
Congressional Record
UNUM

E PLURIBUS

United States
of America PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 104th

 CONGRESS, SECOND SESSION

∑ This ‘‘bullet’’ symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.

.

S6167 

Vol. 142 WASHINGTON, THURSDAY, JUNE 13, 1996 No. 87 

Senate 
The Senate met at 10 a.m., and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND]. 

PRAYER 

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

Almighty God, make us maximum by 
Your Spirit for the demanding respon-
sibilities and relationships of this day. 
We say with the psalmist, ‘‘Blessed be 
the Lord, who daily loads us with bene-
fits, the God of our salvation!’’—Psalm 
68:19. 

We praise You that it is Your will to 
give good things to those who ask You. 
You give strength and power to Your 
people when we seek You above any-
thing else. You guide the humble and 
teach them Your way. You know what 
we need before we ask You, and yet, en-
courage us to seek, knock, and ask in 
our prayers. When we truly seek You 
and really desire Your will, You do 
guide us in what to ask. Our day is 
filled with challenges and decisions be-
yond our own knowledge and experi-
ence. We dare not press ahead on our 
own resources. In the quiet of this 
magnificent moment of conversation 
with You we commit this day and ask 
for the wisdom of Your Holy Spirit. 
Thank You in advance for a great day 
lived for Your glory. Amen. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
able majority leader, Senator LOTT, is 
recognized. 

Mr. LOTT. Good morning, Mr. Presi-
dent. Thank you very much. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. LOTT. This morning, the Senate 
will begin consideration of the budget 
conference report, and will continue 
the discussion. Under the consent 

agreement reached yesterday, there 
will be 2 hours for debate on the con-
ference report, with the time equally 
divided between Senators DOMENICI and 
EXON. All Senators should be aware 
that a vote will occur on the adoption 
of the budget at 12 noon today. 

The House did act last night—it must 
have been close to 10 o’clock or so—but 
they did pass the budget resolution. We 
will have the papers, and we will be 
prepared to vote at 12 noon. Following 
that vote, there will be a period for 
morning business to accommodate a 
number of requests on both sides of the 
aisle. I emphasize that morning busi-
ness will be after the 12 o’clock vote, 
not in the morning as we begin, as is 
quite often the case. 

It is also possible later today the 
Senate will consider other legislative- 
executive items. Therefore, Senators 
should be aware that additional rollcall 
votes are possible during today’s ses-
sion. We are very hopeful that some 
agreement, perhaps, could be worked 
out on how we would handle the Fed-
eral Reserve Board appointees. We will 
have further information on that when 
we have the vote at 12 o’clock. 

I yield the floor. 

f 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 
1997—CONFERENCE REPORT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
INHOFE). Under the previous order, the 
Senate will now move to consideration 
of the conference report, House Report 
104–612, accompanying House Concur-
rent Resolution 178, which the clerk 
will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The committee of conference on the dis-

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment to the bill (H. Con. Res. 178), a 
concurrent resolution establishing the con-
gressional budget for the United States Gov-
ernment for fiscal year 1997 and setting forth 
appropriate budgetary levels for fiscal years 

1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002, having met, 
after full and free conference, have agreed to 
recommend and do recommend to their re-
spective Houses this report, signed by a ma-
jority of the conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will proceed to 
the consideration of the conference re-
port. 

(The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD of 
June 7, 1996.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will now be 2 hours of debate equally 
divided between the Senator from New 
Mexico, Senator DOMENICI, and the 
Senator from Nebraska, Mr. EXON. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, on behalf 
of Mr. EXON, who controls the time on 
this side, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. It will not be 30 min-
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I am con-
vinced that if this budget resolution 
conference agreement is fully imple-
mented over the next 6 years, it will 
lead the Nation into far more serious 
fiscal difficulty than we are in today. 
It follows the familiar supply-side poli-
cies of the Reagan administration, 
which, as we all recall, promised to bal-
ance the Federal budget while at the 
same time enacting massive tax cuts, 
it calls for increases in defense spend-
ing even when the Pentagon says it 
does not need the money, and cuts in 
entitlements—which never came to 
pass under the Reagan administration. 
President Reagan’s policies did not re-
sult in the economy growing itself out 
of deficits or in balancing the budget. I 
voted with the President, Mr. Reagan, 
in support of his massive tax cuts and 
I also supported his buildup of a bloat-
ed defense budget. Instead, what did we 
see? We saw a massive increase in the 
national debt, which rose from under $1 
trillion in the previous 200 years of the 
Nation to over $2.6 trillion on January 
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20, 1989, the day President Reagan left 
office. 

