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amendment as the only way we can dis-
cipline ourselves. We demonstrated
that very clearly. Let us not think
about what it is going to do to the peo-
ple up here today. It is not going to af-
fect us. It is the next generation that is
going to have to pay for it.

I suggest to you, Mr. President, that
we did a great disservice yesterday to
all of Americans, to future generations,
when we passed up an opportunity to
pass a balanced budget amendment to
the Constitution. We are going to do it;
it is just a matter of time. We may
have to do it in the next legislature, or
when there is another President in the
White House. But we are going to do it,
so that these guys right here are not
going to have to pay for our extrava-
gances. It is a moral issue.

I yield the floor.
Mr. COVERDELL addressed the

Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia is recognized.
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I

understand you will be relieved as the
Presiding Officer in a moment. At that
time, I will yield you up to 10 minutes
to speak on this question.

Parliamentary inquiry: It is my un-
derstanding that, under a unanimous
consent, I will be controlling an hour
from approximately 10 until 11 o’clock,
is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator was to control the first hour of
morning business.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I be al-
lowed to control the time from now
until 11 o’clock.

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

BALANCED BUDGET
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, in
the last several days, as we have de-
bated this very historic constitutional
amendment, Thomas Jefferson has
been quoted over and over because of
his early recognition that there needed
to be a constitutional provision for bal-
ancing the budget.

I want to read one other quote that
was sent to me by a Georgian, and then
I will yield to the Senator from Idaho.
This is what Thomas Jefferson said:

Men, by their constitutions, are naturally
divided into two parties: One, those who fear
and distrust the people, and wish to draw all
powers from them into the hands of the high-
er classes; two, those who identify them-
selves with the people, have confidence in
them, cherish and consider them as the most
honest and stable.

This debate was on this point because
we were, through our efforts to pass
the balanced budget amendment, en-
deavoring to put to the people the
question in the several States which
would have had to ratify. Those op-
posed it, in my judgment, were fearful
of turning the question over to the peo-
ple of the country.

How unfortunate, as you have just al-
luded, Mr. President, the Senator from
Oklahoma.

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator
from Idaho up to 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, let me
thank my colleague from Georgia for
taking out this period of morning busi-
ness to discuss and to continue the im-
portant debate that occurred on the
floor of the Senate yesterday in rela-
tion to a balanced budget amendment
to our Constitution.

The Senator from Oklahoma, who is
now presiding, related his experience in
the beginning of this movement that
started in the mid 1970’s when Senators
and Members of the Congress recog-
nized that there was growing in this
city an insidious appetite that was
spawned by interest groups and citi-
zens—that somehow the way you
solved nearly all social problems in
this country was to put government
money at it, and that it was justifiable
in doing so to deficit spending. We
began to hear the clock of debt tick at
that time—hundreds of thousands of
dollars, and finally billions of dollars,
as the Senator from Oklahoma spoke
of.

When I arrived here in the early
1980’s we were still in the hundreds of
billions of dollars, just breaking into
the first trillion. It was in that period
of time, in 1982, that the former Con-
gressman from New York, Barber Con-
able, who had picked up the idea that
had been started here by Senator Cur-
tis, was retiring. He had heard me
speak on the floor of the House. He
knew I had done much of what the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma had done—had
passed a resolution in my State of
Idaho asking for a balanced budget
amendment and that the Senate and
the Congress of the United States
should issue that report so that the
States, under article V of the Constitu-
tion, could go through the ratifying
process.

Barber Conable came to me, and he
said, ‘‘Congressman CRAIG, I am leav-
ing. Why don’t you take this issue and
work with it? Make it a national issue.
Work with our other colleagues be-
cause some day the American people
will recognize what is going on in
Washington, and they will insist that
it be stopped.’’

That was 1982. Myself and CHARLIE
STENHOLM, the Democrat Congressman
from Texas, began to do exactly what
the Senator from Oklahoma started in
the mid 1970’s in his State legislature.
We began a national movement travel-
ing to all of the States of the Nation,
to those State legislatures, asking
them to petition the Congress of the
United States, because without that,
without that extraordinary pressure
from across the country, we did not be-
lieve the Congress would bow to the
wishes of the people because the pres-
sure from the interest groups, the pres-
sure from a growing Government,

would simply cause them to continue
to deficit spend.

That was a $1 trillion debt. That was
1982, and this is 1996. We now have a $5
trillion debt. Senator Curtis was right.
Congressman Barber Conable was
right. The National Taxpayers Union
was right. Now the American people
understand better than they have ever
understood before that somehow this
has to be stopped.

Throughout the 1970’s and into the
1980’s you could always poll the Amer-
ican people and say, ‘‘Should Govern-
ment balance its budget?’’ And the an-
swer by 65 to 75 to 80 percent was,
‘‘Yes, they should. We have to. We have
to do it with our personal businesses
and our personal home accounts, and
the Government ought to do the
same.’’ But you could never get that
high when you asked the question:
‘‘Should there be a constitutional
amendment requiring it?’’ Because a
lot of people did not think we ought to
go the extraordinary route of using the
organic act of our country to force our
Government into compliance with the
wishes of the people; that that was held
for unique and special exceptions, and
that our organic document of the Con-
stitution should be rarely changed. We
know that in the history of our coun-
try—the 208 years of history—that we
have only changed that document 27
times.

