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Mr. HOLLINGS. I would gladly yield
to the distinguished ranking member
of our Budget Committee. I thought he
was eloquent. I thought he made a
masterful statement that was common
sense. Out in the Midwest they think
that way. I would be glad to yield to
the distinguished Senator from Ne-
braska if he would like a little bit of
time in the remaining few minutes I
have.

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. EXON. I thank very much my
great friend and colleague from South
Carolina, whom I have admired ever
since I came here 18 years ago. I served
under him on the Budget Committee,
and I served under him in his chair-
manship of the Commerce Committee.
We have worked together for so very
long on the budget problems of the
United States of America. But I simply
say that I wish everybody who serves
in Congress had his head screwed on as
correctly as does the Senator from
South Carolina.

During all of this rancorous debate
about who is to blame, I am reminded
once again of that time—it must have
been in 1979—when Jimmy Carter was
President of the United States. I be-
lieve the Senator was on the Budget
Committee and Senator Muskie served
as chairman. I remember well the
statement that the Senator made when
the President of the United States
called us down to the White House. The
President was very alarmed by the fact
that the deficit for that particular fis-
cal year was likely to go over $100 bil-
lion, and if we did not arrest what we
were doing, we were going to exceed in
the next year or two $1 trillion—the
horrible $1 trillion figure—on the na-
tional debt. I do not know what the in-
terest on the debt was at that time, but
obviously it was small compared to
what we are now paying.

So the Senator from South Carolina
is accurate in explaining what he did
with regard to the remarks that have
been made on the floor of this Senate
today.

We are not here to find fault. We are
here trying to solve a problem. But the
problem we have been sinking into over
the years goes back to the time when
supply-side economics was ushered into
this body, when Ronald Reagan became
President of the United States.

As the Senator from South Carolina
just said, President Ronald Reagan,
who is an honorable man, said when he
came into office that he was going to
balance the budget in 4 years. The facts
of the matter were that the budget
went out of balance in those 4 years
faster than it has gone out of balance
any time in the whole history of the
United States of America.

The facts of the matter are, while
there has been so much criticism of the
President of the United States today,
it should be remembered and written
indelibly, so it will not be forgotten,
that under this President we have had
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3 successive years of deficit reduction,
from a figure of about a $300 billion
shortfall in the budget each year, down
to about $130 billion. That is what Bill
Clinton has done.

So Bill Clinton is the one who has ac-
complished reducing the deficit faster
than any President, probably going
back to Harry Truman or Lyndon
Johnson. We still have a major problem
on our hands. It goes back, and all of
this crying and moaning today goes
back to that period in the early 1980’s
when the United States of America was
under $1 trillion in national debt and
was under $100 billion a year in the an-
nual deficit.

That rose appreciably. And as the
Senator from South Carolina has said
time and time again, if we had not run
up those deficits that were run up
under Ronald Reagan, the budget
would be balanced today, would be in
surplus today, and we would not have
all the concerns that we do have about
future solvency of Social Security and
Medicare.

So I simply say that the reason I am
not going to vote for the constitutional
amendment to balance the budget, as I
elaborated on to some extent earlier
today, is the fact, Mr. President, that
this is a sham. This is a political sham
where the U.S. Senate is being used as
a tool in the Presidential race. Unfor-
tunately, that is not the way to run
the Government and that certainly is
not the way to run our budget. I do ap-
preciate very much the Senator yield-
ing me time.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Accord-
ing to the timekeeper, Senator EXON
had 2 minutes reserved for him; so
using those 2 minutes, there would still
be 2 minutes left.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I yield the
balance of my 2 minutes to my friend
from South Carolina.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin-
guished Senator.

In the 2 minutes I will read from the
daddy rabbit of Reaganomics where
they start talking about growth now,
David Stockman:

The root problem goes back to the July
1981 frenzy of excessive and imprudent tax
cutting that shattered the Nation’s fiscal
stability. A noisy faction of Republicans
have willfully denied this giant mistake for
fiscal governance and their own culpability
in it ever since. Instead, they have inces-
santly poisoned the political debate with a
mindless stream of antitax venom while pre-
tending that economic growth and spending
cuts alone could cure the deficit. It ought to
be obvious by now that we can’t grow our
way out.

With the time left I see the distin-
guished colleague from Texas, the sen-
ior colleague from Texas. I know we
will hear a lecture about who is in the
wagon. It is the contention of the Sen-
ator from South Carolina that it is the
Senators and Congressmen in this
wagon. We have been in the wagon for
15 years, spending $270 billion for noth-
ing, having a wonderful time, and now
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with this so-called balanced budget
amendment we will get from a wagon
into a limousine to ride around the
countryside and tell them how we bit
the bullet and something will happen
two Presidential elections from now.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I yield the
senior Senator from Texas 2 minutes.

Mr. GRAMM. Let me say to my dear
colleague from South Carolina that I
do not want to talk about who is in the
White House. I want to change who is
in the White House. Today I want to
talk about drought.

————
THE DROUGHT

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, we have
45 million bushels of feed grain in
emergency reserve in the United
States. We pay $10 million a year in
rent to store that feed grain. We have
a major drought in many parts of the
country. Obviously, much of it is cen-
tered in my part of the country. I
thought last night we had worked out
an agreement whereby we could pass a
resolution calling on the Secretary of
Agriculture to release this emergency
feed grain to let it flow into the mar-
ket and flow to people who are being
forced to liquidate their Ilivestock
herds because they cannot obtain food.

It is my understanding that we have
now worked that out. I think it is very
important this resolution pass tonight.
This is not going to make it rain in
Texas, Oklahoma, and Kansas. It is not
a solution for the kind of divine inter-
vention that we need in eliminating
the drought, but it is a small step in
the right direction. I hope this resolu-
tion tonight will pass. I was dis-
appointed the Democratic leader ob-
jected to it yesterday. We could have
sent good news out last night. I hope
we can do that tonight.