Astoundingly to me, the fiscal blue-
print contained in this budget resolu-
tion conference agreement is remark-
ably similar to those failed Reagan 
policies which nearly bankrupted the 
Nation, and from which we are still 
suffering, and which are still placing us 
in desperate straits with respect to our 
fiscal situation. For example, unlike 
the Senate-passed budget resolution, 
which allowed a tax cut to occur in a 
third reconciliation measure only after 
enactment into law of the first two rec-
onciliation measures which contained 
deficit reduction, this conference 
agreement moves the tax cuts forward 
to the first reconciliation bill. The in-
structions for that first reconciliation 
bill call for the relevant Senate com-
mittees to report their proposals by 
June 21. Those instructions go to those 
committees with jurisdiction over wel-
fare, Medicaid, and tax breaks. 

So what we see then is that this first 
reconciliation bill will presumably cut 
Medicaid spending, cut welfare spend-
ing, and use those savings to finance a 
massive tax cut. That first reconcili-
ation bill, I am advised, will reduce the 
deficit by a mere $2 billion over the en-
tire 6 years, because the savings from 
welfare reform and Medicaid will be 
used to finance a huge tax cut. 

I think it is utter folly to be talking 
about a tax cut at this time in our fis-
cal history. I say that with respect not 
only to the Republican tax cut, but 
also to the tax cut that is proposed by 
the Clinton administration. I was the 
one Democrat who voted against the 
President’s budget, so I think I come 
into court here with fairly clean hands. 
I voted against that budget for two rea-
sons: One, it cut taxes; and, two, it cut 
discretionary funding a great deal. 

So if that were not enough, this con-
ference agreement also allows for fur-
ther tax breaks in the third reconcili-
ation bill. Presumably, the purpose for 
this process is to allow the majority in 
the Congress to have another bite at 
the apple, should the President veto 
the first tax-break bill, or, if the ma-
jority finds that they did not do 
enough tax cutting in the first meas-
ure, even if the President signs it, they 
will have the opportunity to provide 
more tax cuts in the third reconcili-
ation bill. 

I do not try to second-guess the lead-
ership or the other party in this mat-
ter. I have tremendous respect for Sen-
ator DOMENICI and Senator EXON. They 
provide a great service to the people of 
this country and to the Senate, and the 
Senate is in their debt. I respect them 
for their sincere judgments. But to 
those of us—I am one—who partici-
pated in the river boat gamble. So I 
come into court with unclean hands. I 
voted for the massive tax cuts over a 3- 
year period. I voted for them, although 
I did offer an amendment to provide 
that the tax cut for the third year, I 
believe, would not go into effect until 
such time as we could see what the im-

pact of the tax cuts in the first 2 years 
would be on our budgetary and fiscal 
situation. But I voted for those. So I 
participated in that river boat gamble 
of tax cuts and a defense buildup first. 
I supported those two things as strong-
ly as did the Republicans in this body. 
So I am not a Johnny-come-lately after 
the fact complaining about what the 
Republicans did on that occasion. I 
voted with them. I have been sorry for 
it. 

To those of us who participated in 
the river boat gamble of tax cuts and 
spending cuts later as proposed by 
President Reagan, this conference 
agreement’s proposed tax cuts now and 
spending cuts later is all too familiar 
to us. Have we not learned our lesson? 
It is all too easy to enact tax cuts and 
save the pain for later. I have voted for 
a good many tax cuts in my 50 years of 
politics, and I have voted against them. 
I said to the administration people 
that it is folly to talk about cutting 
taxes now with the colossal deficits 
that we have and the colossal debt that 
we have; the colossal payments of in-
terest that we have to make on that 
colossal debt. If we follow the policies 
proposed in this budget resolution, we 
are about to do it again. What will 
keep the results from being the same 
at the end of this 7-year period as they 
were when we followed the policies pro-
posed by the Reagan administration? 