But finally, in a poll just a few weeks
ago, when the question was asked,
‘‘Should there be a constitutional
amendment requiring a balanced budg-
et?’’ all of a sudden that had sky-
rocketed to 83 percent of the American
people. That is an all-time high. Not
that the budget should be balanced—I
think that is almost unanimous—but
now that we should use the organic
document of our country to force this
issue. Because what the American pub-
lic instinctively knows is that the
growth, the phenomenal movement of a
budget into deficit and into debt that
now scores $5 trillion, and that this
year we are going to deal with the 1997
budget with over $300 billion of inter-
est; and that that interest will be more
than we will spend on defense, or will
be more than we will spend, within a
few dollars, of Social Security; that
somehow the American people are be-
ginning to say, ‘‘Isn’t it true that, if
you continue to accumulate that debt,
somehow one day almost all of the
budget would be interest?’’ Well, no. I
do not think that would occur. But sig-
nificantly the largest segment of the
budget would be interest.

That is the impact on Government,
and that is the impact on taxpayers.

What is the impact on personal lives,
and on the young people who are here
helping us as pages in the U.S. Senate,
when they get to be 35 and 45 years of
age? Even this President, who does not
agree with a balanced budget amend-
ment, and until 1994 when he began to
be a born-again moderate after having
been a 1992–94 very liberal President
with large tax increases and large
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spending programs, even his govern-
ment, his appointees, said these young
people will be paying 75 to 80-plus per-
cent of their gross income just to pay
for government.

So you have to ask them: ‘‘Well, then
what would you be able to do to own a
home, to fund a college education of
your child, to have the American
dream that all of us expect for our-
selves and our children? Is it possible
that debt could eat it all away?’’ Yes,
it is.

That is why the debate yesterday was
so significant, and that is why the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is absolutely
right. The vote yesterday was, without
question, one of the most significant
votes that this Senate has taken. I
honor Senator BOB DOLE for bringing it
up again, forcing the political issue and
causing the American people to see
who is for a balanced budget amend-
ment to our Constitution and who is
against it.

It is very important that they under-
stand the forces that work in Washing-
ton and the forces that resist the idea
of fiscal responsibility with no real an-
swer to how you deal with a $5 trillion
debt and 300 billion dollars’ worth of
interest on debt and an ongoing deficit.
We have offered that solution. We have
offered it in the form of an amendment
to cause it to happen on an annualized
basis.

Last year, we put forth a budget that
would bring us to balance. The fiscal
responsibility that the American peo-
ple have asked for is here. It is here in
the majority party of the U.S. Senate
which has brought about those kind of
efforts and will continue to until it is
the fact of the organic law of the land
that we operate continually under a
budget that is balanced or near bal-
ance. That has to be the goal of this
Congress and for future Congresses and
the responsibility of those who serve in
the U.S. Senate. It is for our future; for
our children and your grandchildren’s
future, Mr. President, that you showed
us those marvelous pictures of this
morning. If we fail to do that, we will
no longer be a great people. We will no
longer be a great people. We will no
longer have a system of Government
that is the envy of the world because it
will be weak and anemic, and unable to
provide or unable to cause the environ-
ment that creates the kind of human
productivity that has historically been
the mission and the great gift of this
country. We will steal from all by de-
stroying it with debt. We now have an
opportunity to change that, and I hope
that in the next Congress we bring that
about and that we have a President
who presides in the White House who
will not openly fight us and resist us,
but who will encourage and embrace
the idea of a balanced budget amend-
ment to our Constitution.

I thank my colleague from Georgia
for acquiring this time to debate and to
continue to discuss this critical issue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President,
while I have you both here, I want to
thank the Senator from Idaho and Sen-
ator from Oklahoma, who have been
here a bit longer than I in Congress, for
the extensive and committed and dedi-
cated work each of them have commit-
ted, not only to a balanced budget
amendment to the Constitution, but to
disciplined financial management of
the affairs of our Nation for all the
years in which you have been here.
Your States and America owe you a
great debt.

Mr. President, these numbers get to
be beyond what, I think, a lot of people
can comprehend in their own home or
business, but the fact that we have not
had a balanced budget has had a mas-
sive impact on every family in Amer-
ica. I am going to talk about a Georgia
family, a typical Georgia family, but it
would not be any different in Okla-
homa or Arizona or California. These
are all going to be very similar pic-
tures, no matter which State you look
at.

This family earns, in Georgia, about
$45,000 a year. They are a family of
four, typically. For the most part,
today, both parents work, which I will
come to in a minute. We have been
talking about 5 trillion dollars’ worth
of debt and an expanding, exploding
Federal Government. Margaret Thatch-
er was in Atlanta not long ago and she
said something to the effect: Just re-
member, when anybody says to you I
am going to do something for you, re-
member that they have to first take
something from you to do it.

