporting biennial budgeting)

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that I can bring up
an amendment that | have filed on the
biennial budget.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered. The clerk will report the
amendment.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. THOMAS]
proposes amendment numbered 3974.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of title IlI, insert the following
new section:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE SUPPORTING BI-
ENNIAL BUDGETING.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that the
current budget process—

(1) results in constant and redundant con-
gressional action on spending measures and
budget issues;

(2) causes instability in financial markets
and creates budgetary uncertainty for recipi-
ents of Federal funds, thereby inhibiting the
efficient operation of these programs; and

(3) allows insufficient time for Congress to
consider national needs as a basis for sound
and efficient policy approaches, thereby fos-
tering piecemeal solutions that contribute to
unrestrained growth of the Federal Govern-
ment.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that—

(1) a biennial budget process would—

(A) create an orderly, predictable process
for consideration of spending decisions re-
sponsive to policy priorities and improve
congressional control over the Federal budg-
et and therefore promote better accountabil-
ity to the public;

(B) provide greater stability and certainty
for financial markets, Federal, State, and
local government agencies which need suffi-
cient time to plan for the implementation of
programs; and

(C) allow sufficient time for the fulfillment
by the Congress of its legislative and over-
sight responsibilities, including the consider-
ation of authorizing legislation, budget reso-
lutions, appropriations bills, and other
spending measures; and

(2) the Congress should enact legislation in
the 104th Congress to establish a biennial
budget process.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, | offer
to the Senate a sense-of-the-Senate
resolution which states that we would
have biennial budgeting.
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I make this recommendation for sev-
eral reasons. The primary factor is my
personal experience with biennial
budgeting. I come from the Wyoming
legislature where we employ a 2-year
budget cycle. It works very well. It
seems to me that we ought to bring
that Western wisdom inside the belt-
way. | know it has been considered be-
fore, but obviously Congress has not
enacted the concept.

I want to take just a moment to rec-
ognize the chairman of the Budget
Committee, Senator DoMENICI, who has
been a real leader on this issue for a
number of years. In fact, he and Major-
ity Leader BoB DOLE joined me when |
recently introduced a bill, S. 1434, that
would create a biennial budget process.

Obviously, there are some great bene-
fits from biennial budgeting. One of
them is being demonstrated here
today. This Congress we have spent
most of our time working on the budg-
et. | am not sure what the numbers are,
but if you looked at last year, | suspect
that we will have spent fully two-
thirds of the year in this place talking
about the budget.

The alternative to that, it seems to
me, is the opportunity of having a bi-
ennial budget in which basically we
could talk about a budget, debate a
budget, discuss a budget, enact a budg-
et in 1 year, put that budget into place
for a period of 2 years, and have the fol-
lowing year to do one of the other
major responsibilities of the Senate,
and that is oversight.

I strongly believe that we do not
spend enough time on oversight in Con-
gress. That is one of our basic respon-
sibilities. This failure has led to the
continuous growth of the Federal Gov-
ernment.

So there are a number of reasons why
biennial budgeting would be important.
One is that it would promote timely
action on budget legislation. We would
not drag the process out as much as we
do now. Another benefit is that it
would provide an opportunity for Fed-
eral agencies to plan a little further
ahead. Although it is not long term—2
years—it would create more stability
in executive branch programs.

A 2-year budget cycle would also
eliminate some of the redundancies of
the current process. | am not on the
Appropriations Committee here. | was,
however, in my legislature, and | know
how much time and effort goes into it
and how important it is. Quite frankly,
it is not any more difficult to do it for
2 years than it is for 1.

| suspect that there is not generally
a great deal of support by appropri-
ators for this concept. Obviously, one
of the reasons is that appropriators
have a great deal of authority around
here, primarily because they consider
the budget every year. Naturally, they
don’t want to relinquish that power.
Appropriators who want something out
of the budget for their State are be-
holden to the current budget process. |
do not say that unkindly, that is just
the way it is. Consequently, |1 do not
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expect the appropriators to support
this reform.

One of the other benefits, of course,
is you reduce the frequency of Presi-
dential/congressional conflicts, though
those instances will always occur.
There is a responsibility on the part of
the Congress, of course, for the House
to initiate and the Congress to put
forth a budget. Under the Constitution,
the President has an opportunity to ap-
prove or disapprove it. | think this is
one of the areas where there is a cer-
tain amount of frustration; where we
find ourselves sometimes changing and
fixing everything to meet the Presi-
dent’s requirements. The fact is, the
President has some requirements, too,
to accommodate himself to the Con-
gress. It is not a one-way street down
Pennsylvania Avenue. So biennial
budgeting would reduce these conflicts.
It would, as | mentioned before, en-
courage long-term planning, particu-
larly in the executive branch and in
State governments.

Mr. President, | am not going to take
a great deal of time to discuss this
issue. | know this is not the time to go
into great length to debate it. This is
the time, however, to give it some con-
sideration, when we are in the middle
of the budget process. We will be mov-
ing into the appropriations cycle, when
this budget is over, which will likely
take until October to complete. In ad-
dition, we recently finished last year’s
appropriations process. So biennial
budgeting provides a great oppor-
tunity, | believe, to streamline the
process.

But making the process more effi-
cient is not even the most important
benefit of biennial budgeting. In a 2-
year budget cycle, more time can be
spent on oversight, and less time can
be spent on budgeting conflicts with
the executive branch. Mr. President,
all in all, I think it makes a great deal
of sense.

Biennial budgeting will not cure all
of the Federal Government’s ills, of
course, but it is, | believe, a solid step
toward restoring some fiscal and over-
sight accountability in our Nation’s
Capital. As | mentioned, now is not the
time to debate it. However, | intend to
pursue the issue in the future. Though
I plan to withdraw the amendment, |
am putting my colleagues on notice
that this issue must be addressed. |
urge my colleagues to join me in that
effort.

I ask unanimous consent that the
amendment be withdrawn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ment will be withdrawn.

The amendment (No. 3974) was with-
drawn.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, | yield
the floor.

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

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, | thank my
friend from Wyoming for initiating the
discussion—this has been talked about
a great deal today—and for now with-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

drawing the amendment. That does not
mean we are not going to be revisiting
things like this in the future, but in
the interests of moving the budget
process along it is best to delay the dis-
cussion.

We have today and we have tomorrow
night, which is the time the majority
has indicated they would like to com-
plete work on the budget. We are al-
ready way late on the budget. It was
supposed to be acted upon earlier. So |
hope we could move ahead in a brisker
fashion than we have before. | would
simply say to my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle, we are awaiting more
amendments. If there were either a
Democrat or Republican Senator seek-
ing to offer an amendment right now,
this Senator would yield. But | send
out the call once again, we are going to
have a crammed, packed day today
without any votes. The votes will be
stacked for tomorrow. But Tuesday is
going to be one of those most, most dif-
ficult times.

It appears to me, unless we can move
in much quicker fashion than we have
thus far, we are going to find ourselves
tomorrow night into one of those situa-
tions where the Senate looks awfully
bad. That is when we run out of the al-
lotted time that has been yielded on
the budget amendment, that is 25 hours
on each side, and then we get ourselves
into a situation where Members of the
Senate insist upon offering additional
amendments—and they have that
right—but even though we just put up
the amendment, there is no debate
whatsoever. And then we immediately
go to a rollcall vote.

It always seems to me if historians
would ever look at the U.S. Senate and
address some of our worst, our unpro-
ductive moments, it would be that
time that typically happens with the
budget resolution, that is voting with-
out debate, voting oftentimes without
a majority of the Senate even having
the slightest idea of what the amend-
ment is designed to do.

So this is the time to offer amend-
ments. | hope on this Monday morning,
before reckoning day Tuesday, we
would get these amendments intro-
duced. At the present time we already
have 20 votes scheduled for tomorrow.
Even if those were 10-minute votes,
which all of them cannot be, we can see
the difficult timeframe we are in.

Also tomorrow, Tuesday, is going to
be shortened by what | was advised re-
cently, by the fact we will, most of us,
will be going to a memorial ceremony
at | believe 11 o’clock tomorrow morn-
ing at the National Cathedral as a re-
sult of the death of the late, great Ad-
miral Boorda. So, that is going to take
time out of our day tomorrow. | simply
appeal to Senators on both sides of the
aisle to come down now, offer your
amendments, curtail as much debate
time as we can so we can move ahead.

AMENDMENT NO. 4008

There was an amendment introduced
this morning by the Senator from Mis-
souri that | would like to make some
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comments on in opposition. The pend-
ing business I make reference to is the
amendment offered by Senator
ASHCROFT, amendment No. 4008.

It sounds to me like deja vu all over
again. While viewers of the Senate may
have received the impression—let me
repeat that—viewers of the Senate may
have received the impression that we
are trying to reduce the deficit here, it
seems that the Senator from Missouri
has another thing in mind altogether.
He wants to revisit the voodoo econom-
ics of the early 1980’s that got us into
the fiscal mess that the United States
finds itself in today. His amendment
would cut taxes first, before we have
done the hard work of cutting the defi-
cit.

This Senator is for cutting the deficit
above everything else. This Senator,
and many similarly situated, would
like very much to reduce taxes. That is
the ultimate goal of a politician these
days. It is not a bad goal. But the thing
we have to remember is that we cannot
do everything at the same time if ev-
eryone is going in different directions.
And | am afraid that is what is dem-
onstrated above everything else, unfor-
tunately, by the amendment offered by
the Senator from Missouri. He has very
specific ideas about where to cut taxes
and | suppose that everyone favors tax
cuts. But he is far less specific about
how to come up with the money to pay
for it.

In what | heard of the Senator’s
speech, he did not say one word about
where the money is coming from. So
the arithmetic is simple. Cut taxes by
$276 billion over the next 6 years—that
is wonderful. That is what everybody is
for. Who can be against that—unless
you are sincere about cutting the defi-
cit of the United States of America. |
thought that was the No. 1 item of con-
cern for Members on both sides of the
aisle. Cutting taxes by $276 billion over
the next 6 years, as suggested by the
Senator from Missouri, sounds real
good and it is a whopping tax cut. But
the problem is, they look around to
find the discretionary savings to pay
for this at some later date. That is the
kind of murky fiscal thinking that has
got us into the situation we are trying
to address today and have been trying
to address for some months.

Mr. President, | need to correct a few
things that the Senator from Missouri
said in his diatribe against govern-
ment. That is another very popular
thing to do. Cutting government and
carrying on diatribes against how bad
government is is really good politics,
but is it good sense?

The Senator from Missouri said
many, many things against govern-
ment. The Senator would have us be-
lieve that the 1993 budget bill is the
cause of the tax burden on the middle-
class citizens of America. Nothing—
nothing, Mr. President—could be fur-
ther from the truth, in reality. In re-
ality, 98 percent of income taxpayers
do not pay 1 more penny in taxes be-
cause of the 1993 tax bill. I wish we had
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the time to go back to listen to the at-
tacks from that side of the aisle on the
1993 tax bill. It would be astonishing
for people to read about the reasons
that the people on that side of the aisle
voted against the 1993 tax bill. The 1993
tax bill is the main reason for the fact
that we have had 3 successive years of
reductions in deficit of the Federal
Government of the United States of
America—something that has not hap-
pened since Hector was a pup. The fact
of the matter is that, primarily as a re-
sult of that bill, we have reduced the
annual deficit from the range of $300
billion down to an estimated $140 bil-
lion to $147 billion this year. The defi-
cit has been cut by more than half.
Millions of working families had their
taxes cut because of the changes in the
earned-income tax credit in the 1993
bill.

Mr. President, there are seldom
things that we do around here that are
perfect. But it seems to me that at a
time when we are trying desperately to
put things together on both sides of the
aisle to balance the budget by the year
2002 and return sanity to the financing
of the Federal Government, the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Mis-
souri is the worst possible step that we
could take.

Senator ASHCROFT’s amendment is a
budget buster, by any definition. Sen-
ator ASHCROFT has stated that the cost
of the proposal would be $276 billion
over the next 6 years, over $45 billion
annually. Democrats recognize that
Social Security taxes present a burden
to lower income taxpayers and have, as
a result, strongly supported the earned
income tax credit. The earned income
tax credit was designed, in part, to off-
set these costs.

Just so that we understand, the
earned income tax credit is something
that gives the very lowest income peo-
ple of the United States of America a
credit to try to get them up above the
poverty line, get them out of welfare so
that we will not have that welfare
drain that is continuing to cause us
problems.

The Republican budget cuts elimi-
nates that earned income tax credit for
the poorest among us by $17 billion
over the next 6 years. Last year’s Re-
publican budget would have actually
increased taxes. It would have in-
creased taxes on those lowest paid peo-
ple in the United States, which
amounts to about 7 million working
families. This year’s budget must in-
clude many of the same proposals.

President Clinton, in his 1993 budget,
lowered taxes on working families by
increasing the earned income tax cred-
it. That is designed to get people off
welfare, get them to work, and have
them contribute to society, as we
would all like to have them do if they
had an income above the poverty level.
But | repeat, President Clinton’s 1993
budget lowered taxes on these working
families by increasing the earned in-
come tax credit.

In 1996, over 15 million families will
receive a tax break as a result of that
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bill. In my State of Nebraska alone,
over 78,000 families will receive a tax
cut averaging about $650 for the year. |
want to emphasize once again that
those are the lowest paid people in the
United States that we are trying to
send a lifeline to lift them up by their
bootstraps, if you will, Mr. President,
to give them a chance to be what most
of them would like to be—successful
taxpaying citizens.

So when we are talking about cutting
Social Security taxes, | simply say
that | would like to do that, too. | also
say that the Democratic Party, under
the leadership of President Clinton, has
done just that in another form—the
earned income tax credit. | am sure
that amendment offered by the Senator
from Missouri is good politics. But it is
not good government.

I yield the remainder of our time,
and | yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
THOMAS). Who yields time?

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, | yield my-
self what additional time off the bill
that I may need. | want to drive home
again how dire our circumstances are
with the constraints of time. As | had
announced earlier, we have 20 rollcall
votes scheduled and more than 5 hours
of voting time on Tuesday. If we start
voting at 12 noon, we would be voting
until 5 o’clock in the afternoon.

In addition to that, we have an hour
or two that will have to be taken out,
obviously, for the memorial service for
Admiral Boorda. In addition to that,
we have the usual two caucuses, or
conferences, of the two parties, which
takes place at noon. I am also advised
that sometime during the evening to-
morrow, there is a dinner planned for
Senator SIMPSON, one of our most dis-
tinguished Members, who is retiring
from the Senate.

So with that complicating factor, it
makes good sense for Senators who can
to now come to the floor and offer
amendments. | see that, while | have
been talking, my colleague from Texas
has come to the floor, as | understand
it, to offer an amendment. With that, |
am pleased to yield the floor for the
chance for the Senator from Texas to
offer what | understand is an amend-
ment.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 4009

(Mr.

(Purpose: To express the Sense of the Con-
gress that the 1993 income tax increase in
Social Security benefits should be re-
pealed)

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, | send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 4009.

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-

ing:

The
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. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS THAT THE 1993
INCOME TAX INCREASE ON SOCIAL
SECURITY BENEFITS SHOULD BE RE-
PEALED.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that the as-
sumptions underlying this resolution include
that—

(1) the Fiscal Year 1994 budget proposal of
President Clinton to raise federal income
taxes on the Social Security benefits of
senor citizens with income as low as $25,000,
and those provisions of the Fiscal Year 1994
recommendations of the Budget Resolution
and the 1993 Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act in which the 103rd Congress voted to
raise federal income taxes on the Social Se-
curity benefits of senior citizens with income
as low as $34,000 should be repealed;

(2) that the Senate Resolution should re-
flect President Clinton’s statement that he
believed he raised federal taxes too much in
1993; and

(3) That the Budget Resolution should
react to President Clinton’s Fiscal Year 1997
budget which documents the fact that in the
history of the United States, the total tax
burden has never been greater than it is
today, therefore.

It is the sense of the Congress that the as-
sumptions underlying this Resolution in-
clude—

(1) that raising federal income taxes in 1993
on the Social Security benefits of middle-
class individuals with income as low as
$34,000 was a mistake;

(2) that the federal income tax hike on So-
cial Security benefits imposed in 1993 by the
103rd Congress and signed into law by Presi-
dent Clinton should be repealed; and

(3) President Clinton should work with the
Congress to repeal the 1993 federal income
tax hike on Social Security benefits in a
manner that would not adversely affect the
Social Security Trust Fund or the Medicare
Part A Trust Fund, and should ensure that
such repeal is coupled with offsetting reduc-
tions in federal spending.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, 1 am
making a modest proposal that the
President and the Congress should
work together to go back and fix a
problem in the 1993 budget whereby the
Democrats, while continuing to say
that no American making less than
$115,000 a year was going to pay more
income taxes as a result of the 1993
Clinton tax increases, raised taxes on
Social Security benefits, and the Presi-
dent tried to impose that tax on indi-
viduals making $25,000 or more.

We ended up in Congress seeing it
adopted on a straight party-line vote—
I am proud to say every Republican
voted against it—and taxes were in-
creased on Social Security benefits for
any individual who has earnings of
$34,000, or more.

I want to first note that we are al-
ready moving toward repealing the gas-
oline tax that was contained in the 1993
Clinton budget. It is my belief that we
will break the logjam perhaps this
week and allow a vote on repealing
that gasoline tax. | think we will have
at least 75 Members of the Senate vote
to repeal it. Gasoline prices have risen
dramatically over the past few weeks,
and this is the only way we can imme-
diately lower the cost of gasoline to
the American consumer. It is impor-
tant to note that, in 1993, for first time
in the history of this country we had a
permanent gasoline tax increase that
was not dedicated to road building.

SEC.
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Historically the gasoline tax has
been a discriminatory tax. It taxes peo-
ple who live in rural areas more than
those who live in urban areas. It taxes
people who live in the West more than
it taxes those who live in the East, and
the same is true for those living in the
South relative to those in the North.
Overall, it hurts most those people who
have to drive their cars and their
trucks to work.

To try to deal with the discrimina-
tory nature of the gasoline tax, histori-
cally we have not used it—at least
since we established the highway trust
fund—as a permanent revenue source
for general Government. Instead, we
have used gasoline taxes to build high-
ways.

The argument has been that when
people pay the tax, it is essentially a
user fee that goes to build roads. The
people who pay the most, because they
drive the most, are the biggest bene-
ficiaries of road maintenance and road
improvement.

We are well on our way, | hope and
believe, to repealing the unfair gaso-
line tax in part because it was the first
time a permanent gasoline tax went to
the general revenue and not to road
building. As a result of this first even
change in the way we handle gasoline
taxes, since 1993 we have been taxing,
in the words of our colleague from Mis-
souri, people who have to drive to work
for a living in order to subsidize people
who do not work.

So | think we are well on our way to
fixing the first problem with the 1993
tax increase proposed by President
Clinton.

I am proposing today a sense-of-the-
Senate resolution that will begin mov-
ing us toward fixing the second prob-
lem: the very heavy tax that was im-
posed on Social Security benefits.

First of all, | want to dispel this no-
tion, which is still embodied in the po-
litical rhetoric of the President and of
the Members of Congress who voted for
this tax increase, that the tax increase
in 1993 did not raise income taxes on
people who made modest incomes. In
fact, their standard line is nobody
earning less than $115,000 a year paid
more income tax.

I want to begin dispelling this notion
by looking at the 1994 1040 formats and
instructions that were mailed to over
100 million households in the country. |
think that when we look at this tax
form we can immediately see that the
people who make the argument that
““nobody’s income tax was raised if
they made less than $115,000 a year”
are not leveling with the American
people.

The way we can do this is first by
looking at page 7. This is section 1 and
it says ‘“‘Before you fill in form 1040,
here is what is new for 1994.”” As you
read down the first column, you see So-
cial Security benefits, and it says, “If
your income, including one-half of your
Social Security benefits, is over $34,000,
if single—over $44,000, if married filing
jointly—more of your benefits may be
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taxable. See the instructions for lines
20(a) and 20(b) on page 18 for details.”
When you look at the actual 1040 tax
form—which will be the same this year
as well—if you look at line 20(a) you
see you have to enter the level of your
Social Security benefits, the amount
that is taxable is added to your income
and, therefore, your income taxes go
up.
pLet me tell you why | think this tax
needs to be repealed. First of all, what
we are beginning to do with means
testing entitlements and with this con-
fiscatory tax on Social Security bene-
fits, is basically to divide America
neatly into two groups: one group of
people which pays for programs and the
other group which benefits from these
programs but largely does not pay for
them. When we have reached the point
that we are imposing a confiscatory
tax on Social Security benefits for peo-
ple who earn $34,000 a year, what we are
really saying to working Americans is,
“If you say save for your retirement, if
you build up a private retirement fund,
if you build up an annuity, if you save
your money, and if you use the ability
you had during your working lifetime
to provide for your retirement, we are
going to come in and take a substan-
tial part of your Social Security bene-
fits away from you. But, if you do not
provide for your future, if you do not
save, and if you do not build up your
retirement, then you are not going to
lose your Social Security benefits.”
What we are in fact doing is we are
encouraging Americans not to build up
their private retirement because, if
they do, we will then come in and take
their benefits away from them. This is
a part of a larger movement toward
what is called means testing in all
areas of American government.
Basically the approach today is to
say, if you earn a benefit and pay for
it, great, but unless you meet an in-
come test, even though you paid for
the benefit, you do not get it. My view
is that it would be wiser to divide
earned benefits from unearned benefits.
Under this system, if someone has
earned a benefit by paying for it, they
ought to get it, but if they are getting
something they have not earned, then
their eligibility should be judged based
on their income. | believe that of all
the provisions in the President’s 1993
tax bill, the Social Security portion
was probably the most unfair—even the
President tried to hide what he was
doing. If you will remember in the de-
bate and all of the materials that were
presented by the administration, what
they tried to do was to argue that,
well, if your mother has $34,000 of in-
come, she is actually much richer be-
cause she probably owns her own home,
and, if she moved out and lived in a
tent, she could rent her house and you
could count that as her income; or if
she owns a refrigerator, if she sold it or
rented it, she could earn income on it;
or even if she has insurance—these
were all considered sources of income.
According to the administration, for
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the first time in American history that
I am aware of, in 1993, the Democrats
talked about imputed income, and it
seems to me that what the Democrats
were trying to do was trying to hide
the fact that they were taxing Social
Security benefits—the President want-
ed to tax individuals making $25,000 or
more; Congress adopted a tax on those
earning $34,000 or more.

What | am doing in this amendment
is very simple. First, I am noting the
fact that income taxes were raised—
you can see that right here on the 1040
form. There is no doubt about it; this
Social Security tax is not some sepa-
rate tax, it is part of your income tax.
As every senior citizen know—you take
half your Social Security benefits, you
add it to your outside income, and then
you pay taxes on it.

What | want to do is to call on the
President to join the Congress in order
to come up with a proposal to repeal
this unfair tax, and to offset it by cut-
ting spending elsewhere. I am not in
this amendment saying ‘‘do it my
way,”” | am saying let us work with the
President on a bipartisan basis, and let
us do it in such a way that it does not
damage either Social Security or Medi-
care.

I remind my colleagues that none of
this tax went into the Social Security
trust fund. In fact, permanent law was
changed to put the money in general
revenue in order to subsidize cost over-
runs in Medicare. What we need to do
is to work with the President to try to
come up with a way to repeal this un-
fair tax. | think this is a tax that
should have never been adopted. | re-
mind my colleagues that the President
said in 1994 he raised taxes too much. |
think the gasoline tax was one of those
taxes, | think Social Security is an-
other of those taxes, and | think it is
very important that this tax be re-
pealed.

One final point, | see several of my
other colleagues are here, but | want to
reiterate a point that | made the other
day. Something is wrong in these de-
bates when the people who want to
raise taxes always argue that every tax
increase is only on rich people. This
was the argument made in 1993, but
subsequently, we have discovered that
everybody pays gasoline taxes. As our
colleague from Missouri in the best
line of the debate said, the Government
is taxing people who are driving to
work for a living and giving the money
to people who do not work. We now
find that the Government is taxing So-
cial Security benefits on people who
earn $34,000 a year, but in the continu-
ing rhetoric of those who constantly
want to raise taxes, in 1993 we were
supposedly only raising taxes on the
rich.

We have in the budget before us suffi-
cient funding to give a $500 tax credit
per child for every working family in
America. As we all know, that credit
starts to phase out for families who
earn higher incomes. No one disputes
the fact that 75 percent of the benefits
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go to people who make less than $75,000
a year—in most families by the time
they are making substantial amounts
of money their children are already
grown, so it is not surprising that the
well off do not qualify.

However, have you noticed that the
same people who were arguing a gaso-
line tax is only a tax on the rich, and
who argued that a Social Security tax
on incomes over $34,000 a year was only
a tax on the rich, are now claiming
that a $500 tax credit per child is a tax
cut for the rich?

When you go back and look at the
rhetoric, those who want to raise taxes
always claim to be taxing rich people,
and whenever anybody else proposes
cutting taxes, they are accused of
wanting to cut the taxes of only rich
people. It is as if these taxers believe
that everybody who works for a living
is rich. It is as if they believe only rich
people pay taxes.

The reality, of course, is that in
terms of the overall revenues of the
country, there are not very many rich
people. We could take the total income
of all of the supposedly rich, and still
not fund the Government for the
month. Where the real revenues come
from is middle and upper middle-in-
come working families. What | want to
do in my amendment is to have the
Congress go on record as saying the
1993 tax hike on Social Security was a
mistake, and have the Congress join to-
gether with the President to work out
a bipartisan proposal so that we can re-
peal this Social Security tax. This tax
is unfair, it discourages people from
providing for their retirement, it pun-
ishes those who saved and sacrificed
during their working life, and it takes
benefits away from them relative to
people who have not saved. That clear-
ly is not good public policy. It clearly
is not right. | hope we pass this amend-
ment unanimously, and | urge my col-
leagues to vote for it tomorrow. | yield
the floor.

Mr. BROWN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment be set aside so that | may
offer an amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
an objection?

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, if | understand it,
my friend from Colorado is offering an-
other amendment before we have any
more debate on the amendment just of-
fered by the Senator from Texas?

Mr. BROWN. That is correct. | think
I can accomplish it in 60 seconds and |
hope not to disturb or delay the——

Mr. EXON. With that—anything to
preserve time—I have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Is there
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AMENDMENT NO. 4010
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
that there should be a cap on the applica-
tion of the civilian and military retire-
ment COLA)

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, | rise to
send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows.

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN]
proposes an amendment numbered 4010.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of title 111, add the following:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING CAP-
PING FEDERAL RETIREMENT COLAS.

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying the functional totals
in this resolution assume that there should
be a COLA for only that portion of individual
civilian and military pension levels that do
not exceed $75,000 per year.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, as one
looks at the budget, the enormous gulf
that faces us down the road is clearly
related to entitlement programs and
the prospect that many of our entitle-
ment programs will literally be insol-
vent as we get into the years 2010 and
2020. I want to address that.

One of the problems with addressing
this is that many of these benefits are
earned. Reasonable limitations, for ex-
ample, on entitlement programs merit
consideration; it would be wise policy,
but the major problem is that we do
not want to make changes retro-
actively.

This amendment is very straight-
forward. It proposes a sense of the Sen-
ate that | hope will result in reconcili-
ation reconstruction that says any
military or civilian retirement paid by
the Federal Government is entitled to
a full COLA on the first $75,000 but that
portion above $75,000 will not generate
an additional COLA.

Mr. President, why is it important?
It would not save that much money
only from the very, very high pensions
right now. It is important because
while there are very few pensions above
$75,000 a year right now, 30 years from
now there will be a large number of
them and this in 34 years will save lit-
erally tens of billions of dollars. It is a
way of helping to stabilize those funds
and make sure that they do not go in-
solvent in the future and do it in a way
so that it does not affect people retro-
actively.

I yield the floor, Mr. President.

AMENDMENT NO. 4009

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, | should
like to return and take time for the re-
marks | am about to make in opposi-
tion to the Gramm amendment that
was offered a few moments ago.
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Mr. President, first, on the Gramm
amendment sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion. | want to explain exactly what a
sense-of-the-Senate resolution is, so
that everyone outside the Senate
knows what it is? A sense of the Senate
merely means that the Senate is say-
ing, without having any effect whatso-
ever of law, that this is probably some-
thing that we should do. Therefore, the
sense-of-the-Senate proposition offered
by the Senator from Texas is not bind-
ing, is not going to accomplish any-
thing, but it might make some people
feel good, and it may well be a good po-
litical base for the majority party in
the U.S. Senate.