In addition, Senator HUTCHISON and I
hope, tonight, to pass a resolution on
haying on conservation reserve land. If
you will remember, the President wise-
ly, in an action that I applauded, al-
lowed people to put livestock on con-
servation reserve land. We want to let
them hay it in drought areas. I think
that is also a step in the right direc-
tion.

I thank the distinguished Senator for
yielding.

——————

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT
TO THE CONSTITUTION

The Senate continued with consider-
ation of the resolution.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the amount of time
the Senator from Texas used not count
against the total remaining time Re-
publicans have on the balanced budget
debate.

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

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, for a good
number of hours today the Senate has
been involved in what is an important
debate, the issue of a balanced budget
amendment to our Constitution.
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Before I begin, I want to acknowledge
the hard work and leadership of several
Members of the Senate and the House
who have devoted many years of effort
on behalf of this legislation. These
have included Senator THURMOND, Sen-
ator HATCH, and of course the distin-
guished majority leader, Senator DOLE,
on our side of the aisle; Senator SIMON,
who is a true statesman and friend, and
Senator HEFLIN, on the other side; and
Congressmen STENHOLM and SCHAEFER,
the House authors of this amendment.

This legislation has come a long way.
In 1982, the Senate voted 69 to 31 to
pass a balanced budget amendment. It
fell 46 votes short in the House. Last
year, the House passed it by 300 votes
to 132. It lost here in the Senate by a
single vote. Of course, we know that
Senator DOLE changed his vote to pre-
serve the right to move for reconsider-
ation.

We are now in reconsideration of
House Joint Resolution 1. That was
after six Democrat Senators switched
their vote and opposed the same lan-
guage that they had voted for 1 year
earlier. This is an issue, Mr. President,
that is not going to go away. If it is not
going to be this Congress, it certainly
is going to be the next Congress or an-
other Congress very soon that has to
deal with this issue.

There is a very simple reason why it
will not go away, because we are not
here to decide whether there will be a
balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution, we are here to decide
whether the American people ought to
have a right to express their will on
this issue. In other words, under article
V of the Constitution, we in Congress
may only propose amendments to the
States for ratification.

That is what we are here to do. The
reason I think, Mr. President, this will
not go away is because in 1982, 63 per-
cent of the American public said this
was an issue that ought to be addressed
by Congress passing a balanced budget
amendment and sending it to the
States. In a Gallup Poll just within the
last week, by 83 percent to 14 percent—
a 6 to 1 margin—they said they support
the balanced budget amendment and it
is time we deal with this issue. In other
words, the American people, by a very
large majority now, say to the Con-
gress of the United States, “‘Give us
the right to choose.”

Tomorrow when we vote on this, it
will be Democrats on the floor of the
U.S. Senate that will refuse the Amer-
ican people the right to choose whether
to ratify this amendment. Those who
oppose the amendment, those who seek
to postpone the day of reckoning when
this Government must deal with this
issue are simply not recognizing their
moral obligation to respond as they
should to this issue.

Why is it happening now, that the
Senate will not pass this amendment?
Why will some in the opposition not
stay true to where they were on this
issue over the last good many years?
By that, I mean, Mr. President, acting
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in a bipartisan way. Why does this
issue appear to have become so par-
tisan?

The balanced budget amendment to
our Constitution has always been a bi-
partisan issue. It is now clearly par-
tisan. The President put tremendous
pressure on Democrats in 1995. That is
why six Senators switched to ‘‘no”
votes from their previous history of
‘“‘yes” votes. We know that. The record
ought to be awfully clear that is what
happened. Up until that time, we al-
ways had that strong bipartisan major-
ity in support of the amendment. Last
year, for example, 72 Democrats in the
House voted for it; 14 Democrats in the
Senate voted for it.

I think, Mr. President, it is truly sad
and certainly frustrating when you
think you have agreement on such a
fundamental principle of government,
only to see Senators change their
votes. This is not a partisan issue but,
I think, a moral issue, a moral impera-
tive, a responsibility of this Senate, to
at least allow the American people to
express their will. Now we find the only
response is that the welfare state men-
tality of this administration, and trag-
ically enough, those who now oppose
this amendment, now want to politi-
cize it. I am afraid that is how the vote
will come out.

There are two reasons why the bal-
anced budget amendment was defeated
in this past year. In this 104th Con-
gress, the party whose majority and
leadership opposed the balanced budget
amendment no longer had control of
the Congress. They could always ma-
nipulate the vote in the past. They
could always assure it would not pass.
This year, by a change in the elec-
torate, the American people, and most
importantly, the Congress, and always
the interest groups involved, knew the
Congress was firing with real bullets.
The liberal special interest groups who
are feeding off big Government spend-
ing and sending the bill to our children
realized we were the closest ever to
sending a balanced budget amendment
to the States.

That is when the President said to
his friends here on the other side, “You
have to block this. You have to stop
this.” That is why six Senators who
had been with us before backed off,
changed their tune, found an excuse to
say something different, switched their
vote from a yes to a no. This President,
who had never really been for a bal-
anced budget, was able to call the tune.
Tragically enough, he and his col-
leagues denied the American people an
opportunity to choose. The President
who sent us a so-called balanced budget
with an $81 billion deficit in the year
2002 is the one that is now denying the
American people their constitutional
right to decide this issue.

I simply call on President Clinton to
release his hostages, if you will, to re-
lease the “BBA 6’ that once were with
us, the Balanced Budget Amendment
Six, who once sat on the other side,
proud to vote for a balanced budget
amendment.
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I say, Mr. President, let our col-
leagues go. Let the American people
have a chance to decide. That is really
what this effort is all about. Con-
gresses do not enact constitutional
amendments; they only propose.

But you would think, from the de-
bate you heard today, that the vote to
be cast on the floor of this Senate to-
morrow will be the deciding factor that
crumbles the Government, destroys the
budget.

No, it will not be that at all, Mr.
President. What passing this amend-
ment would do is launch one of the
most important national debates in the
history of our country—a debate that
would occur in every capital city in
every State in our Nation among the
legislators of that State, as to whether
this Government balances its budget,
and whether the people have a right to
tell us to do so—as I think they ought
to have.