Her statement could not be more
true for this Georgia family. They
make $45,000 a year, and the total Fed-
eral taxes on their income is about
$9,511. The total State and local taxes
are $5,234. The estimated cost of Fed-
eral regulations to the family, in other
words, the price they have to pay when
they buy a loaf of bread, to pay their
share of all the regulatory apparatus
that we have set up over the last 30
years, is $6,650. That is more than their
annual car payment. That could be
worth about two annual car payments.
And then they have to pay, because of
that $5 trillion debt we are carrying,
that pushes interest rates up, so they
have to pay $2,011 for their share of the
higher interest rates.

When it is all said and done, half
their income has been consumed by
Government apparatus and Govern-
ment programs. If Thomas Jefferson
were here—he could never have per-
ceived that our Government, the Gov-
ernment that those valiant Americans
fought for and put in place, that Gov-
ernment would consume half the wages
of bread winners. He is turning in his
grave. And he warned us of this over
and over and cautioned us, which is
why he recognized that there should
have been a statement in the Constitu-
tion that would have called for a bal-
anced budget.

The fact that we have not had a bal-
anced budget amendment in place, we

have not forced Congress to have bal-
anced budgets in place, means that
every family in America has to pay for
these unchecked and burgeoning gov-
ernments. In fact, they work half the
year for these governments now.

Imagine, the Fourth of July is not
only Independence Day, it is the first
day you get to keep your own check.
Who would have ever thought that,
that an American would work from
January 1 to Independence Day? Inde-
pendence Day is going to take on a new
meaning. We need to have signs all
across the country, ‘‘Today you get to
keep your first dime.’’

We have depended throughout our
history on that American family to get
America up in the morning, get it to
school, keep a roof over its head, edu-
cate it, keep its health and, yes, instill
it with the spiritual belief in this coun-
try so that there would be a continuum
of leadership.

This practice, the failure to have a
balanced budget—we have had one bal-
anced budget in the last 36 years. No
wonder America is so anxious. She
ought to be. This is dangerous. This
has made it very difficult for that
which we depend upon, the American
family, to do what it is supposed to do.
They cannot get it done right.

Yesterday I referred to an editorial-
ist in the Maryland Constitution,
Marilyn Geewax. She thinks what is
wrong in the American family is that
they are greedy, they have too many
electric toasters. I can tell her, that is
not what is wrong in America. What is
wrong in America is there is not
enough left in their checking account
to save or to do the things that we ask
them to do.

Mr. President, I see we have been
joined by the distinguished Senator
from Texas. In a moment or two, I am
going to yield to her. But before I do,
I wonder if I can put these two quotes
up here.

There was a quote by Representative
STARK, on the House side, that he made
Wednesday, that makes it imminently
clear why the other side, and the Presi-
dent—we have not talked enough about
it. If it were not for the President, we
would have passed the balanced budget
amendment. It rests right at his feet.
He did not want that balanced budget
amendment to pass. He said so. And
that is why these six Senators changed
their votes; they did it in deference to
their President. But read this quote:

To fix the longer-term problem—

He is talking about the fact that also
last week, in addition to talking about
a balanced budget amendment, we were
told Medicare is going broke faster
than we thought. But he said:

To fix the longer-term problem, Mr. Stark
[of the House Ways and Means Subcommit-
tee on Health. He is the ranking member]
said, ‘‘Democrats probably would resort to
either a Government takeover of the hos-
pital and health-insurance payment system,
or raising payroll taxes.’’

If we had a balanced budget amend-
ment, you could a make a big ‘‘X’’
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through that statement. They cannot
afford to have a balanced budget
amendment when they talk about the
Government takeover of medicine and
creating yet a new entitlement that
would be larger than Social Security in
2 years.

Do you want to know why they do
not want a balanced budget amend-
ment? That is why. They cannot afford
to have the discipline that a balanced
budget amendment would have brought
about. The family that is going to suf-
fer is this average family, because they
are the ones who are going to pay for
that. They are already paying half
their income. What do you think would
happen if that situation came up?

Mr. President, I yield up to 15 min-
utes at this time to the distinguished
Senator from Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Georgia for
taking this time to really talk in a lit-
tle more detail about why we need the
balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution. What happened yester-
day, and its policy ramifications, real-
ly needs to be discussed so that the
American people see that just because
we are trying in this Congress to go to-
ward a balanced budget does not mean
we do not need a balanced budget
amendment.

In fact, I think when the American
people have seen how very hard it is to
balance the budget or to even have a 1-
year budget that moves toward a bal-
anced budget, and when they see how
slow the progress has been and they
see, even though we have tried to make
the tough decisions—Medicare reform,
Medicaid reform, welfare reform—these
have been vetoed by the President and,
therefore, we are still at ground zero.
The American people see this.

So, for Heaven’s sake, does that not
make the argument that we need a bal-
anced budget amendment, because if
we can ever get the deficit off the
plate, if we can look at the year 2002
toward that point where we will have a
balanced budget, don’t we need to say
no future Congress will ever be able to
get out of control again? Don’t we need
to put in what Thomas Jefferson wor-
ried about, that we should have put in
the Constitution in the first place, and
that is that no future Congress can put
debt on generations in the future, that
no Congress will be able to say we want
to spend this money now, but we want
our children to pay for it.