It is not unlike the amendment pre-
viously offered in this regard by the
Senator from Missouri that | have
made some comments on. | happen to
feel that while we can have differences
of opinion on all of these things, | sim-
ply say that the world is not going to
turn around, nor is any law going to
turn around, by long debate, as if it
were fundamental to the free enter-
prise system, or wasting time on sense-
of-the Senate resolutions. That, in my
view, does not make sense.

Mr. President, the President’s his-
toric deficit reduction package asks
the top 13 percent of Social Security
recipients—only the top 13 percent of
Social Security recipients—to pay
taxes on those funds. Every penny of
the revenue from this provision went
to strengthen the Medicare trust fund.

The Senator from Texas conveniently
overlooked that when he said, quite
cleverly, that not 1 penny of this tax
on the highest 13 percent of the recipi-
ents in Social Security went back into
the Social Security trust fund. That is
true, but that is the trouble with de-
bate oftentimes on the floor of the U.S.
Senate. We are talking in half-truths,
and half-truths confuse the American
people.

By and large, people who draw Social
Security, and qualify to do so after
having paid in, are in the Medicare
trust fund. We have heard a great deal
about Medicare’s being insolvent and
going broke. | said on the floor of the
Senate last week that a lot of that was
merely to scare senior citizens.

Where would the Medicare trust fund
be today if the President had not de-
cided and the Congress had not acted
to make the top 13 percent highest paid
recipients of Social Security pay some
tax since the funds go directly into
their Medicare trust fund to help them
out when they get sick.

This whole debate is phony, espe-
cially at a time when the Republican
majority is hammering, suggesting in-
creased premium payments for Medi-
care, when the majority is cutting
Medicare far more than is necessary,
and at a time when the majority is
*‘doing in”’ rural hospitals. At the same
time, they are turning around and
drawing up the 1993 tax bill as a means
of a political attack during a very po-
litical year.

I must say, for the information of the
Senate, since the Republicans are
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bringing up the 1993 tax bill and saying
how bad it was, that | think every rea-
sonable person would agree that be-
cause of the 1993 tax bill, for the first
time in modern history we have had a
steady 3-year decline in the annual def-
icit from above $300 billion down to
under $150 billion. That helps the sen-
ior citizens and that helps America.
But here they are dragging up 1993 all
over again.

If they want to talk about 1993, we at
the present time are going to produce
some research, and if we are going to
waste the time of this body while we
are considering a very important mat-
ter of balancing the budget, bringing it
into balance by the year 2002, 1 will
take some time to talk about what
some Members on that side of the aisle
said about the 1993 tax bill. | have been
handed some statements already, but |
will save those for another time.

If we are just going to be out here
talking, talking, talking, talking about
restoring cuts in Social Security taxes
to the top 13 percent highest income
recipients of Social Security, and if we
are going to be talking about that and
saying how important it is and how un-
fair it was for the President of the
United States to do that, then | think,
likewise, people who are even propos-
ing this in the form of a sense of the
Senate should come up and say,
“Where are they going to get the
money?’”’ Where in the world are they
going to get the money to do all of
these things that they claim they want
to do, which they are not doing with a
meaningless, ineffective sense-of-the-
Senate resolution? Is that being honest
with the American people?

So | simply say to my colleague from
Texas, what he should do, if he is seri-
ous about this, is to say, ‘““Where is the
money going to come from,” because
every time we have a Republican get
up with these kinds of arguments, Mr.
President, this logical question de-
serves an answer. Fine, we sure want to
cut taxes, and we will go with you. Tell
us where the money is going to come
from to balance the budget by the year
2002, which | thought, and I am begin-
ning to have second thoughts, was one
of the main tenets of the Republicans’
efforts.

The 1993 tax bill that they are now
attacking, once again, did not affect
retirees who only rely on Social Secu-
rity. Eighty-seven percent of Social Se-
curity recipients have not paid 1 penny
more—let me repeat, 87 percent have
not paid 1 penny more. Only the top 13
percent of Social Security recipients
were affected by those provisions.
Those beneficiaries live in households
with an average net worth of over $1
million.

Social Security benefits were first
made subject to taxation in 1984 when
Ronald Reagan was President of the
United States. Ronald Reagan’s Social
Security provision affected 69 percent
of older Americans who have lower in-
come. Howard Baker was the Senate
Republican majority leader and BoB
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DoLE was the chairman of the Finance
Committee. When | am forced to go
back and make statements like this, |
say to myself, “JiM EXON, you are
doing the same thing that the Repub-
licans are doing. You’re talking about
history to make political points.”
Therefore, Mr. President, | am going to
get off that, | am going to heed my own
advice, if they will simply let up on
that side about offering amendments
that make no sense, offering amend-
ments that will make it impossible for
us to balance the budget by the year
2002, at the very time they are talking
about offering a constitutional amend-
ment to balance the budget by the year
2002.

With the attitude | am hearing from
that side of the aisle, Mr. President, |
wonder if the American people fully re-
alize where they are trying to take us,
and if they are sincere in what they are
offering. Maybe it is all just politics.

Mr. President, | yield the floor with
an appeal once again that we can get
this job done. We can balance the budg-
et if we will be honest with each other.
But | say we will never do it, Mr. Presi-
dent, if we are going to continue the
type of diatribe that we are receiving
on the floor of the Senate right now,
this fiscal conservative will not be a
part of.

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWN). The Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, | rise in
support of the amendment offered by
my friend, the distinguished Senator
from Texas, Senator GRAMM. This
amendment is a sense of the Senate
that the Social Security tax proposed
by the President and passed in 1993
should be repealed. Let me first re-
spond directly to one of the comments
just made by the Senator from Ne-
braska. 1 will tell him where this
money is coming from. It is coming
straight from the frugal, prudent, hard-
working Americans who sacrificed and
invested in America.

This tax penalizes the people who
have saved for their retirement. In
Washington, when we talk about cut-
ting taxes, everybody asks ‘“Where is it
going to come from if you allow people
to keep their own money?” | feel to-
tally comfortable telling the seniors
that they are going to be able to keep
a little bit more of the money that
they worked for, that they have
earned, that they have saved.

There were so many things in that
1993 tax increase of $265 billion that |
thought were wrong, the gas tax being
one of them, for a varieties of reasons.
That hits every American that drives
an automobile, a truck, a boat, or flies
in an airplane. Everybody got hit by
that. | objected to it when it was pro-
posed and enacted.

But this one got me the most because
we are taxing the Social Security bene-
fits of our retirees, our seniors. It
raised the percentage of taxable bene-
fits from 50 percent to 85 percent. In
my opinion, this was the most offen-
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sive of all the tax increases included in
that package.

Was it going to go, though, into the
Social Security trust fund? No. Was it
going to go directly into reducing the
deficit? No. It was moved over into an-
other account. This is a precedent that
really worries me. We have started
down a road here that | believe is
wrong and will come back to haunt us
many times.

This is a sense-of-the-Senate amend-
ment on the budget resolution. But
there is no reason why we should not—
and | hope that we will before this year
is out in a bill that comes from the Fi-
nance Committee—repeal this unbe-
lievable 1993 tax increase.

We fought it in 1993. | offered amend-
ments in the Budget Committee to
knock it out. | offered those amend-
ments on the floor. They were defeated
basically on a party-line vote; al-
though, as I recall, I think maybe some
Democrats actually did vote to knock
it out, too. We fought it then, and we
should not give up the fight now. That
is why | introduced S. 50, a bill to re-
peal this onerous tax and why | am
here today in support of Senator
GRAMM’s amendment.

We have taken action this year, at
long last, to finally raise the limit on
earnings that our seniors can keep
without being forced to give up part of
their Social Security benefits. At this
point—or up until we made that
change—if people between 65 and 70
made over $11,500 a year, they would
start losing some of their benefits. At
least we are going to now hopefully get
that raised up to $30,000. | hope we will
continue to move to completely elimi-
nate this earnings test.

| ask people when | make speeches
around this city, and back at home in
Mississippi, ‘““Can you defend the fact
that we have penalized people in just
that age group?” You do not have the
same penalty if you are 71. But if you
are 67, and you want to keep working
and being productive and making a
contribution and paying taxes, you get
penalized. So the law that we passed
recently to raise the threshold was one
step in the right direction that we have
made. And this is another one that we
can make and we should make.

Some people say, ‘“‘Oh, my goodness,
once again you’re worrying about tax-
ing the rich. Yes, they may be elderly,
but they must be rich.” Well, as | re-
call, when the President sent this pro-
posal up to us, it started to tax bene-
fits if people had incomes of the prince-
ly sum of $25,000. In my State of Mis-
sissippi you can get by on that, but
that is not rich anywhere in America.
As a result of our efforts to Kkill this
tax increase outright, we finally wound
up getting that up to $34,000 a year.
Once again, | ask you, is that some-
body rich? I mean, if you have income
of $34,000 a year, then you are hit with
this tax. And the number of people who
have to pay this unfair tax will in-
crease each year because the thresh-
olds are not indexed.
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| think there is nothing crueler that
we could do when we are encouraging
our seniors to stay involved and be pro-
ductive than to penalize savings and
working. It is harmful to the economy.

We hope to make some changes in
the tax area this year. Most of them |
believe will help families with children,
like the $500 per child tax credit. Some
will help economic growth and the cre-
ation of jobs. But none is more impor-
tant, in terms of fairness, than the re-
peal of this tax increase, taxes on So-
cial Security benefits.

Some people say, “Well, it doesn’t
really affect your income taxes.”” Well,
Senator GRAMM, from Texas, pointed
out that it certainly does. This is the
form 1040. It specifically has a line for
reporting Social Security benefits as
income.

I want to emphasize it again. It says
that if your income, including one-half
of your Social Security benefits, is
over $34,000 if single, or over $44,000 if
married filing jointly, your benefits
may be taxable. See instructions on
lines 20(a) and 20(b) on page 18 for de-
tails.

There is no question that this is a tax
increase on the elderly’s income. | urge
my colleagues to quit trying to defend
it. Just acknowledge that it was a mis-
take. This is something that we can do
for our seniors. We should clearly do it.
I urge the adoption of this amendment
by my colleague from Texas. | yield the
floor, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. | thank the Chair. I
understand the Senator from Nebraska
has a question.

Mr. EXON. Would the Senator yield
for a brief question, because | know
that the Senator from North Dakota
has worked long and very hard on this
proposition? | assume that he is going
to be talking about the efforts that he
and | and others have been trying to
put forth to bring sanity back into the
financial structure of America.

Yet | am very much concerned about
the fact that we have people on the
other side who are making critical
statements and offering meaningless
amendments to give them a forum to
talk about things that do not make
any sense. But the latest | hear now
once again is this cry to reduce taxes
on Social Security recipients. OK, | am
for reducing taxes on everybody.

The question | ask the Senator from
North Dakota, who has done lots of re-
search and is considered an expert on
this, has the Senator heard or does the
Senator understand, if we would adopt
something like they are suggesting on
that side into law, have they stipulated
where the offset would be or does that
just come from the tooth fairy?

Mr. CONRAD. The Senator from Ne-
braska asks a very good question. | was
thinking next of offering an amend-
ment that would repeal all taxes. Let
us repeal them all. Of course, | do not
have to pay for such a proposal in the
context of a sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
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tion—just as some have not paid for
their proposals.

I must say, for sheer hypocrisy, the
presentations | have heard this morn-
ing go beyond almost anything | have
heard in a long time. | guess it is an in-
dication that we are close to an elec-
tion. On the one hand, our colleagues
on the other side say they want to re-
duce the deficit and balance the budg-
et. Yet they also propose reductions in
income to the Federal Government
without a replacement, which is the
height of hypocrisy, and it is precisely
what got this country into trouble in
the 1980’s.

I would like to demonstrate this
point with some charts. We can see
what has happened with the deficit
when our friends across the aisle were
in charge.

Mr. EXON. Will the Senator yield for
a follow up question in that regard?

Mr. CONRAD. | will be happy to
yield.

Mr. EXON. As long as we are talking
about history—they are talking about
1993. | would just like to ask my friend
from North Dakota, because | believe
he will know the answer, in 1983, when
Ronald Reagan was President of the
United States and the Republicans
were in control of the U.S. Senate,
President Reagan recommended that
we, at that time, pass the very first—
the very first—tax on Social Security
recipients above a certain income
level. Am 1| correct in that? That was
the year, was it not?

Mr. CONRAD. | think that is correct,
that that was part of the 1983 act,
which imposed a tax on Social Security
of retirees.

Mr. EXON. | am wondering if the
Senator from North Dakota would, off-
hand, know how the Senators who are
now assailing that action by President
Clinton, how they voted on the first
act in this regard?

The Senator from Missouri was not a
Member of either the House or the Sen-
ate at that time, but | believe the
other Members of the Senate who are
now assailing this, as if it were a new
violation of the rights of Social Secu-
rity recipients—would my colleague
know offhand how they voted on that
first act President Reagan suggested
back in 1983?

Mr. CONRAD. | do not presume to
know how they voted. But | assume,
since it was a recommendation from
President Reagan, they may have sup-
ported their President in that rec-
ommendation.

Mr. EXON. | thank my friend.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, let me
just say, this is one of those things
that is very easy to come out here and
demagogue. It is precisely what is
wrong in this country—not just wrong
on their side of the aisle; we have plen-
ty of it on our side of the aisle, too. It
is exactly why this country is in trou-
ble. Because the easiest thing in the
world to support are policies that in-
crease the deficit and add to the debt.
That is exactly what has been going on
here since 1980.
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This chart shows what has happened
to the deficit since 1980—this is ex-
pressed in dollar terms. In 1980, the def-
icit that President Reagan inherited
was about $70 billion. But look what
happened during the Reagan years. The
deficit absolutely exploded. It went up
to over $200 billion a year, finally hit-
ting over $220 billion in 1986. The uni-
fied Federal budget deficit then came
down as measured in dollar terms, and
stabilized throughout the rest of Presi-
dent Reagan’s term.

Then we got a new President, Presi-
dent Bush, and the deficit took off
again. There was a dramatic increase.
The deficit went up to $290 billion in
1992, the year before Bill Clinton be-
came President of the United States.
Since Bill Clinton has been President,
these deficits have come down each and
every year. The deficit in dollar terms
has been cut in half since 1992.

Why did this happen? It happened be-
cause some of us had the courage to
vote for a package in 1993 that, yes,
raised taxes, primarily on the wealthi-
est 1 percent in this country. It also
cut spending. The combination, an in-
crease in taxes primarily aimed at
those who are the wealthiest among us,
coupled with cuts in spending, cut the
deficit in half. Bill Clinton deserves
credit for that.

Our friends on the other side of the
aisle, when that 1993 deficit reduction
bill passed, said it would crater the
economy. They said it would add to un-
employment. They said it would put us
in a recession. They were wrong. They
were wrong on every count. It reduced
the deficit. As | have indicated, it cut
the deficit in half. But not only did it
reduce the deficit, it reduced interest
rates, it sparked an economic recovery
that has created over 8.5 million new
jobs.

Beyond that, we have had the highest
level of business investment in 30
years. We have had strong economic
growth. The result has been a resur-
gent American economy. This country
is now rated the most competitive na-
tion in the world. One of the key rea-
sons is because we reduced the deficit
in 1993.

Now, some on the other side of the
aisle, seeking political advantage,
want to go to the heart of things that
contributed to that package of deficit
reduction. What a profound mistake
that would be. We should not allow
deficits to start going back up, year
after year, and to put the country back
behind the 8-ball of debt. Debt, deficits
and decline, Mr. President. Those are
the three ““D’s” of those in the 1980’s
who put this country on a diet of end-
less deficits and debt. What a profound
mistake it would be to go on that
course once again.

I want to make clear, the Senator
from Missouri has proposed an offset
for his tax reductions. | do not put him
in the same category of others who do
not. | disagree with the spending cuts
the Senator from Missouri has pro-
posed, but at least he has had the hon-
esty to stand up and say how he would
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pay for his amendment. I commend
him for having the forthrightness to
say how he would pay for those tax
cuts. That is the way we ought to do
business here. Then we can have an
honest debate about whether those
spending cuts are wise or not.

But | must say, | have no respect for
people who stand on this floor and pro-
pose reducing revenue and do not say
how they are going to pay for it. That
is precisely what got us in this spot we
are in today.

The first chart | used today showed
unified Federal budget deficits in dol-
lar terms, and the record of our two
previous Presidents. This next chart
shows it in a little different way. This
next chart shows, as a percentage of
our gross domestic product, what has
happened to the deficits. In other
words, these are the deficits in rela-
tionship to the size of our economy.

Again, one can see the pattern. Under
President Reagan, the deficit soared
from about 3 percent of our gross do-
mestic product to over 6 percent. The
deficit as a percent of GDP then came
back down as deficit reduction meas-
ures were put in place, to still over 3
percent. Then President Bush came
into office and once again deficits
soared as a percentage of the gross do-
mestic product or as a percentage of
the size of our economy. Then Bill
Clinton took over in 1992, and the defi-
cits have come down sharply as meas-
ured against the size of the gross do-
mestic product—a very good start. It
does not finish the job. We have much
more that needs to be done for deficit
reduction.

Some say deficit reduction is not so
important. Some say we now have the
lowest deficits in the industrialized
world, that we have made great
progress. We are OK.

Mr. President, nothing could be fur-
ther from the truth. We have made sig-
nificant progress. We have cut the defi-
cit in half. We have cut the deficit,
compared to the size of the economy,
in half. We have the lowest deficits of
any of the industrialized countries.

The problem, Mr. President—and |
would say the occupant of the Chair
knows this well as a distinguished
member of the Budget Committee—the
problem is, we have the baby-boom
generation coming, and we have a de-
mographic time bomb that we have to
face.

Mr. President, this next chart shows
where we are headed, in terms of our
national debt. Very often people are
confused at the difference between the
deficit and the debt. The Federal budg-
et deficit is the yearly amount that we
spend over and above what we take in
in revenue. The deficit is the annual
difference between what we take in and
what we spend. The deficit has been
coming down. The debt is the cumu-
lative total of all of our deficits. Obvi-
ously, as long as we continue to run
deficits, the debt will continue to
mount.

This chart shows what will happen to
the gross Federal debt with no action,
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with no further deficit reduction. Mr.
President, it shows that when Ronald
Reagan took over as President, the
debt was less than $1 trillion in this
country, about $900 billion. Look what
has happened since that time. The debt
has gone up and up and up and up. Mr.
President, that is a course that is
unsustainable. It is especially
unsustainable when one recognizes
that we have the baby boom generation
coming along. Medicare is currently
among the fastest growing of any pro-
gram in the Federal budget in terms of
its cost. When baby boomers start to
retire, the number of people who are el-
igible for programs like Medicare and
Social Security will double from 24
million to 48 million. Then, Mr. Presi-
dent, we will truly be in a cir-
cumstance in which we will face a
budget calamity. That budget calamity
has been outlined for us very clearly. If
we fail to act, future generations will
face either an 82 percent lifetime net
tax rate or a one-third cut in all bene-
fits.

Mr. President, | ask those who are
listening, those who may be senior citi-
zens who are hearing that their taxes
may be cut, | ask them to think, what
does it mean to your grandchildren if
we do not get our fiscal house in order?
If future generations in this country
face an 82-percent lifetime net tax
rate—yes, | am not misspeaking; an 82-
percent tax rate, or a one-third cut in
all benefits—because that is where we
are headed if we do nothing.

Mr. President, let me put it another
way. Last year the Entitlements Com-
mission, on a bipartisan basis, told us
that by the year 2012, if we fail to
change course, every penny of the Fed-
eral budget will go for just entitle-
ments and interest on the debt. There
will be no money for any of the other
things that people say they need in
this country, whether it is parks, edu-
cation, or law enforcement. There will
be no money for any of that. All of it
will go for just entitlements and inter-
est on the debt by the year 2012. Mr.
President, that is why we must take
action.

I have shown the chart that shows
what has happened to the growth of the
debt in dollar terms. It is skyrocket-
ing. There is a little different picture
that emerges when one looks at debt as
a percentage of our gross domestic
product. In other words, roughly speak-
ing, debt in relationship to the size of
our economy. There, too, one can see
the trend line. It has been extremely
unfavorable. We had a national debt, as
a percentage of our gross domestic
product, it was just over 30 percent in
1980. Look what has happened. The
debt, measured against the size of our
economy, measured against the gross
domestic product, has been rising, ris-
ing, rising. This is a course that is
unsustainable. It is now, as we meet
here in 1996, up to 70 percent. | say to
my colleagues, we faced a much higher
debt in relationship to our gross do-
mestic product after World War Il. At
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that time, debt to GDP was over 120
percent. Under every President and
under every Congress from after World
War Il until 1980, the debt measured
against the size of our economy, meas-
ured against the gross domestic prod-
uct, declined—declined, went down.

Look what happened after the
Reagan administration, after we heard
this same swan song that you can cut
revenue and you will get more income
and it will all add up. Hooey. Absolute
hooey. It was a disaster. It added to the
deficits, it added to the debt, and it
created economic decline in this coun-
try because interest rates were forced
up, made this country less competitive,
and hurt every sector of our economy.
Let us not repeat that mistake. That
would be a profound error for the econ-
omy of this country.

Mr. President, the good news is since
the Clinton administration and Con-
gress passed the 1993 deficit reduction
bill, the debt as a percentage of GDP
has leveled off. It has quit soaring and
it has leveled off. Now, Mr. President,
what we need to do is start the debt as
a percentage of GDP going down, to
put it in decline. That is our respon-
sibility. That is our challenge. The best
way to do that, Mr. President, is to
adopt a budget plan that cuts spending
because further deficit reduction, at
least in my judgment, should be based
on reducing spending, not on further
tax increases.

In fact, | have been part of a group, a
bipartisan group, 22 Senators, who will
present an alternative plan this
evening that not only cuts spending
but also has a modest tax cut as well.
Mr. President, we should not and we
cannot have an overall plan that in-
creases the deficit year after year or
that fails to move us toward balance.
That would be a profound mistake. Let
me just show how profound a mistake
it is to give up on this deficit battle. |
understand, it is not particularly popu-
lar to cut spending, nor is it particu-
larly popular to oppose further tax cuts
that are not paid for. Mr. President, it
is critical that we have the courage to
do so. The future of our children is at
stake.

Mr. President, this chart shows our
children’s economic position in the
year 2025 under two different scenarios.
These are not my projections. These
are the estimates of the General Ac-
counting Office. This is a study they
did a year or two ago. They concluded
that if we take no action, by the year
2025 our children’s economic position
will be at about $28,000 a year. If, in-
stead, we have a balanced budget by
2002, our children’s economic position
in the year 2025 will be improved to
over $37,000. That is a dramatic dif-
ference in the economic futures of our
children.

The question is, do we have the will
to stay on the deficit reduction course
that we have been pursuing for the last
3 years? Do we have the courage to
continue to reduce spending? Do we
have the courage to maintain the reve-
nue base so these deficits continue to
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go down and so the debt in relationship
to the size of the economy starts to go
down, so that interest rates are lower,
so that more money is invested in this
country, so that we can have greater
economic growth? You cannot have in-
vestment without savings. The best
way to improve savings in this country
is to stop the ‘“‘dissavings’ by the Fed-

eral Government. The deficits rep-
resent dissavings. The deficit rep-
resents reducing the pool of money

that is available in our society for in-
vestment. It is that investment that
will fuel future economic growth.

Mr. President, another way of look-
ing at what the future holds is our chil-
dren’s debt in 2025. Again, in the no-ac-
tion scenario versus a balanced unified
budget by the year 2002, Mr. President,
you can see very clearly under the no-
action scenario, our children’s debt in
2025 will be over $60,000 for every per-
son in this country. Mr. President, the
alternative, if we balance the budget
by the year 2002—and that is unified
balance rather than true balance, but
unified balance by 2002—our children
will have a debt of $4,800 instead of
$60,000. That is why we have to be dead-
ly serious about the job of deficit re-
duction.

Mr. President, this chart presents
where we are headed in a different way.
It shows very clearly that current
trends are not sustainable. This chart
shows the total revenues of the United
States. Again, this is measured as a
percentage of the gross domestic prod-
uct, Federal outlays as a percentage of
the gross domestic product. The green
line shows revenue, current revenue,
projected until the year 2030. Revenue
runs right below 20 percent of our gross
domestic product. That is historically
what Federal revenue has been. This
chart shows discretionary spending as
the blue bar. It shows net interest as a
yellow bar. It shows entitlement spend-
ing as a red bar.

Look at what this chart shows. This
is 1970. Discretionary spending was by
far the largest. Entitlements were rel-
atively small in comparison. By 1980,
discretionary spending was about the
same size as entitlement spending. But
entitlement spending was growing rap-
idly.

|)r/1 1990, the deficit is worse. Discre-
tionary spending is now smaller than
entitlement spending. The yellow por-
tion shows interest growing dramati-
cally. In the year 2000, you can see the
trend—entitlements, again, now much
larger than discretionary spending. In
2010, 2020, the same pattern until we
reach 2030. By that time all revenue of
the Federal Government will be eaten
up by entitlement spending.

Mr. President, this is not a course
that is sustainable. | indicated that,
later today, a bipartisan group of us—
22 Senators, 11 Democrats and 11 Re-
publicans—are going to present what
we call the centrist budget. It is a com-
promise between things that Repub-
licans have advocated and policies that
Democrats have advocated. It is an at-
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tempt to break through the gridlock,
to actually achieve an agreement so
that we can get this country on a
course of deficit reduction that is sus-
tainable and that will lead to unified
balance in the year 2003. It is a 7-year
plan of deficit reduction, but one that
does not only reduce the deficits in the
next 7 years, but creates a platform
that will encourage deficit reduction
beyond that point, and that will secure
deficit reduction beyond that point be-
cause of entitlement reforms that are
critically important to our economic
future.

Mr. President, this chart shows what
happens under the Republican plan
that is before us, which is the blue line.
The green line is the President’s budg-
et plan. This lighter colored line, is the
centrist plan. The red line shows what
happens if we fail to take action. It is
the so-called baseline. You can see that
deficits will rise inexorably if we fail to
take action.

Under any of the other three plans,
we will see steady downward progress
with respect to the deficit.

Mr. President, | hope my colleagues
will give serious consideration to the
centrist plan when we present it later
today. | wanted to outline the dif-
ferences on the 7-year plans between
what the Republicans have before us,
what the President has advocated, and
what the centrist coalition has agreed
to.

Mr. President, this part of the chart
compares the plan on a 7-year basis. It
looks at the major categories of spend-
ing and compares the centrist plan, the
Clinton plan, and the Republican plan.
On discretionary spending, the centrist
plan proposes savings of $268 billion
over the next 7 years. The Clinton plan,
which is a 6-year plan, but if you ex-
tend the policy for 7 years, would have
$312 billion of savings out of discre-
tionary spending. The Republican 7-
year plan would have $393 billion of
savings out of discretionary spending.

Our group, the bipartisan group, con-
cluded that both the Clinton plan and
the Republican plan are unrealistic in
their discretionary savings. They are
heavily backloaded in both cases
—both the Republican plan and the
President’s plan. Frankly, we believe
future Congresses are unlikely to hold
to the path that they have outlined.
That is precisely what has been wrong
around here. We adopt plans that do
not have any realistic prospect of com-
ing true.

Mr. President, on Medicare, which
has been such a hot-button issue in this
Chamber and across the country, the
centrist plan saves $154 billion over 7
years. The President’s plan—and,
again, he has a 6-year plan, but if you
extend the policy 7 years, he has about
$156 billion over 7 years. The Repub-
lican plan, $228 billion in savings out of
Medicare over 7 years.

Many of us would conclude that the
Republican plan goes too far. Those
savings are going to require reductions
from what current law provides in a
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way that will be very difficult, espe-
cially for rural hospitals in the State
that | represent.

On Medicaid, the centrist plan, $62
billion over 7 years; President Clinton’s
plan, $81 billion over that period of
time; and the Republican plan before
us, $106 billion. Again, this is assuming
you take their 6-year policy and extend
it to 7. Welfare, EITC, centrist plan, $58
billion savings over 7 years; Clinton
plan, $52 billion; and the Republican
plan, if you take the 6 years of policy
and extend it, $87 billion.