Those six flip-floppers—those who
voted against the amendment when
they previously had all been for it—
used a very interesting word, a neat
little three-letter word, the ‘‘but” word.
They used that three-letter word some-
thing like this: “‘I am for balancing the
budget, but not this way.” “I am for a
balanced budget amendment, but not
this one.” “‘I was for a balanced budget
amendment last year, but”—but—"I
discovered a new reason to be against
it this year.”

Mr. President, the amendment was
not any different in March 1995 from
what it was in March 1994. Why did
they change?

The politics changed. The politics
changed dramatically in the fall of
1994, and, as I said, they knew that we
were now firing with real bullets, and
the chance to send a balanced budget
to the American people was, for the
first time, truly a real likelihood.

Members of this body may have read
a book written a few years ago by a
former staffer of the Democrat Speaker
of the House, a book on ‘‘Inside-the-
Beltway Political Gamesmanship.” It
had an entire chapter devoted to the
following rule, Mr. President:

When you are losing the argument,
concede on the principle and continue
to fight over the details.

The balanced budget amendment op-
ponents, obviously, have read the book,
memorized that rule, and are today im-
plementing it on the floor of the U.S.
Senate.

Now we have at least 72 Senators who
say that they agree on the principle of
a balanced budget amendment. But
fewer than the 67—the two-thirds nec-
essary—that will ever vote for the pas-
sage of one.

Now there appear to be 90 or 100 Sen-
ators who say, ‘“Well, now, we agree on
the principle of a balanced budget.”
But there are more than enough votes
to sustain the President’s veto when,
in fact, he vetoes a real balanced budg-
et. In other words, when you are losing
the argument, concede on the principle
and continue to fight on the details.
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Mr. President, I respect the sincerely
held opinions of those who have come
to the floor and oppose any balanced
budget amendment. That is different.
There are Senators who do that. Sen-
ator Bob BYRD of West Virginia says he
opposes any balanced budget amend-
ment. It is my understanding that he
has been consistent in not voting for
one. He holds true to his conviction. He
does not now agree ‘‘in principle” and
say, ‘‘But something is wrong with the
details.” Well, I have to respect that.
That is fair.

What frustrates me, and will increas-
ingly anger the American people, is
how so many in this body, or the other,
say, ‘‘Oh, I am for a balanced budget
amendment in principle,”” but, Mr.
President, their actions imply dif-
ferently, as shown in their votes versus
their words.

It is a time-tested trick in this busi-
ness called ‘‘political gamesmanship”’
to make the perfect the enemy of the
good.

If you want to Kkill a proposal like the
balanced budget amendment, instead of
saying you are against it, when 83 per-
cent of the American people are for it,
you simply say that it is not good
enough, not quite the way we want it,
and if we can only shape it a little dif-
ferently, then we would have it the
way it ought to be.

Now, that is nitpicking in the high-
est form, Mr. President. You make up
the exceptions that would gut the
amendment, and you say, ‘‘This is an
improvement because I cannot vote for
it the way it is.” The result is, you kill
the amendment because you want to
preserve the status quo.

All this nitpicking and all of the
blamesmanship really misses the point.
The one central question before us is
this:

Would this country be better off,
would the lives of American citizens be
improved, if we placed the Government
under a balanced budget amendment to
our Constitution?

Would our children have a better life
now and in the future? Would working
men and women have better jobs?
Would our senior citizens be more se-
cure in the Government’s ability to
keep its promises to them? Would
homes and education be more afford-
able?

Over the long run, would there be
more money left over for charities,
families, and Government to care for
the poor, the sick, and the needy?

These are all variations of one ques-
tion. And, of course, the answer to that
question is undeniably yes. We know
that, and the American people know
that. We know of the huge amount of
money, the economic vitality, that the
debt of the Government now consumes.

Balanced budget amendment oppo-
nents say, “We will not vote for a con-
stitutional amendment to require a
balanced budget until we see your ac-
tual plan to balance the budget, be-
cause we know we can produce one.”’

You and I both know, Mr. President,
we have produced a balanced budget, in
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answer to that argument, over the last
12 months.

We, in fact, produced a balanced
budget and did not touch Social Secu-
rity. We increased spending and in-
creased consumer choices for every
senior citizen in Medicare. We pre-
served the safety net for the needy and
cut the redtape to make it easier for
Federal-State partnerships to help
them. And we continued to be respon-
sible in protecting the environment.

All of those things were done in the
context of a balanced budget. We an-
swered their charge, and we answered
their call.

And the President vetoed it.

Now we understand a great deal more
about this debate. Without the extraor-
dinary discipline that our Constitution
will bring us, we probably will find it
very difficult to get to a balanced
budget, or even a nearly-balanced
budget, unless we can, in fact, get a
constitutional amendment that re-
quires, in the supreme law of the land,
that this body and the other respond
every year with a balanced budget.

Here is an example of why I think
that argument makes so much sense.
Here is the record about the goodwill
and the intent of Congresses and Presi-
dents of the United States when it
comes to balancing the budget:

The Budget and Accounting Act of
1921, also called the Anti-Deficiency
Act, was intended to keep the budget
balanced. The Revenue Act of 1964 was
supposed to balance the budget. The
BYRD amendment of 1978—offered by
Senator Harry F. Byrd of Virginia—re-
quired balanced budgets. The Hum-
phrey-Hawkins Act of 1978 called for
balancing the budget. The Revenue Act
of 1978 was supposed to balance the
budget. The Debt Limit Increase of 1979
included language to balance the budg-
et. The Bretton Woods amendment of
1980, as amended by a second Byrd
amendment, required a balanced budg-
et. The recodification of title XXXI, in
1982, with an amendment better known
as Byrd III, called for a balanced budg-
et. The Gramm-Rudman-Hollings Act—
act No. 1—of 1985 required a balanced
budget. The Gramm-Rudman-Hollings
Act of 1987—act No. 2—required a bal-
anced budget. The Budget Enforcement
Act of 1990 was supposed to balance the
budget.