Thomas Jefferson worried about
that. It was one of the two things he
was concerned with that had not been
addressed in the Constitution.

The other one is term limits, and I
think that probably bears on the prob-
lem we are having right now. We have
too many people who have been in Con-
gress too long who have not been in the
real world who have continued to put
off the tough decisions. These are peo-
ple who talk well. They are people who
say, ‘‘Oh, we want a balanced budget;

of course, we want a balanced budget.
We’ll make the tough decisions later,’’
or ‘‘We will let somebody else make
the tough decisions.’’ That is what
Congresses have been doing for 40
years, and it is what Presidents have
been doing. That is why we are in this
mess.

So, of course, we need a balanced
budget amendment to the Constitu-
tion. It would not take 2 years for a
balanced budget amendment to be rati-
fied by the States; that is, if the people
are consulted, because the people
know. The people of America are not
stupid. They know the difference be-
tween a balanced budget and stability
and the future of their children and
out-of-control spending, spend-now-
pay-later policies that they have seen
for so long out of Washington, DC.

The opponents of the amendment, as
was pointed out by my colleague from
Georgia, really use scare tactics. Let
me go through a few of those. This is
just a gimmick. Don’t you think if this
were a gimmick that Congress would
have tried it before? I mean, 40 years of
gimmicks, I think I have seen just
about everything. I think they would
have thought of this if it were a gim-
mick. They say this will tie the Gov-
ernment’s hands. ‘‘What are you going
to do if you have a war, if you need an
emergency expenditure?’’

There is a safety valve. You can pass
an unbalanced budget with a three-
fifths vote, and I think if we were in a
crisis in this country, if we were need-
ing to go to war and support our
troops, I believe three-fifths of the duly
elected representatives of the people of
this country would be able to come to
that conclusion. But I do not think
three-fifths of the duly elected rep-
resentatives of our country would go
into a deficit situation for just another
social program.

They say this will bring on another
depression. You have heard that one.
Bring on another depression? The
money is going to be spent. People earn
money, they send part of it to the Fed-
eral Government or they keep it.

Now, where is the recession here?
The recession is not going to be caused
because there is going to be less Gov-
ernment spending. If we have less Gov-
ernment spending, that means there is
more money in people’s pockets. It is
their money, it is not ours. I just love
these people. I think the Senator from
Oklahoma, who is sitting in the chair,
has heard the people on the floor say:
‘‘Oh, we can’t have that tax cut, it
would cost the Government $300 bil-
lion.’’

The Government? Whose money is it?
It is not the Government’s money.
Money belongs to the people in this
country who go out and work every
day. It is their money. The Govern-
ment will not lose $300 billion if we
have a tax cut.

I would ask the question a little dif-
ferent way: How much will it cost the
hard-working American taxpayer if we
do not cut their taxes by $300 billion?

We are not talking about lower
spending here; we are talking about
who makes the decisions. We are talk-
ing about whether you decide how you
spend your money for your family or
whether you send your money to the
Government for them to decide what
your priorities should be.

It is a matter of priorities and who
makes the decisions. That is one of the
reasons why the Republicans said very
clearly, when we put our balanced
budget forward over 7 years, that we
had a $245 billion tax cut package, be-
cause we knew that if we were going to
slow the spending in the public sector
market, that we wanted to increase the
spending in the consumer market.

The difference is who makes the deci-
sion. That is why we put tax cuts in
our balanced budget. It is why we have
a $500 per child tax credit. It is why we
have IRA’s for the homemakers of this
country so that the homemakers of
America will have the same retirement
security options that anyone who
works outside the home has. It is why
we have capital gains tax reform, so
that our small businesses will be able
to make those investments that will
create the new jobs and help the econ-
omy grow. It is why we have inherit-
ance tax reform. It is why we do away
with the marriage penalty, or signifi-
cantly reform it, because we know that
the American family deserves to have
more of the money they earn to spend
for their families.

So causing another depression is out
of the question. In fact, our economy
will boom if we will pass a balanced
budget amendment. The markets went
up just because it looked like we had
the chance to do it a year ago. Last
year, the market went up because they
had the impression that Congress was
finally going to ‘‘gut up’’ and do the
right thing. We lost it by one vote.

It was a great disappointment, but
the market knew. The market knew
that by lowering interest rates two
points, which is what the balanced
budget would do, that we would save
money for every person in America
who is paying a home mortgage, that
we would save money for every person
in America who is borrowing to buy a
car, that we would save money for
every person in America who is borrow-
ing to go to college. The markets knew
the stability that would be created by
a balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution.

Last, but not least, they have really
talked a lot on this floor about raiding
Social Security—raiding Social Secu-
rity—if we balance the budget. I ask
the question to anyone in America:
Would you trust a Congress that can-
not balance its budget to keep Social
Security intact? If someone does not
have the guts to have a balanced budg-
et for our Government, can they be
trusted to keep the integrity of the So-
cial Security system?

Frankly, I think that is why our
younger generation does not think
they will ever see Social Security, be-
cause they see a Congress that cannot
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even balance the budget or even pass a
constitutional amendment to balance
the budget for the future, and they
think, ‘‘Now, if they don’t have the
ability to do that, I really don’t think
I’m ever going to see Social Security.’’