This budget resolution calls for $11 
billion more in defense spending just in 
fiscal year 1997 alone than has been 
proposed by the President. It proposes 
tax cuts ranging from $100 to $200 bil-
lion or more. It proposes terrible devas-
tation on the domestic discretionary 
part of the budget. I have been a mem-
ber of the Appropriations Committee 
longer than anybody else in this body. 
I have been chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee for 6 years, and I have 
been a member of the Defense Appro-
priations Subcommittee for quite a 
long time. So I view these reductions 
in discretionary funding of exceedingly 
important programs to our people and 
to our country with a great deal of re-
gret. It proposes, as I say, a terrible 
devastation on the domestic discre-
tionary part of the budget—that por-
tion which funds our investment in our 
Nation’s education, environmental 
cleanup, clean air and water, highways, 
bridges and airports, flood prevention, 
crime control, war against drugs, plus 
the operations of the entire Federal 
budget. For that portion of the budget, 
this agreement, according to the Con-
gressional Budget Office in a table pro-
vided to me just last evening, proposes 
real cuts in domestic discretionary 
budget authority of $254.9 billion below 
inflation over the period of fiscal years 
1997–2002—$254.9 billion below inflation 
for domestic discretionary budget au-
thority. 

The people of this country are going 
to wake up one day, and they are going 
to say, ‘‘We are tired of having our do-
mestic discretionary programs cut to 
the bone.’’ It is already into the mar-

row of the bone, and discretionary 
spending has taken it on the nose for 
several years. Discretionary funding of 
domestic programs has borne the brunt 
of the budget cuts and will continue to 
bear the brunt of those cuts under this 
measure that is before us. One day the 
American people will say, ‘‘Where have 
you been? What is happening to our in-
frastructure—our highways, our sewage 
and water projects?’’ We need more 
money in West Virginia and in other 
rural areas to update our sewerage and 
water systems, and in some instances 
to install systems for the first time. 

I am sure West Virginia is not alone 
in this. Why cannot we help our peo-
ple? That is pretty important busi-
ness—having clean water to drink. I of-
fered an amendment twice here just in 
the last few days to provide for addi-
tional funding for States and for com-
munities that need help with respect to 
their water and sewerage problems. 
Those amendments were defeated. Ev-
erything is being sacrificed here on the 
altar of a balanced budget. I do not 
decry the need to work toward our bal-
ancing the budget. But the way we are 
doing it, the way we are going about it, 
I object to. 

Under this budget resolution, we will 
be able to purchase nearly $255 billion 
less in the year 2002 for domestic dis-
cretionary investments than we can 
today. The needs will be greater. The 
funding will be less than today. 

I would point out that this budget 
resolution conference agreement cuts 
domestic discretionary budget author-
ity below a freeze by $33 billion. That is 
a real cut. That is a cut from which the 
American people suffer, and they are 
going to be asking some questions 
down the road. They will be shaken out 
of their lethargy when they wake up 
one day and see that we are continuing 
to cut funding for domestic programs 
that mean so much for the health and 
well-being of the American people 
themselves. It is an outrage. It is a dis-
grace for American communities in 
this day and time not to have modern 
water systems. They need them in 
those rural areas to have pure water. 
Not to have clean water to drink—what 
is more important than that? In other 
words, under this budget resolution, $33 
billion less will be available than 
would be required to fund the invest-
ments contained in the domestic dis-
cretionary portion of the budget at a 
hard freeze level over the next 6 years. 

For fiscal year 1997 alone, Dr. Rivlin, 
the Director of OMB, points out in her 
letter to the chairman of the Budget 
Committee dated June 11, 1996, non-
defense discretionary spending is cut 
by more than $15 billion below the 
President’s request. The President’s re-
quest was not anything to boast about. 
I can tell you that. The President’s re-
quest was too low. The President’s 
budget over the 6 years is $230 billion 
below inflation. So that is why I voted 
against them. It was not anything to 
beat one’s chest over when it came to 
discretionary programs by President 
Clinton. 
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Furthermore, there is a peculiar sec-

tion in this agreement as it relates to 
discretionary outlays for fiscal year 
1997. According to page 28 of this con-
ference report, section 307 is entitled 
‘‘Government Shutdown Prevention Al-
lowance.’’ That section will hold in re-
serve $1,337,000,000 in nondefense discre-
tionary outlays which will only be 
made available in the Senate pursuant 
to section 307(b). That paragraph reads 
as follows: 

(b) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.—In the Senate, 
upon the consideration of a motion to pro-
ceed or an agreement to proceed to a resolu-
tion making continuing appropriations for 
fiscal year 1997, or in the House of Represent-
atives, upon the filing of a conference report 
thereon, that complies with the fiscal year 
1997 discretionary limit on nondefense budg-
et authority, the Chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget of the appropriate 
House may submit a revised outlay alloca-
tion for such committee and appropriately 
revised aggregates and limits to carry out 
this section. 