Why, then, do we have a debt of the
kind we have today, of $5.13 trillion
dollars? Why are we spending hundreds
of billions of dollars on interest, after
all of that exercise, from 1921 to 1990, in
which the specific language and the di-
rection of the public policy of this
country was to balance the Federal
budget, and why do we not have a bal-
anced budget?

The reason is very simple. We do not
have an amendment to the constitu-
tion. We do not have in the organic law
of the land a requirement that says to
the Congress and the President that
you cannot pass ‘‘go,”” you have to
make the tough choices, you have to do
it.
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As a result of that, the tough choices
were never made. The American public
was played to. There was good intent
in many of those instances. But Con-
gresses and Presidents simply could
not face the kind of decisionmaking
that the people expected of responsible
leaders.

Now, I have heard today the flip and
the flop of the red herring so many
times coming from that side that it has
been most difficult to hold a straight
face.

What am I talking about? I am talk-
ing about Social Security. Let me say
for the RECORD they are wrong. It is a
false argument, and they know it. But
once again the safety for the status
quo is in fighting over the details.

If you do not want to face up to bal-
ancing the budget, and if you really do
not want a balanced budget amend-
ment, then you find a new argument.
Just this year alone, after those six
Senators were always with us, when
the President said to them, you cannot
be with the amendment’s supporters,
find a way out, they found a way out.
They found a new argument. That new
argument was Social Security.

At best, those making the argu-
ment—while one might wonder about
their intention, and I trust that it is
good—I must agree with Members on
our side that they are tremendously
misinformed.

At worst, there are big special inter-
est groups with deep pockets using
mass mail scare tactics to frighten in-
nocent seniors, with one goal and one
goal alone, and that is to destroy the
idea of a balanced budget amendment.

Senior citizens I have talked to in
my State of Idaho—and I am sure that
you have also, Mr. President, in your
State of Michigan—know perfectly well
that a bankrupt Federal Government
will not have the ability to send any
Social Security checks out to anybody.

No checks will go out, if our Govern-
ment is bankrupt. By killing the bal-
anced budget amendment, opponents
are Killing the only way—the only true
way—to save Social Security and other
seniors programs.

Robert J. Myers, the former chief ac-
tuary and former deputy commissioner
of the Social Security Administration,
has said this. We have had him before
hearings. He has publicly testified and
made these comments. He says,

“Regaining control of our fiscal affairs is
the most important step we can take to pro-
tect the soundness of the Social Security
trust fund. I urge Congress to make the goal
a reality, to pass a balanced budget amend-
ment without delay.”

That is a former chief actuary of the
Social Security system. He says the
only way you save Social Security is to
balance the budget.

Mr. President, we keep hearing about
raiding Social Security. No one is raid-
ing the Social Security trust funds.
That is false rhetoric. It is wrong for
them to use it, and they know it. But
it gives them their excuse for opposing
the amendment.
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There are two things happening.

First, ever since President Franklin
Delano Roosevelt, a Democrat, created
Social Security in the 1930’s, any sur-
plus funds have been borrowed by the
Federal Treasury and invested in Fed-
eral bonds.

Why? So that the money not needed
immediately to pay out benefits could
earn interest safely and soundly.

Second, ever since President Lyndon
Johnson, a Democrat, put the Govern-
ment on a unified budget in the 1960’s,
annual Social Security surpluses have
been counted as reducing the overall
Federal deficit in that year.

It is simply a matter of bookkeeping.
Many believe it is bad bookkeeping.
But in all fairness, it is no ruse. It is
only bookkeeping.

Those are facts. They are reality.
There have been no games played. That
is the law.

Ever since our last balanced budget
in 1969, these borrowing and book-
keeping practices have been happening
with Social Security. Under 20 budgets
passed by Democrat Congresses, under
six budgets passed by divided Con-
gresses, and so far for one budget re-
sulting during a Republican Congress,
this has been the law, and this has been
the reality, this borrowing, and this
bookkeeping.

The reality is that every budget sub-
mitted by President Clinton in the last
year, the House Democrat blue dog
budget in the last year, the Conrad
substitute budget, and the Chafee-
Breaux budget—all of them use this
kind of borrowing and bookkeeping.

So let us not play games with the
record of the Congress, with the record
of the Senate, with the minds of the
American people. The reality is in the
answer to the question, Are you for or
are you against a balanced budget? If
you are for one, you will allow the
American people to engage in this de-
bate, to become actively involved.

Treasury borrowing from Social Se-
curity would continue under the bal-
anced budget amendment, and under
any and every substitute—the ones of-
fered by Senator HOLLINGS, Senator
WYDEN, Senator DORGAN, Senator FEIN-
STEIN, Senator REID, whomever—the
reality is, under their alternatives,
they continue to borrow from the trust
funds because the laws of the 1930’s re-
quire it.

Their alternative does nothing to
change or stop the Treasury from bor-
rowing Social Security surpluses.

Why do they not tell us this? In other
words, get honest and get real. Quit
playing the mind game with the Amer-
ican people.

There is only one way to change
Treasury borrowing from Social Secu-
rity, and it has nothing to do with a
balanced budget amendment.

The only way to make surplus Social
Security funds unavailable to the Fed-
eral Government is to pass a law that
requires Social Security surpluses to
be invested somewhere else outside of
the Federal Government.
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Has that been proposed today? It has
not. Will it be proposed by any one of
these Senators? We will see, but I
doubt it. And if that bill were proposed,
and if it became law, that law would
have exactly the same effect under our
amendment or their amendment.

So, to those who are suggesting that
their opposition to the balanced budget
amendment is because of Social Secu-
rity, I say, You do not quite argue the
whole argument. Bring forth your bill
to change the system for investing in
Treasury bonds, if that is what you be-
lieve. But stop hiding behind this ridic-
ulous, absolutely false claim that the
balanced budget amendment somehow
does anything to harm the Social Secu-
rity system.