So, Mr. President, I think passing the
balanced budget amendment is the
most important policy decision that we
would make in our lifetimes of public
service. I think if we do not take that
step, we can wait for our grandchildren
to ask the question, ‘‘You were there
back then. Why didn’t you do some-
thing?’’

I saw the picture that my colleague
from Oklahoma showed of his
grandbaby on the floor. I am horrified
to think that that baby is someday
going to meet me or talk to the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma and say, ‘‘You
know, why didn’t you do something
back then when you could, so that I
could afford to send my children to col-
lege, so that I would have a good job in
a great economy in the land of oppor-
tunity?’’

Mr. President, if we do not pass a bal-
anced budget amendment that is re-
sponsible for the American people, we
are not going to be able to face our
grandchildren, we are not going to be
able to answer the question. So if our
colleagues will think about the long-
term future of this country, or if the
people who are looking at voting for a
U.S. Senator on the ballot next year
will ask that person the question,
‘‘How do you feel about a balanced
budget amendment to the Constitu-
tion?’’ I mean, you only can say one of
two things: ‘‘I’m for it,’’ or, ‘‘I’m
against it.’’

If the people of this country will rise
up and say, this is the most important
issue, then our grandchildren will not
have the question, because it probably
would not ever occur to our grand-
children that we would not balance the
budget of this country when it is on
our watch.

So, Mr. President, I think the time
has come for the people of America to
weigh in on this issue. They saw the
vote yesterday. They saw that we are
within five, six, seven votes in this
Congress of passing a balanced budget
amendment to the Constitution, which
will need to be ratified, so the State
legislatures will have a chance to
weigh in on this as well. I do not worry
about the legislatures ratifying it, if
we will have the guts to do what is
right in this Congress.

Mr. President, it is all a part of what
we were elected to do. We did not run
for the U.S. Senate thinking it was
going to be an easy job. We knew, espe-
cially those of us who have run in the
last 2 years, we knew that we were
going to have to make tough decisions
to turn around 40 years of bad deci-
sions.

I have been a small businessperson. I
bought a little company that was on
the ropes. I had to make tough deci-
sions to turn that company around. I
did it. But it was not easy. That is the

exact issue we are facing here on a
much bigger scale, because the people
of America are depending on us to
make this tough decision for our coun-
try. They know that we are not going
to agree on every budget cut that it
will take. They do not expect that. But
they do expect a responsible decision.

Mr. President, I will just close by
saying, there is only one way to pre-
vent the most dreaded question that I
can ever imagine. It is not from one of
my constituents calling in or someone
that I will see in Texas; it is not from
a news reporter. It is from my 5-year-
old grandchild, in 20 years, who would
say, ‘‘Cake, you were there back then.
Now I am going to have a child, and I
can’t afford to send my child to col-
lege. Why didn’t you do something?’’
That is the question I do not ever want
to hear.

The way we can assure that we will
never have that question in our fami-
lies is to pass the balanced budget
amendment to the Constitution be-
cause we know how hard it is to do
what is right. We know the resistance
that we have faced. We know that if we
can ever get it to balance, that we
should never again allow a future Con-
gress to mortgage the future of our
children.

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the
floor.

Mr. COVERDELL addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. I thank the Sen-
ator from Texas and hope that her wish
of not ever having to answer that ques-
tion can be fulfilled while she is here
representing the State of Texas in the
U.S. Senate.

Mr. President, I yield up to 5 minutes
to the Senator from Michigan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Thank you, Mr.
President.

I thank the Senator from Georgia for
once again bringing together a group of
Members to discuss an issue of signifi-
cance. He has been doing an outstand-
ing job, I think, of trying to make sure
the public understands exactly what it
is that is happening here in the Senate
of the United States with the crisis and
what the prospects are for our future.

Today, I will continue this discussion
about the balanced budget. There
seems to me to be two fairly clear
questions that Americans need to ask
themselves. First, why do we need a
balanced Federal budget? Second, why
do we need a balanced budget amend-
ment in order to have a balanced budg-
et?

The first question was really one
that I think was addressed pretty effec-
tively last year. That was the need for
bringing the Federal budget into bal-
ance.

The fact is that, as numerous Mem-
bers have indicated over the last couple
of days, a balanced budget means for
most families in this country the

chance to keep more of what they earn
and to spend more on their own prior-
ities rather than spending more money
on interest payments, on things like
new car loans, mortgages for their
homes, the repayment of student loans,
and so on, as has been very effectively
documented, Mr. President.

When our Federal Government is
forced to go into the borrowing mar-
kets at large levels and compete with
private investment, the price of private
investment goes up, interest rates go
up. When people want to buy a new
home, and in many cases their first
home, they find that it is unaffordable
today because of interest rates. When
people need to obtain a new car, they
find that it may be not the car they
need for their families because of inter-
est rates. When students start to try to
pay back their student loans, they find
it extremely difficult because of inter-
est rates.