In other words, if I understand it cor-
rectly, this section will allow the 
chairman of the Budget Committee to 
provide additional nondefense outlays 
of up to $1,337,000,000 to the Appropria-
tions Committee ‘‘upon the consider-
ation of a motion to proceed or an 
agreement to proceed to a resolution 
making continuing appropriations for 
fiscal year 1997.’’ 

This is getting curiouser and 
curiouser. Section 307 virtually ensures 
that there will be at least one con-
tinuing resolution for 1997. How else 
can the Appropriations Committee re-
ceive the $1.3 billion in outlays? What 
is this? This is an attempt by the ma-
jority to bludgeon the President into 
signing appropriation bills which will 
contain $15 billion less than he has re-
quested for public investments in edu-
cation, environmental cleanup, clean 
air and water, crime fighting, and a 
host of other programs. We faced this 
same problem in fiscal year 1996 and 
the President refused to accept cuts of 
this magnitude, and we ended up with 
total gridlock, Government shutdowns, 
and a record-setting 13 continuing reso-
lutions to keep the Government func-
tioning. 

What we have in this agreement, it 
appears to me, is a blatant attempt to 
bypass the regular appropriations proc-
ess even before it begins. Anyone can 
see that the President will not agree to 
sign regular 1997 appropriation bills 
when he is assured of getting $1.337 bil-
lion more in outlays if he waits for a 
continuing resolution. So the Repub-
lican majority has thrown up its hands 
and given up before it even begins to 
fight for the enactment of the 13 reg-
ular appropriation bills. They have 
tried to save themselves by creating a 
‘‘Government Shutdown Prevention Al-
lowance.’’ 

This just will not wash. Does the ma-
jority think that the President will 
just roll over and play dead on his 
budget priorities this year—with cuts 
of $15 billion as this resolution re-
quires? Do they think that I and others 

who oppose such devastation in domes-
tic investments will be satisfied with 
such cuts simply because we have a 
new Government shutdown prevention 
allowance? Well, let the majority pro-
ceed with their proposals and we will 
meet them one at a time and see how 
it turns out. 

I can tell every Senator with com-
plete confidence that this Nation can-
not sustain the levels of cuts to the do-
mestic discretionary portion of the 
budget over this 6-year period that are 
contained in this budget resolution 
without destroying the hopes of the 
American people for the betterment of 
their children and grandchildren. The 
money will not be there for increased 
investments in education. The money 
will not be there for an adequate trans-
portation system to move our goods to 
market and our people to and from 
work in an efficient manner. The 
money will not be there for the safety 
and increased capacity of our national 
airport system, for improvement in 
flood prevention, cleaning up the envi-
ronment, better water and sewage 
treatment for communities throughout 
the Nation. These will not be possible. 
There will be no improvement to these 
infrastructure systems, which are al-
ready in a state of serious deteriora-
tion. 

Mr. President, like other budget reso-
lutions before this which claimed to 
balance the Federal budget, several of 
which were put before the Senate by 
the present chairman of the Budget 
Committee, Mr. DOMENICI, this con-
ference agreement contains no enforce-
ment mechanism for any area of the 
budget except discretionary spending. 
We have operated under enforceable 
caps with across-the-board sequester 
mechanisms for a number of years. So 
that Senators can be sure that the dev-
astation proposed by the cuts proposed 
in this budget resolution to the domes-
tic discretionary portion of the budget 
will occur. Enforcement mechanisms 
make that a virtual certainty. 

But, like all of its predecessors, this 
budget resolution conference agree-
ment contains no such enforcement 
mechanisms for entitlement spending 
or for revenues. In other words, there is 
no assurance that the spending cuts 
proposed in any reconciliation measure 
that may be enacted into law pursuant 
to this budget resolution will actually 
result in the savings claimed. Tradi-
tionally, those savings have been far 
less than predicted. Similarly, any rev-
enue increase measures that may occur 
in any of these reconciliation bills may 
not achieve the levels projected and 
the tax cuts may actually cost more 
than is being projected. If so, there is 
no method in this resolution to make 
certain that the revenue projections 
are, in fact, achieved or that the enti-
tlement savings are, in fact, achieved. 