Every alternative to the balanced
budget amendment the opponents have
put forth dealing with Social Security
has loopholes in it that you could drive
nearly any amount of spending through
it, as long as you call it Social Secu-
rity. They are more loophole than law.

Their proposal would allow Social
Security to run unlimited deficits and
would allow future Congresses to raid
Social Security trust funds to spend for
anything and everything they wanted.

Has that question been asked of them
today? No, it has not. I ask it now. Is
that what you are proposing—to allow
unlimited deficits in Social Security to
allow borrowing for other purposes? Of
course, they would say no, but that is
what their language would allow. But
they do not seem to want to talk about
it.

A flatout exemption for Social Secu-
rity in the balanced budget amendment
would mean more borrowing and more
debt. It would mean Social Security
would go bankrupt to pay for all this
other spending, or there would have to
be a huge tax increase to stabilize it.

Several Senators have had serious
discussions to see if there was a way to
protect the surpluses of Social Secu-
rity trust funds from being used for
other purposes, without creating loop-
holes.

Senator SIMON, whom I have worked
with for years on this issue, Senator
DOMENICI, and Senator HATCH spent an
awful lot of time, and I have, too, try-
ing to find out if there was a clean, re-
sponsible way to protect the surpluses
Social Security trust funds in the con-
text of the argument put forth by
Democrats.

We know that can be done, but we
have not been able to accomplish
agreement with those who say that is
what they want.

We said, let’s prohibit Social Secu-
rity surpluses from being counted to
make the deficit look smaller. Let’s
balance the budget without using the
Social Security surplus. But, when So-
cial Security starts running deficits
around the year 2019, let’s make up
those deficits, let’s keep the lid on Fed-
eral borrowing, and let’s shore up So-
cial Security with funds from the rest
of the budget.
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Unfortunately, the opponents once
again agreed with us on principle, but
not on the details.

Let’s get back to the most important
point in this Social Security debate.
And it is something very, very simple.
If you balance the budget and if you
quit creating debt, you in fact
strengthen and stabilize Social Secu-
rity. You solve the problem now by cre-
ating fiscal responsibility and eco-
nomic growth in this country, and you
accomplish that by balancing budgets
and moving along the process that sets
this economy free.

Deficit spending and a mounting na-
tional debt are taking a tremendous
toll on real people, on real families.
And if we do nothing, it will only get
worse.

The President’s own budget for fiscal
1995 said that unless things change, Mr.
President, future generations face a
lifetime total tax rate of nearly 82 per-
cent. A new analysis by the Congres-
sional Budget Office says that rate ac-
tually may be around 84 percent.

The National Taxpayers Union esti-
mates that unless things change, a
child born today will pay an extra
$180,000 in taxes just to pay interest on
the national debt. And the President
and some Democrats in the Senate will
not allow the American people to cre-
ate the mechanism that will stop the
growth of that kind of debt structure.

The Concord Coalition says that the
existing Federal debt already has re-
duced the typical American family in-
come by 15,000 spendable dollars a year.

On the other hand, who benefits if we
balance the budget?

The kids benefit, the future benefits,
and everyone who wants a job, who
wants to buy a home, who wants a good
education, wants to buy a car, wants
the kind of economic growth that will
provide his or her children the future
opportunities that they had at their
age when they were young.

That is what this whole debate is
about—about a $2,400-a-year reduction
in a mortgage payment on $75,000, 30-
year mortgage. Or it is about a $1,000
reduction in interest on the life of a 4-
year car loan. Or a family saving $1,900
on a 1l0-year student loan. And it’s
about creating 6 million new jobs by
the year 2002.

Mr. DOMENICI.
yield for a question?

Mr. CRAIG. I am happy to yield to
the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee.

Mr. DOMENICI. I heard you say bal-
anced budgets are good for the children
and it is good for the future. It is good
for senior citizens, too, is it not?

Mr. CRAIG. If the senior citizens
want a strong and stable system of eco-
nomic security, you are darned right it
is good. There is something else. Senior
citizens live on fixed incomes. The best
thing in the world for them is a very
strong economy that allows them to
live and to not have their money ex-
ploited by inflation.

Mr. DOMENICI. It seems to me that
almost everybody who has looked at

Will the Senator
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the Social Security system over time
has said the most significant, positive
thing that can happen for that Social
Security system is to have a strong,
growing, robust American economy
with low inflation. I thought one of the
big reasons we were all working on this
balanced budget is because it is more
apt to produce a strong, robust growing
American economy than deficit spend-
ing of the type we have been under-
taking for the last 40 years.

Am I correct in that?

Mr. CRAIG. The Senator is correct. A
year ago we were challenged on this
floor by those who opposed a balanced
budget amendment and who said you
can balance the budget without an
amendment.

The chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee met that challenge responsibly
in the way that it ought to be met and
produced a balanced budget amend-
ment, one that brought us to balance.
The chairman produced a budget that
honored the critical policy priorities of
this country and sent it to a President,
this President, and he vetoed it.

And now it is this President who is
twisting the arms over here on the
other side to assure that a balanced
budget amendment does not pass and
that the American people do not get to
exercise their constitutional to debate
whether to ratify it.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator
very much.

Mr. CRAIG. So the chairman is abso-
lutely right.

Mr. President, let me try to close
soon. My colleague from AlasKka is here
to debate this issue. Here are some
other statistics that are just so darned
important for all of us to understand.

The gross Federal debt now tops $5
trillion—that is more than $19,000 for
every man, woman and child in this
country. The gross interest payments
this year are around $344 billion.

Here is what that says to all of us
who try to deal with these monstrously
big numbers that nobody really under-
stands.

That $344 billion in interest pay-
ments this year amounts to $1,300 for
every American. In other words, the
average American household will pay
$3,400 in taxes this year, not for roads
or education or defense, but to pay in-
terest on past Federal debts.

Gross interest payments this year
will be equal to 54 percent of all the in-
dividual income taxes collected.