The reason interest rates are high,
Mr. President, is because the Federal
Government is borrowing so much
money. The way to end the Federal
Government’s borrowing is to bring the
Federal budget into balance. That is
what we have been trying to do here.
But the goal is not just simply to bal-
ance the budget one time in the year
2002, as we have been focused on; it is
to keep the Federal budget under con-
trol and the growth of Federal spend-
ing under control well beyond that
date.

There is a very simple reason why
2002 has to mark the beginning, not the
end, of the efforts to balance the budg-
et. As we have learned and as I think
economists on all sides now would
agree, projecting the growth of Federal
spending out beyond the year 2002, pro-
jecting the growth of entitlement pro-
grams as they at least currently are
expanding, will find the Federal Gov-
ernment by the year 2010, 2012, 2013, de-
pending on your analysis, but some
point about 15 years from now at the
point where literally all Federal reve-
nue, all tax collections in total, will
only pay for the interest payments
that have to be made on this huge Fed-
eral debt and for the entitlement pay-
ments that will be required at the cur-
rent rate of growth of Federal spend-
ing.

That means not $1 for national secu-
rity, not $1 for education and training,
not $1 for law enforcement to protect
the safety of our citizens, not $1 for
transportation and infrastructure, not
$1 for any other priority unless the
Federal Government borrows that $1 or
prints that $1.

We know we are not going to go back
to the days of the printing press, Mr.
President. So that leaves only one op-
tion: The further borrowing of money
at levels far greater than we ever have
before. If we do not bring the growth of
Federal spending under control and
balance the budget today, that is the
prospect, that is the future we look for-
ward to. In fact, it would require so
much Federal borrowing that I think
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private investment in this country
would effectively be crowded out en-
tirely, bringing us the kind of eco-
nomic crisis that we have never con-
fronted before as a nation. That is the
future.

The question is, Why do we need an
amendment so we do not bring about
that future? I think what has happened
over the last few months is a pretty
clear indication exactly why we need a
Federal balanced budget amendment in
our Constitution.

The fact is, Mr. President, we now
have virtually everybody singing, it
would appear, from the same song
sheet. We should have to balance the
Federal budget. The President says it,
although a year ago he did not. The
Members of the Republican party in
the Senate and the House of Represent-
atives have, not once but twice, passed
a balanced budget. This year Demo-
cratic Members and Republican Mem-
bers on the Senate side got together
and offered a third version. The fact is,
everybody now says they are for it; and
everybody in Congress has now found a
balanced budget they could live with
and vote for. But we still do not have
it. The reason we do not have it, Mr.
President, is very simple: There is no
discipline in the process that requires
us to come to final agreement.

So the President, as we saw last win-
ter, could call down leaders of Congress
and spend hours talking in generic
terms about the Federal Government
and how he wanted to balance the
budget, but no one was under the pres-
sure that a constitutional amendment
would bring in order to balance that
budget.

Mr. COVERDELL. I yield 5 additional
minutes to the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. ABRAHAM. I thank the Senator
from Georgia.

For that reason, we have deadlock.
For that reason, we did not reach clo-
ture. For that reason, there was no fi-
nality. On we went, on we go—people
all claiming to be for a balanced budg-
et, but not willing to make the ulti-
mate tough decision to get there.

As we saw last year, the President
would say 7 years, 9 years, 10 years,
whatever amount of years seem to sat-
isfy the audience, voters, or polls. We
did not get the balanced budget. Mr.
President, it is imperative that we do
so. We have to consider exactly where
the country will be if we continue to
flounder along.

As we learned yesterday, just to take
one specific program area, Medicare,
we know where we are going to be if we
do not bring about the kind of dis-
cipline in the fiscal process that the
Senator from Georgia has been talking
about the last 2 days. Where we will be
in the year 2001; the Medicare trust
fund will go bankrupt. We are no
longer talking, as has been the case in
the past, in general terms about a
bankruptcy somewhere in the distant
future. We are not talking, as even we
were last year, about having 7 years to
solve the problem. We are talking

about bankruptcy of the Medicare
trust fund on our doorstep in 5 years.
We are talking for the first time, Mr.
President, not about the Medicare
trust fund running a surplus, but it is
now running a deficit.

If that is not enough of a wakeup
call, I ask my colleagues, what would
it take? Obviously, there are some who
believe you can continue to put this
off. Indeed, the Senator from Georgia
today brought us this card which
quotes from Wednesday’s Washington
Times: ‘‘The Democrats said they are
not concerned that Medicare will go
broke because Congress has always
acted at the last minute to avert disas-
ter.’’ That may have been the way the
Democratic Congress acted in the past.
This Republican Congress does not be-
lieve in putting off and putting off and
putting off the solutions to the prob-
lems that Americans, particularly that
our seniors confront, Mr. President.

Not only that, but we understand if
we do not solve the problem today with
a well-thought-through plan, the only
alternative way to fix the problem at
the last minute will be the kind of plan
that I do not think most Americans are
going to want or going to tolerate. In
fact, we have a sense of what that plan
will be. Congressman STARK from Cali-
fornia, who is the ranking Democrat on
the subcommittee of the Ways and
Means Committee that oversees the
funding of the entitlement programs,
the person who would be chairman of
that subcommittee if his party were in
charge of the House of Representatives,
said the Democrats probably would re-
sort to either a Government takeover
of the hospital and health-insurance
payment system, or raise payroll taxes.