There is no sequester mechanism or 
automatic tax-surcharge mechanism so 
that we may be certain that the enti-
tlement spending cuts or any revenue 
increases will be achieved, or that any 

tax cuts will cost no more than is pro-
jected. So to all Senators who support 
this budget resolution today, I ask 
where will you be when the numbers go 
south in the future years as they did in 
the Reagan budgets? Where will you 
be? There is nothing here to ensure 
that these deficit projections will be 
reached. The only sure achievements 
will be the devastation in discretionary 
spending—that is a sure achievement— 
because of the caps for each of the next 
6 years. 

Finally, Mr. President, in closing let 
me point out that, despite all the rhet-
oric to the contrary, this budget reso-
lution conference agreement does not 
result in a balanced budget in the year 
2002. To confirm this fact one simply 
needs to turn to pages 3 and 4 of the 
conference report. At the bottom of 
page 3 one will see under Section 101(4) 
a heading entitled, deficits. 

For purposes of the enforcement of this 
resolution, the amounts of the deficits are as 
follows: 

fiscal year 1997: $227,283,000,000. 
fiscal year 1998: $224,399,000,000. 
fiscal year 1999: $206,405,000,000. 
fiscal year 2000: $185,315,000,000. 
fiscal year 2001: $141,762,000,000. 
fiscal year 2002: $103,854,000,000. 

So, apparently, there will still be a 
deficit of over $100 billion in fiscal year 
2002 under this conference agreement. 

No matter how hard this thing tries 
to impress by sticking out its chest 
and spreading its tail feathers, it is 
still a turkey and it will not fly. 

I say this again to emphasize, with 
great respect to all of the Senators who 
have had a part in developing this con-
ference agreement. We sometimes do 
the best we can, and then we are not 
able to do enough. I was not entitled to 
sit in on the conference. I do not know 
what arguments were made and what 
arguments were made and lost. I am 
simply looking at the agreement as I 
find it here today and making my own 
personal judgment concerning it. 

Mr. President, how much time have I 
used? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 29 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. I kept 
my word. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I say 

to Senator BYRD, I purposely came to 
the floor so I could hear his remarks, 
and I was here for all of them. I cannot 
respond right now, because the call of 
duty has me going somewhere else. But 
four or five of the points the Senator 
makes, I will state our versions of 
them, which I think are different than 
your assumptions. 

I share some concerns. It is clear 
that if I were producing a budget and I 
were the king and all I had to do was 
do it myself, while I might come and 
confer with you, it would not be this 
budget. But we have to get a majority 
of the Senators to vote to reduce this 
deficit. 

Frankly, I believe it is a pretty good 
plan. I think your analysis of the 
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taxes, the tax cuts—I think we have an 
explanation that is slightly different, 
maybe in some respects greatly dif-
ferent, than you assume. 

I would say one thing with reference 
to the appropriated accounts—well, let 
me say two things. It is most inter-
esting, you have properly stated how 
much the President cuts discretionary 
programs. You would then, I am sure, 
agree that if we took the triggered part 
of his budget, it even cuts it more. 
That is the one that is on par—or did 
you use the triggered numbers? It 
would be more. 

Mr. BYRD. I already took that into 
account in my numbers. 

Mr. DOMENICI. There are two budg-
ets, one which uses the Congressional 
Budget Office assumptions and one 
which uses the President’s own as-
sumptions. In each instance, the 
amount of the cuts are different. 

But I would say one answer to your 
concern might be that you might adopt 
some of the President’s Cabinet’s ap-
proach to out-year appropriated ac-
counts, for they come around and tes-
tify they are meaningless; it goes 1 
year at a time, and not to worry about 
it. Frankly, we have not done that be-
cause we figure we need some of the 
savings. But when you put a budget 
down, you have to stand by it. You can-
not find excuses and say it really is not 
real. 

The second point is, we are fully 
aware that it would be grossly unfair, 
and probably not good for the country, 
to not get the entitlement cuts and in-
sist on all of the discretionary. You 
would have some things out of propor-
tion, and you probably would not get a 
balance. If you read the report and the 
resolution, it says if, in 1998, the enti-
tlement savings have not occurred, 
then the caps are off discretionary ac-
counts. That is not of great help, but it 
does at least make the point that we 
are fully aware that to get the balance, 
you have to have the entitlement sav-
ings; you cannot just do the discre-
tionary accounts. 