A major difference between the cen-
trist plan and the other plans before us
is that we have made a technical cor-
rection to the Consumer Price Index of
one-half of 1 percent. | just say, if there
are those who are serious about enti-
tlement reform, if there are those who
are serious that we are on a course that
is not sustainable. If there are those
who are serious that we face a situa-
tion that will lead to either an 82-per-
cent lifetime tax rate for future gen-
erations or a one-third cut in all bene-
fits, because entitlement spending is
running out of control, a technical cor-
rection of one-half of 1 percent in the
Consumer Price Index is something
that will help secure the economic fu-
ture for not only senior citizens, but
for the American economy as well.

Mr. President, economist after econo-
mist have told us that the Consumer
Price Index overstates the cost of liv-
ing. Of course, we use the Consumer
Price Index to alter Social Security
payments, to index the tax system, be-
cause we want to make adjustments for
increases in the cost of living. The
problem is that the best evidence we
have is that the Consumer Price Index
is overstating increases in the cost of
living. There is a mistake, and that
mistake is very, very costly. A 1 per-
cent change in the Consumer Price
Index, if it is overstating the cost of
living by 1 percent, that is over $600
billion over 10 years.

Mr. President, we had a group of
economists—a bipartisan group—re-
view this question for the Senate Fi-
nance Committee. They came back and
told us that the Consumer Price Index
overstates the cost of living by from 0.7
percent to 2 percent.

Mr. President, our bipartisan group
decided that we would make a 0.5 per-
cent technical correction in the
Consumer Price Index in order to more
accurately reflect the cost of living.
Mr. President, this will save $125 bil-
lion over 7 years. Neither of the other
plans have this feature. | believe this is
one of the most important parts of the
centrist coalition plan. It is a signifi-
cant long-term entitlement reform
that will help to get us off the
unsustainable fiscal course we are on.

| say to my colleagues, if we cannot
make this kind of technical correction,
which has been supported by Alan
Greenspan—he said the overstatement
of the cost of living by the Consumer
Price Index is most likely 1 percent,
and Alice Rivlin in her book of deficit
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reduction options that she put out in-
dicated the overstatement may be from
0.4 percent to 1.5 percent. As | stated
previously, a bipartisan group of econo-
mists, led by Michael Boskin, former
chairman of the Economic Advisers
under President Bush, recommended
the overstatement is from 0.7 percent
to as much as 2 percent. Our group has
said that we ought to at least make a
change of 0.5 percent and save $125 bil-
lion.

On the question of tax cuts, we do
have a tax cut in the centrist plan. Not
all of us thought it was the better part
of wisdom. Mr. President, the view pre-
vailed in our group that there ought to
be a tax reduction. | personally believe
that we ought to balance the unified
budget first. | mean, | have been here 9
years. | have heard over and over the
swan song that we have a plan that is
going to reduce the deficit, and over
and over the deficit has gone up. It has
not gone down. Only after the 1993 plan
that we on this side supported, did we
actually see the deficit go down both in
dollar terms and measured in terms of
our gross domestic product.

Mr. President, over and over before
that we were told there were plans that
were going to reduce the deficit. They
did not. They failed. My own judgment
is we that ought to prove that we are
balancing the budget and getting the
job done before there is a tax reduc-
tion. But that was not the view of the
centrist group. The consensus was
there ought to be a tax reduction.

So in our group there is a net tax re-
duction of $105 billion over 7 years.
That compares to the Republican plan
of $151 billion over 7 years and Presi-
dent Clinton’s plan, which is roughly a
wash over a 7-year period, if you extend
the first 6 years’ policy.

Mr. President, we will have a lot
more to say about the centrist plan
later tonight. | feel deeply that the
greatest challenge facing this body and
facing this country is to stay on the
path of deficit reduction. Let us not be
distracted by those who say that we
cannot cut anything. That is not right.
And let us not be distracted by those
who say we can cut taxes and we will
get more revenue. We heard that swan
song before. All it led to was escalating
deficits, escalating debt, and a decline
in the strength of this country.

| hope deeply that we have the cour-
age to stay on the course of deficit re-
duction. The only group that on a bi-
partisan basis has been able to reach
agreement is this centrist coalition of
22 Senators—11 Democrats and 11 Re-
publicans. All we have gotten around
this town in the last year has been par-
tisanship and gridlock. | suppose, if
you were looking at where we are and
where we are headed, you would say
the greatest likelihood is that, with
the course that we will stay on in an
election year, that there is a low prob-
ability that we will be able to get to-
gether and do something even as im-
portant as putting together a plan that
will allow us to achieve significant def-
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icit reduction over the next 7 years. |
hope very much that the conventional
wisdom is wrong. | hope very much
that somehow out of the partisanship
of an election year, we will find the
ability and the will to work together to
do something which would be great for
our country, which is to reduce the def-
icit, keep us on a path moving toward
balance so that we can reduce interest
rates, so that we can see this economic
revival continue and strengthen, and so
that we can look at our children and
say honestly that we are helping to se-
cure their economic futures.

Mr. President, nothing could be more
clear than that deficit reduction has
helped strengthen this economy. That
is a course we ought to stay on. That is
a commitment that we ought to make
to each other, that somehow we find a
way to bridge the differences and reach
agreement, agreement on a plan to at
least give us a unified balance by the
year 2003. We can do that. The model is
before us. We have a group of Senators
who on a bipartisan basis have done it.

Mr. President, let us complete the
job. I thank the Chair. | yield the floor.

Mr. ASHCROFT addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, | in-
quire of the Chair as to the pending
amendment and as to the time remain-
ing on both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending amendment is the Gramm
amendment. The sponsor has 35 min-
utes 45 seconds, and the other side has
8 minutes 54 seconds.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Thank vyou,
President.

Mr. President, would the Chair please
inform me when there are 25 minutes
left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, |
thank the Senator from North Dakota
for acknowledging in his remarks that
my particular amendment contained
offsets. There was some misunder-
standing about that. The Senator from
Nebraska indicated that we had been
inadequately focused on offsets. The
truth of the matter is | would not pro-
pose reductions in taxes without reduc-
tions in spending. | think that is im-
portant.

I want to make a few remarks about
the Gramm amendment because |
think it is related to the things that
ought to concern us the most.

The Gramm amendment talks about
relief for individuals who are paying
taxes on their Social Security benefits.
But what is interesting to me is that
the Democratic side of the aisle seems
to be so reluctant to grant that relief.
There seems to be every reason to say
that the relief is appropriate, because
when a worker pays his Social Security
tax—that is a tax, and the worker,
under our current law, has to pay in-
come tax on the money that he uses to
pay his Social Security tax. So that is
a double tax.

Then, if the individual gets that
money back from the Government and,
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because he is working, he has to pay a
tax on that money again, that is a tri-
ple tax. The old song ‘‘Sixteen Tons”’
said it right. ““If the right one doesn’t
get you, the left one will.”” But it looks
to me like in this instance we say, “‘If
the right one doesn’t get you and the
left one misses you, we are going to
kick you out of the ballpark.” It is just
simply wrong for us to tax the money
first, then to ask people to pay the So-
cial Security tax with what is left over,
and then when the person is eligible for
the Social Security to tax them a third
time.

I do not know why the Democratic
side of the aisle would insist on this
triple whammy. It is just unreasonable,
inappropriate, and counterproductive.
It inhibits growth and stifles the enter-
prise that we want people to continue
to have into their later years in life.

Senator GRAMM has cogently out-
lined his proposal. Senator LOTT spoke
clearly in its behalf. Somehow to let
people have money that they have al-
ready paid tax on twice seems to be an
affront to the folk on the other side of
the aisle. We need to understand that
when people earn money, it is their
money, and taxing it once is enough.
Taxing it twice is an outrage. Taxing it
three times is just totally unaccept-
able. The triple tax that exists here is
something that we ought to abandon
and abandon rapidly.

Senators from other side of the aisle
have stood to talk about and question
the sincerity of people on this side of
the aisle as it relates to tax relief.
They have said that every time we pro-
pose tax relief it increases the deficit.

Well, that is kind of an interesting
thing that suggests because we lowered
tax rates, somehow there was less
money coming into the Government,
and because there was less money, we
had much, much higher deficits.

Frankly, that misrepresents, mis-
guides, misleads and promotes mis-
understanding in the public. They talk
about the so-called siren song of low-
ered tax rates, and they say it always
leads to higher deficits. | do not think
so.

I quote from an article in the Wall
Street Journal. As a matter of fact,
these statistics were provided to the
Journal by Senator ABRAHAM from the
State of Michigan. “The growth of real
tax revenues was 65 percent higher per
year in the low tax rate 1980’s than in
the high tax rate 1990’s. From 1982 to
1989, Federal revenues adjusted for in-
flation expanded by an average of 3.8
percent per year despite a sharp reduc-
tion in tax rates.” So what we had in
those years was lower tax rates, but be-
cause of the growth in the economy, we
had higher revenues for the Govern-
ment.

Now, that was a formula for growth.
It was a formula where individuals
could find growth in their own lives. It
was a way to have a better economy. It
was a way to decrease the deficit. When
you have more money coming in, the
only way to increase the deficit is to
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have sharply increased spending. Con-
veniently, those on the Democratic
side of the aisle in this Chamber never
associate the deficit of the 1980’s with
the sharply increased spending. They
want to talk about a reduction in tax
rates. They never want to talk about
the fact that the tax revenues went up
and that their spending went up much,
much higher than the revenues. And I
do not blame them for their reticence.
But the truth is that every time the
other side of the aisle talks about defi-
cit reduction, it means more money
out of the American working person’s
pocket. Every time they talk about
debt, Americans should grab their wal-
lets, because the only way they see to
reduce the federal debt is to increase
taxes. They do not see debt reduction
by way of curtailing spending, and they
certainly do not see it as a means of
growth.

I thank the Senator from North Da-
kota for recognizing that my amend-
ment to stop making people pay in-
come tax on their Social Security tax
includes cuts in spending which fully
offset any costs. Some speakers on the
Democratic side of the aisle literally
questioned the sincerity of my pro-
posal. | think that is inappropriate, be-
cause | know what it means to operate
with fiscal reliability and integrity.

During my time as Governor, |
learned what it meant to balance a
budget. We balanced every one. We did
more than that. We established a cash
flow operating reserve with hundreds of
millions of dollars, making sure that
we always could cover our expenditures
in a timely way. In addition to a cash
flow operating reserve, we established
a rainy day fund for the State so that
when troublesome times came, we
could have money set aside in advance
to accommodate unanticipated ex-
penses. That is not the kind of thing
that comes from demagoguery or insin-
cerity. It comes from understanding
that if you have the right growth rate
and you have the right restraint in
spending, good things will happen.

The folks on the other side of the
aisle seem to think that it is alright to
tax the so-called rich—that it is easy
to do and it will not hurt anybody. |
think that is a fallacy that ought to be
exposed. Taxing the rich usually hurts
everybody. They talk about the fact
that 98 percent of the tax increase of
1993 was on people who were so-called
rich. Well, you know and | know that
their definition of rich is different than
that of most people.

Not only that, the point is that by
having that tax increase, the largest
tax increase in the history of the coun-
try, they stifled this economy. They
put a lid on it.

Although wages were up 1 percent
last quarter—Ilisten to this—this is the
first time in 5 years that wages have
inched ahead of increases in the cost of
living.

One quarter out of 5 years we finally
had wages get up by 1 percent over the
cost-of-living increase, and the Demo-
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crats are claiming that their tax in-
crease did not have a negative impact
on the economy. | would call that a
pretty negative impact. No wonder the
people across America feel a wage
squeeze. We have a situation where
economic stagnation is hurting folks.

The truth of the matter is that work-
ers saw no growth in their income in
the first 3 years of the Clinton adminis-
tration compared to robust annual
growth during the Reagan years. | be-
lieve that we ought to be growing our
economy. We ought to be growing it
aggressively.

Here is what the Heritage Founda-
tion said about the 1993 Clinton tax in-
creases. They said, “The Clinton tax
increases robbed every household of
$2,100 and cut personal savings by $138
billion.”” When you put a lid on the
economy, even with a tax increase
which you say threatens only the
wealthy, you indeed hurt all of the peo-
ple.

I would ask that the Chair allot me
an additional 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
FRIST). The Senator may resume.

Mr. ASHCROFT. So | have risen
today to say that yes—we should think
about reducing the deficit, but let us
think about it by way of providing the
restraint in spending which accom-
panies the tax break in my amend-
ment, so that there would be abso-
lutely no increase in the Government’s
debt burden.

Second, the economic growth effects
of my proposal to provide a deduction
for Social Security taxes would help us
pay off the debt much more quickly.
Since we have already offset all of the
loss in revenue, the growth in the econ-
omy would provide a tremendous op-
portunity to garner additional revenue
from the 500,000 new jobs from the 0.5-
percent growth in the gross domestic
product, and that would accelerate our
ability to pay the debt.

For the Democrats who are loathe to
allow people to spend their own money
and prefer to have Government do all
the spending, this should be a win-win
situation. For modest cuts, a 1.8-per-
cent cut in total Federal spending in
fiscal year 1997, we give the people an
opportunity to create 500,000 new jobs,
10,000 new jobs in every State, to boost
gross domestic product by one-half of 1
percent, and to aggravate the deficit
not at all. If the economic activity
from the surge in jobs and the surge in
gross domestic product resulted in the
anticipated increase in tax revenues,
we would accelerate paying off the debt
substantially. Those who have said
they have been around here for years
and they have heard this song before
should talk not about the proposal but
should talk about their performance.

Their performance in prior years has
been, yes, on occasion to cut taxes,
but, no, never on occasion to cut spend-
ing. On average, spending went up 1%
times for every one time that taxes
were reduced. The truth of the matter
is, you cannot overgrow spending and
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have reductions in taxes and expect the
deficit to disappear, but you can com-
bine the therapeutic impacts of spend-
ing cuts and tax cuts together to give
a one-two punch to the deficit.

It is time for us to say that the pro-
posal to reduce the tax burden on
working Americans by providing a de-
duction for Social Security taxes is a
responsible one. There are offsets. It is
not a set of offsets that are imposed
only in the outyears. They begin large
and they stay large, because this is
substantial tax relief to the American
people. It is not a budget buster, it is a
budget booster, because the growth in
the economy will help all American
families. The average American family
with two working adults will benefit by
$1,770. For those Members of the oppo-
sition who would be interested in a re-
sponsible tax cut, | invite them to con-
fer with me, because this is one that
can be done and will work.

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, am | cor-
rect in that the Gramm amendment is
the amendment before the body at this
time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. EXON. Following my remarks,
which will be brief, | ask unanimous
consent, since it will be this side of the
aisle that will be up for the next
amendment, that following my re-
marks, the amendment offered by the
Senator from Texas be temporarily set
aside so that the Senator from lowa
can offer an amendment.

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

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, | have been
listening with keen interest and appre-
ciation to my colleague from Missouri
with regard to his amendment. | will
simply say to the Senator from Mis-
souri that as him, | was the Governor
of Nebraska. | will simply say that ev-
erything that the Senator from Mis-
souri took credit for during his tenure
as the distinguished Governor of a
neighboring State follows almost ex-
actly the record of this Senator as a
Democratic Governor of the great
State of Nebraska.

So | think, as far as our background
credentials are concerned with regard
to fiscal sanity, we are generally par-
allel.

I simply say that | am opposed to the
amendment offered by the Senator
from Missouri for the reasons that |
stated previously. We still do not know
the details of where the offsets would
come from to make up for the big, huge
tax decrease that is being suggested.

I believe that, while they are not
spelled out in the detail that we would
anticipate, by and large, most of the
cuts that are being proposed, without
specifics from the Senator from Mis-
souri, will fall into discretionary
spending. As has been pointed out by
the excellent address to the body by
the Senator from North Dakota a few



May 20, 1996

moments ago, those particular discre-
tionary spending items are the ones
that already have been dramatically
reduced.

I was particularly struck, though, by
statements from the Senator from Mis-
souri with regard to what has happened
to the economy. The Senator from Mis-
souri indicated that the economy had
been stifled—I believe that was the
word, or something akin to it—that the
economy of the United States of Amer-
ica had been stifled as a result of the
1993 action which, | will point out
again, was not supported by a single
Republican in the House of Representa-
tives or a single Republican in the U.S.
Senate.

If the economy was stifled as a result
of that action, right or wrong, then we
should do a whole lot more stifling be-
cause, by and large, the economy of the
United States has grown at an ade-
quate rate, the stock market has
reached the highest record in history
during this stifled period, unemploy-
ment has gone down, and the con-
fidence of the American public has
gone up. In reality, we have 8.5 million
new jobs as a result of that stifling
that the Senator from Missouri cites.
We have a faster growth rate than any
other comparable industrialized nation
in the world.

In bringing up the 1993 budget that
was authored and suggested by the
President of the United States, the
people on the other side of the aisle are
continuing to bring up statements that
simply are not accurate. Calling the
economy of the United States stifled
since 1993 is something that no one—no
one—can justify or believe if one looks
at the record.

| indicated earlier that | was doing a
little bit of research on what some of
the Republicans said about that budget
when it was enacted in 1993. Evidently,
they are trying the same tomfoolery on
the U.S. Senate with a debate on this
matter that has nothing to do with
1993, but evidently they think it is a
good political thing to do. They were
way off base with all of their pro-
nouncements, with all of their argu-
ments at that time, and | think they
are just compounding their errors and
their illogical prognostications here
today. As | remember it, the Vice
President of the United States had to
cast the deciding vote in the Senate.

I will simply cite here—I will not
mention names because names are not
particularly important—but certainly
one of the most prominent leaders in
the U.S. Senate from that side of the
aisle said on page S4169, March 13, 1993:

Four years from now, we are going to have
a deficit of about $400 billion and the econ-
omy is going to be on its back.

Well, it is not quite 4 years, but close
to it and no one can say that the Sen-
ator’s statement was accurate.

Another leader on the Republican
side of the aisle said in a similar regard
on page S4170, March 31, 1993:

This is an invitation to continued reces-
sion and slow growth, because business can-
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not create jobs with this kind of a new bur-
den.

And then another Republican, one of
my really good friends, said on page
S3109 on March 18, 1993 about the 1993
bill:

I think it may be the most recessionary
““deficit reduction package’ in history.

There are a litany of those kinds of
statements that were totally wrong,
inaccurate. Though | say that | suspect
many of us have said totally inac-
curate and untrue things, | do not for a
moment question the sincerity of the
Members that | have just quoted from
on that side of the aisle. But | think it
is clear that their predictions of things
to come if that 1993 act was enacted
into law would be a disaster—they may
have been sincere in that belief at the
time, but | think the record clearly in-
dicates that they were wrong. Their
predictions were way off base, and they
were inaccurate.

I think basically the same thing,
therefore, would follow with regard to
their continued speeches and amend-
ments attacking that 1993 act. | will
match the record of the last 4 years
with regard to the economy of the
United States of America against the
previous 4 years on any economic indi-
cator—jobs, growth, deficit, you name
it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired on the amendment.

Mr. EXON. | thank the Chair. | was
about to yield the floor. I hope, with
regard to the previous agreement, the
Senator from lowa will be recognized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
lowa is recognized.

Mr. HARKIN. | thank the Chair.

AMENDMENT NO. 4011
(Purpose: To provide that the first reconcili-
ation bill not include Medicaid reform, fo-
cusing mainly on Welfare reform by shift-
ing Medicaid changes from the first to the
second reconciliation bill)

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, | have
an amendment | send to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the amendment.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from lowa [Mr. HARKIN], for
himself, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. BRYAN and Mr. DOR-
GAN, proposes an amendment numbered 4011.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 46, line 12, decrease the amount by
$72,000,000,000.

On page 49, line 17, increase the amount by
$1,900,000,000.

On page 49, line 18, increase the amount by
$72,000,000,000.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, |1 send
this amendment on behalf of myself,
Mr. BIDEN, Mr. BRYAN, and Mr. DOR-
GAN. This is the first of two amend-
ments which | will offer. I will try not
to take too much of the Senate’s time.
I just want to explain them briefly,
what they do.

The
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First, this amendment which | just
sent to the desk, Mr. President, is very
simple and very straightforward. It
takes the first reconciliation bill,
which is supposed to have both welfare
and Medicaid together in it, and di-
vides it. So what my amendment would
do is, welfare reform and welfare would
still be in the first reconciliation bill,
but Medicaid would become a part of
the second reconciliation bill, the one
concerned with all of the other entitle-
ment changes.

Mr. President, | believe there is over-
whelming support in this body and in
this country for tough, commonsense
welfare reform. The Senate passed such
a bill by a vote of 87 to 12 last year.
The President has repeatedly said he
would sign such a plan, and even lead-
ers in the other body said the bill
should be passed.

Unfortunately, the Senate-passed
measure was changed in conference in
ways that were unacceptable to the
President and to many Senators. So it
is time to get back on track. Our coun-
try’s welfare system is broken. It is
wasting tax dollars and it is wasting
human lives.

Our present welfare system is unfair,
unfair to the taxpayers and unfair to
the people on welfare. It is time to
make welfare work for America. In my
own State of lowa, we have a common-
sense welfare reform that is working
and getting results. It was done, |
might add, in a bipartisan, well-crafted
manner.

In the late 1980’s, we had experiments
around lowa on the best ways of deliv-
ering welfare, getting people off of wel-
fare, that was incorporated into a bill
that passed the lowa Legislature in
1993. So we have had it in existence
now for 3 years. Quite frankly, in that
short span of time that it has been in
effect—not quite 3 years; a little over 2
years—taxpayers have saved money,
about one-third of those on welfare are
now working, and fewer families are on
the welfare rolls.

I just have some charts here to illus-
trate what has happened in lowa with
the lowa welfare reform program. It
came into existence in the last of Sep-
tember of 1993—so the first of October
1993. At that time, we had about 18 per-
cent of the people on welfare working.
As of March of this year, we had al-
most 33 percent working, almost a
third of those on welfare now working.
You can see the trend line has been up.

If I am not mistaken, | believe lowa
now has the distinction of having a
higher percentage of people on welfare
working than any State in the Nation.
I believe that is right. That is because
of this very commonsense welfare re-
form proposal that we passed. So that
is the number working, and the trend
line is still going up.

Here is the caseload that we have
from September of 1993, when we had
36,404. We had a big bump up when we
made the changes. Everyone knew that
was going to happen. But since that
time the trend has been constantly
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down. We now have 33,320. So the trend
line has been down. So we are success-
fully getting people off of the welfare
rolls and into self-sufficiency.

The third chart shows exactly what
we are talking about in terms of ex-
penditures. The green line is the ex-
penditures on welfare in lowa for 1992
to 1993, the year prior to the new plan
going into effect. You can see we spent
a total of $13.6 million that month.
This is the last year; this is from April
of 1995 through April of 1996. As you
can see, there was $12.5 million, down
to a little over $11 million. Just in the
2 years it has been in existence, we
have gone from $13.6 million down to
$11.1 million.

So we have fewer people on welfare.
We have more people working. We are
expending less money on welfare. So by
any yardstick of measurement, the
lowa program is working. Again, |
think that one of the key ingredients is
that it puts common sense ahead of
ideology. It is built on good ideas that
work, and it is founded on the driving
goal of achieving self-sufficiency, not
just getting people into a job, but get-
ting people to achieve self-sufficiency.

I might add, it was done in a biparti-
san manner. It passed the lowa Legisla-
ture by a huge bipartisan vote, signed
into law by the Governor. It is work-
ing. | believe this is the way we ought
to approach welfare reform, in a non-
ideological, bipartisan fashion.

But | think, again, the budget before
us lumps welfare reform in with Medic-
aid reform. Quite frankly, Medicaid re-
form proposals are far more controver-
sial. If they are added to welfare re-
form, it will be almost certainly what
has been called a ‘‘poison pill”’ that
would result in a Presidential veto.

Mr. President, | want to make it
clear, my amendment does not endorse
the Medicaid cuts proposed in the pend-
ing measure. It simply shifts the sums
assumed in the resolution to the sec-
ond budget reconciliation bill which
can be reached in a wide variety of
ways or not reached at all.

The reality is, there is little chance
of enacting a bipartisan package on
Medicaid at this present time. But
there is a good chance of enacting a bi-
partisan bill on welfare reform. Why do
I say that? Because we have already
done it. We did it last fall by a vote of
87-12. It had overwhelming bipartisan
support.

So let us not kill commonsense wel-
fare reform. Let us not walk away from
the common ground in favor of scoring
political points. That | believe would
be a tragic mistake. So this amend-
ment says, let us put aside ideology,
let us work together to give the Amer-
ican people what they want and what
we can achieve, and that is genuine,
balanced, and fair welfare reform. That
is what our amendment is designed to
do, to make sure that we address wel-
fare reform separate and apart from
Medicaid reform and divide those is-
sues up in the two reconciliation bills
that we will have in front of us.
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Mr. President, | yield the floor and
note the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. HARKIN. For the purpose of of-
fering an amendment | ask unanimous
consent that the pending amendment
be temporarily laid aside.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 4012
(Purpose: To restore funding for education,
training, and health programs to a Con-
gressional Budget Office freeze level for fis-
cal year 1997 through an across-the-board
reduction in Federal administrative costs)

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, |1 send
an amendment to the desk on behalf of
Mr. SPECTER.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from lowa [Mr. HARKIN] for
Mr. SPECTER, for himself, Mr. HARKIN, Mr.
HATFIELD, Mr. JEFFORDS, and Mr. PELL, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 4012.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 25, line 17, increase the amount by
$1,200,000,000.

On page 25, line 18, increase the amount by
$1,200,000,000.

On page 27, line 16, increase the amount by
$1,500,000,000.

On page 27, line 17, increase the amount by
$1,500,000,000.

On page 42, line 2, decrease the amount by
$2,700,000,000.

On page 42, line 3, decrease the amount by
$2,700,000,000.

On page 52, line 11, decrease the amount by
$1,400,000,000.

On page 52, line 12, decrease the amount by
$1,400,000,000.

On page 52, line 14, increase the amount by
$1,400,000,000.

On page 52, line 15, increase the amount by
$1,400,000,000.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, | wonder if
the Senator would yield before he goes
into the second amendment? | have a
very brief statement that | want to
make in support of the first Harkin
amendment. From what | know of the
second amendment I might not be in
support of it. I do not wish to confuse
the Senator or the Senate as to what
the intentions are of the Senator from
Nebraska.

Mr. HARKIN. I yield such time as the
Senator desires.

AMENDMENT NO. 4011

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, the Harkin
amendment reveals the truth about the
Republican strategy, it seems to me,
better than anything else. If this
amendment is rejected, it will prove
that they are not serious about enact-
ing bipartisan welfare reform this year,
legislation that | think is a must. Un-
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like welfare reform there has not yet
been a broad bipartisan agreement on
specific Medicaid legislation. This is
because the Republicans have not
backed down from their proposal to
block grant this program.

While Democrats and Republicans
are closer to agreement on the level of
Medicaid savings, we remain quite far
apart, Mr. President, on how to achieve
those savings. Democrats will not
agree to end guaranteed coverage for
children, pregnant women, elderly, and
disabled Americans. Yet the Repub-
lican proposal gives no sign of main-
taining those vital guarantees.

Nor are any details provided to sup-
port their claim that this proposal re-
flects the National Governors’ Associa-
tion plan. Democrats are justifiably
skeptical that States would be pro-
tected from economic fluctuations,
changing demographics, and natural
disasters, a key element of the Gov-
ernors’ plan under a Medicaid block
grant. Therein lies the problem. If our
Republican colleagues are serious, they
would agree to enact bipartisan welfare
reform first and then work to achieve a
balanced budget that restrains Medic-
aid spending. This amendment would
make that course possible. | appreciate
it being offered by my colleague from
the neighboring State of lowa.

| yield back any of the time yielded
to me.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, | thank
my colleague and friend from Ne-
braska, the ranking member of the
Budget Committee, for his kind words
and insight into this amendment. |
think, again, he hit the mark cor-
rectly, that if we are really interested
in passing a bipartisan welfare reform
bill this is the only way we are ever
going to be able to do it. I hope we can
get good support for this amendment
on both sides of the aisle and get about
the business of passing a good, strong,
welfare reform bill this year in a bipar-
tisan manner.

AMENDMENT NO. 4012

Mr. President, my second amendment
has to do with education and health
funding. The budget resolution goes
about balancing the budget in all the
wrong ways by undoing the modest
good that was done less than a month
ago when the Congress finally passed
an appropriations bill for fiscal year
1996 that the President could sign. The
Senate voted 88 to 11 to approve that
bipartisan compromise bill, about as
close to a consensus as we ever get
around here.