Gross interest payments on debt will
be just $4 billion less than what we will
spend on the entire Social Security bill
for the year; $77 billion more than we
will spend on all domestic discre-
tionary programs put together; $79 bil-
lion more than we will spend on de-
fense, the second largest Federal pro-
gram; $145 billion more than all Fed-
eral means tested poverty programs
put together; $148 billion more than we
spent on all Medicare, the third biggest
Federal program.

What is the message here? The mes-
sage is that slowly but surely because
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this Senate has been unwilling to grap-
ple with the true issue of getting to a
balanced budget—and that is the bal-
anced budget amendment—over the
yvears we have seen this debt grow in
proportion to the budget and the econ-
omy, and today’s interest on debt is
literally consuming the Federal budget
and the assets of the American people.

The Economic and Budget Outlook
just released by the Congressional
Budget Office contains a truly fright-
ening chapter on the long-term budget
outlook. It says, if we do nothing, our
children face a grim future.

Today, we are suffering from histori-
cally slow economic growth. Unless we
change things, in one generation, the
economy will start a real decline and
our children will face a permanently
declining standard of living.

If we do not pass this amendment, I
fear for our children and I fear for our
country.

If we do nothing:

In less than two generations, the
debt burden will grow so huge that, in
CBO’s words, it ‘“would exceed levels
that the economy could reasonably
support.”

Our children will reach the prime of
their life and then retire in a nation in
the grip of a permanently worsening
recession.

Our grandchildren will raise families
in a declining Third World economy.
Or—and I do not say this lightly—there
will be a revolution.

On the other hand, these same CBO
projections show what will happen if
we do the right thing today:

If we balance the budget permanently
beginning in 2002, real incomes for the
next generation will be one-third high-
er than they are today.

Our path is clear.

The worst thing you can say about
the balanced budget amendment is that
maybe Congresses and Presidents will
have the courage and vision to do the
right thing without it.

The bitter experience of history sug-
gests otherwise.

The best thing you can say about this
amendment is that it guarantees we
will pass on the American dream to our
children and that they will continue to
have the opportunity for a better life;
that our seniors will be more economi-
cally secure; and that Americans today
and tomorrow will have more and bet-
ter jobs.

I certainly hope we can arrive at that
magic two-thirds vote tomorrow. I cer-
tainly hope the President would free
his balanced budget amendment hos-
tages over on the other side and allow
them to vote their true conviction as
they have over the years under the
leadership of the Senator from Illinois,
PAUL SIMON, who has worked so hard to
keep this a balanced, bipartisan issue. I
am so disappointed that this issue has
become a partisan-type issue. But I re-
main hopeful, because the balanced
budget amendment will not go away.
The people want it. The future needs it.
And our nation deserves it.
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Mr. President, I now yield——

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Ten minutes.

Mr. CRAIG. Ten minutes to the Sen-
ator from Alaska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair indicates to the Senator from
Idaho he has exactly 10 minutes re-
maining under his time.

The Senator from Alaska.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair.
I thank my colleague from Idaho. I
thought his comments were certainly
appropriate. Let us reflect a little bit
about the vote we are going to cast to-
morrow. That vote will really deter-
mine the economic stability and the vi-
tality of this Nation as we enter the
21st century.

Mr. President, I am going to vote for
this balanced budget amendment be-
cause I believe nothing short of amend-
ing the Constitution is going to change
our addiction to spending and living
beyond our means.

I was a commercial banker during
my previous life outside this body. I re-
call back in 1962 the Federal Govern-
ment’s budget reached $100 billion. By
1971, it had doubled to $200 billion. By
1977, it had doubled again. In 1983, the
Federal budget topped $800 billion. The
budget for next year, fiscal year 1997,
will be more than $1.6 trillion.

We have heard concerns expressed on
the other side relative to the Social Se-
curity issue. It has been commented
that somehow a balanced budget will
have a detrimental effect on our obli-
gation to meet our Social Security
commitments.

Just think for a moment. How can we
meet our obligation to our seniors, how
can we meet the obligation of coming
generations if our fiscal house is not in
order? It has already been suggested as
to what the increased tax burden will
have to be on future generations.

We have been spending far in excess
of revenues. That is like carrying an
overdraft or carrying your accounts on
your credit card knowing you cannot
pay them off. So what have we been
doing? We have been increasing the
amount that we are spending for inter-
est. I think it is somewhere in the area
of $240 billion today. That is nearly
$1,000 for every man, woman, and child
in America. What does it do? It pays
interest on the Federal debt.

Now, not too many people talk about
the Federal debt, but we have increased
the Federal debt authorization now to
$6 trillion. It seems as if we go through
a budget process, we add up what we
need, we take a look at the revenue
that we have, and instead of either in-
creasing the revenue or cutting the ex-
penditures we simply take what we
need and add it to the accumulated na-
tional Federal debt, which is over $5
trillion.

This interest cost must be paid. I
have said it on this floor time and time
again. Interest is like owning a horse
that eats while you sleep. It goes on
and on and on. What is the exposure
with the increased amount that we
have to pay? As everyone knows, inter-
est rates fluctuate. I am often re-
minded of what the prime rate was in
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December of 1980. The prime rate was
20.5. You can imagine the interest cost
on $5 trillion if, indeed, we were in that
range again, and this could happen. It
happened before.

After years of trying, last year this
Congress came within one vote of send-
ing a balanced budget constitutional
amendment to the States. The amend-
ment passed the House of Representa-
tives on January 26 when House Joint
Resolution 1 was approved by a vote of
300 to 132, easily exceeding the nec-
essary two-thirds majority. The Senate
added an amendment restricting the
power of the courts to enforce the
amendment and defeated many weak-
ening amendments, but then on March
2 the Senate failed by one vote to adopt
the proposed constitutional amend-
ment.

We have the opportunity to address
this again tomorrow.

If we look at history, we will realize
that for more than one-third of a cen-
tury—35 of the last 36 years, the Gov-
ernment has been running a continuous
and unending string of deficits. Even if
we adopt this amendment, it is an ab-
solute certainty the deficits will con-
tinue into the year 2000.