For Americans who are trying to un-
derstand the difference between what
we are suggesting on our side, Mr.
President, and what the opposition is
suggesting, I think this quote probably
encapsulates things about as vividly as
it possibly could. The Republicans had
offered a plan here over a lengthy pe-
riod of time to reduce the growth of
spending in entitlement areas—not
cutting, but just reducing the growth
of that spending—through more pru-
dent and efficient operation of these
programs, by giving seniors, to take
the Medicare case as an example, giv-
ing seniors the kind of choice the rest
of us have as to how we will deal with
our health care, but basically preserv-
ing intact a system that gives individ-
uals control over how they take care of
themselves in the health care they re-
ceive.

Now, if we do not address this prob-
lem in the fashion Republicans are of-
fering, to avert disaster and bank-
ruptcy in Medicare, the alternative
will be this: A system the Democrats
will design that will include either the
hiking of payroll taxes or a total Gov-
ernment takeover of the health-care
system. I actually predict, Mr. Presi-
dent, that if we wait any longer, under
the Democratic scheme you will get
both of these—not one, both.

So that, Mr. President, puts it in
pretty clear contrast, what the options
are for Americans today. If we balance
the budget, if we put a constitutional
amendment in place that requires dis-
cipline not just for 1 year but for the
future of this country, then we can
guarantee our children the kind of se-
curity that we have had, the kind of
knowledge that if they work hard, play
by the rules and do their jobs, they will
have choice over their destiny. If we do
not, their destiny is going to consist of
higher taxes, Government-run health
care, and more Government intrusion
into their lives.

As far as I am concerned, Mr. Presi-
dent, when I talk to the people of my
State, the answer to this question is
pretty simple. People in Michigan want
to control their own destinies, give
their children more opportunity, and
see the Government run the way their
families are run. Keeping their own
budget balanced is a challenge most
American families and almost every
Michigan family confronts every day. I
think we should expect no less here in
Washington.

For that reason, I am very dis-
appointed the balanced budget amend-
ment failed. I continue to join and will
join with the Senator from Georgia and
others to do our best to make sure
sooner or later the balanced budged
amendment to the Constitution passes.

Mr. COVERDELL. I thank the Sen-
ator from Michigan for the very elo-
quent statement on the purpose of
passing a balanced budget amendment
and the consequences, as well, of not
having one.

There have been many accolades in
the last couple of days for the Senator
from Illinois. The leader on the other
side of the aisle endeavored to try to
convince the President and his side of
the merits of a balanced budget. In his
remarks which he made the other
morning on the floor, I want to quote
them, I was here, he made a very elo-
quent statement about why this coun-
try needs a balanced budget amend-
ment. He said, ‘‘I was reading the other
day and came across where John Ken-
nedy in 1963 complained about the huge
amount of money that was paid for in-
terest for which we get nothing.’’ That
is something to be remembered. It does
not buy any service. It does not buy a
tank or defend anybody. ‘‘He com-
plained about the huge amount of
money being paid for interest for which
we get nothing. Do you know what the
gross interest expenditure was in 1963?
Nine billion. That is a terrible waste of
money.’’

But do you know what the latest
Congressional Budget Office figures are
for this fiscal year, gross interest ex-
penditure? Mr. President, $344 billion.
From 1963 to 1996, from $9 billion inter-
est payments to $344 billion, and going
up.

The point that Senator SIMON of Illi-
nois was making was that if we had a
balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution, we would not be paying
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$344 billion in interest payments. Those
resources would be available to return
to the American taxpayer, to this
Georgia family that is losing half of its
income to government, so that they
could do the job we are asking of them.

Mr. President, it was a very dis-
appointing vote yesterday. It was ex-
ceedingly costly to every American
family. A balanced budget would save
the average American family $2,388 a
year in mortgage payments, $1,026 in a
4-year car loan, $1,891 over a 10-year
student loan.

The net effect of having passed a bal-
anced budget amendment, the net ef-
fect of having balanced budgets would
immediately leave $3,000 to $4,000 in
the checking account of this average
Georgia family—$3,000 to $4,000. That is
the equivalent of a 10- to 20-percent
pay raise. That is what we are talking
about.

You get passed it all, talking about
the checking account of a typical fam-
ily at work, doing what they have to do
to get the country up in the morning,
to get it to school and get it ready. We
have impaired, drastically, their abil-
ity to do it. Passage of a balanced
budget amendment to the Constitu-
tion, as Jefferson called for, as Senator
SIMON called for, as Senator DOLE
called for, is the best single thing we
can do to protect the integrity of these
working Americans all across the land,
tomorrow and for the year to come.

I see the time I was allotted has ex-
pired. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ABRAHAM). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may speak
as in morning business for up to 10
minutes.

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

MEDICARE TRUST FUND

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, first, I
want to commend the distinguished
Senator from Georgia [Mr. COVER-
DELL], and those who spoke this morn-
ing on the subject of a balanced budget
amendment and the unfortunate con-
sequences of our failure to deal with
the problem of the ever-increasing defi-
cits.