It is incredible to me that we find
ourselves debating a budget resolution
that undoes that deal that we had just
a month ago. | hear a lot of talk from
the other side they provide increases in
education. Make sure you look beyond
the blue smoke and the mirrors be-
cause it simply is not true. As this
chart shows, the resolution before the
Senate provides about $36.3 billion for
education and job training programs.
That is about a $1.2 billion decrease
from what CBO estimated it needed to
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freeze funding for those programs in
fiscal year 1997. The resolution also
provides for $21.6 billion, or $1.5 billion
below a CBO freeze for health pro-
grams.

Here are the figures. The 1996 omni-
bus continuing resolution that we
passed, 88 Senators voted for it, con-
tained $36.2 billion for education.
CBO—not OMB, CBO—estimates that
just to meet this requirement for next
year would require $37.4 billion. The
budget resolution before the Senate
only provides for $36.3 billion, for an
actual cut of $1.178 or almost $1.2 bil-
lion in education. The same is true in
the health care on the omnibus con-
tinuing resolution that we passed by 88
votes. There is $23.2 billion. CBO says
just to freeze that would require $23.2
billion. The budget resolution provides
for $21.6 billion, for a $1.5 billion cut
there.

I am pleased to offer this amendment
on behalf of Senator SPECTER who, be-
cause of other pending matters, could
not be here today or else he would have
offered the amendment. | am offering
it on his behalf, but | am proud to be a
cosponsor, along with a number of
other Senators.

This amendment would simply re-
store the $2.7 billion for education, job
training, and health programs to the
freeze levels, just to the freeze level.
For example, the CBO freeze does not
restore title | to its normal appropria-
tions cycle which would require an ad-
ditional $1.3 billion in fiscal year 1997
on top of the $1.2 billion.

The offset is also simple. It cuts a lit-
tle more than one-half of 1 percent
across the board from all of defense and
nondefense administrative expenses.
This reduction would be taken only
from administrative personnel services
and contractual services.

Mr. President, during the last year,
students, parents, teachers, school
boards, school administrators, were
treated to a roller coaster ride because
of great uncertainties caused by the
Federal budget process. Let us not re-
peat that mistake again this year. The
American people are sick and tired of
the partisan bickering and want us to
get on with the business of governing.

We started last year with proposals
for deep cuts in student loans. The
House planned to cut $18 billion; the
resolution offered by the Budget Com-
mittee called for cuts of $14 billion. We
finally adopted a bipartisan amend-
ment in the Senate which reduced the
cut to $4 billion. Students and their
parents were not thrilled but saw this
at least as a significant improvement.
Then the resolution went to conference
and the cut was $10 billion. So, stu-
dents and parents really started worry-
ing again. The Senate once again mod-
erated the cuts and people said, “OK,
this is good.” The House did not, the
concern intensified again.

The final deal drastically cut the suc-
cessful direct lending program includ-
ing cuts of $5 billion. This bill was
rightfully vetoed.
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That was followed by the ups and
downs of negotiations on the fiscal
year 1996 appropriations bill. The Gov-
ernment shut down twice. For 7
months, the Federal Government was
directionless because of short-term
continuing resolutions instead of an-
nual appropriations.

Parents worried that their children
would not get the reading and math as-
sistance they need because title | fund-
ing was cut by 7 percent. Teachers wor-
ried about whether or not they would
have a job next year. School boards and
administrators were unable to plan for
the upcoming year because they did
not know what their budget would be.
In short, chaos reigned.

We should promise the American peo-
ple that we will never do that again.
Passing this amendment would be a
good place to start. | do not believe
that this takes us fully where we need
to go, but it is a start. As | said, we are
going to need more money than just
this simple freeze to meet the increas-
ing needs that we have out there. Espe-
cially for title |1 programs in this coun-
try, we are going to need some addi-
tional money in fiscal year 1997. But
both Senator SPeECTER and I, and oth-
ers, felt that at least with the budget
resolution we ought not to be starting
in the hole, that we ought to, at least
with this budget resolution, start
where the freeze was from last year.

I can only say that this Senator will
support efforts by others to get it
above the freeze from last year because
| think the need is there for education
and job training money. But if we start
from a position of where we are $1.2 bil-
lion already in the hole in education
and job training, or $1.5 billion in the
hole on health, then it is going to
make it that much harder to get above
a freeze later on.

So, again, this amendment is de-
signed to put us in the same position as
we were just a month ago, when 88 Sen-
ators voted to approve the Specter
amendment and send this bill on,
which increased the funding up to this
level, as | said, in the fiscal 1996 omni-
bus continuing resolution. This would
provide for us to get to the freeze level.
Beyond that, | am hopeful that we will
be able to add more money for edu-
cation and job training, especially in
the area of title I.

With that, | yield the floor.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the
subcommittee which | chair addresses
a wide array of programs—from the
educational needs of children, the
training and retraining of this nation’s
work force, to confronting the problem
of teen pregnancy, AIDS, and the
causes and cures of disease Collec-
tively, the programs in the Labor,
Health and Human Services, and Edu-
cation bill address many of the present
needs of this nation’s people and are in-
vestments in our future.

Because of the wide array of funding
needs contained in the Labor-HHS-Edu-
cation appropriations and given our
tight budget situation, it has become
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exceedingly difficult to craft a bill that
addresses all of these needs. The
amendment which | offer today adds a
total of $2.7 billion to levels in the res-
olution for education, training, and so-
cial services programs in function 500,
and to health activities in function 550.
This increase will bring funding in
these functions to freeze levels as esti-
mated by the Congressional Budget Of-
fice and will help in funding the edu-
cation, job training and health pro-
grams under my subcommittee’s juris-
diction.

Just last month, the Senate voted 88-
11 to approve a compromise amend-
ment offered by Senator HARKIN and
myself to the Labor, HHS, Education
appropriations for fiscal year 1996.
That compromise is what it took to
break loose the stalemate on fiscal
year 1996 funding for Labor, HHS and
Education programs and to get a bill
through the Congress. Without the
amendment | am offering today, |
think that we could see a repeat of last
year’s long and disruptive appropria-
tions process, and that would be an em-
barrassment that this body ought not
let occur again. The fiscal year 1996 bill
required an additional $2.7 billion, and
I believe that we will again need this
amount to get the bill through fiscal
year 1997.

The increase in the amendment ap-
plies only to fiscal year 1997 and does
not increase spending in the outyears.
The amendment is offset by an across-
the-board cut of a little more than one-
half of 1-percent from all executive
branch administrative expenses. That
is, administrative and personnel serv-
ices and contractual services on a pro-
rata basis from funds available to
every Federal agency, department, and
office in the executive branch, includ-
ing the Office of the President.

The resolution before the Senate pro-
vides $36.3 billion for education and
employment and training programs, a
decrease of $1.2 billion below what CBO
has estimated to freeze these programs
in fiscal year 1997. The resolution also
provides $21.6 billion or $1.5 billion
below a freeze for health programs.
This amendment simply restores fund-
ing for education, job training and
health programs to a very modest
freeze level.

Even at a freeze level, the Labor-
HHS-Education subcommittee will be
faced with the formidable task of
maintaining our commitment to the
core education programs, including
Pell grants, campus-based aid, title I,
and head start.

For employment and training pro-
grams, an additional $67 million is
needed in fiscal year 1997 just to cover
the operational cost increases resulting
from opening four new Job Corps cen-
ters. Without passage of this amend-
ment, the subcommittee will be forced
either to not fund the operation of
these new centers or further reduce
services in other training programs for
this nation’s workforce at a time of
heightened anxiety over economic se-
curity.
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Last week was Brain Awareness
Week and many of my colleagues vis-
ited with researchers and advocates
urging the Congress to expand support
for research on the brain. Others, at-
tended the Wednesday’s May 15 press
conference with actor Christopher
Reeve of ‘“‘Superman’’ fame in which he
appealed for increased funding for spi-
nal cord injury research. Still others,
have met with constituents urging us
to expand funding for research on can-
cer, heart disease, AIDS, diabetes, and
Alzheimer’s disease. Without this
amendment, we will be unable to main-
tain level support for critical health
care priorities, jeopardizing funding for
the National Institutes of Health, for
community and migrant health cen-
ters, for breast and cervical cancer pre-
vention, and for childhood immuniza-
tions.

I, therefore, urge my colleagues once
again to join Senator HARKIN and me in
supporting this $2.7 billion amendment.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, the
fiscal year 1997 budget resolution de-
serves accolades for its goal of achiev-
ing a balanced budget by the year 2002.
I support this worthy ambition, yet I
cannot fully support the manner in
which it achieves this result.

Unfortunately, the resolution before
us today requires education to shoulder
an unhealthy portion of discretionary
cuts in order to achieve a balanced
budget. As | have said countless times
in the past, cutting education spending
may—on paper—help balance the budg-
et. In reality, however, cuts in educ-
tion do the exact opposite. Decreases in
education spending gut already scarce
dollars for programs designed to raise
the standard of living, provide better
jobs and training, and consequently in-
crease our tax base resulting in more
revenue to fill the Federal coffers. Let
us not be shortsighted and limit the
most critical investment we can make
toward a future downpayment on our
debt.

For these reasons | support the
amendment offered by my colleague
from Pennsylvania to restore funding
for education discretionary spending.
My colleagues may argue that we are
not cutting education funding but sim-
ply limiting its growth. It is true that
this resolution provides an increase of
$1 billion in fiscal year 1997 over last
year’s allotment. | will concede that
this does not constitute a decrease in
the strict sense of the word. However,
it clarly is a decrease when taking in-
flationary costs into account. In fact,
CBO has indicated that it represents a
decrease in outlays of approximately
$1.7 billion in the first year alone.

The foundation of Federal education
leadership is built on keeping promises
to our young children at risk; creating
greater access to higher education for
all; and guiding the country to help
keep our children’s education at a
standard that is competitive with the
rest of the world’s. We cannot possibly
keep this promise if, as this resolution
proposes, we decrease education discre-
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tionary spending by close to $2 billion
in fiscal year 1997 alone.

Public awareness of our need to re-
form education is growing. Polls show
that the public is coming to under-
stand the enormous costs of the failure
to educate our children. Eighty-six per-
cent of those surveyed by the recent
PBS/National Issues Convention felt
that we are spending too little money
on education and training.

However, we continue to ignore the
clear desires of our constituents. Dur-
ing last year’s budget debate we essen-
tially went through the same routine.
The fiscal year 1996 resolution also cut
education discretionary spending but a
successful floor amendment, offered by
my colleague from Maine, restored
funding for education programs. Amer-
icans understand intuitively that in-
vesting in education is the key to our
future success, and the best possible
national investment that we can make
as a country. When the rest of the
country gets it and we do not, | some-
times wonder who really needs the edu-
cation.

Support of the Specter amendment is
truly critical. Countless studies docu-
ment that American children are not
keeping peace with their international
counterparts. Well publicized reports
continue to show that in math and
science we have not kept pace with our
foreign counterparts. In a recent study,
American students came in last, behind
Slovenia.

More astonishing, reports indicate
that 50 percent of those who graduated
from high school in recent years grad-
uated functionally illiterate. The basic
problem is reading comprehension.
Keep in mind also that nationally, up
to 30 percent of our ninth graders even-
tually drop out of school altogether.
This is totally unacceptable. How can
our businesses be expected to compete
when they are delivered potential
workers of this quality?

Money is not the solution, by any
means, to the trouble our society faces.
However, when programs, specifically
designed to address educationally dis-
advantaged students in reading and
writing, only serve a fraction of the eli-
gible population we do those children
and our country a disservice. When
programs designed to prevent dropout
barely keep pace with inflation yet
dropout percentages boom, we know
that more funding is critical. When
governors and high powered CEO’s
come together—on their own time and
money—to speak about education
needs, you know that indeed education
is of such national significance that it
can no longer be pushed aside as the
stepchild of Federal public policy.

And while money may not be a pana-
cea it does make a difference. What
have we done when we needed to high-
light a major problem or national pri-
ority? We committed the resources
necessary to match our goals. Take for
example the space program during our
race to the Moon with the Russians, we
did not decrease funding in order to
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beat our competition, we increased it
considerable and the dividends paid off.
We are in no less of a crisis today with
our education situation than we were
with Sputnik—now is the time to take
action.

The Specter amendment achieves,
the very basic first step—Ilevel funding
for education in this year’s budget. We
cannot, in good conscience do anything
less. 1 urge my colleagues to support
this amendment.

Mr. KYL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, | ask the
Senator from New Mexico if | might
have about 3 minutes of the time.

Mr. DOMENICI. Of course. | yield it
off the resolution.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, | ask unani-
mous consent that | be allowed to pro-
ceed on the Gramm amendment. | am
not asking to lay the current amend-
ment aside but that | may proceed to
discuss that amendment.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 4009

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, | do that in
order to strongly support the amend-
ment of the Senator from Texas calling
for the repeal of the Clinton tax in-
crease on Social Security benefits. He
spoke of this about an hour ago. It is a
measure that | had offered in the House
of Representatives within hours of the
time, on August 6, 1993, that the Social
Security tax increase cleared the Sen-
ate. | had offered the bill there to re-
peal it. I also supported Senator LOTT’s
bill to repeal the tax, which he called
the Senior Citizens Tax Fairness Act.
And | am very pleased to stand in sup-
port of the amendment of the Senator
from Texas to do the same.

This is the tax increase that Presi-
dent Clinton pushed through the Con-
gress in 1993 to impose higher taxes on
seniors with incomes of only $34,000 a
year and couples with annual incomes
of $44,000 a year. The Clinton adminis-
tration talked about taxing the rich,
but we did not believe that couples
making $44,000, or individuals making
$34,000 a year, should be considered
rich. As a result of the Clinton tax in-
crease, 85 percent of these people’s So-
cial Security benefits are now subject
to tax. That represents an effective tax
increase of 70 percent over prior law.

The CBO estimated that, in 1994, 9.5
million Social Security beneficiaries
were hit by the Clinton tax increase.
That is a figure, of course, that will
rise every year—to roughly 13.5 million
in 1998, and much more each year
thereafter—because the tax is not in-
dexed for inflation.

It was very clever the way the Presi-
dent crafted the proposal, letting infla-
tion do the dirty work of continuing to
raise taxes long after the bill was
signed into law in 1993.

Repealing the Clinton tax on Social
Security will put over $55 million back
into the pockets of retired Arizonans
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every year, and nearly $3.7 billion into
the pockets of seniors nationwide. If we
really care whether seniors have
enough resources to pay for adequate
health care, to put food on the table, or
pay heating and air conditioning bills,
we ought to support the amendment of
the Senator from Texas.

Whether or not this amendment is
supported, | think, comes down to a
question of who we trust, Mr. Presi-
dent. Who do we trust more to spend
the money wisely, the people that
worked hard an entire lifetime to try
to ensure themselves a secure retire-
ment, or Government bureaucrats in
Washington? | put my faith in people
to use their own money to provide for
themselves and their families.

It is important to emphasize that the
Clinton tax increase applies to individ-
uals with incomes of only $34,000 a
year. | do not think that is a definition
of a wealthy person. Yet, that is who
pays the bill. 1 think, by now, most
people realize that Clinton’s talk of
taxing only the “‘rich” is just an excuse
to raise taxes on everybody. He raised
taxes on seniors making $34,000 a year.
He raised the gas tax, which hits the
poorest Americans hardest of all.

I note, parenthetically, Mr. Presi-
dent, that according to the Bureau of
Labor Statistics, in 1987, the poorest 20
percent of Americans devoted 8.8 per-
cent of their expenditures to gasoline
and motor oil, while the wealthiest 20
percent devoted only 3.1 percent of
their expenditures to such things. So
the gas tax, like the Social Security
tax, hits those who are not the most
wealthy in our country.

| predict that we are going to repeal
the Clinton gas tax and the tax on So-
cial Security benefits. Neither is defen-
sible. The Gramm amendment that is
before us today will put Senators on
record about whether they favor the re-
peal of the tax increase on seniors, and
whether we put our trust in older
Americans or whether we put our trust
in bureaucrats.

I commend Senator GRAMM from
Texas for raising this amendment. |
hope we all support it. | thank the
other Senator from Texas, Senator
HuTCHISON, for standing aside and let-
ting me take this time.

Mr. President, | earlier posited two
amendments—3995 and 3996. In that
order, | ask for the yeas and nays on
those two amendments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection for it to be in order to re-
quest the yeas and nays at this time?

Mr. DOMENICI. We need to have a
Member of the minority party present.

Mr. KYL. If there is no one present, |
will defer until then.

Mr. DOMENICI. Why do we not let
the Senator from Texas go.

Mr. KYL. I will defer until then.

Mr. DOMENICI. Is Senator
HUTCHISON going to speak to the IRA
amendment?

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Yes.

Mr. DOMENICI. That has been adopt-
ed by voice, right?

Mrs. HUTCHISON. It was my under-
standing that the two managers would
put it in at the appropriate time.
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Mr. DOMENICI. We agreed to it on
Friday. The Senator is assured of that
sense of the Senate for this bill. I am
hopeful that any tax bill we do includes
that. She knows of my high regard for
that amendment and for her leadership
on it. If the Senator cares to speak to
it, it would be appropriate at this
point.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. | would appreciate
the opportunity to explain what we
have done for the homemakers of
America.

Mr. DOMENICI. How much time?

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Up to 5 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. | yield up to 10 min-
utes to the Senator from Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

AMENDMENT NO. 4006

Mrs. HUTCHISON. | want to say how
much | appreciate what Senator Do-
MENICI has done, with the acquiescence
of Senator ExoN. Clearly, this is a bi-
partisan issue, and it is something that
will really make a difference for the
homemakers and the one-income earn-
er couples in America. In fact, it makes
them equal with every person who
works outside the home. Now people
who work inside the home will have
the same opportunity for retirement
security.

Senator BARBARA MIKULSKI and | co-
sponsored the homemaker IRA bill in
1993. It was included in the balanced
budget that was passed by Congress
and sent to the President last year. But
it was vetoed, so we are coming back
this year in the balanced budget reso-
lution and saying this is a priority.
This amendment is adopted. It is in the
bill. It will be a priority, and here is
what it does. It says that, if you work
inside the home, you are now only able
to set aside $250 for your retirement se-
curity, whereas, if you work outside
the home, you are able to set aside
$2,000 a year for your retirement secu-
rity. So this has created a real hard-
ship on a one-income-earner family or
on a homemaker who may lose his or
her spouse in the future. Our bill says,
if you work inside the home, you can
set aside $2,000 a year just as if you
worked outside the home. This allows
the one-income-earner couple that may
be sacrificing for the homemaker to
stay home and raise the children to
have the same retirement benefits and
options as if the spouse had worked
outside the home.

What it does for the homemaker who
may lose her spouse in later years is to
have in her own name, her own retire-
ment account, her IRA just as if she
had worked outside the home all these
years. This, Mr. President, just makes
everybody in this country equal if they
work inside the home or outside the
home. They will be able to set aside
that $2,000 a year for their retirement
security.

What difference does it make? It
makes a big difference. A lot of people
do not take advantage right now of the
$2,000 that they can set aside that will
earn interest tax free so that at the
end of their working lives they will
have a nest egg. The conservative esti-
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mates, if you just think of a 6-percent
return, would be that a one-income-
earner couple now would be able to set
aside enough to build, over a 30-year
working life, almost $200,000 for a nest
egg. But if you allowed the homemaker
to contribute equally, it would go up to
about $335,000, so almost $350,000. If you
do better than 6 percent in your invest-
ment, of course, it would be more than
that. A $335,000 nest egg is a lot for a
family that has just to set aside $4,000
a year. For an individual to set aside
$2,000 a year, you can get into the
$200,000 to the $250,000 range in your re-
tirement nest egg. That can help a lot.
When you have Social Security, which
is a supplement, and then you have an
IRA, if you have set aside that $2,000 a
year, you can have an income that you
will be able to live on.

This is what we should be encourag-
ing in our country. We should be en-
couraging savings. Every statistic you
see says that our country has the low-
est savings rate of any industrialized
nation in the world. That is really a
shame. We ought to encourage savings,
and this is the way we can do it.

So what we have done by having this
amendment adopted by Senator Do-
MENICI and Senator EXON is we have
said that this will be a priority. When
all of the Washington mumbo jumbo
ends and we have had our House bill
and our Senate bill and our conference
committee, what we are saying is in
the end when we reconcile all these dif-
ferences and all of the things that we
have passed, that the high priority will
be for equity for the homemakers of
our country for their retirement secu-
rity.

Mr. President, it is a win for every-
one. It is a win for the homemaker. It
is a win for the one-income-earner fam-
ily. It is a win for America because the
more people who have a retirement se-
curity, the more people who will be
happy, who will be stable, who will not
have to worry about looking to the
Government for help. This is a very
modest investment for us to say these
earnings will be tax free through these
years to give that stability in retire-
ment to that couple, or that individual
that has worked for 30 years and should
be able to plan for their own retire-
ment security.

So | am very pleased that we have
taken one more step. We have passed
this bill once. It was vetoed by the
President. Now we are coming back.
We are going to pass it again. | hope
that we will be able at the end of this
year to say we have finally done what
we should have done a long time ago in
this Congress, and that is acknowledge
that the work done inside the home is
every bit as important as the work
done outside the home and maybe even
more so.

So | am pleased that we are doing
this once again. We are going to stress
how important the homemakers and
the family units are in our society.
This is the right thing to do.
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Mr. President, | want to say that the
original cosponsors of our resolution,
this amendment, are Senators DOLE,
RoBB, FEINSTEIN, and Snowe.

I ask unanimous consent to add Sen-
ators HELMS, MURRAY, and MOSELEY-
BRAUN, at their request, to be cospon-
sors of this with Senator MikuLsKI and
myself.

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

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent that my time
be charged to the majority time for the
resolution.

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

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Thank you, Mr.
President. Once again, | appreciate
Senator DomEeNICI for realizing what a
priority this is and for agreeing to this
amendment. | appreciate the Demo-
crats who are also accepting it. This is
the right thing for the homemaker and
the families of America. | hope that by
the end of this year we will be able to
declare victory and say that this op-
tion is now open for all of the people
who work in our country whether the
work is inside the home or outside the

home.

I thank the Senator from New Mex-
ico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, |1

yield myself 2 minutes off the resolu-
tion.

| just wanted to say to the Senator
that a lot of people talk about making
our policies more friendly toward fami-
lies and friendly policies for our Na-
tion. The Senator has talked about it
as well as anyone here, but she does
something about it. There was a dis-
criminatory situation. It is the denial
of IRA’s for homemakers.

It seems to me that, on the one hand,
we say that is among the most signifi-
cant work being done in behalf of our
families and our Nation, and then, on
the other hand, we say, however, if you
are out of the household and not a
homemaker, you will be able to set up
an IRA account for your retirement
but not if you are a homemaker. | be-
lieve you have hit the nail right on the
head. If you want to be profamily, you
had better start right here at this level
and stop discriminating against these
activities of men, women, or children
who are doing things that are
profamily and make that more dif-
ficult.

So | commend the Senator for it. | do
not have much to say directly about
what the Finance Committee writes.
But | think you have a very exciting
approach and one that fits the rhetoric
of the day to a “‘t.”” You are to be com-
mended for it.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. If the Senator will
yield, although it will be the Finance
Committee that has the final word on
this, what the Senator from New Mex-
ico and Senator EXON have done by ac-
cepting this amendment is to give
clear direction to them with a unani-
mous vote of the Senate saying this is
what we want to be a priority. | do
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think because of the leadership of the
Senator from New Mexico and Senator
ExoN that we will be able to declare
victory at the end of this year. It is a
long time coming.

Thank you.

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. EXON. Before the Senator from
Texas leaves, | would like to join my
colleague, Senator DOMENICI, in com-
plimenting her for moving ahead on
family. Family matters are so impor-
tant. Maybe we cannot do a lot about
it directly here, but as the Senator
from Texas knows, we accepted her
amendment because we thought it was
a good one. | thank her for bringing it
up.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. EXON. | yield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI. | yield the floor.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, what is the
pending matter before the Senate?
The PRESIDING OFFICER.
pending question is amendment

4011, the Harkin amendment.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, | ask unan-
imous consent, for the purpose of en-
tertaining amendments that are about
to be offered by the Senator from Ar-
kansas, that the Harkin amendment be
temporarily set aside.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 4013
(Purpose: To restore common sense to the
budget rules by reversing the rule change
on the scoring of asset sales)

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. BUMPERS. | send an amendment
to the desk, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KyL). The clerk will report the amend-
ment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows.

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Bump-
ERS], for himself, Mr. BRADLEY, and Mrs.
MURRAY, proposes an amendment numbered
4013.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

Add the following new section at the end of
Title II:

SEC. .SALE OF GOVERNMENT ASSETS.

(a) BUDGETARY TREATMENT.—For purposes
of any concurrent resolution on the budget
and the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, no
amounts realized from sales of assets shall
be scored with respect to the level of budget
authority, outlays, or revenues.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘“‘sale of an asset’ shall have
the same meaning as under section 250(c)(21)
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Defi-
cit Control Act of 1985.

(c) TREATMENT OF LOAN ASSETS.—For the
purposes of this section, the sale of loan as-
sets or the prepayment of a loan shall be
governed by the terms of the Federal Credit
Reform Act of 1990.

The
No.
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Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, this
amendment deals with a change the
Republican majority made to the budg-
et rules last year which permitted the
use of revenue from asset sales to be
scored against the budget. The last two
CBO Directors, Mr. Reischauer and Mr.
Penner, have criticized this change to
the budget rules as being bad public
and fiscal policy.

From 1987 to 1995, we had a firm pol-
icy that you could not sell assets and
use the revenues derived from those
sales to count against the deficit. No-
body quarrels with the occasional sell-
ing of an asset. At times it makes per-
fectly good sense. But when you score
the asset sales against the deficit, you
have to ask yourself, next year, what
do you do for an encore?

When | was Governor, | received a
revenue sharing check from the Fed-
eral Government for $21 million. 1 did
not put the money in the State operat-
ing budget because | knew then, even
as a freshman Governor of Arkansas, it
was bad policy. | did not have to come
to the Senate to find that out.

It was bad policy because if | had put
it in the operating budget, revenue
sharing could have came to an end the
next year, which it did after I came to
the Senate. We received revenue shar-
ing for several years and were glad to
get it, but it was eventually discon-
tinued. All | could think about was the
poor Governors out there who had been
using revenue sharing for operations—
their share of Medicaid, their edu-
cational budget, and when suddenly
you find $100 million not coming in
next year, what do you do? You raise
taxes or reduce services to make up the
difference.

And so, in 1987, this body very wisely
said: In the future, you cannot sell as-
sets and score the revenue for budg-
etary purposes. That was the rule we
operated under until 1995. All of a sud-
den, in 1995, the Republicans took con-
trol of Congress and began proposing to
sell a number of assets, including the
Elk Hills Naval Petroleum Reserve; the
Federal power marketing administra-
tions, which generate hydroelectric
power at Federal dams; the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge; oil from the
strategic petroleum reserve, which we
have been filling up with oil for almost
15 years now for the rainy day when we
might have another Arab oil embargo;
and the Uranium Enrichment Corpora-
tion. Incidentally, I have no quarrel
whatever with selling the Uranium En-
richment Corporation. | was glad that
the Federal Government privatized the
Corporation, but do not score it
against the budget deficit.

Mr. President, not only was there a
proposal to sell these assets, but a sen-
ior Member of the House of Representa-
tives introduced a bill to appoint a
commission—listen to this one, Mr.
President—to decide which of the na-
tional parks should be sold.
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So where are we headed Mr. Presi-
dent? We are going to have a big na-
tional yard sale and sell some of our
most valued national treasures in an
attempt to mask the budget deficit, in-
cluding some of the national parks.

If you think this is just rhetoric,
look at this chart outlining last year’s
proposal to sell the naval petroleum re-
serves, the major part of which is the
Elk Hills Naval Petroleum Reserve in
California. It produces about 63,000 bar-
rels of oil a day. Let me show you what
a silly idea the proposed sale is. Ac-
cording to CBO, the sale of the naval
petroleum reserves would produce $1.55
billion in revenue. However, over the 7-
year budget scoring window we would
lose the $2.47 billion in revenue that
would have been produced had the Gov-
ernment retained title to the asset.
That would result in a net increase in
the deficit of $992 million over 7 years.
Selling the naval petroleum reserves
now in a rush to make it appear that
you are going to balance the budget
makes absolutely no sense. If we can
balance the budget—and God knows,
we ought to over the next 6 or 7 years—
that is fine. But do not do it by selling
off the Nation at a loss.