I have reflected on the debt being
more than $5 trillion. In 10 years, Mr.
President, that debt is going to rise by
80 percent up to what? Nine trillion
dollars. Put another way, in the year
2006, every man, woman, and child in
America will owe Uncle Sam $32,700.
For a family of four, that is $131,000.

What are we thinking of here? There
should be absolutely no question that
we do not have the self-discipline in
this body to address a balanced budget
process. With a constitutional amend-
ment, it will mandate that process.

We have not been blind to these defi-
cits. For the last 11 years, Congress and
the President have sought to find solu-
tions, remedies. We passed statutes and
reconciliation bills, all in the name of
reaching a deficit of zero. On three oc-
casions over the past 10 years, legisla-
tors on both sides of the aisle sat down
with the President and tried to ham-
mer out some workable solutions to
solve the deficit. On every occasion the
promise of a zero deficit has evapo-
rated.

Congress did not have the discipline
or the political courage to do the one
thing that would bring down the def-
icit, reduce spending. Yes, we voted to
raise taxes on more than one occasion,
but have we ever cut or frozen spend-
ing? No. It was only last year that we
finally had the courage to face up to
the challenge of runaway entitlements.
Today, those entitlements account for
55 percent of Federal spending and will
grow to 59 percent by the end of this
century. There is not going to be any
discretionary spending left.

The American public witnessed, I
think, an unprecedented spectacle
when the President vetoed the only
creditable balanced budget proposal
ever to be written by Congress.

Then—we got blamed for it—but he
shut down the Government because of
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his refusal to give up the taxing and
spending policies that have brought us
to the brink of national bankruptcy
and placed blame on Congress because
we attempted to responsibly address
the deficit.

Had this amendment been incor-
porated in the Constitution, the Presi-
dent would have been in violation of
his own oath of office to preserve, to
protect and defend the Constitution—
which he refused to abide by vetoing a
real balanced budget.

We are basically broke. Any CPA or
banker can look at the Federal state-
ment and find $5 trillion in debt; inter-
est of 14 percent of the budget would
tell you that. We can no longer labor
under the assumption that business as
usual in Washington assumes that
every year we can run those deficits of
$150 billion, $250 billion, $350 billion—
$350 billion. This accumulation of debt
has brought us, today, to the point
where, for the first time in our history,
we are forced to borrow from the credit
markets for the sole purpose of paying
interest on the debt.

Think of that. We are borrowing to
pay interest on the debt. We are not
borrowing just out there to fund our
programs. We are having to borrow to
pay the interest. That is why we are
broke. It may surprise some people to
know that over the next 10 years we
would be running a surplus, we would
be running a surplus in this country in
the Federal budget if every year we did
not have to pay that $200 billion to $400
billion annual interest bill that has re-
sulted in our chronic inability to bring
revenue and spending into balance.

I said we are broke. We are borrowing
just to cover those interest costs. That
is fiscal irresponsibility. We all know
it. We are subject to the shifting winds
of international investment flows,
where a minor change of economic pol-
icy, not in this country, but in Bonn or
London, or an earthquake in Japan—
those are the people who are financing,
if you will, a portion of our debt—could
have a direct effect on what this
United States Government has to pay
for money to finance its debt. Can any-
one imagine what would happen if the
owners of our debt—18 percent of
which, I might add, is owned by for-
eigners—if they felt there was a sudden
loss of confidence in the U.S. economy,
and they called in the debt, they called
in just $300 billion or $500 billion of our
debt? How would we pay the owners
off? We could not unless we inflated
our dollar to the point that what a dol-
lar buys today would actually be worth
50 cents or less. That is how it is done.

The only way to get out of this sea of
red ink is to adopt a simple mandate
because we do not have the discipline
to do it—we have proven it time and
time again—and adopt the balanced
budget amendment.

The public knows that no family or
business can survive very long when,
year in and year out, the principal of
its debt grows and all its borrowing is
dedicated to paying off the debt hold-
ers.
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When future generations look back
on the decisions that we made in the
last decade of the 20th century, I know
they will appreciate the wisdom of the
people in the Congress in adding the
balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution. For this amendment
stands for the proposition that future
generations are entitled to economic
freedom, unburdened by the financial
debt of past generations.

It is our responsibility to end the
practice of sending unpaid bills to our
children and to our grandchildren.
That is a principle that belongs in the
Constitution in the same sense as the
freedom of speech and the freedom of
press belong to the Constitution.

Let me just repeat that because 1
firmly believe that. It is our responsi-
bility to end the practice of sending
unpaid bills to our children and grand-
children. That principle belongs in the
Constitution in the same sense as the
freedom of speech and press belong in
that document.

I urge my colleagues to adopt this
amendment, send it to the States
where it can be debated by the people.
Give them a chance to render their
judgment.

Mr. President, I would like to intro-
duce a bill.

(The remarks of Mr. MURKOWSKI per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1844
are located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, we
are talking this evening and voting to-
morrow on whether to add another
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States. Our Constitution has
had 27 amendments added to it in 209
years. If you do not count the Bill of
Rights, the first 10 amendments, then
it has been amended 17 times in about
205 years. That is not very many times.

Most times that we have amended
the Constitution it has been when it
has become an absolute necessity. We
do not revise this sacred document oth-
erwise.

I support the balanced budget amend-
ment that is before us. I had a chance
to vote on it last year, when it failed
by one vote. I supported it in 1994,
when it failed by two or three votes, I
believe. I voted on it in other versions
in previous years. I very much support
the principle of having a constitutional
amendment and to have our Constitu-
tion then say that Congress should live
within its income. I think this is very,
very good discipline that results from
such a constitutional provision, a dis-
cipline that we see in State legislative
bodies. I think about 46 States have
such requirements. Their requirements
make legislative bodies, whether con-
trolled by liberals or by conservatives,
fiscally responsible. Fiscally respon-
sible is mainly interpreted as living
within your annual income. As families
must live within that income, as busi-
nesses live within that income, the
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same discipline ought to apply to the
Federal Government.