We also had a few of those Senators
mention, as an aside, the problem with
the Medicare trust fund. I wanted to
remind Senators that we had a hearing
yesterday in the Appropriations Sub-
committee that funds the Department
of Health and Human Services, and
Secretary Donna Shalala came before
the committee to present the Presi-
dent’s proposed budget for that Depart-

ment for the next fiscal year. She
serves, along with others in the admin-
istration, on this panel of trustees,
whose responsibility it is to monitor
and help keep Congress and the admin-
istration informed about the integrity
of the trust fund, and supports the
Medicare Program.

The trustees, earlier this week,
talked about the fact that the worst
case scenario for future deficits in that
program had been exceeded, and that
rather than having the program go
bankrupt, be hopelessly insolvent by
the year 2002, it was going to be bank-
rupt earlier. By the year 2000, it would
be out of balance by over $30 billion,
and the following year, it would be out
of balance and in deficit at the figure
of $100 billion.

The consequences of this report have
to wake up everybody to the realiza-
tion that unless Congress and the ad-
ministration quit playing politics with
this issue, it is going to be insolvent.
This program is going to be in jeop-
ardy, and benefits are going to be in
jeopardy as well.

I think the time has come for us to
say, OK, the Republican Congress
passed a balanced budget act last year.
It included in that suggested reforms
in the Medicare Program that would
have put it in balance, would have kept
it solvent, would have made some need-
ed changes in the program to give older
citizens more choices, more protection,
so that their medical expenses and ben-
efits could continue to be paid through
this program.

The President vetoed the bill. He re-
jected the balanced budget act. So we
started over again. This year, the
Budget Committee is wrestling with
the problem of reconciling budget reso-
lutions, which contain projected ex-
penditures under this program, as well
as all other Federal programs, with an
effort to continue to build toward a
balanced budget plan as soon as pos-
sible. Their projection is the year 2002.

What I am going to suggest is that,
in this politically charged environment
of Presidential politics and campaigns
for House and Senate seats underway—
and we have to admit it—it is unlikely
that this administration is going to
change its mind and embrace the Re-
publican proposals. And so we have to
acknowledge that.

The President, at the same time, has
made a counteroffer, as I understand it,
and has proposed some changes in the
Medicare Program, which would
achieve savings of $116 billion over the
same period of time. The Republican
proposals would have achieved savings
of almost $170 billion.

Let us say, OK, Mr. President, have it
your way for the short term. Let us in-
troduce the President’s proposed
changes in the Medicare Program. Let
us accept his proposals for changes and
cuts in the Medicare Program and
enact them next week, or the week fol-
lowing. If the reconciliation bill from
the Budget Committee’s resolution is
vetoed by the President or not sup-

ported by the Democrats in that area
of the budget, let us isolate the Medi-
care Program changes and enact some
changes.

I suggest, let us enact the President’s
proposed changes and cuts in the pro-
gram and, at the same time, establish
a commission—which the President has
recommended, the trustees have rec-
ommended in their report, including
Secretary Shalala, Secretary Reich,
Secretary Rubin, and others, who serve
on that trustee panel—to recommend
long-term changes in the Medicare
Program that would ensure its sol-
vency and protect the benefits for the
older citizens in our society over the
long term.

I do not see anything wrong with
that. As a matter of fact, I have been
suggesting that that be considered as
an alternative. If Congress and the
President cannot agree on what
changes ought to be made, get a com-
mission together, much like the Base
Closure Commission, or the Social Se-
curity Commission, which was formed
in 1983 and chaired by Alan Greenspan.
It made recommendations to save the
Social Security trust fund from bank-
ruptcy, and Congress and the President
agreed at that time to accept the rec-
ommendation of that commission and
implement it.

That ought to be a part of this legis-
lation—that we establish that commis-
sion, agree to implement its rec-
ommendations, and have a vote on it.
If you do not want to implement them,
vote no; be against everything. But we
have to come to terms with the reality
of the situation. The longer we wait,
the harder the solution is going to be
and the more sacrifices that are going
to have to be made by everybody—the
taxpayers. If we do not make these
changes, do you know what is going to
happen? Pretty soon, you are going to
see the taxes on the employers and em-
ployees to fund this program being in-
creased—and by substantial sums.

Now, the older population is getting
older and, thank goodness, medical
science is wonderful and it is giving us
all opportunities for longer lives. But
coming with that, too, are added ex-
penses, as you get older, for medical
care. Our senior citizens confront the
reality every day of this terrible fear,
and that is that they will not have the
funds, they will not have access to the
care they need to enjoy the longevity
that they now have, compliments of
medical science, good nutrition, and
the advances that we have made for
good health in our society.

So I say that it is time to stop the
partisan politics. Let us quit throwing
rocks at each other across the aisle,
blaming each other for not getting
anything done. I am prepared to say, as
a Member of the Republican leadership
in the Senate, OK, Mr. President, let us
enact your proposal.

I am going to introduce a bill next
week, and I hope there will be Senators
on both sides of the aisle who will say,
OK, let us go along with this sugges-
tion as an alternative to what we have
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