As the chart demonstrates, the $1 bil-
lion loss occurring over the 7-year
budget period is just part of the story.
If the asset were sold, the Federal Gov-
ernment would continue to forgo ap-
proximately $400 million in revenue an-
nually. This would add an additional
$12 billion in losses over the approxi-
mate 30 year lives of the reserves.

So we are going to sell an asset for
$1.55 billion in order to try to balance
the budget by the year 2002, and if you
consider the 30 subsequent years we
lose $12 billion. Bad policy? No; insane
policy.

A moment ago | mentioned the power
marketing administrations. For the
uneducated, the power marketing ad-
ministrations, or PMAs, market hydro-
electric power generated at Federal
dams. The Southwestern Power Mar-
keting Administration serves my
State, and | do not want it privatized,
I do not want it sold, and I am going to
do everything | can to keep it from
being sold.

Here is why. It is not just because the
people of Arkansas use the power; it is
because | believe in honest budgeting.
This chart is intended to demonstrate
the actual impact the sale of a PMA
would have on the deficit.

Assume that in 1996 the Federal Gov-
ernment receives $1 billion from the
sale of a particular PMA. What do we
lose? The first year, 1996, we would lose
$100 million in revenue that would have
been produced if the PMA stayed in
Federal ownership. So what happens?
It is true that we get $900 million more
in 1996 than we lose. We get $1 billion,
we lose $100 million in revenues, and,
on its face, the deficit would fall by
$900 million.

But look at what happens in the fu-
ture. In the year 2000, we still have
only gotten $1 billion, but we have now
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lost half of it in revenues foregone. By
the year 2002, when we are supposed to
balance the budget, we’ve received $1
billion, but now we have lost $700 mil-
lion in lost receipts, and the net effect
on the deficit is only $300 million. But
here is where the proof of the pudding
is. Look at the year 2020. We still only
got $1 billion in 1996-1997, but in the
year 2020, considering the $100 million a
year in revenues we have lost, the Fed-
eral Treasury is a net loser of $1.5 bil-
lion. No wonder Reischauer said it is
bad policy. It is crazy policy.

Last year the Senator from Alaska
took strong exception to my last two
charts which point out that the change
in the budget scoring rule could
produce crazy proposals such as the
sale of Mount Rushmore or the Statue
of Liberty. Mount Rushmore is a mon-
eymaker. There is no telling what we
might get.

But you know, there is something
more important than that. Mount
Rushmore is a national symbol. | have
been there; you have been there, Mr.
President. It is a magnificent thing.
They are designing a portrait there out
of that stone of an Indian on a horse. |
think it is Crazy Horse. It is not fin-
ished yet. It is going to be magnificent.
But let us say we are going to put
Mount Rushmore up for sale. Do not
worry about the fact that this honors
four truly great Presidents of this Na-
tion that the United States wanted to
honor forever. Sell it off.

I do not know what the Republicans
in the House have in mind with this
bill to sell off natural parks. Maybe
they have the Statue of Liberty in
mind. Now that would probably bring a
lot of money. Is that not magnificent?
But you know something? It is no more
magnificent than Yellowstone, Yosem-
ite, the White River Wildlife Refuge in
my State, or Hot Springs Natural Park
in my State, which are near and dear
to me.

Let me say to the Senator from Alas-
ka that | do not think these sales are
going to happen. I am just giving the
worst-case scenario | can think of, and
based on some things that have hap-
pened around here in the last 2 years, |
am not making any promises.

But | can tell you we had it right in
1987 that we would not score assets
sales for deficit reduction purposes, for
a very good reason: It is bad fiscal pol-
icy and it is bad public policy because
you have to make it up. If you reduce
the deficit $1 billion by selling the
PMA'’s this year, how do you make up
that deficit next year to make sure the
deficit stays on a downward slide? You
have to come up with $1 billion some-
place else.

Mr. President, | serve on the Energy
Committee. This year the budget reso-
lution instructs the Energy Committee
to report legislation that will produce
savings of $1.4 billion over 6 years.
However, the resolution only directly
mentions how the Committee is ex-
pected to meet $400 million of the sav-
ings. There are only three options
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available to the committee to meet the
additional $1 billion requirement:
First, we could sell the PMAs; second,
we could impose royalties on hardrock
mines; or third, we could allow oil and
gas drilling in ANWR. My friend, the
senior Senator from Alaska, obviously
supports the latter approach.

He and | are good friends. We fight
like saber-toothed tigers on the floor,
but we are good friends. We just could
not disagree more on the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge. Let me just say
this: It is my firm belief that the Presi-
dent of the United States will veto any
bill that comes to him that allows
drilling in ANWR. | will certainly urge
him to.

The other two possibilities are politi-
cal nonstarters. A large number of Sen-
ators oppose the sale of the PMA’s and
the mining industry will again fight
tooth or nail against any royalty.

Everybody in this body knows that |
have fought for 7 years to reform the
1872 mining law. Sometimes | wake up
in the middle of the night and | cannot
believe: First, that | have been fighting
that battle for 7 years and second, that,
because | have not yet won, the Sec-
retary of the Interior continues to be
forced to deed valuable public land and
minerals for practically nothing. He
does not have any choice. He is re-
quired to under this 122-year old law.

The Secretary of the Interior, several
weeks ago was forced to give a deed to
a mining company for 40 acres of public
land for the princely sum of $200. What
do you think was on the 40 acres that
the taxpayers of this Nation got $200
for? Eighty million dollars’ worth of
gypsum. Two years ago, he deeded land
containing 11 billion dollars’ worth of
gold.

So a third possibility would be to im-
pose a mining fee to produce $1 billion
over the next 6 years. But if | am any
judge of the makeup of the U.S. Sen-
ate, about the only votes for that will
be on this side of the aisle. There will
be few votes on the other side—maybe
five.

You talk about balancing the budget;
you talk about wanting a constitu-
tional amendment. Oh, yes, let us go
back and tinker with what James
Madison did, and John Adams and John
Jay and Alexander Hamilton and Ben
Franklin. Let us go back and tinker
with what they did 206 years ago draft-
ing the Constitution that has made us
a great nation, the freest nation on
Earth, the longest living democracy,
the oldest constitution in the world,
tinker with that to bring about a con-
stitutional amendment to balance the
budget, but do not disturb those big
international mining companies who
have been raping and pillaging the U.S.
taxpayer since 1872.

| yield the floor, Mr. President.

Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, |
thank my good friend for his forbear-
ance. He is, as he says, a good friend
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from Arkansas. We have postponed this
debate until this afternoon, and that

enabled me to return to my home.

May | have some of the Senator’s
time, by the way?

Mr. DOMENICI. | say to the Senator,
we have used no time in opposition. |
yield the Senator whatever time he
needs, up to 1 hour.

Mr. STEVENS. | thank the Senator.

Mr. BUMPERS. Is it possible for me
to yield the Senator from Alaska time
under the unanimous-consent agree-

ment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has a right to yield time.

Mr. BUMPERS. I have 2 hours total;
is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 1 hour.
Mr. BUMPERS. One hour for all

three amendments?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas has 36 minutes, 48
seconds remaining on his time on this
amendment.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry. | had the possibil-
ity of three amendments, two for sure.
I understood that there would be 2
hours, that | could allocate that 2-hour
period any way | wanted to in offering
those three amendments. Is that cor-
rect or not?

Mr. EXON. There would have had to
be a unanimous-consent agreement for
that. | believe that every amendment
that he offered, whether it was 1, 2 or
3 or 10, the Senator would have 1 hour
under the control of his time and 1
hour for the opposition. And if there
are second-degree amendments, it
would be half an hour.

Mr. BUMPERS. Let me ask the Sen-
ator this question. Who controls the
time in opposition, then?

Mr. EXON. In this particular case, it
would be the Senator from New Mex-
ico. The Senator from Arkansas con-
trols that hour for his amendment. The
Senator from New Mexico would con-
trol an hour against it.

Mr. BUMPERS. The Senator from
New Mexico could yield the Senator
from Alaska time on this amendment?

Mr. EXON. Certainle‘/_. ] ]

Mr. DOMENICI. Which 1 just did. I
will do that again. | yield up to 1 hour
in opposition for that.

Mr. STEVENS. | thank the Senator
very much.

| was saying, due to the forbearance
of our friend from Arkansas, | was able
to go home to my State. | have just
gotten back from Alaska. | was able to
go home on Friday. | have been all over
my State at various functions, the re-
gional meeting of the Ahtna Native
Corporation up in the Gulkana area,
down to Homer and Kenai and Fair-
banks and Anchorage. | want to report
to my friend that one of my constitu-
ents asked me about the comments we
make here on the floor. He said, ““That
fellow from Arkansas certainly can’t
be your friend, Senator.” And | told
him, ‘““No, that’s not true. He is a
friend. We just disagree violently.”
And it is possible to disagree violently
and still be friends.

I came in just as the Senator from
Arkansas had his shell game card up,
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talking about the budget shell game. |
was reading, as | came back into Wash-
ington, a summary that my staff had
given me about the budget that Presi-
dent Clinton had submitted. This budg-
et, at first glance, looks like it bal-
ances, but it relies upon a trigger that
is in the budget that reduces discre-
tionary spending by $67 billion in 2001.
In 2002, it does not indicate which pro-
grams will be cut, but, miraculously,
the President that takes office in 2001
would be asked to cut the discretionary
budget by 20 percent.

If you want to talk about a shell
game, we ought to talk about shell
games. As a matter of fact, if you want
to look at the defense portion of the
President’s budget, you would find that
it is a very interesting defense budget.
It goes through the year 2000—that is
what stuck in my mind as | looked at
that—it goes through the year 2000
with a declining amount for defense,
and then, miraculously, in 2001-2, the
defense budget goes up, so it looks like
over that period of time there is a level
spending for defense; but that money is
there for defense only if that President
who is in office in 2001-2 cuts discre-

tionary budgets 20 percent.
I have to tell my friend, the shell

game here is that part of the Presi-
dent’s budget that provides what he
seeks to provide in this period of time
if the asset sales that the Senator from
Arkansas is talking about cutting out
occurs. If the Bumpers amendment is
agreed to, that President, after the
year 2000, when he takes office in 2001,
is going to have to present us with a
budget that increases the cut in discre-
tionary spending even more.

Strangely enough, the problem about
this is that we voted on this last year.
| understand my friend from Arkan-
sas’s position, but from my point of
view, you know, it is unfortunate that
once again we have seen the Statue of
Liberty and Mount Rushmore, and the
indication is that, somehow or other if
we approve this bill, it is possible to
sell one of those national treasures. No
one is suggesting that in connection
with this bill. There is a suggestion in
the other body about selling some of
the park lands.

And | find some difficulty in address-
ing the Senator from Arkansas’ amend-
ment because what we are talking
about is a lot of assets that are out
there that do have value now, and the
question is not really whether we sell
them but whether asset sales should be

counted in the budget process.
The President has submitted the re-

quest that the budget take into ac-
count the receipts from the sale or
lease of assets that are owned by the
Federal Government. That has not
been the case in the past. If it is the
case that we take into account the sale
or leasing of Federal assets, then we do
have an entirely new circumstance,
those of us who come from public land
States, because there has been a lack
of understanding of the value of Fed-
eral land to this country. We have
some developing attitudes concerning
areas such as those controlled by the
National Park Service.
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Mr. President, | served in the Eisen-
hower administration in the Depart-
ment of the Interior and | remember
well that President Eisenhower wanted
to double the Park Service land areas
and create new parks over a period of
10 years from 1956 to 1966. He did. The
idea that somehow or another we
would be against national parks, those
of us who believe in asset sales, does
not really ring a bell with me. | do not
understand how those charts enter into
this debate.

I do understand there is a lot of land
that is surplus to the Government’s
needs. There are many assets that
could be used during this period of very
tight budgets to raise a considerable
amount of money. | remember when
other Senators raised similar objec-
tions when | first suggested that, in-
stead of having people apply and file a
request to lease spectrum from the
Federal Communications Commission,
we have an auction of those licenses.
Some people here laughed about that.
It took two Congresses for us to get
around to authorizing the FCC to auc-
tion spectrum.

As a matter of fact, the first time the
Congressional Budget Office looked at
it, as | recall, they said the maximum
that could be raised was somewhere
around $250 million over a period of
time if we auction FCC licenses. They
did not understand what some of us un-
derstand—the developing technology of
telecommunication. We have raised
over $20 billion so far from the sale of
spectrum licenses.

Now, we believe there are substantial
portions of public land in the West that
are needed and can be used in the
economies of those Western States that
could, in fact, be leased or sold. One of
the assets happens to be the area that
was set aside by my good friend, Sen-
ator Scoop Jackson in the Alaska Na-
tional Interest Lands Conservation Act
of 1980—1.5 million acres on the arctic
plain, specifically set aside for oil and
gas exploration and development. The
act provided for a special environ-
mental impact statement to make sure
the area would not be damaged by ex-
ploration. It is an area just east of
Prudhoe Bay, the great development of
Prudhoe Bay, which incidentally is on
State land, Mr. President; it was not
on Federal lands. The Federal lands ad-
jacent to Prudhoe Bay are the 1.5 mil-
lion acres Senator Jackson set aside.
We have, since 1981, tried to obtain ap-
proval to proceed with the leasing of
those lands for oil and gas exploration
and development.

The asset sale authorization in this
budget resolution could lead to that if
the Energy Committee reports a bill
and the House approves that bill and
the President approves it. Mr. Presi-
dent, President Reagan requested that
every year. President Bush requested
that every year. It was denied under
the former leadership of the House and
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Senate. Now, with new management of
the House and Senate, we approved last
year two bills to authorize the Sec-
retary of Interior to proceed with leas-
ing of that area. The bills were vetoed.

What we are really talking about in
this amendment is whether we should
use the assets that the people in the
United States own now, particularly
those in public land States, to derive
income, or whether we should drive for-
ward to the day we have to increase
taxes. The net result of Senator Bump-
ERS’ position is, do not count asset
sales as income for the purpose of try-
ing to balance the budget, which auto-
matically means you have to raise in-
come from somewhere for the Federal
Government. The only way to do that
is taxes. There is another alternative.
You could cut further either defense
spending or discretionary spending.

The issue of our arctic plain is just
one portion of this debate with the
Senator from Arkansas. What we are
really talking about is whether the
sale or lease of assets should lead to in-
come which should score in the budget
process. The budget process is hard for
anyone to understand, but there is no
question that | do not think there
would be anyone outside of the Con-
gress that would disagree with count-
ing as income money actually put into
the Treasury. We are talking about
balancing the budget. That is really
what the heart of the Bumpers amend-
ment is. It gets rid of the scoring proc-
ess for the sale or lease of assets that
belong to the Federal Government,
which process enables us to count that
money and tell the American public
that income will, in fact, be counted
toward balancing the budget.

The benefits to the taxpayers are ex-
actly the same as from the revenues
that came from the sale of the spec-
trum by the FCC. That is a sale of an
asset that belongs to the public. We
changed the method of leasing. Prior to
my concept of auctioning spectrum,
people filed no lease—really, a permit—
to use spectrum. They just paid an an-
nual fee. Now they pay substantial
amounts of money for the privilege of
obtaining that permit. That is what
comes from a competitive lease of oil
and gas potential on Federal lands. Ex-
actly the same thing.

Today the law does not count the
money you get from the leasing of Fed-
eral lands for oil and gas but it does
count the income you get from spec-
trum. | hope the Senator understands
this. If money comes into the Treas-
ury, it makes sense we record it as
money received for the purpose of bal-
ancing the budget.

The Senator from Arkansas fears
once we discover the amount of money
you can get from that, from develop-
ment on Federal lands, we will go wild
and we will start sending the message
that we should sell the national parks.
Nothing is further from the truth.
What we should recognize, though, is
that we should not keep putting our
head in the sand and say there is no
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money coming into the Treasury,
when, in fact, there is. The asset sales
ought to be recorded as income that
are to be scored by the Congressional
Budget Office. There is no question we
should do exactly what we did last
year. That is, we should defeat this
amendment to the budget resolution. It
is the same thing offered by the Sen-
ator from Arkansas last year.

Let me go back to my visit. I have
just come back from home. | talked to
a lot of people in Alaska. | talked to
many of our labor leaders. We are a
State where when we get together
there are not very many of us. We have
our labor leaders, people from the
chamber of commerce, and heads of the
various corporations—Native and non-
native—in meetings together. One
thing we lack right now is the ability
to create new jobs. Our economy is
flattening out. It is more and more re-
lated to tourism which is very season-
able, obviously, in Alaska. There are
not many people getting off cruise
ships when it is 60 below zero. We do
have a lot of industry that is capable
and does work through the wintertime.
Strangely enough, that is the best time
to work on Federal lands in our State,
during the wintertime. What we want
to do is to find a way to expand the
availability of Federal lands in Alaska
for oil and gas exploration.

Mr. President, at the height of the
transportation of oil by the great Alas-
ka pipeline, the pipeline carried 2.1
million barrels of oil a day to Valdez
for delivery to markets in the United
States. Now it is down to 1.3. The re-
serves at Prudhoe Bay are playing out.
They are not going to disappear over-
night. They will just steadily decrease.
Adjacent to Prudhoe Bay, as | said, on
Federal lands—Prudhoe Bay being on
State lands—is an area that we believe
is the greatest reservoir for oil and gas
in the North American continent. It
has been explored, it has been ana-
lyzed. Everyone has accused us of all
kinds of things, but | wish | could take
the whole Senate up there, show them
Prudhoe Bay, and show them the area
we are talking about, the 1.5 million
acres along the same arctic coast.
There is no difference. One is not pris-
tine, and the other, somehow a waste
land. They are arctic tundra lands.
They are not in the mountains. They
do not have lakes and trees.

I remember one day | came out on
the floor and showed a brochure that
had been prepared by the Wilderness
Society showing lakes and trees and a
Caterpillar coming over the hill, and
moose standing down by this nice lake.
It was a fabricated brochure. To their
credit, they withdraw the brochure
when | held it up in front of God and
everybody. There are people who some-
how think there is a difference between
the lands we have developed at
Prudhoe Bay and the lands that are
available for exploration and develop-
ment just east of Prudhoe Bay.

That great reservoir, if it does
produce oil and gas, is going to be a

S5329

significant asset for the United States.
Mr. President, it will bring in more
money than the spectrum sales
brought in. But you cannot count it
until it comes. What you can predict—
and we do—is there will be a substan-
tial bonus for the lease, a bonus paid
by people for the privilege of exploring.
Those are the assets covered under the
Bumpers amendment. The Bumpers
amendment would deny us the right to
count the money paid for the privilege
of exploring. More generally, it would
deny us the right to count any reve-
nues from asset sales.

I am not going to continue, except to
say to my friend that | hope we all re-
alize that when | stood on this floor
and we finally got the privilege to de-
velop the Alaska oil pipeline, the
amendment passed by one vote. It was
a tie vote, the only vote that Vice
President ever cast. Every time we
want to bring about some development
in my State, we face horrendous odds.
That was in the 1970’s, and this feeling
existed then. We were told we would
destroy the caribou and it would be a
terrible thing for the fish and wildlife.
Mr. President, the caribou herd at
Prudhoe Bay is six to seven times the
size it was when the pipeline was au-
thorized. The difference now is that,
through new technology, we can tell
the Senate that the amount of land
that would be utilized in the develop-
ment of the production facilities for oil
and gas, if it is a good discovery on
that million and a half acres, will be
about one-twentieth the size of land
used in the development of Prudhoe
Bay. Also, we have made an absolute
commitment that, once oil and gas pro-
duction is over, the natural contour,
natural vegetation would be totally re-
stored.

That is why | like to take people up
to Alaska to show them the pipeline
camps. | took one group over a pipeline
camp and said, ‘““We are going to fly by
helicopter up this road, and | want you
to tell me where the pipeline camp is.
We will be going to go over two
camps.” Not one saw the area where
the camps were. It is totally restored
to its natural condition. That same
thing will happen when the day comes
that Prudhoe Bay is over and produc-
tion in the ANWR area, the million and
a half acres | am talking about. It is an
area that is within the wildlife refuge
—it is not the wildlife refuge. It is a
million and a half acres that Senator
Jackson, in his great wisdom, decided
should be set aside in the early 1980’s
for oil and gas exploration.

So | believe Senator BUMPERS pre-
sented, once more, an opportunity for
us to talk about the differences be-
tween those who deny us the ability to
use public lands to raise money to le-
gitimately bring in income and to
count it toward balancing the budget
and those who want to drive on, not
make the changes necessary in order to
bring about a balanced budget and
know that, ultimately, we have the
power to tax. Ultimately, the final re-
sult of the Bumpers amendment is,
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someone following us will be standing
here urging the American people to in-
crease their contributions from their
own personal income to support this
Government.

One thing | found out this last week-
end at home, | will tell you, is ‘“‘that
dog don’t hunt in Alaska.” No one up
there wants any more taxes. As a mat-
ter of fact, they all urge us to find
some way to reduce the cost of Govern-
ment. They urge us to find a way to
bring about a balanced budget. They
want us to find some way to restrain
the growth of the expenditures of the
Federal Government. | think this budg-
et resolution, to the great credit of the
Senator from New Mexico and also the
Senator from Nebraska, who also con-
tributed to this process—even though
he may disagree with us on some
things, | know that he, too, seeks to
balance the budget without raising in-
come taxes.

So, Mr. President, | hope that the
Senate will defeat this amendment and
that we can go on with the process of
trying to use the Federal lands that
are available for oil and gas explo-
ration, mineral development, and basic
utilization to develop the economies of
the Western States. We can use those
sensibly and count the income from the
utilization of those lands towards bal-
ancing the budget.

Mr. President, the one election | lost
in my lifetime—well, | lost in another
one, too—but one | lost even before |
got in the Senate here was an election
to be the president of the Alaska State
Conservation Society. | believe that we
do things in our State in a wise way in
terms of protecting our environment.
We go out of our way to do that. Unfor-
tunately, we get tarred by a brush such
as the one you have just seen. | see a
new chart that my friend has, so | will
yield the floor here in a minute. Clear-
ly, there is no proposal before the Sen-
ate to do what Senator BUMPERS says.
This is not a national yard sale, if | can
borrow from the chart. This is not a
proposal to sell the national parks. It
is a proposal to use the unreserved
lands, the lands that have not been set
aside for a specific conservation pur-
pose for development in the Western
States, and to produce income to help
us balance the budget without raising
taxes. | thank my friend from New
Mexico and yield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI. | wonder if Senator
ExXoN and | and Senator BUMPERS can
take 5 minutes to discuss with the Sen-
ate where we are amendmentwise in
this process, and we will get right back
to where we are.

| yield up to 5 minutes off the resolu-
tion, to be charged equally, on this dis-
cussion.

Let me just give the Senate a report.
We have done very well, considering
that we had no scheduled votes on Fri-
day and none today. Normally, it is dif-
ficult to get Senators to offer amend-
ments under those circumstances. We
got a unanimous-consent agreement
that everybody is aware of. Two lists
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were sent to the desk containing 87
first-degree amendments. It was agreed
to by the Senate that there would be
no other first-degree amendments and
that that was the extent of them; is
that not correct, Senator?

Mr. EXON. That is correct.

Mr. DOMENICI. We asked Senators,
in good faith, to help us with this bill,
unless they wanted to pile up amend-
ments and vote on them without de-
bate. We have disposed of 32 first-de-
gree amendments as of this moment—I
am sorry. That is as of Friday night
when we went out of session. Then we
have done seven here this morning. So
that is 39 of the 87. So if our arithmetic
is right, we have about 47 amendments.
Some of them are very vague, and | am
not sure whether they are going to be
amendments.

My purpose for getting some time to
talk with the Senate is as follows.
When we finish tonight—and we plan to
be here until about 10 o’clock, | gath-
er—we will have 8 hours remaining on
this budget resolution, and it will be
Tuesday morning, for all intents and
purposes. We need to know from more
Senators on our side—and we will leave
it up to Senator ExXoN to ask his side—
who have amendments that are still
pending that are in that 87. If you are
not in that 87, you cannot offer an
amendment anyway. But if you are one
of those 47 remaining, we need to know
if you are going to offer your amend-
ment. Tell us as soon as you can during
this day. And, staff, while helping your
Senators, get the word to them that we
would like to know in the next couple
of hours what their intention is on the
amendments. Are you going to offer
every single one? Are you willing to
tell us that many of them are not
going to be offered? We have to know,
or we are going to be in a tremendous
jam tomorrow because unless things
change we are already going to have
somewhere around 30 votes, maybe 35.
The Senator from Nebraska is going to
talk about how long that might take |
assume.

Mr. EXON. | am.

Mr. DOMENICI. We need to know. We
are going to stack these votes but not
all of them for one voting session. We
will arrange, we hope, for about 7 or 8
votes in the morning before the Senate
temporarily closes up the Senate while
Senators go to the funeral of the very
distinguished Chief of Naval Operations
sometime around 11, or maybe 10:30.

So we will have some votes in the
morning. So, again, please let us know.
Are your amendments going to be of-
fered? If so, can we start listing them
specifically so we know that they are
going to be called up and how much
time they need?

I now yield to Senator EXON.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, | want to
join in the appeal. | say to my friend,
the chairman of the committee, that |
have made two appeals earlier to date.
I renew it again, and invite all to take
advantage—both Democrats and Re-
publicans—to come down and offer
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your amendments. The view that |
have of this right now is that we have
25 amendments that have been debated
and are stacked for votes tomorrow.
Then we have, as near as | can tell, 47
to 50, amendments on a list that still
could be offered. We do not know. Their
could be second-degree amendments to
that. That would make the list even
longer.

But the situation basically is this: we
know we are going to have at least 25
votes. If we take those 25 and even fig-
ure 10 minutes to a vote—and history
tells us they run a little longer than
that—that is 6 hours as of right now for
voting tomorrow. The manager has
just said that when we finish tonight
about 10 o’clock there will be only 8
hours remaining on the resolution. The
6 hours of voting will not count toward
the 8 hours remaining and there will be
more votes after that.

It is very clear, therefore, that we
are going to have another one of those
ridiculous situations where amend-
ments are going to be offered. There is
going to be no debate, and then we are
going to vote. It looks terrible for the
U.S. Senate to engage in that proce-
dure. But we are going through it
again. 1 will say that the figures that |
have just used include no time for de-
bate. That is just voting.

Another way of putting it is we are
going to be on this resolution for the
next few days. When we finish today,
we are only going to have 8 hours left
on the resolution. In addition to those
8 hours we already have 6 hours com-
mitted just for voting.

I would just like to say, since we had
a discussion, to my friend from New
Mexico that it would appear that on
both sides of the aisle we may have
great difficulty in getting any votes in
the morning. After the announcement
was made of the funeral for the Chief of
Naval Operations, Admiral Boorda,
that many Senators on both sides of
the aisle, therefore, made their plans
to come back into town to go to that
funeral and then come back here.

So | would simply say that although
I would like to start voting in the
morning it would appear that the ef-
forts we were talking about in that re-
gard may be very, very difficult. But
that further complicates matters.

Let everyone understand. We are
scheduled, as you know, to be out of
here Friday sometime for a week’s re-
cess for Memorial Day. As is usual,
when that happens, many Senators say,
“OK. We will finish Thursday night,
and we will not be here Friday.” | do
not know how that is going to be pos-
sible because in addition to finishing
this conference report we have the de-
fense authorization measure that is
supposed to be finished before we go on
the recess.

So | simply say, please, Democrats
and Republicans, Senators who have
amendments either come down and
offer them, or tell us that you are not
going to offer them so that we can best
manage the hours or minutes that we
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have remaining to accommodate as
many of our colleagues on both sides as
possible.

Mr. DOMENICI. | thank the Senator.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, | ask unani-
mous consent to ask for the yeas and
nays on two amendments which | pre-
viously offered and have spoken to. As
far as | am concerned, they do not need
further debate. Of course, there could
be if anyone wanted to respond.

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

Mr. EXON. Is the Senator asking the
yeas and nays?

Mr. KYL. | ask for the yeas and nays
separately.

Mr. EXON. We have no problem.

Mr. KYL. | ask for the yeas and nays
on amendment No. 3995.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. KYL. Second, Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent for the yeas
and nays on amendment No. 3996.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, | will
be very brief in concluding the debate
on my amendment.