I will return and have a few addi-
tional comments. I yield the floor at 
this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, while the 
distinguished Senator from New Mex-
ico, the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, is on the floor, I would like to 
ask him a question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico has yielded the 
floor. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, do I have 
the floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that notwithstanding I 
have the floor, I may ask a question of 
another Senator without losing my 
right to the floor. 

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

Mr. DOMENICI. I am really going to 
be in a meeting. I will come back and 

answer any questions the Senator has 
within the next 30 or 40 minutes. I am 
supposed to be in Representative 
ARMEY’s office at this moment, but I 
will come back, if the Senator has 
some questions. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? If neither side yields time, 
time will be charged to both sides 
equally. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum and ask 
unanimous consent the time be 
charged equally against both sides. 

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

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I have 
noted with interest over the last sev-
eral weeks that our colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle have repeatedly 
spoken of the need for a balanced budg-
et amendment to the Constitution. 
They have talked repeatedly about the 
need for deficit reduction. 

I believe we do need to balance the 
budget. I believe we do need significant 
deficit reduction, because we face a de-
mographic time bomb in this country. 
That demographic time bomb is the 
baby boom generation. When they 
begin to retire, they will double, in 
very short order, the number of people 
eligible for Social Security and Medi-
care, and that is going to put severe 
pressure on the finances of the United 
States. So it is critically important 
that we get our fiscal house in order. 

Mr. President, given all the rhetoric 
that has come from the Republican 
side of the aisle about the need to bal-
ance the budget, about the need for def-
icit reduction, I looked with anticipa-
tion at their budget proposal that is, 
after all, the work that they now con-
trol. They control the House of Rep-
resentatives. They control the U.S. 
Senate. As everyone in this Chamber 
knows, and everyone knows in the 
other House, the President is not in-
volved with the budget resolution. He 
cannot veto it. He plays no role in it. 
This is completely a creature of the 
two Chambers, the House and the Sen-
ate, controlled by the Republican 
Party. 

So I think, given the rhetoric, one 
would anticipate that if you look at 
the budget proposal, the Republicans 
would be reducing the deficit. What a 
shock it is to look at the budget pro-
posal before us and find out that our 
Republican friends, instead of reducing 
the deficit, are increasing the deficit. 

Let me repeat that, because I am cer-
tain a lot of people will find that hard 
to believe. After all of the rhetoric, 
after all of the discussion that said we 
are going to reduce the deficit, that 

that is the priority, if you look at the 
plan before us, it does not reduce the 
deficit, it increases the deficit. 

Mr. President, this year the deficit is 
going to come in at $130 to $140 billion. 
Next year under this plan, the deficit 
will not go down, will not be decreased, 
will not be cut, the deficit will go up. 
The deficit will go up to $153 billion. 
The next year it will be $147 billion, 
both higher than the deficit we have 
now. 

Sometimes I think the popular image 
is the Democrats are less in favor of 
deficit reduction than our friends on 
the other side of the aisle, but if one 
looks at the record, one finds quite a 
different result. 

When President Clinton came into of-
fice, he inherited a deficit of $290 bil-
lion. That was the deficit in 1992. In 
1993, we passed a plan that not a single 
Republican supported, and that plan 
led to a reduction in the deficit the 
next year of $255 billion. The next year 
it was further reduced to $203 billion. 
The next year it was reduced to $164 
billion, and now this year, $130 to $140 
billion—4 years of deficit reduction, 
the first time since the administration 
of Benjamin Harrison. 

I think in fairness, one has to say the 
Democratic record of deficit reduction 
in the Clinton administration has been 
a good one. And I must say, I am dis-
appointed our friends on the other side 
of the aisle, when they have a chance 
to exercise control over the budget, 
come in with a proposal that, instead 
of reducing the deficit, raises the def-
icit. That is not the direction we ought 
to be going. 

I am still hopeful that we will go 
back to an approach of a bipartisan at-
tempt to do what we all know must be 
done, which is to put this country on a 
path to fiscal responsibility. Not just 
rhetoric, but the reality. 