Many of our early constitutional
Framers, early statesmen, and early
political leaders, believed in that prin-
ciple so strongly that they did not feel
it had to be put in the Constitution.
For maybe 170 years, living within our
means, was really not much of a prob-
lem. But in the last generation, the
Congress and even leaders in the execu-
tive branch have gone hog wild on
spending money. They have not cared
about building up a tremendous debt
that puts an obligation on future gen-
erations. They failed to consider it an
immoral obligation that we have given
to other generations.

Living beyond our income is an ex-
pression of materialism that is too
rampant in American society. Living
beyond one’s income, in and of itself, is
a major problem. Possibly, the Federal
deficit is just an expression of our soci-
etal excess. But to some extent, maybe
the lack of leadership shown by us in
the Congress of the United States on
the principle of not balancing the Fed-
eral budget is an example of not living
within our income and has fed that
base materialism of the American peo-
ple. I see our discussion today and the
amendment we are dealing with as an
effort to reject that sort of fiscal policy
and reject the materialism that it pro-
motes within our American society.

So we have another chance on this
vote for a balanced budget constitu-
tional amendment. Who knows, maybe
some think this is the last chance. I do
not think it is the last chance if we do
not pass this tomorrow. This is not
going to go away, so people might as
well realize that eventually the wisdom
of the American people is going to win
out. Their wisdom is that Government
ought to live within its income, just
like families must live within their in-
come and businesses must live within
their income or otherwise go bankrupt.

When is the day of bankruptcy for
America? Maybe we cannot predict it.
It might be next year, or it might be 10
years from now, but there is always a
day of reckoning when you are not fis-
cally responsible. The same principles
apply whether it is Government or
whether it is families or businesses.

I am thankful for Senator DOLE’S
wisdom in reversing his vote so that he
could file this motion to reconsider the
balanced budget amendment and we
can have another opportunity to do
right what we did wrong last year. He
gave us another vote on this important
amendment.

Of course, I am also thankful for the
U.S. Constitution, including all of its
inherent imperfections. It may be im-
perfect, but our Constitution has con-
tinued longer than any other written
form of government. I believe that this
is because it is a living, breathing, and
evolving document. Indeed, it is evo-
lution that we seek.

Originally, it sought to fulfill the
promises of the Declaration of Inde-
pendence, and that declaration grew
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out of our Nation’s ordeal that we re-
member as the Revolutionary War.
People at that time were, literally,
bleeding for a crusade of liberty that
they believed in. They knew the op-
pression of a distant authoritarian
monarchy. They had a yearning to be
free. They believed that freedom was
bestowed upon them by their creator,
and the Constitution reflects that.

The Declaration of Independence was
a promise of liberty. The Constitu-
tion—this Constitution that I hold in
my right hand—is a fulfillment of that
promise. It continues to fulfill the
promise not of politicians, but of the
hearts of the people of our Nation.

I Dbelieve that American people,
again, sense themselves oppressed by a
distant authoritarian power. That au-
thoritarian power is Washington. It has
evolved, as such, since the Constitu-
tional Convention of 1787. The oppres-
sion that the American people feel is
an ever-increasing national debt and
the heavy hand of big government.
That big government comes as a result
of more laws and more expenditures
and more programs that are not paid
for on a current basis. Rather, they are
left to our children and our grand-
children.

Big government, aided and abetted
by Congresses and Presidents, appro-
priates the future liability and promis-
sory notes of our children and our
grandchildren. History teaches us that
modern day Presidents and Congresses
cannot resist the temptation to spend
us into oblivion. Those who oppose this
balanced budget amendment speak
with little credibility when they pro-
pose with sanctimony some alternative
way. We have tried their alternative
way, and it failed.

In last year’s debate, Mr. President,
we were told we did not need this con-
stitutional amendment, because if you
want to balance the budget, you could
just go do it without it being required
by the law of the land. So we worked 8
months, in 13 committees, on a 1,800-
page Balanced Budget Act of 1995. We
sent it to the President around
Thanksgiving time. The President ve-
toed our work on December 5, 1995. We
received not one bit of help from people
who said we did not need a constitu-
tional amendment. They thought that
we could just do it, but they were
wrong.

How many times did we hear on the
Senate floor, just do it, and we did it
without the constitutional amend-
ment, without the help of people who
said, just do it. Then, we got a veto
from a President who says now he be-
lieves in a balanced budget. At the
time of the veto he had not presented a
balanced budget. We still do not have
it, and we will not know if we will have
it, even though we are going through
the process of resolving to balance the
next fiscal year’s budget.

I have come to the conclusion that
the only viable alternative is with a
congressional commitment to a bal-
anced budget through the constitu-
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tional amendment that we have before
us. Living within our means must be
the law of the land. Americans must
know that we current legislators, and
those who follow us, cannot enslave fu-
ture generations to distant creditors. If
there is any inalienable right, Mr.
President, surely it is the one to know
that you are not burdened for the cost
of something that you did not have any
opportunity to enjoy.

In 1775, Alexander Hamilton said
something pertinent on this issue. He
said:

The sacred rights of mankind are not to be
rummaged for among old parchments, or
musty records. They are written, as with a
sunbeam, in the whole volume of human na-
ture, by the hand of the divinity itself; and
can never be erased or obscured by mortal
power.

Mr. President, this means that the
people’s will is the law, and the Con-
stitution only becomes the law as enu-
meration of the people’s will. It tells us
that sooner or later the American peo-
ple will again have their balanced
budget, like they did for most of the
first 170-year history of our country.
The people will not ultimately be op-
pressed by our spending habits. If we do
not show a commitment to a balanced
budget, the people will balance the
budget with a future Congress. Their
first step toward that balance will be
to replace the current Congress with
its irresponsible spending habits. Our
first step to avoid being replaced
should be to pass a resolution for this
amendment and send it to the States
for their review.

The key to passing a balanced budget
amendment is its abundant grassroots,
bipartisan support. This support re-
flects the fact that Americans support
the amendment by very, very large
margins. It should, therefore, have
passed this body a long time ago by
equally large mar