First of all, I want to in the interest
of fairness and honesty in the debate
say to my good friend, Senator STE-
VENS from Alaska, that, number one,
while we are debating what | consider
to be a terrible policy of scoring asset
sales, in all fairness to the Senators
from Alaska, there is no proposal to
sell ANWR. There is a proposal to lease
it. It is calculated to bring $2 billion.
But the Federal Government only gets
half of that. Is that not correct, Sen-
ator? And we would proceed to with-
draw royalties once it is developed.

So, as | say, in the interest of fair-
ness, while we are debating asset sales,
ANWR is technically not an asset sale.
And | must confess that my principal
objection to leasing ANWR is because |
consider it bad environmental policy.
That is not to say that at some point
in the not too distant future in an
emergency or something we will not
consider it. | might consider it myself.
And | know all the arguments. | have
heard the chairman of the Energy Com-
mittee, with whom 1 sit on a regular
basis, make all those arguments for
opening ANWR. We just happen to have
a disagreement on that. | consider
ANWR just like | do people who save
money as a nest egg for their old age.

One other thing: In my argument a
moment ago, | pointed out that when |
was a Governor | got a check for $21
million from the Federal Government
and | did not put it into the operating
budget for sound business reasons. |
gave it to the Arkansas Highway De-
partment to build highways with. In
that way, if revenue sharing ever came
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to an end, we would not be all dis-
commoded by having to fire 1,000 State
employees, or cut the education budg-
et, or cut the State police, or some-
thing else.

Let me say to my Republican col-
leagues. The Republican Party consid-
ers itself a party of business in this
country. You are friends of the busi-
ness community. We like to think we
are too. But | know the Republicans for
the most part take pride in being
probusiness. | am probusiness too. But
let me say to my colleagues before you
vote on this amendment which will
amend the Budget Act to provide that
you cannot sell assets and score it for
deficit reduction purposes call, just
call three of your closest friends who
have a business of any size and ask
them: Would they as a sound business
principle sell off a building? Let us as-
sume you have three buildings. You
sell one building because you do not
need it anymore. Ask how many of
them would go out and hire a bunch of
people knowing that next year they
will not have that money, and they
have to increase sales, or do something
to make up for that shortfall?

I can promise you every single presi-
dent of the company you call will say
exactly what the two previous heads of
CBO have said: it is bad policy.

Let me say, Mr. President, to be
crystal clear to everybody, this amend-
ment does not prohibit asset sales. If
the Senate voted to sell the Statue of
Liberty, it could do that. This amend-
ment could not prohibit it. I would not
vote for it. | would consider that hor-
rible national policy. All | am saying is
if you do sell an asset—we have and we
will continue to—I have voted for some
asset sales—do not score it. It is bad
business.

The Senator from Alaska said his
people do not want any more taxes.
Well, now, that is not the most pro-
found statement | ever heard, with the
utmost respect to the Senator from
Alaska. Folks in Arkansas do not want
any more either. But everybody wants
a balanced budget. Everybody wants to
go to Heaven but not just yet. So I
want to balance the budget, but | do
not want a dishonest budget. To score
assets is deceptive. It is dishonest. And
you will miss the mark of a balanced
budget in the year 2002 or 2003 if you do
nothing else except sell assets and
score them. You will miss achieving a
balanced budget by exactly the amount
of the asset you sell and score.

Now, Mr. President, | offered this
amendment last year and we got 47
votes the first time | offered it, and we
got 49 votes the second time | offered
it. | am hoping we will continue the
trend of increasing our margin by two
votes to 51 this year. Maybe not. But |
can tell you this fight is just like me
fighting with Mrs. Bumpers; the ones |
win just are not over. This one is not
going to be over until this Senate ac-
cepts that scoring of asset sales is bad
policy.

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

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

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, if the
Senator from New Mexico will yield
just a minute, one thing | wanted to do
was to read into the RECORD a list of
organizations that support this amend-
ment: Taxpayers for Common Sense,
National Parks and Conservation Asso-
ciations, National Audubon Society,
National Rural Electric Cooperative
Association, Friends of the Earth, U.S.

Public Interest Research Group, Na-
tional Wildlife Federation, National
Wildlife Refuge Association, Alaska

Coalition, Alaska Wilderness League,
American Public Power Association,
Defenders of Wildlife, Greenpeace, Na-
tional Resources Defense Council,
Northern Alaska Environmental Cen-
ter and the Sierra Club.

Now, those are mostly environmental
groups, some in Alaska, and | can tell
you what they are concerned about.
Some of these people are just con-
cerned about the sale of power market-
ing administrations, but most of these
organizations are worried about the
sales of wildlife refuges; they are con-
cerned about selling off national for-
ests; and they are concerned about sell-
ing national parks. If you think that is
farfetched, just bear in mind there is a
bill already in the House to set up a
commission to do exactly that, to re-
port back to us on the national parks
we do not need and that can be sold.

| yield the floor, Mr. President.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am
going to yield to Senator MURKOWSKI
in just a moment. | have been here
wanting to say a couple of things about
this approach that Senator BUMPERS is
talking about. Then | will yield to the
Senator, and as | understand it the
Senator wants 12 minutes.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Twelve to fifteen.

Mr. DOMENICI. I am going to yield
back now and reserve about 3 minutes
for my myself, and then in sequence |
believe the order is that Senator
THOMPSON is next with his amendment.

How long is the Senator going to
take?

Mr. THOMPSON. Probably 10 min-
utes.

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator has an
hour if he would like it but Senators
who have amendments—Senator SNOWE
will follow on our side. She seems to be
ready. So we will do that sequencing.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, before
the Senator moves on, | understood I
had the right to offer 2 amendments.

Mr. DOMENICI. Three.

Mr. BUMPERS. Well, one | may not
offer.

Mr. DOMENICI. You want to offer
your second one right now after this
debate is finished?

Mr. BUMPERS. | think the Senator
from Alaska wants to speak on my
amendment.
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Mr. DOMENICI. | understand.

Mr. BUMPERS. And then | will offer
the second. We will make it brief.

Mr. DOMENICI. So we make sure we
understand, Senator MURKowskl will
have ample time to rebut the first
amendment. The Senator can offer his
second amendment. He has up to an
hour. | hope he will not use it.

Mr. BUMPERS. | say to my good
friend from Tennessee, | will try to
confine my remarks to 5 or 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRAMS). The Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, | just
want to talk about the practicality of
this amendment and the budgets that
are before us.

First, the President sent us a budget.
I think my friend, the Senator from
Arkansas, voted for the President’s
budget. I checked again, and | believe
the Senator did. | believe the Senator
did.

Now, that budget has $4 billion in
asset sales, $2 billion of which occur in
the last year, using the definition that
the Senator has used of asset sales. But
let me tell you what else it has. It has
$38 billion in spectrum fees, $18 billion
of which occur in the last 2 years—the
last year, and then under the trigger-
ing mechanism there is $6 billion more.

Now, frankly, 1 would think if you
want a definition that talks about sin-
gle events that you get a bunch of
money into the Treasury and then you
do not keep getting in, you ought to
expand your definition and talk about
the President’s spectrum fee.

Just to put it in perspective, it is
twice as much in the last year as the
Republicans say that sale will yield
and without it the President’s budget
is way out of balance, so it is a very
important thing, and in all of the ra-
tionale that the senior Senator from
Arkansas used, the same rationale for
the most part could have been applied
to the President’s budget and to spec-
trum fees.

Having said that, | want to make
sure that everybody understands we
just approved as part of last year’s ap-
propriations the sale and privatization
of uranium enrichment functions of
this country. A previously chartered
public corporation will become private
and, believe it or not, this was rec-
ommended way back in the days of
President Nixon. It took us that long
to understand how to privatize some-
thing that should have been privatized
a long time ago. But we are very grate-
ful we got it done. I am particularly
grateful; | happen to have introduced
the bill. It has some innovative and ex-
citing things in it for this private cor-
poration that is going to run that, in-
cluding for the first time ever futures
are going to be sold on uranium be-
cause we are going to buy a bunch of
uranium from Russia, and we do not
want to flood the market from it, so we
came up with the idea of this new com-
pany having the right to take that in
phases and issuing futures like you do
in other futures markets.
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Under this definition, that would not
have been permitted. The Senator indi-
cates everybody agrees with that. But
strictly speaking, many privatizations
would have a difficult time becoming
reality.

My second point is the wilderness
that is spoken of up there, ANWR, is
not being sold, and | believe is not even
in this budget resolution as assumed
that it is going to be leased or other-
wise. It is not in the budget resolution.
And as the senior Senator from Alaska
said, to be supplemented by Senator
MURKOWSKI, there is not a sale plan. It
is a lease. And the lease will continue
to yield royalties.

Why should you not count that if it
ever happens? It is not in this budget
resolution. But if it does, clearly you
ought to apply that to the deficit. | do
not know what else you ought to do
with it. Just put it in the Treasury and
say the deficit did not come down?

When you put it in the Treasury, it
comes down and then you keep getting
royalties after that. | do not choose to
speak the opposite side of the coin on
ANWR, which has been spoken of on
the floor, because | do not think | want
to make ANWR the prime focus of this
amendment since it really is not.

This amendment does not apply to
ANWR. It applies to the things | have
been speaking of and many more, and
we ought not adopt it. We ought to
leave that flexibility where it is, as it
is, in this budget resolution. And when
you bring the budget down as much as
we are and you get a few $1 billion of
asset sales, | believe you are not dis-
torting anything unless you cannot de-
pict after that a steady stream of re-
duced deficits following this balanced
budget. If it was the only thing and
then it was shooting back through the
air, 1 would be down here saying that is
pretty phony, but we are bringing it
down so much that the additional
amount you bring it down by asset
sales | believe is a pretty adequate and
accurate picture of where we are.

I yield the floor and yield 12 minutes
to Senator MURKOWSKI.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. | thank the floor
manager.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, |
listened with great interest to my good
friend from Arkansas. | find it rather
curious he is speaking in opposition to
asset sales today when he voted for
them.

We had the privatization of the U.S.
Enrichment Corporation, supported by
the Clinton administration. It is my
understanding it would be about $1.2
billion, or net over 7 years between $1.6
and $1.8 billion.

The second asset sale was a sale of
the helium reserve, supported by the
Clinton administration, a $47 million
revenue stream supported by the Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Lease of excess capacity in SPRO is
supported by the administration, sup-
ported by my friend from Arkansas,
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and | think it would generate some $359
million. That is proposed leases to for-
eign countries.

Then there was the sale of surplus as-
sets by the Department of Energy, sup-
ported by the Clinton administration,
to generate $110 million. | believe my
friend from Arkansas supported that as
well.

Prepayment of outstanding loans:
One was, as | recall, the central Utah
project, supported by the Clinton ad-
ministration, $219 million, and | be-
lieve supported previously by my friend
from Arkansas.

My good friend seems to cite his
problem with the formula for asset
sales, where we are selling assets to
raise revenues under the Budget Act.
Without the change in scoring, the
Federal Government receives money,
but it does not count. In some in-
stances, such as prepayment of loans,
the Federal Government does not re-
ceive future payments which do count
as cash. The result is that you have a
Budget Act point of order for cash be-
cause you did not count the revenues.
The theory there, Mr. President, is you
sell something, you have lost revenues,
therefore, it is a loss. Well, how do you
get rid of anything around here?

A few quick points for those who are
not familiar with the process around
here. We have heard discussions on this
issue before. This amendment, offered
by the Senator from Arkansas, would
prevent the sale of assets from scoring
in the budget process. This change was
made in the budget process last year at
the request of the President, who, |
might add, is from Arkansas. It was
not something we dreamed up at the
last minute. It came from the Presi-
dent. We happen to agree.

The change made last year allows us
to score the sale of assets that are al-
ready, basically, a part of the process,
and, in this case, the group that | just
read off, Mr. President, is about $4 bil-
lion in assets that would be recognized
as part of the President’s budget.

It makes no fiscal sense to say after
Congress authorizes the sale of an asset
that they cannot count it in the budget
process. It is absolutely absurd to this
Senator that if we sell something that
produces $1 billion, we have to borrow
money to balance the budget because
we cannot count that money that
comes into the Treasury.

There is no reason why these asset
sales should not count and should not
help us reduce the deficit. How could
we ever sell surplus Government prop-
erty? If we can lease some land, get rid
of some Government surplus, then why
should we not be allowed to have it go
toward deficit reduction? Why should
it not be appropriate for the Govern-
ment to be able to sell some of its as-
sets and use the money to help reduce
the size of the deficit?

Additionally, Mr. President, these
asset sales are auctions on behalf of
the Government. They create jobs and
opportunities for Americans. Whether
it be a mineral lease sale, a spectrum
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auction, or a privatization of the U.S.
Enrichment Corporation, as we did last
year, these actions create private sec-
tor jobs. Here we have a situation
where we can sell Government assets,
use the money to reduce the deficit,
and create real private sector jobs.

| get somewhat of a chuckle when the
Senator from Arkansas shows a picture
of the Statue of Liberty with a for sale
sign on it. That kind of hype, obvi-
ously, may be appealing to some, but it
is not factual, and the Senator from
Arkansas knows it. Does anybody in
this body truly believe we would sell
the Grand Canyon or the Statue of Lib-
erty to generate a cash flow? Of course
not.

What does make sense is to sell
something that the Government has,
such as the use of a closed Army base
for low-income housing or a spectrum
auction. Then it makes sense that we
use this money to attack the deficit
and not to throw it away on some other
project the Senator from Arkansas
dreams up. The money comes into the
Treasury, and it makes sense that we
record it as such.

I find it rather ironic that in this ex-
tended discussion, ANWR seems to
have come in. My understanding today
is that the United Nations authorized
Iraq to put about $1 billion worth of oil
each quarter on the world market so
that we can look to that source to ease
the shortage associated with the sup-
ply and demand of oil.

My memory suggests it was only a
few years ago that we had a half mil-
lion men and women in the Persian
Gulf for one specific reason: to keep
Saddam Hussein of Iraqg from control-
ling the supply of oil from the Mideast.

At that time, we were trying to put
Saddam Hussein in a cage. Unfortu-
nately, we did not achieve that, but it
is rather ironic that today we are look-
ing to him for relief when we have
areas at home that we can open safely
using the science technology and expe-
rience that we have.

My friend from Arkansas cited an ex-
tensive list of national organizations,
some in my State of Alaska, that ob-
ject to the asset sale concept. I find
that rather amusing because spokes-
persons in those organizations have
come to me and said, ‘“MURKOWSKI,
there’s absolutely no question in our
minds that you can open up the Arctic
safely to oil and gas exploration and to
production, if the oil is there. But you
know and we know that this issue is a
national cause. It gives us dollars, it
gives us membership.”’

It is too far away for the Senator
from Arkansas or others to go up and
look at it and see for themselves the
technological advancements that have
been made, or to go down in the Gulf of
Mexico in the delta off the Mississippi
River and see how the technology has
developed to where they are now drill-
ing in 2,300 feet of water. To suggest
that we cannot drill on land in a very,
very tiny sliver, roughly 2,000 acres out
of 19 million acres, and do it safely is
an effort to hoodwink the American
people.
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So | am a little surprised that my
good friend from Arkansas would at-
tempt to roll in the national environ-
mental groups’ major issue relative to
membership and dollars. | am dis-
appointed too that he would allow him-
self to be used by those groups, so to
speak, who admit without question
that we have the capability to develop
oil and gas resources safely. But they
know they need an issue. It creates dol-
lars. It creates membership. As a con-
sequence, we have it brought up in this
debate today.

So | encourage my colleagues to look
behind the motives associated with the
objections by the Senator from Arkan-
sas who reflects on an objection to the
process under which the Federal Gov-
ernment sells its surplus property,
leases, if you will, its resources to gen-
erate funding so this funding can come
back in the Treasury and be utilized
for deficit reduction or the budget
process.

I think it is an extraordinary set of
circumstances that we find ourselves in
a situation where some would have this
particular asset sale issue be seen as a
vote on a resource development issue
that would make our Nation less de-
pendent on imported sources of energy.

I serve on the Energy Committee
with my friend from Arkansas. And |
appreciate his sensitivity to the fact
that we are increasing our dependence
on imported oil. We are about 51.5 per-
cent dependent on imported oil. But,
you know, the other day we also saw an
effort by the administration, an an-
nouncement of the sale of some of the
oil that went into the strategic petro-
leum reserve, that it would be sold,
about 12 million barrels.

This was hyped up by the media as
way of bringing down the price of gas.
None of them were sensitive enough to
really pick up on the issue of how in-
significant it was, because when you
discuss 12 million barrels, and we
consume 18 million barrels a day, you
can readily see that this is simply a
drop in the bucket. But nevertheless, it
was significant to the media. And we
note that the President has proposed
further sales of SPRO. And we are
going to be debating that in the Energy
Committee.

But the single most important thing,
Mr. President, is we created SPRO as a
consequence of the oil embargo in 1973.
We saw a disruption in our supply of
oil. Congress acted in the national se-
curity interests of the country by cre-
ating a strategic petroleum reserve
with approximately a 90-day supply in
mind. We did not achieve 90 days sup-
ply, Mr. President. We got up to about
37 days. But | find it extraordinary
that at that time we were 36 percent
dependent on imported oil. Today, we
are over 50 percent and there is a sug-
gestion that we sell some of SPRO.

Mr. President, it is only a matter of
time. We are losing our leverage on the
Mideast because we are becoming too
indebted to them as a single energy
source. We will rue the day in this body
when we have not met our obligation
to reducing this country’s dependence
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on imported energy by encouraging do-
mestic development where we are most
likely to find it and where, indeed, we
have the proven technology to do it
safely.

I also find it rather ironic on some of
the issues in Alaska some people would
rather see a check written for the im-
pact of people rather than benefit from
the creation of jobs, such as was the
case proposed in the Tongass for $110
million, to take care of their needs.
The environmental community does
not suggest that is applicable to taking
care of the concerns of the Gwich’ins or
the porcupine caribou herd in this case.

No. It is an issue that emotionally is
charged with unfounded rhetoric, based
again on those unscrupulous, extreme
environmentalists that want to use
this as the single most important issue
to generate funding, generate member-
ship, because Americans cannot go up
to see it for themselves, and time after
time we simply sell American tech-
nology and ingenuity short.

I can tell you as a businessman, Mr.
President, if the position of the Sen-
ator from Arkansas prevails, this Gov-
ernment is not going to be able to gen-
erate, from the sales of surplus, leases,
or whatever, funding to reduce the defi-
cit or fund the Government, as the case
may be. So as a consequence, Mr.
President, | encourage my colleagues
to focus in on the real issue at hand
here.

That is the issue specifically of scor-
ing. And that is what the Senator from
Arkansas is opposed to. That is what
this Senator from Alaska supports, be-
cause without it we simply cannot get
there from here. We cannot properly
address the sale of Government prop-
erty and generate the funding into a
worthwhile cause whether it be deficit
reduction or other budgetary needs. So
I encourage my colleagues, Mr. Presi-
dent, to vote against this amendment
as they did last year and the year be-
fore, and | believe the year before that.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.
Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, let me
say that the Senator from Alaska, he is
correct, | voted for the sale of the Ura-
nium Enrichment Corporation. | did
not vote to score the money received
from that sale on the budget to reduce
the deficit, to mask the size of the defi-
cit. He is incorrect in characterizing
my support for his proposals to sell as-
sets. | voted against the reconciliation
bill out of our committee.

Mr. President, my point is this—I do
not know how many times | have to
say it—Il am not suggesting we prohibit
asset sales. I am suggesting that we
not mask the size of the deficit by scor-
ing revenue from asset sales against
the deficit. If you want to put the sale
of the Uranium Enrichment Corpora-
tion into infrastructure that you would
otherwise spend, be my guest.
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AMENDMENT NO. 4014
(Purpose: To restore common sense to the
budget rules by eliminating the defense
firewalls)

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment be temporarily laid aside
in order to offer another amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Bump-
ERS], for himself, Mr. SiMON, and Mr. KoOHL
proposes amendment numbered 4014.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

Strike line 9 on page 52 through line 22 on
page 53 and insert the following:

““(1) with respect to fiscal year 1997, for the
discretionary category $489,207,000,000 in new
budget authority and $531,365,000,000 in out-
lays;

‘X(Z) with respect to fiscal year 1998, for the
discretionary category $489,153,000,000 in new
budget authority and $521,660,000,000 in out-
lays;

X(3) with respect to fiscal year 1999, for the
discretionary category $493,221,000,000 in new
budget authority and $525,742,000,000 in out-
lays;

‘){(4) with respect to fiscal year 2000, for the
discretionary category $500,037,000,000 in new
budget authority and $525,071,000,000 in out-
lays;

‘X(S) with respect to fiscal year 2001, for the
discretionary category $492,468,000,000 in new
budget authority and $517,708,000,000 in out-
lays;

‘){(6) with respect to fiscal year 2002, for the
discretionary category $501,177,000,000 in new
budget authority and $515,979,000,000 in out-
lays;
as adjusted for changes in concepts and defi-
nitions and emergency appropriations.

““(b) POINT OF ORDER IN THE SENATE.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), it shall not be in order in the
Senate to consider—

“(A) a revision of this resolution of any
concurrent resolution on the budget for fis-
cal year 1998 (or amendment, motion, or con-
ference report on such resolution) that pro-
vides discretionary spending in excess of the
spending limit for such fiscal year;”’.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, this
amendment would abolish what we
refer to around here as the firewall
that protects the defense budget
against any diminution if you try to
take any money out of defense to put it
in something else. If you had 5 million
homeless people in this country that
were hungry, and you wanted to decide,
as a matter of national policy, we did
not want those 5 million people on the
streets hungry, and you felt like you
might cut the defense budget it would
require a supermajority—60 votes.

Now let me explain what the fire-
walls do. The 1990 Budget Act estab-
lished caps on discretionary spending
and imposed firewalls on the defense
portion of the discretionary budget for
fiscal years 1991 to 1993. In fiscal years
1994 and 1995, we did not have these so-
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called firewalls. All of a sudden last
year it came back. And so the last 2
years, 1995 and 1996, the firewalls were
up again.

Now, Mr. President, let me tell you,
in the 2 years, 1993 and 1994, when the
firewalls were down, | want anybody
here to tell me how defense suffered.
Did anything happen in those 2 years
that would jeopardize the national se-
curity of this Nation? | can answer
that. You can answer it. The answer is
no.

I am just offended by the philosophy
that every day of every year that ap-
proximately $270 billion for defense is
sacred at the expense of everything
else. You might have 10 million chil-
dren unimmunized. You might have 5
million children who have been kicked
off Medicaid and therefore are ineli-
gible for health care. You may have
hungry children who are not getting
fed because the only meal they get is
at school. Under the firewalls you can-
not take $1 to redress any other of the
millions of problems we have in this
country unless you can muster 60
votes.

The thing that | think is almost as
offensive to me as that is that every-
thing around here is couched in terms
of either you vote for every single dime
anybody can conjure up for defense or
you are perceived as being weak on de-
fense. The Budget Resolution provides
more than $11 billion for defense above
what the President asked for. | sit on
the Defense Appropriations Sub-
committee. | get a chance to decide
later whether | think that is enough
money, too much, or not enough.

Let me discuss what is happening to
this country and you tell me whether
or not you think we can continue with
this policy and continue to be a great
nation. First, the argument | have
heard most is that we do not spend as
much on defense as a percentage of the
national budget as we did when Jack
Kennedy was President. Well what is so
startling about that? We did not have
Medicare then, either. Social Security
expenditures were around $10 billion to
$15 billion a year; now it is almost $300
billion. Entitlements did not take 60
percent of the budget as it does now. If
you take entitlements and interest on
the national debt it leaves you, out of
a $1.650 trillion budget, it leaves you
approximately $500 billion for discre-
tionary programs. Let me repeat: Out
of $1.7 trillion, all that is left for de-
fense and all the other things that
make us a great nation, a civilized na-
tion, a democracy, is $500 billion—
about 35 percent of the budget.

So here we are with 35 percent of the
budget, $500 billion for defense and ev-
erything else—the environment, edu-
cation, law enforcement, medical re-
search, you name it. So where are we
heading, Mr. President? This chart
demonstrates what is going to happen.
Between 1997 and 2002 we are going to
spend $1.895 trillion on defense. During
the same period we will spend $1.579 on
domestic discretionary programs.
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While defense spending rises during the
period, domestic programs are cut,
down to the point that in the year 2001
defense gets $275 billion while every-
thing else gets $218 billion.

Education, the environment, high-
ways, medical research, law enforce-
ment, our system of justice, these pro-
grams all get slashed. In comparison,
defense over the next 6 years get $316
billion more than everybody else.

This budget over a 6-year period cuts
$60 billion in education spending. The
other day, the majority leader of the
House suggested that we cut education
to offset the gas tax cut. He said: “We
are not getting a very good return on
our dollar, anyway, for education.” |
swear, sometimes you would think we
are living in the middle ages.

Mr. President, what has been happen-
ing to nondefense discretionary spend-
ing? We are by far the most powerful
nation on Earth. One of the reasons is
because over the next 6 years we are
going to spend $316 billion more than
we spend on nondefense programs. | am
not talking about Medicare and Medic-
aid and Social Security, welfare and all
the entitlement programs. | am talking
about just the things where we have
some discretion. We account for one-
third of all the world’s military spend-
ing. We spend twice as much on defense
as Russia, China, lIran, lIrag, North
Korea, Libya, Syria, and Cuba; twice as
much as all those eight nations com-
bined. We spend 17 times more than the
six so-called rogue nations, Iran, Iraqg,
North Korea, Libya, Syria, and Cuba—
17 times more.

Oh, yes, we are by far the most pow-
erful nation on the Earth militarily.
This body has said, ““You can’t cut a
dime of it unless you get 60 votes.”
Bear in mind in 1993 and 1994, it did not
come up. Nobody tried to rob defense
to pay for other things. There are some
things | would have changed. However,
let me tell you where the United States
is not doing so well. Listen to this, col-
leagues: we are 21st in infant mortality
rates in the world. Mr. President, 27th
in education. Let me repeat that: 27th
in education by the scores the Depart-
ment of Education keeps.

Where are we in the immunization of
our children? Mr. President, 61st. Betty
Bumpers has spent her entire public
life since | was elected Governor on
childhood immunization programs. |
am proud of her. I have said many,
many times if | died tomorrow, the
people of my State and this Nation
would owe her a much bigger debt of
gratitude than they will owe me. | do
not say that to be gracious. | say that
because it is true. When | think of the
man hours that have been spent, |
think of the children’s lives that have
not been lost, when | think of the
human misery that has not been suf-
fered because of Betty’s commitment
now, and in the last 5 years with
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Rosalynn Carter, traversing this coun-
try back and forth, up and down, for
the past 5 years, trying to get these
levels up, and we are 61st in immuniza-
tion levels. | must say, our levels are
pretty high, but not as high as they
ought to be. How many children in this
country live below the poverty line?
Twenty percent of our children live
below the poverty line.

Who has the highest teenage murder
rate in the world? The United States.
So how are we going to address that?
Not by putting 100,000 more cops on the
beat, because we cannot afford it.
While we should be spending for the
things that make us a great Nation, we
have to keep that going down, so we
can keep defense spending going up.

So, Mr. President, I can tell you, cat-
egorically, that it is not my plan. | am
just saying it is bad public policy, and
it does not reflect well on the U.S. Sen-
ate and the U.S. Congress to say that
we consider defense so important that,
no matter what happens in this Nation,
no matter what kind of an epidemic we
may have that we need to stomp out,
no matter how many hurricanes, torna-
does, and floods we have, you cannot,
without 60 votes, take a dime from de-
fense to address it.

That is a crazy policy, and it shows
how little confidence the people who
conjured that up have in the U.S. Con-
gress. It is as though we will unilater-
ally disarm. We do not do it for any-
body else, and we ought not do it for
defense. This body is not going to take
leave of its senses if | or anybody else
offers an amendment to take $1 billion
out of defense. If they do not like it,
they can vote against it. That is called
democracy.

I ask unanimous consent that it be in
order that | be allowed to ask for the
yeas and nays on both of my amend-
ments dealing with firewalls here and
also on asset sales.

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

Mr. BUMPERS. | now ask for the
yeas and nays on each of those amend-
ments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, |
rise in opposition to the amendment of-
fered by Senator SIMON and Senator
BuMPERS. The amendment would re-
move the firewall between defense and
nondefense discretionary caps and
would allow defense to be used as a
convenient billpayer. This amendment
encourages raiding defense accounts
every time there is a fiscal problem. It
will not restore flexibility to the budg-
et process, nor help avoid any future
Government shutdowns, as some would
have you believe.

Our flexibility to determine defense
spending or reduce defense spending, if
we so choose, is not restricted by fire-
walls. The Congress will continue to
set spending priorities. Firewalls will
ensure we live by those priorities.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

Firewalls and spending caps are im-
portant tools for maintaining fiscal
discipline. Firewalls guarantee that if
defense spending is reduced, the sav-
ings will go to deficit reduction rather
than to other Government spending. If
the Defense Department develops a re-
quirement for additional funding, then
firewalls will require the Department
to provide an offset.

Hard decisions must be made to bal-
ance this budget. We should not allow
defense to be used as a billpayer with-
out regard to the effects of these reduc-
tions on our military capabilities.

Mr. President, the defense budget is
in its 12th straight year of decline. The
Secretary of Defense, service Secretar-
ies, and Chiefs of the military services
have all testified about their concerns
regarding modernization funding. But
we already have had a good debate on
defense spending and had a vote. | do
not need to waste more time going over
those arguments. We must maintain
discipline in the budget process. Fire-
walls contribute to that discipline.
There is no easy way out. There is no
convenient billpayer that will take
care of all of our problems.

I strongly urge all of my colleagues
to oppose this amendment.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, the
Senator from Illinois, Senator SIMON,
has arrived on the floor. He is my No.
1 cosponsor.

Is the Senator from Illinois willing to
defer? Senator THomMPsSON from Ten-
nessee has been waiting an inordinate
length of time. He has been waiting on
me to finish speaking. | promised him
that he could go immediately after me.
He will not take very long for his
statement. But | do want my colleague
to be heard on this asset sale amend-
ment.

Mr. SIMON. 1 certainly agree to
that—particularly if the Senator from
Tennessee will agree to your amend-
ment. Seriously, | do not have the
floor, but | am pleased to hear the Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. THOMPSON. May | inquire of the
Senator from Illinois how much time
he needs? Since we are on that subject,
it might be best if he goes first.

Mr. SIMON. | was going to speak for
3 to 5 minutes on the Bumpers amend-
ment.

Mr. THOMPSON. While we are on
that subject, if it is agreeable to every-
body else, I will defer to my friend, if
he wishes. Would the Senator prefer
that, or would he prefer me to go
ahead?

Mr. SIMON. If the Senator from Ten-
nessee has no preference, | welcome the
opportunity to speak briefly, and | as-
sure him that | will speak briefly.

Mr. THOMPSON. That is fine with
me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from lllinois.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, | strongly
support this amendment offered by
Senator BUMPERS. Let me just remind
you of where we were not too many
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years ago. In 1975, | came into the U.S.
House of Representatives. If you take
the defense budget for 1975 and add an
inflation factor, this year we are going
to spend $22 billion more than we spent
in 1975. In 1975, we were involved in the
cold war, a nuclear confrontation. We
were involved in Vietnam.

Now, the other side will point out
that we had a draft then, and we did
not spend as much money on personnel.
But let us face it, the world has
changed dramatically and, because of
the pressure from our friends in the de-
fense industry, we are not changing,
and we ought to. Gertrude Stein would
say, ‘“‘Money is money is money.”” For
us to say some money is more sacred
than others, and we are going to give
the Pentagon $11 billion more than
they requested, we are going to cut
back on education $2.3 billion, | do not
think that makes sense.

If someone wants to set up a firewall
around education—and | strongly sup-
port education—| am going to vote
against that. I do not think we have a
firewall for anything. The Senator
from Arkansas makes good sense, and |
hope we will have the good sense to do
that.

| point out, about 3 years ago, by
voice vote, without a dissent, | offered
an amendment to get rid of the fire-
wall, and the Senate unanimously
adopted that. | remember BiLL BRAD-
LEY and JOE BIDEN were cosponsors of
that amendment, along with Senator
BUMPERS. When we got to conference,
our friends in the defense industry
went to work, and we lost. But this
amendment makes sense. This is in the
best interest of our country, and | hope
we adopt the Bumpers amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 3981
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
on the funding levels for the Presidential
election campaign fund)

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. President, |
send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. THOMP-
soN], for himself, Mr. KERRY, Mr. McCAIN,
Mr. FEINGOLD, and Mr. BRADLEY, proposes an
amendment numbered 3981.

At the appropriate place in the resolution,
insert the following:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON THE PRESI-
DENTIAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN
FUND.

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying the functional totals
in this resolution assume that when the Fi-
nance Committee meets its outlay and reve-
nue obligations under this resolution the
committee should not make any changes in
the Presidential Election Campaign Fund or
its funding mechanism and should meet its
revenue and outlay targets through other
programs within its jurisdiction.

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. President, the
purpose of this amendment is to delete
the mandatory assumption in the pend-
ing resolution which directs the Fi-
nance Committee to repeal the current
system of financing the Presidential
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election campaign fund. The budget
resolution directs the Finance Com-
mittee to change the checkoff to a di-
rect contribution to be taken from tax
refunds.

Mr. President, as you know, we have
a system now whereby our Presidential
election campaigns are funded by a
checkoff system where taxpayers can
check off up to $3 to finance the Presi-
dential campaign. What the budget res-
olution would do is to change that to a
situation where a person would have to
take money out of their own pocket
from tax refunds in order to volun-
tarily contribute toward this fund.

There is no question but what the re-
sult of that would be. It would be to
eventually destroy the fund and the
system we have now, at a time when
everybody is concerned about the way
their Government is operated, the way
their Government is perceived, and the
cynicism that so many people have to-
ward their Government, toward the
role of money in their Government,
and toward the role of money and the
amount of money—tremendous sums—
that is necessary to finance Presi-
dential campaigns, Senate campaigns,
and congressional campaigns.

At this particular time, the budget
resolution takes exactly the wrong
move toward all of this. We ought to be
going in the opposite direction.

There is a reason that we have the
system that we have today. Along
about 1973, we had an affair called Wa-
tergate. We heard testimony during
that period of time about large suit-
cases full of money going around and
cash being collected from around the
country from very substantial individ-
uals and groups of individuals, and
about those suitcases of cash being
brought back here. In that particular
Presidential race—it was a bipartisan
problem—I remember one of the treas-
urers for one of the Democratic can-
didates in the primary wound up going
to jail because of some of the things
that we investigated. But very substan-
tial with regard to the President’s re-
election campaign, this was a major
problem that resulted in them spending
that year about twice as much in real

dollars—in current dollars—as was
spent in the last Presidential cam-
paign.

So we were awash with money, we
were awash with cash, and we were
awash with concern in this country
that the wrong people were having too
much influence on the outcome of our
Presidential races. So this did not just
appear out of the blue. It was because
of a very real concern.

| hope that we do not have such a
short attention span in this country
that we do not even remember things
like that entire affair called Watergate
back in 1973.

The result of the reform that came
from that—there were several reforms,
some were good, some were not so
good—was PAC contributions or the
political action system itself which
was built up during that particular
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time. But one of the results—on the
Presidential level anyway—was that
we really got more participation and
have had more participation by Amer-
ican citizens in the Presidential cam-
paign process than we have in other
elections in this country. Taxpayers
somewhere in the range of 15 to 20 per-
cent participate in this program. Tax-
payers participate to other elections in
the range of about 7 percent.

Another result that has been derived
from the system that we have now is
that it has been virtually scandal free.
We certainly cannot say that about
any other part of our system. It has
also leveled the playing field. | think
that many of us are undoubtedly con-
cerned about the extraordinary advan-
tages that money brings. And we have
this debate with regard to Senate cam-
paigns; congressional campaigns. That
is another debate that we certainly are
going to have in this body before long,
and something that is of concern to
me. But because of the Presidential
system that we have now we really
have developed a pretty level playing
field where there has been an incum-
bent involved. In three out of four of
the last Presidential elections chal-
lengers have had one.

So by almost any measure at a time
when very few things seem to work
properly, and at a time when people
certainly are not satisfied with the role
of money and the amount of money in
our entire political system, it would
seem that on this Presidential level
anyway the system has worked better
than any other. The question that you
have to ask yourself is, If we do away
with the system that we have now,
what are we going to replace it with? If
we go to a system that is going to gen-
erate fewer and fewer dollars, as with-
out any question this would, we are
eventually going to have to have a sit-
uation where people opt out of it. Only
about three people have | think ever
opted out of it since we have had it.
But you will have more and more peo-
ple who will opt out of it and go back
under the old system. And if you think
raising $1 million or $4 million for a
Senate campaign in increments of
$1,000 or less is a lot of fun, somebody
ought to try raising $90 million under
that system. So it will be a total im-
possible mess where candidates will be
spending absolutely all of their time
years in advance in trying to raise
these relatively small amounts of
money, and the people who can raise
those moneys for them, of course, be-
come more and more influential in pol-
icy.

So we are not leaving ourselves any
fallback here, and we do not have any-
thing to replace the current system
with.

There is no doubt that the current
Presidential checkoff system and the
current Presidential financing system
could be improved somewhat. It seems
that my party has front-end loaded the
primaries and pushed the convention
further back which places great dif-
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ficulties on candidates who have con-
tested primaries. We may have out-
smarted ourselves there. The President
this year does not have a contested pri-
mary.

So you must look to see whether or
not there are those allotments where
you can raise so much money and indi-
vidual States by so much and by such
and such increments, and all of that. |
would not care to put all of that on the
table.

| think we can look at absolutely all
of that and adjust that in a way that
would improve our overall system. But
the basic proposition that we need a
system at the Presidential level—I
think otherwise, too, but again another
debate—we need a system at the Presi-
dential level where at least the fellow
or the person that we elect as Presi-
dent of the United States does not have
the additional baggage of being per-
ceived to be elected by special interests
at a time when cynicism is the biggest
problem probably facing our Govern-
ment because it permeates everything
else. As | said, this is exactly the
wrong direction to go in. Therefore, |
urge adoption of this amendment.

| yield the floor.

Mr. MCcCONNELL. Mr. President,
Members and their staffs need to be
clear on what this particular debate is
about and what it is not about. It is
not about the merits of the Presi-
dential campaign fund. It is not about
the Watergate so-called reforms.

What this amendment is about is fis-
cal integrity. Contained within the
budget resolution is a provision which
simply makes the Presidential election
campaign fund tax form checkoff
mechanism truly voluntary. In other
words, it alters it so that the checkoff
no longer diverts tax dollars from the
Treasury. Instead, checking ‘“‘yes” will
deduct $3 from that person’s tax re-
fund.

In sum, what this does is change the
checkoff mechanism so that the nearly
90 percent of Americans who choose
not to check ‘‘yes’ are not forced to
pay for the few who do.

At the most recent checkoff rate,
this modest alteration would save tax-
payers about $70 million annually.

As | said, this modest proposal does
not abolish the Presidential system, as
I would like. It does not get rid of the
checkoff, as | would like. This is not a
referendum on the merits of the Presi-
dential election system.

Presently, the checkoff’s “‘yes’” box
constitutes a direct appropriation di-
verting tens of millions from the
Treasury at the behest of a shrinking
pool—13 percent and falling at last
count—who check ‘‘yes” on their tax
forms.

As George Will so astutely pointed
out in the Washington Post last year,
the current checkoff mechanism is a
bookkeeping dodge. He further elabo-
rated: “The checkoff involves not vol-
untary contributions but rather a di-
version of scores of millions of dollars
of general revenues to an unpopular
program.”’
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Mr. President, the public’s disdain
for taxpayers financing of political
campaigns is well known so | will not
belabor it further at this time.

The budget resolution provision quite
simply would modify the checkoff
mechanism so that people who oppose
taxpayer funded political campaigns do
not have to pay for those who check
‘‘yes.”” The Senate has never voted on
this specific question—it is not on the
merits of the Presidential system—so |
hope colleagues who support the Presi-
dential spending limit system will give
careful thought to making the checkoff
mechanism honest by making it truly
voluntary.

Mr. President, we ought to consider
expanding the checkoff format, in an
add-on form. | am favorably disposed to
include such a checkoff to raise funds
for America’s national parks—popular
national treasures. There are no doubt
other worthy endeavors which would be
appropriate subjects of checkoffs to
give Americans an opportunity to di-
rectly contribute, without impacting
the budget.

The Presidential fund is very unpopu-
lar and the checkoff is deceptive. To
simply make it honest, | urge my col-
leagues to oppose the Thompson
amendment.

I would also advise Senators that the
Kerry amendment is strongly opposed
by the National Taxpayers Union and
Citizens Against Government Waste. In
the view of these good government
groups, a vote against the Thompson
amendment is a vote for taxpayers.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, to quote
Yogi Berra, perhaps slightly inac-
curately, “This seems like deja vu all
over again.”

It was over 20 years ago now when
this Nation suffered through the em-
barrassments and dangers of Water-
gate. The Nation was treated to the
spectacle of testimony about the At-
torney General of the United States
and the Secretary of Commerce shak-
ing down the captains of industry for
campaign contributions, and hauling
briefcases full of hundred dollar bills.
Americans learned about expenditures
that totaled over $200 million in 1996-
valued dollars. They saw a genuine
constitutional crisis that toppled a
Presidency and posed much greater
risks for our constitutional democracy.
And they understandably were not
pleased.

In the fallout from Watergate, the
Members of Congress got the message
from their constituents to fix the prob-
lems that permitted the campaign fi-
nance abuses that composed an impor-
tant part of that scandal. The Congress
responded by enacting a program of
voluntary spending limits for Presi-
dential election campaigns in exchange
for providing public financing for Pres-
idential candidates in both the pri-
maries and the general election. And,
Mr. President, it has worked. It has
worked superbly. In all the Presi-
dential elections since 1974, we have
never again seen the abuses that the
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1972 election will infamously represent
to all who lived through it or have
learned about it from the history
books.

That makes it doubly difficult to un-
derstand, Mr. President, why anyone
would want to destroy those reforms
that have worked so well. But that’s
precisely what some on the other side
of the aisle want to do. Just 1 year ago,
when we were considering the last con-
gressional budget resolution, the Re-
publican majority on the Budget Com-
mittee at the behest of other Repub-
lican Senators made an effort to abol-
ish the Presidential campaign finance
system. At that time, | offered an
amendment to remove the language
from the resolution that would have
had that effect, and by a vote of 56 to
44, obviously composed of the votes of
both Democratic and Republican Sen-
ators, we succeeded in saving the exist-
ing system of Presidential campaign
spending limits and public financing
that has removed corruption from
Presidential elections, Ilimited the
amount of money spent in those cam-
paigns, and returned to the American
people the allegiance of candidates for
the highest office in the land and the
most powerful office on the face of the
Earth from the special interests which
used to so generously pay for the cam-
paigns.

This year, opponents of publicly fi-
nanced Presidential elections are using
a different approach, but the intent
and the result would be the same. It
would end the system of spending lim-
its and public financing of Presidential
elections.

That is why | stand here with my
good friend, the Senator from Ten-
nessee, and colleagues from both sides
of the aisle. We will oppose, and once
again we are determined to defeat, this
effort to Kill the system of public fi-
nancing that is working to keep special
interests from taking over Presidential
politics once again.

The budget resolution says: ‘““This
proposal would not terminate public fi-
nancing, only the source of the funds.”
Well come on, Mr. President, how are
we going to have public financing and
the spending limits and clean cam-
paigns that go with it if we don’t fund
this proven system? Who’s attempting
to kid whom?

This is a time for us to win back the
collective faith of our community
members and the rest of the country.
We should be committed to restoring
the American trust in our electoral
system. Obliterating a system of public
financing that has worked for two dec-
ades is no way to accomplish that.

Plain and simple, Mr. President, the
system works. In 1972, when Richard
Nixon ran for President, he spent $60
million in that race, the equivalent of
$200 million today. That is more than
the total both President Bush and Bill
Clinton spent in 1992. |1 challenge those
Senators who are the proponents of the
provision in the budget resolution to
find any American who would favor a
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return to the days prior to the Water-
gate reforms—except, of course, rep-
resentatives of the moneyed special in-
terests who would love to be able to
purchase special access and influence
again if we were to permit them to do
so.

I hope we will not forget the way it
used to be. We must not forget that a
Presidential candidate accepted a $2
million campaign pledge from an in-
dustry, and then his administration
granted that industry an increase in
price supports that cost the American
people far, far more than the $2 million
contribution. We must not forget the
approval of an airline’s route applica-
tion shortly after a large corporate
contribution to the party in power.
And we must remember the settlement
of antitrust litigation on terms favor-
able to a corporation very soon after
that corporation agreed to underwrite
a large portion of the cost of a political
convention.

Those were the bad old days of Presi-
dential elections, Mr. President, and |
am totally confident the American
people do not want to return to those
kinds of practices. These are the kinds
of activities the system of voluntary
spending limits and public financing
has eliminated from Presidential elec-
tions, and that is why it is so impor-
tant to preserve public financing of
Presidential elections.

Nearly 50 percent of Americans be-
lieve lobbyists and special interests
control Washington, and over 90 per-
cent believe that campaign contribu-
tions from special interest groups in-
fluence members’ votes. Special inter-
est political action committees [PAC’s]
contributed a record $189 million to
congressional candidates during the
1993-94 election cycle. It is these same
PAC’s that sniff out the movement of
power in Washington as their loyalties
flip like pancakes on a griddle. And in
1994, the Federal campaigns for the
House and Senate cost an astronomical
$600 million. This is a system that is
out of control. The people know it, and
they do not like it one bit.

But look at the role of PAC’s in the
presidential election system. PAC’s
provided less than 1 percent of the
funding for the Presidential campaign
in 1992; 1 percent. But that would
change if we do not adopt this amend-
ment, if we do not save the Presi-
dential campaign financing system.

Mr. President, the American people
want the strings of special interests
cut from their Government. They want
to retake control of their Government.
In fact, Mr. President, that is exactly
what this campaign fund does with re-
spect to Presidential elections. More
people participate through the check-
off than contribute voluntarily to cam-
paigns in this country. One out of
seven Americans participate in the
checkoff, whereas only 1 in 22 Ameri-
cans contributed to campaigns in 1994.
The checkoff could, in fact, be stronger
than it is today. No American is co-
erced to participate in the checkoff. It
is a voluntary system. But it works.
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The system of financing Presidential
elections has no political or ideological
bias. And the history of Presidential
campaigns in the past 20 years dem-
onstrate that it is warmly embraced by
candidates for both parties. It has been
accepted by both Republican and
Democratic candidates. Indeed, since
1976, all but one major candidate for
the Republican or Democratic Party
nominations voluntarily chose to par-
ticipate in the Presidential campaign
finance system. All major party can-
didates for the general elections have
chosen to accept public financing since
1976.

We are faced today with a new, and
ever growing sense of urgency to fix
our campaign system. As the influence
of special interests grows, the distance
between the American people and their
Government grows. Our citizens, the
most fundamental and critical engine
to our ability to govern, feel they are
being cut out of our democratic proc-
ess. But that is a debate for another
day.

¥he subject for today is not to turn
back the clock and retreat from the
single most beneficial set of changes to
our system of financing campaigns in
our lifetimes.

We have the honor of representing
the public trust and responding to
their concerns and needs. We did the
right thing a year ago when we re-
jected a very similar provision with the
identical objective, and | urge my col-
leagues to once again demonstrate con-
clusively that the special interests will
not be permitted to regain control of
Presidential campaigns and, in so
doing, unleash unlimited campaign ex-
penditures—all financed by moneyed
special interests—on the American peo-
ple. 1 urge my colleagues to support
this amendment, and to preserve the
Presidential Campaign Finance Sys-
tem.

I compliment the Senator from Ten-
nessee for his leadership on this
amendment. He knows, from close,
firsthand observation, the destruction
that the abuses in the campaign of 1972
caused, and he was closer than most to
the further dangers that we fortu-
nately avoided. It is reassuring to see
him courageously stand up and resist
this misguided effort, and 1 am proud
to stand with him and with our other
colleagues who are joining as cospon-
sors of this amendment.

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. EXON. | would like to ask the
Senator from Tennessee if he would
give me one minute.

Mr. THOMPSON. Yes.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, | thank the
Senator from Tennessee who made a
very excellent case on a very difficult
problem. | happen to feel that this
amendment should be accepted unani-
mously, and it might be. If not, | hope
when we have a rollcall vote that we
would recognize and agree with the
Senator from Tennessee who has a lot
of experience in the particular field
that he partially cited in his remarks.
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I would like to ask the Senator from
Tennessee if | might be a cosponsor of
the amendment.

Mr. THOMPSON. | thank the Sen-
ator. | would be delighted.

Mr. BUMPERS. Will the Senator
from Tennessee yield me up to 5 min-
utes?

Mr. THOMPSON. I am happy to.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, | want
to profoundly thank the Senator from
Tennessee for bringing this to the Sen-
ate’s attention. | think the Members of
the Senate did not realize an amend-
ment was going to be required to do
what he wants to do—return the con-
tributions to the Presidential race
where they were before. As the Senator
from Tennessee correctly points out, it
is one of the few things that has
worked, in my opinion, perfectly
around here. I am one of the people
who happen to favor public financing of
campaigns. We are the only developed
nation on Earth that does not publicly
finance campaigns. To me that is alien
to most people in this country. They do
not like that. But | can tell you that it
would be the best investment the
American taxpayer has ever made to fi-
nance senatorial and House races and
the Presidential race. You take money.
| do not want to be too caustic and
cynical about this. But | can tell you,
you are never going to get things the
way you want them around here as
long as the money plays the role it
does in Presidential races, and cer-
tainly as long it plays the role it plays
now in elections for the Senate and the
House.

So | just want to compliment him to
make sure we do not move in the
wrong direction. | would like to think
that at some point we will move in the
right direction and publicly finance
these so every Senator can vote with-
out worrying about who he might of-
fend that gave him money the last
time. | do not mean that to be unduly
critical of any Member. Everybody
here has done it. It has become a re-
quirement.

Let me just say one thing. In 1960, 70
percent of the people of this country
said they had quite a bit of confidence
in Congress. That was 36 years ago. At
that time you could take $100,000 in
$100 bills as a political contribution
and never report it to a soul. You did
not have to do anything. Put it in your
pocket. And unless somebody caught
you at it, it was perfectly OK. You
could take a 2-weeks all-expense-paid
vacation paid for by some lobbyist.
There was nothing wrong with that.
People who back home came into your
office seeking favors, oftentimes Mem-
bers of Congress would send them back
to their law firm in their hometown
and they split the profits of that law
firm at the end of the year no ques-
tions asked. Nobody knew, and nobody
the wiser.

You could take $100,000 in hundred
dollar bills for making a speech, and
nobody knew it. Nobody cared. And 70
percent of the people in this country
thought Congress was doing a pretty
good job.
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All of a sudden, CBS discovered that
you could make money off the news. So
they developed ‘60 Minutes.”” They put
a little pizzazz in the show business end
of the news, and you could make it
profitable. And they did. And ‘60 Min-
utes’ became the most widely watched
show in America and the most profit-
able show CBS had.

Shortly thereafter, as the Senator
from Tennessee alluded, the Watergate
affair developed; scandal after scandal.
From 1972 to 1974, until 1996, Congress
has tried to reform itself all beginning
with Watergate, and we have. We do
not get much credit for it. But if you
are looking for gratitude resign from
the U.S. Senate.

What has happened? The ethics man-
ual is that thick. Every Senator, if he
has any thought at all about his future,
keeps the Ethics Committee on auto
dial. His secretary does. Now you have
to report every dime you take in over
$200. You report it faithfully. You do
not make speeches for honoraria.

We passed a bill here, one of the best
things we ever did, to make us comply
with the laws that everybody else has
to comply with. I can tell you a lot of
people around here have found out that
it was tough for the business commu-
nity of this country to comply with the
civil rights bill, EEOC, to comply with
the Americans With Disabilities Act,
to comply with the wage and hour
laws. We have to do that now. And you
have to file an ethics report, which
every Member of the Senate did last
week, showing every dime you have,
where it is, how you made it, every
stock you own, every acre of ground
you own, everything. And after all of
that, today 28 percent of the people
have quite a bit of confidence in Con-
gress.

On the one hand, you might say, well,
what people did not know back then
was good for them. But the truth of the
matter is we did it and we did it right.
There are about 500 Rush Limbaughs in
the country. There are about 13 clones
of ‘60 Minutes.” And so if you expect
those people who are in the money
making business to compliment you on
the fact that the ethics manual is that
thick, forget it. But it is the right
thing. We pursued the right course.
This body, this Congress is better as a
result of having cleaned up our own
act. The Senator from Tennessee is
right on course when he says we do not
want to go back to eventually having
to finance the Presidential campaign
with private contributions. It has
worked fine, and again | applaud him
for it. | wholeheartedly support it. |
hope he will ask for the yeas and nays.
I hate to see it adopted on a voice vote.

| thank the Senator for yielding.
AMENDMENT NO. 4015

(Purpose: To amend the Congressional Budg-
et Act of 1974 to prohibit sense of the Sen-
ate amendments from being offered to the
budget resolution)

Mr. MURKOWSKI
Chair.

addressed the
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CRAIG). The Senator from Alaska.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 1

would like to send an amendment to
the desk and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

I ask unanimous consent that we set
aside the pending amendments, | think
amendments by Senator BUMPERS.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Alaska [Mr. MURKOWSKI]
proposes an amendment numbered 4015.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of title 111, insert the following:

SEC. . AMENDMENT PROHIBITING SENSE OF
THE SENATE AMENDMENTS ON THE
BUDGET RESOLUTION.

Secton 305(b((2) of the Congressional Budg-
et Act of 1974 is amended by inserting after
the second sentence the following: ‘““For pur-
poses of the preceding sentence, an amend-
ment is not germane if it states purely prec-
atory language.”.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, |
appreciate the attention of my col-
leagues. | have thought a lot about this
amendment. First | thought perhaps
making this the last of the sense-of-
the-Senate resolutions on the budget
resolution debate might be in order.
But | decided that | would just go
ahead with the amendment.

The purpose of the amendment is
very straightforward. I am sure it
would be welcomed by the managers of
the bill. It is designed to expedite our
proceedings under the Budget Act and
ensure that the Senate debate on the
annual budget is focused on substance
rather than rhetoric. My amendment
simply states that it shall not be in
order for the Senate to consider sense-
of-the-Senate resolutions during de-
bate on the budget resolution.

| see a little grin from my friend who
is managing the budget debate. | have
been around here in this body for 16
years. | have engaged in numerous
budget debates, and | believe as the
years have gone by and as our debt has
climbed—now it is above $5 trillion—
there has been a little lessening in the
quality of these debates. Perhaps it has
been declining.

Now, the budget resolution, is sup-
posed to lay out the framework for the
authorizing and appropriating commit-
tees to meet their obligations under a
reconciliation process. We establish
ceilings for discretionary appropria-
tions, and we direct the authorizers to
change programs within their jurisdic-
tion in an effort to establish what the
fiscal priorities are and reduce, obvi-
ously, the deficit.

In recent years we have noticed a
trend in the budget resolution debate
that is a little disturbing. We seem to
be getting more and more bogged down
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in so-called extended debate of the
sense-of-the-Senate resolutions, and as
we both know, Mr. President, these are
resolutions that do not carry the force
of law. They are resolutions that do
not shift a single dollar from one pro-
gram to the other. These resolutions
merely politicize a budget process that
is really creaking under the weight of
unending, unlimited amendments.

A brief look at today’s Senate Cal-
endar indicates that there are as many
as 80 amendments that we will be vot-
ing on beginning Tuesday or Wednes-
day. Of those amendments, at least 1 in
4, or some 20, are sense-of-the-Senate
amendments. We have already voted on
several such sense-of-the-Senate
amendments and more are likely to
come.

The sense-of-the-Senate amendments
that are offered on these budget resolu-
tions are structured with only one and
only one purpose in mind. Let us be re-
alistic. That is an opportunity for Sen-
ators on either side of the aisle, wheth-
er it be Democrats or Republicans, to
develop ammunition to be used in some
30-second spot ad in the next political
campaign. These votes are not about
substance. They are strictly about poli-
tics, positioning, window dressing, and
so forth.

This Senator from Alaska thinks
that enough is enough. We ought to
strictly limit debate on budget resolu-
tions to the substance of spending.
These amendments are what a budget
resolution should be about, and we all
know it. Unfortunately, when we begin
voting tomorrow or the next day, we
will be voting on a sense-of-the-Senate
series of amendments that again will
not shift one single dollar of spending
and will not change a single word in a
statute. Instead, these votes, which are
merely political gestures, will be por-
trayed by the political ad merchants as
votes cast for or against the poor, the
elderly, the environment, the cause,
whatever. And when all the dust settles
late Wednesday night after we have al-
lowed 30 seconds to 1 minute of debate
on each of these amendments, nothing,
absolutely nothing will have changed
in a substantive sense except the
records of all Members of this body will
have simply been distorted.

Finally, Mr. President, | would note
the irony in the fact that my amend-
ment which would provide a real
change to our budget process may very
well be ruled out of order.

Consider, if you will, that Senate
amendments that are not binding,
sense-of-the-Senate amendments, are
in order under our budget process, but
real, substantive amendments can be
ruled out of order. Is it any wonder
that public cynicism of the Congress is
at an all-time high?

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent to make one further statement
relative to the debate that | partici-
pated in with the Senator from Arkan-
sas on asset sales. It would be simply
to add to my remarks a point that |
think we all have to consider as we
vote on asset sales.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
AMENDMENT NO. 4013

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
with all due respect to my good friend
from Arkansas, | think his interpreta-
tion has a little Alice in Wonderland
quality to it. What he says, it appears,
is if you have a piece of property, as an
example, that you own, and you rent it
out for $500 a month, and then, if you
sell that property for $75,000 or $80,000
to pay off your debts, you cannot use
the $75,000 or $80,000 to pay off your
debts, but in fact you have to count the
loss of the $500 per month rent as an
additional debt. That just does not
make sense. This is a result, if you
will, if you adopt the amendment of
the Senator from Arkansas. You will
never be able to sell Government assets
because it will not be counted as pro-
ceeds from the sale.

So | hope my colleagues will reflect
on that.

| yield the floor at this time and ask
my colleagues to consider the merits of
abolishing the sense-of-the-Senate res-
olutions as they apply to the budget
resolution debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico, the chairman of
the committee.

AMENDMENT NO. 4015

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, before
the distinguished junior Senator from
Alaska leaves the floor, let me talk
with him just for a moment about
sense-of-the-Senate amendments.
There are pending 28 amendments, and
17 of them are sense-of-the-Senate
amendments. That means that 17 of
them have in no way changed the budg-
et resolution. They do not say, ‘“In-
crease taxes to pay for some program
the budget does not cover adequately.”’
They do not say, ‘““Cut taxes because
American families need tax cuts.”
They are just sense of the Senates.

I am going to address my remarks a
little differently than the Senator.
Frankly, it does not matter to me
whether the sense-of-the-Senate
amendments are politically motivated
or not. | have come to the conclusion
that when you have budgets on the
floor of the Senate, there is a lot of
politics. There is some very bona fide
politics, and that is the parties’ at-
tempts to distinguish themselves and
say this, essentially, is what we are
for; this is what you are for.

But | have wondered since the very
beginning, and | have managed many of
these bills, whether the votes with ref-
erence to sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tions have had any significant merit in
terms of changing how the budget ends
up, how the appropriators end up
spending the money. | have not asked
whether these sense of the Senates
have had any impact as people inter-
pret them, but I am going to give you
my own interpretation. | believe it is
close to right, | would say, not over 1
percent have any impact. Some will
come to the floor and say, ‘‘Senator,
we said you should maximize LIHEAP,
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the protection for poor Americans who
need help in their heating and gas for
their homes and electricity. And be-
cause we said in a sense of the Senate
it should be maximized or kept at last
year’s level, and it came out that way,
therefore the sense of the Senate was
effective.”” 1 would say it probably was
coming out that way anyway, in my
understanding of the appropriators’ au-
tonomy in this area in deciding how to
spend the money, which is exclusively
theirs. | do not think we have had
much impact.

On the other hand, we have spent an
untold number of the 50 hours of the
debate talking to the American people
as iIf these sense-of-the-Senate propos-
als are substantive and are meaningful.
Let me venture a guess, with my friend
from Alaska. There will be advertise-
ments made in this next campaign
which come right out of a sense of the
Senate. It will not talk to the public
that it is addressing, in the sense that
this was just a sense of the Senate, one
of these, ‘“Gee, we hope you do it,” or,
“If everything is OK and comes out all
right, we would like you to do it.” It
comes out as if something substantive
was changed or not changed with that
vote.

Frankly, | think it is time we come
to our senses here and get these mat-
ters debated here in the Senate, not in
manners that will be most difficult for
the public to understand, confuse
them, but rather as straightforward
and as substantive as you can.

To that extent, | will stay here the
whole 50 hours and gladly debate
amendments that change the priorities
in this budget which | have basically
produced on the Republican side in co-
ordination with House Republicans.

Having said that, | am going to sup-
port the Senator’s proposal. There may
be a little downside. But | am abso-
lutely convinced the upside to it for
both parties, Democrats and Repub-
licans—for the Senator knows, if this
becomes law it will clearly mean that
when the Democrats are in the major-
ity, we are not going to be offering 42—
48—35 sense-of-the-Senate amend-
ments, trying to set forth some feeling
of ours that we want them to share or
not share in a vote. But | believe over-
all it will be very healthy for budgeting
if we stuck to budgeting and not to ex-
pressing our views about how some-
thing should be or should not be
through sense-of-the-Senate proposals.

| commend the Senator for it. | think
he has gotten to the heart of some of
the problems. | submit we still have a
huge number of amendments and we
are going near—at 10 o’clock tonight
we will have only 8 hours left on this
resolution and we probably will have 30
or so, 35, and over half of them will be
sense-of-the-Senate proposals.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. If | may thank the
chairman of the Budget Committee?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, as
he so eloquently pointed out, this is
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somewhat of a charade. The American
people assume that what we are doing
here, debating at length, has a binding
commitment of some sort. But sense-
of-the-Senate resolutions, as the Sen-
ator from New Mexico stated, do not
carry the force of law. They do not
shift a single dollar from one program
to another. | guess it is the contention
of the Senator from Alaska that they
politicize, if you will, this process. It is
heavy enough now. As | stated, it is
creaking under its own weight of
unending amendments, one after the
other.

So | encourage Members to take ad-
vantage of an opportunity. As the
chairman of the Budget Committee
pointed out, this works both ways. This
simply says, in the future it shall not
be in order for the Senate to consider a
sense-of-the-Senate resolution during
debate on the budget resolution.

I ask my friend from New Mexico
how long might this process go on? It
might go on for 50 hours, but we would
have substantive debates on amend-
ments that would change, if you will—
a shift of dollars from one program to
another; meaningful debate instead of
assumptions that we are debating
things that will never become law, that
will be little more than a pretext, a
window-dressing effort. And all with-
out an explanation or an addendum of
some Kkind to stipulate that this is non-
binding.

If we started every debate with an ex-
planation of what a sense-of-the-Senate
resolution was and at the end con-
cluded with what it was, why, the
American public would say, “What are
you doing? You mean you took 15 or 20
minutes on a sense-of-the-Senate reso-
lution and it is nonbinding and does
not shift a dollar, and then you re-
minded us again at the end that that is
what it did? Why,” they would say,
“what are you doing? You are simply
wasting the Senate’s time.”’

So | encourage my colleague to re-
flect on the merits of that. | see we
have another Member on the floor.

I ask that the yeas and nays be or-
dered on my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

Mr. EXON. Reserving the right to ob-
ject.

! The PRESIDING OFFICER. This is
not a unanimous-consent request. Is
there a sufficient second? There is not.

Mr. DOMENICI. You will get your
yeas and nays.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 4014

Mr. DOMENICI. | will yield in just a
moment to my good friend, Senator
EXON.

Could | take just 2 or 3 minutes on
one other issue and then yield the
floor? | think the debate on firewalls
occurred. Let me make three points.

One, Senator BUMPERS said that out-
lays over the next 6 years for non-
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defense discretionary are only $1.6 tril-
lion, and then he proceeded to compare
that with defense discretionary and in-
dicated that, obviously, there was too
much money being spent on defense.

Everyone should know that the part
of domestic spending that was spoken
of at $1.6 trillion is only that which ap-
pears in the annual appropriations
bills. If you put the rest of the domes-
tic spending for all the other programs
that are not there—that are entitle-
ments, that are mandatory programs—
then we put in perspective defense ver-
sus domestic because $7.4 trillion over
the next 4 years will be spent for do-
mestic programs, not $1.6 trillion, a
tremendous number that is multiples
of the defense budget, and that is how
it should be. But it is not $1.6 trillion;
it is $7.4 trillion.

So, 82 percent of all Federal spending
over the next 6 years will be in non-
defense spending. These are facts right
out of the budget. There is no attempt
on my part to give the Senate anything
but the numbers that appear there.

Firewalls. Firewalls in the Senate
budget resolution are a creature of con-
cern for pressure being put on the de-
fense budget. Whenever domestic
spending is tightened, the temptation
is to take the money out of defense.

At one point in the history of budget-
ing, perhaps as much as 7 or 8 years
ago, or 10, the Senator from New Mex-
ico came up with an idea that once you
vote on the defense numbers in the
budgets, that you had to use all of that
for defense, and if you did not, you put
the rest of it on the deficit; you did not
spend it. The definition, therefore, of a
firewall is, without a 60-vote majority,
you cannot spend defense money on do-
mestic programs.

| believe, as we attempt to whittle
down the annual deficit, which will put
pressure on domestic spending, that we
ought to leave those firewalls up. We
ought to be judicious and careful when
we set the defense amount, but then we
ought not subject it to the pressure of
whether we should take out of it to
spend for some program on the domes-
tic side that we may not be able to
fully fund. Maybe it is low-income en-
ergy assistance. If you cannot fund it
totally, do you take some money out of
what you voted for defense, or are you
precluded without a supermajority?

So | think Senator BUMPERS’ amend-
ment ought to be defeated. For the
next few years while pressure is on
both defense and domestic, we ought to
have the vote here on the floor on the
budget resolution, and the debate with
reference to defense be the final vote as
to how much is available.

| repeat, we do not have to spend it
all if the appropriators find for some
reason it is not necessary, but we
ought to then put it on the deficit and
not turn these accounts into two lines
blocking to see which one can take
money away from the other part of this
budget.

The Bumpers-Simon amendment
would eliminate the firewalls between
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defense and nondefense discretionary
spending in the resolution for fiscal
years 1997 and 1998. By eliminating the
firewalls, this amendment exposes the
defense budget to even deeper reduc-
tions to pay for higher domestic spend-
ing. Defense spending is the only cat-
egory of spending that actually has de-
clined over the past decade.

Firewalls have been a part of con-
gressional budgeting operations this
past year and from 1991-93. They have
been an effective tool to help instill
discipline in the budget process and to
help enforce the spending limits Con-
gress sets in budget resolutions. The
amendment would simply enable back-
door cuts in the defense budget by per-
mitting them later in the fiscal year,
after Congress has set what it thinks
are the ceilings for defense and domes-
tic discretionary spending. The fire-
walls are now more important than
ever. The reason is simple: The defense
budget is under more pressure from do-
mestic discretionary spending than
ever before. We are already seeing sev-
eral amendments in this debate to in-
crease domestic spending either
through tax increases or cuts in de-
fense.

There are already too many cuts in
the defense budget. Studies from CBO,
GAO, and others show that there is al-
ready not enough money in the Clinton
defense budget to support even the
President’s own force structure plan.
As a result, aircraft, ships, tanks, and
helicopters are aging beyond what even
this administration believes is toler-
able. Transfers out of defense will just

make these and similar problems
worse.
Mr. President, | urge Senators to

vote against this amendment.

| yield the floor.

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

AMENDMENT NO. 4015

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, | yield my-
self what time | may need in opposition
to the sense-of-the-Senate amendment
offered by the Senator from Alaska.

The Senator from Nebraska has made
several points today with regard to the
sense-of-the-Senate amendments that
are before the body that might lead
some to expect that the Senator from
Nebraska would jump at the oppor-
tunity that is being offered by the Sen-
ator from Alaska to do away with
sense-of-the-Senate amendments.

Yes, the Senator from Alaska has of-
fered an amendment to prohibit the
sense-of-the-Senate amendments. OK,
there is some validity for that argu-
ment. Sense-of-the-Senate amend-
ments do not have, obviously, the force
of law, as | have made the point on sev-
eral occasions earlier today. But let us
stop and think. If we prohibit them,
what would be the result? Frankly, | do
not think very much, because Senators
would, as a substitute, offer small
changes in dollars in a regular amend-
ment with some very long statements
of the purpose. There is no way, | sug-
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gest, to get out of such votes, whether
they are sense of the Senate or not.

In a way, | will simply say as much
as we all may find sense-of-the-Senate
amendments a bother to deal with, the
alternative may actually be worse.
Sense-of-the-Senate amendments allow
the Senate to let off steam on a par-
ticular subject without actually spend-
ing any more money or, even better,
making more laws that have not been
thought through. Sometimes that can
be a useful thing just to let off steam.

If the Senate adopts the Murkowski
amendment, this will be just another
limitation on the rights of the minor-
ity. | will simply say that all of those
years that we were in the majority, at
least while | was here, the majority
never tried to interfere with the rights
of the minority. Therefore, while | am
not accusing the author of the amend-
ment of being devious, the facts are
that sense-of-the-Senate resolutions all
during those years when the Repub-
licans were in the minority were used
quite successfully to make points that
they could not make in any other fash-
ion.

So | simply say the minority should
be prevented possibly from even chang-
ing any language, if we proceed as in
the fashion as suggested by the Sen-
ator from Alaska.

I point out that this is a tradition in
the Senate that has been around a
long, long time. Maybe it is something
that we should take a look at. Maybe
we could expedite the procedures of the
Senate, which | think we would all like
to do. But let us pause for just a little
bit. Let us discuss this for a little bit.
As far as | know, there have been no
hearings on this matter, which | think
there should be when we are making
such a fundamental change in the pro-
cedures of the Senate.

Let us talk. Let us investigate the
pros and cons of taking the action
that, as far as this Senator knows, just
came out of the blue. Let us take a lit-
tle time before we take this step that
has been around this Senate and some-
times used successfully, especially by
the minority, to make a point.

The reason that | made inquiry when
the yeas and nays were asked for—I did
not have a chance to state my objec-
tion then—I just wanted to say that
the Senator’s amendment is not ger-
mane, and at the appropriate time |
will raise a point of order that the
amendment violates the Budget Act,
which would require 60 votes to pro-
ceed.

I simply say that this came upon us
rather suddenly. We were not fully ad-
vised on it. | will raise a point of order
at the appropriate time before the roll-
call vote.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, if |
may respond briefly to my friend from
Nebraska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. While it may seem
somewhat out of the blue, | think the
point that 17 out of 28 are sense-of-the-
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Senate resolutions, that is what we
have been confronted with. So the re-
ality is, this is not something that oc-
casionally comes up. And 17 out of 28
are sense of the Senates.

Whether we are letting off steam or
gas, | think is irrelevant. The fact is,
so much of our time is spent on some-
thing that is nonbinding that basically
puts us in a posture where we are not
doing anything constructive other than
perhaps somehow evaporating in some
manner.

Mr. EXON. It enhances debate.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. 1 really think
there is a better use of our time on
other matters. As a consequence of the
propensity of the numbers, | think it is
justified. And 17 out of 28——

Mr. DOMENICI. That is what is left,
the ones left.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. The ones left. So
if there is more justification for less
steam and less gas, | do not know what
it is. The Senator from Alaska yields
the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. | note the presence
of Senator SiMpsoN from Wyoming. We
had an informal list, and he is next. |
am just going to make a couple obser-
vations.

The public sometimes, at least the
few that watch this on C-SPAN, must
wonder what is all of this about? How
come the U.S. House took the budget
up, and in 1 day they had whatever
votes they have, and now, look.

The Senator from New Mexico is
clearly committed to the U.S. Senate. |
do not want the Senate to become a
House. But | should indicate that some
who are wondering, ‘“‘Can’t you manage
affairs better over here?”” well, first of
all, the U.S. House establishes amend-
ments on the floor through a commit-
tee called the Rules Committee. So
they have a committee in between that
decides what amendments are going to
be allowed on the floor in normal cir-
cumstances. There is a way to get
around that but very seldom. So they
sit and listen to the amendments and
decide which two or three or four are
going to be considered.

Everyone should know that while the
Senate is different from that, and dif-
ferent in two ways that we are very
proud of—one is that there is great
freedom of amendment on the part of
Senators. That is the Senate. You can
offer amendments in ordinary legisla-
tion. You can offer them. They do not
have to be germane. They can be irrele-
vant. If you want a vote on stopping a
war on a bill that is funding education,
the Senate lets you do that. It is one of
the great strengths of this body.

Mr. EXON. Or weaknesses.

Mr. DOMENICI. Or weaknesses. Some
say it is a strength because it is the
greatest parliamentary body in that re-
gard in the world. But this budget reso-
lution changes all that. It says you can
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only take 50 hours on this bill. You
cannot filibuster it.

The other quality of the Senate that
is unique, you can talk forever until a
very compelling majority says you
have to start using less time, breaking
the filibuster.

This bill cannot be filibustered, this
resolution nor the bills that flow from
it, because it is very special and impor-
tant to the public that we get it done.
So in that 50 hours there are going to
be debates. The Senator from Alaska is
not talking about reducing that. I will
tell you the truth, | have thought from
time to time that it was really too
long, even though it is limited to 50, it
is too long. We get to repeating our-
selves down here.

If 1 look at this list, many of the
sense of the Senates are very close, one
to another. We do it over again, over
again. It could be lower, incidentally.
The bill itself that created this law,
this resolution, says if the Senate, by a
simple majority, wants to reduce the
time, they just vote. That vote is not
debatable, that amendment. So if the
Senator and | thought we were wasting
time and we ought to do it in 20 hours,
we could move that, and it would be
only 20 hours.

But | believe when you are limited in
time, that you ought to use it in as
substantive a way as possible. This
amendment is not going to pass, the
Murkowski amendment. It is subject to
a point of order. Clearly, it has to go to
the Budget Committee for its formal
hearings.

But | commend him for making a
point. The point is not going unnoticed
by Senators from both sides of the
aisle. It is not going unnoticed that
both sides are using the sense of the
Senates, which are not binding, to get
down here and offer matters that they
probably could offer nowhere else,
could not find a vehicle to offer it on,
even though it is not binding and
changes nothing.

It is in that context that | commend
him. But sooner or later this Senate is
going to get very upset, more upset
than it is today about what occurs dur-
ing this 50 hours. When they get upset
enough, you know, something else be-
yond precluding sense of the Senates is
going to happen with the budget proc-
ess. | yield the floor.

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. EXON. | know the Senator from
Wyoming is here. | will just be very,
very brief. | will just respond, if |
might. | also thank the Senator for
bringing this up. | am not saying this
is a bad idea per se.

| say two things. First, | do not be-
lieve that we should make such a dra-
matic change without hearings or dis-
cussions. | have said before, there are
some problems with sense-of-the-Sen-
ate resolutions.

I will make the point of order, which
I hope will be sustained. | will be the
first to say maybe we should discuss
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this. | simply say that | pointed out in
my statement that | am fearful that if
we would proceed as has been suggested
here, that Senators, being very inge-
nious, would come up with another sit-
uation and we would have sense of Sen-
ates without having them called sense
of the Senates.

With regard to who benefits from or
who is handicapped with sense-of-the-
Senate amendments, | think | can say
very forthrightly, Mr. President, when
you are in a majority, you do not like
sense-of-the-Senate amendments and
you wish that the 50 hours would be cut
to 15. When you are in the minority,
your views change very dramatically, |
might say, and you think that 50 hours
is not enough. But | say, speaking for
the minority, and | hope the majority,
of the Senate, that while |1 would agree
we should take a look at this, | do not
believe we should take action to that
effect as suggested by the Senator from
the great State of Alaska. | thank the
Chair and I yield the floor.

Mr. SIMPSON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. SIMPSON. Certainly this is not
obviously the most propitious time to
come here, just wandering in from my
post in the Dirksen Building, to find
that this spirited debate is being par-
ticipated in by my friends. | have just
come to the floor on behalf of my fine,
bipartisan party crew of Senator
KERREY of Nebraska and Senator HANK
BrRowN of Colorado and Senator SAM
NUNN and Senator RoBB and myself to
place before the body nothing more
than a sense-of-the-Senate resolution—
which that type of resolution has
taken certainly some heavy abuse in
these last moments.

However, in regard to everything we
do here, if everybody else is doing it, |
get to do it. Therefore, with regard to
Senator MURKoOwsKI, | hope he will re-
pair to his chambers until | finish
mine. That would be perfectly appro-
priate.

I was trying to think of a new name
for it. Mr. President, SOS. That is what
it is, an SOS—sense of the Senate. It
means | could not get this handled in
committee; nobody will vote for it in
any other way. | thought | would SOS
the thing out to see what would happen
to it, kind of throw it up on the pole,
and then people can say when they get
home, ““Well, | voted for it, but it was
just a sense-of-the-Senate resolution,”
getting you off the hook, or you voted
against it, saying “Well, it was just a
sense-of-the-Senate resolution.”” Thus,
it is something that enables you to get
off the hook.

So it is. But my friend, FRANK MUR-
KOWSKI, is right. So is Senator DOMEN-
ICI and so is Senator EXON. They really
get to the point of wretched excess.
But they bring before the body issues
which do not seem to find their way
into any other niche. | think some-
times they become, especially in for-
eign policy, they become quite dra-
matic.
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I can remember being in other coun-
tries and suddenly one of the emis-
saries of that country will come up and
say, “Why does your U.S. Senate vote
to do this to our country?” | will say,
“l am not aware of that.”” They will
say, ‘“Yes, here is the rollcall vote’’—a
sense-of-the-Senate resolution, usually
at 2 am. in the morning, maybe 11
o’clock at night. We see them in the
Cloakroom. We come out and we pass a
sense-of-the-Senate resolution that is
usually best described in foreign policy
as ‘“‘totally meddlesome,” usually
about religion or whatever they do in
their own culture. It passes 90 to zip, or
95, and we know not what we do on
those.

This is about domestic policy, and we
know what we do. You will not want to
do this if you think about it because
this sense of the Senate is about the
entitlements, the eternal discussion,
the eternal plea, “Well, if we could just
do something with the entitlements.”” |
tell you, if we could, we would solve all
of the problems of this fine chairman,
PETE DoMENICI, and his ranking mem-
ber, Jim EXON, who have solved them
all because we are in a situation where
none of us in this body even vote for 67
percent of the national budget—do not
cast a single vote. It all just ‘‘goes
out,” automatic pilot.

AMENDMENT NO. 4016
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
on long-term entitlement reforms)

Mr. SIMPSON. | send an amendment
to the desk with regard to long-term
entitlement reform.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. SIMPSON],
for Mr. KERREY, for himself, Mr. BROWN, Mr.
NUNN, Mr. RoBB, and Mr. SIMPSON, proposes
an amendment numbered 4016.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of title 111, add the following:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE SUPPORTING

LONG TERM ENTITLEMENT RE-
FORMS.

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying the functional totals
in this resolution assume that—

(1) effective January 1, 1997—

(A) the age for eligibility for civil service
retirement should be increased to—

(i) 60 years with 30 years of service;

(ii) 62 years with 25 years of service; and

(iii) 65 years with 5 years of service; and

(B) this proposal should not apply to any-
one currently or previously employed by the
Federal Government as of January 1, 1997:

(2) effective January 1, 1997—

(A) the age for eligibility for military re-
tirement benefits for active duty personnel
should be increased to 50 years of age with
benefits reductions for personnel retiring be-
fore 50; and

(B) this proposal should not apply to any-
one currently or previously serving in the
United States military as of January 1, 1997;

(3) effective January 1, 2000, the age at
which a person is eligible for medicare
should be gradually adjusted to correspond

The
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with the age a person is eligible for normal
social security retirement;

(4) there should be a COLA for only that
portion of individual civilian and military
pension levels that do not exceed $50,000 per
year;

(5) the eligibility age for social security re-
tirement should be gradually adjusted to 70
years by the year 2030 in 2 month incre-
ments;

(6) workers should be allowed to divert 2
percent of their total payroll tax into their
own personal investment plan as long as
there is no effect on the solvency of the so-
cial security program;

(7) the consumer price index should be
reduced by .5 percentage points so as to more
accurately depict the cost of living.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, my
colleagues will be over momentarily to
debate this and discuss with you, but
let me just say | feel this amendment
is extremely important to help to es-
tablish the greatest credibility for this
balanced budget resolution. This reso-
lution already represents a tremen-
dous, laudable effort on the part of the
Budget Committee chairman. No one
does this with greater energy and dedi-
cation than Senator PETE DOMENICI
and Senator ExoN. They have done so
much.

This is the work product we will soon
vote upon. | believe we can make the
effort a bit stronger, a bit more credi-
ble, by expressing in this resolution
how we intend to make good on the
promises that it contains. All of us
have heard the directives leveled at the
President’s budget and on the budgets
offered by the Republican majority for
deferring too many of the ‘“tough deci-
sions’” until future years, leaving them
to future Congresses and future Presi-
dents.

We have a great tendency here to
want to take credit for setting up a
balanced budget path, but not to enact
any of the tough choices. We all do it.
I do it. We all do it. We will not do the
tough choices right now which would
give any force or effect to those aims.
So we could easily wind up in a situa-
tion we could have a balanced budget
in the year 2002 but it explodes again
into massive deficits afterward. Or
quite likely we might not get there at
all, even in the year 2002, because we
leave too many ‘“‘tough calls” to that
Congress legislating those last few
years. We have all been through that
process before and we know how it
goes. We sure do. It goes nowhere.

If we are going to make good on the
promises of balancing the budget, | be-
lieve we have to make the choices
which once made now will produce sig-
nificant savings in those distant years.
This resolution attempts to put the
Senate on record with respect to the
central factors which caused the explo-
sive growth caused in this Nation’s en-
titlement program. Those factors, my
colleagues, are population aging, the
compounding of generous cost-of-living
allowances, COLA'’s, and our total fail-
ure to structure our Nation’s pension
systems, Social Security systems, to
generate real savings and economic
growth.
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This issue of eligibility ages for re-
tirement benefits is a serious one. This
is one we cannot duck. This country is
aiming at a tremendous rate. Recently
we did away with much of the Social
Security earnings limit for seniors who
work. That has been discussed heavily
today. We did that because we recog-
nize that America is growing older
gracefully. People can work longer and
be productive longer. We find that very
easy to do when it comes to handing
out benefits, or perhaps | should say,
shoveling out benefits, regardless of
your net worth or income, you get it.

At the same time, we are not dealing
with population aging as far as it af-
fects the amount of time which people
are spending collecting retirement ben-
efits. That failure is driving the Fed-
eral deficit, the Social Security system
and the Medicare system to absolute
extremity. If we ignore that one, | can
assure you we are dooming today’s
young American worker. When we
started a few months ago, Medicare
was going to go broke in the year 2002.
Then we shaved it a little, broke in
2001, and now we say 2000.

With Social Security, we do not even
touch that. We are not supposed to
utter the word or crawl under your
desk and try to get out of the building
before the AARP detonates your chair.
That is where we are left. If they do
not detonate your chair, the great deed
will be reported by Martha McSteen
and her crew, or perhaps by the Gray
Panthers, who will lob over types of ex-
plosive devices.

That is what we get out of this de-
bate. Do not touch CPI. Do not touch
this. Do not touch that. We will fix it
some day, but we will not fix it now.
When we do fix it, we know there are
three ways to go: either you reduce the
benefits of that system, you increase
the payroll taxes, or you borrow more
money. That is the subject of another
debate. Do not think that my col-
leagues and | are leading you down the
path of Social Security long-term sol-
vency reform. We are not that dazed.

So, we are going to have to phase in
these changes. We are saying in this
resolution that we will make the grad-
ual changes in eligibility ages to bring
some realism to them, that we should
phase in the changes over generations
to give Americans ample time to pre-
pare for the changes.

Consider what it means to be a young
worker today to retire on Social Secu-
rity at the age of 70. Hear this one. To-
day’s 26-year-old will turn 70 in the
year 2040. Guess what? If we do not
make changes, Social Security will be
bankrupt a full decade before then.
Who will be hurt by asking the worker
to wait until the age of 70? Certainly
not that young worker. That is the
only way he or she stands to collect
one single nickel. Today’s retirees
would not be affected one whit.

This debate has been polluted by sen-
iors who continue to raise hob with us
who will not be affected in any way by
what we are doing. Anybody over 51
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might get a little ding and anybody
over 55 is not going to get a ding at all.
They are the ones that show up all the
time. | think it is not very seemly.

Another provision in this resolution
should be a cost-of-living allowance
only for that portion of civili