I must say, I read in the paper this 
morning that some House Republicans 
were in revolt, because they did not 
come here to raise the deficit, but that 
is precisely what their plan does. Mr. 
President, I intend to vote against that 
plan. I hope other of my colleagues will 
vote against that plan as well, because 
not only does it raise the deficit, but it 
contains a set of priorities that are vir-
tually the same set of priorities that 
we were confronted with last year 
which the American people soundly re-
jected—soundly rejected. 

We should not go on that path again 
this year, and we certainly should not 
be voting for a plan that raises the def-
icit. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, if my 

colleague will stay just for a moment, 
I would like to engage in a colloquy 
with him about a point the Senator 
from West Virginia made. 

I have been listening to part of the 
debate and participating in part of the 
debate. I found the representation both 
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on the floor of the Senate and even in 
the newspaper this morning very inter-
esting. It says ‘‘House Narrowly Passes 
Balanced Budget Plan,’’ which is the 
plan we are talking about here. This is 
the plan the House narrowly passed 
yesterday, described as a ‘‘balanced 
budget plan.’’ 

This piece of paper is on every Senate 
desk. It is laying here on mine, but 
every Senate desk has it, and this is 
the actual conference report. On page 4 
of the actual conference report, it says, 
‘‘Deficits,’’ and then in the year 2002, it 
says, ‘‘$103 billion in deficits.’’ 

The Senator from North Dakota, 
Senator CONRAD, has spoken on this be-
fore as well, but it seems to me what 
this does is technically comply with 
the law, because the law says that you 
cannot use Social Security trust funds 
to portray in a piece of legislation like 
this that you have balanced the budg-
et. But with the exception of this nota-
tion on page 4 that the deficit is going 
to be $103 billion in 2002, with the ex-
ception of that one notation, every 
other piece of information given on the 
floor of the Senate, every speech given 
by the majority that brings this to the 
floor alleges this is a balanced budget. 

Is it just out of step, I guess, with 
common practice to be able to ignore 
what you put in the legislation and 
claim something different? Can Sen-
ator CONRAD answer that question? I 
guess the question I would ask is, what 
is the circumstance that allows this 
kind of hoax to continue? 

Mr. CONRAD. In answer, Mr. Presi-
dent, I might just say it is perhaps one 
of the most perplexing stories in this 
town, because this is not a balanced 
budget plan. I mean, honestly stated, 
to take the retirement funds of the 
people of the United States and throw 
those into the pot and call it a bal-
anced budget, frankly, borders on 
laughable. There is a $103 billion deficit 
by the year 2002 under this plan. 

Sometimes I think the media just do 
not get it. They are reporting on what 
we call the unified budget. The unified 
budget is when you put everything into 
the same pot and then you see whether 
you have balance or not. The problem 
with that, of course, is that includes 
Social Security, all of the receipts and 
all of the expenditures. Social Security 
is not contributing to the deficit, as 
the Senator from North Dakota knows, 
Social Security is in surplus, substan-
tial surplus. And that is going to con-
tinue. In fact, those surpluses are going 
to grow, and the reason we put a plan 
in place to have Social Security sur-
pluses grow is because we are getting 
ready for when the baby boom genera-
tion retires. 

But, of course, we are not getting 
ready; we are spending every dime. As 
a result, to call these balanced budgets 
is not accurate. It is misleading. 

Mr. DORGAN. If the Senator will 
yield further, on the same page it says, 
‘‘Social Security revenues,’’ and they 
are anticipating how much in revenues 
will come in to the Social Security 
Program during the next 6 years. 

During the 6 years, the revenues from 
Social Security, which is the payroll 
tax everyone pays from their paycheck 
while they are working, will increase 
by $100 billion over the 6 years. It will 
go from $385 to $487 billion. In other 
words, this contemplates that from the 
payroll taxes, which are regressive 
taxes, will rise by $100 billion. People 
talk about flat taxes. These are the flat 
taxes. This is totally flat. Every work-
er, no matter what their income is, 
pays the identical percentage of pay-
roll tax. That payroll tax will increase 
the proceeds to the Federal Govern-
ment by $100 billion in the 6 years. 

The solemn promise that has been 
made in law is that increase in the re-
gressive payroll tax is designed to be 
put in a trust fund to be saved for when 
it is needed when the Social Security 
System will exhibit some strains when 
the war babies retire. It is interesting 
to me that the $100 billion increase in 
the regressive payroll tax is clearly not 
going to be saved, if you listen to the 
other side claim they now have bal-
anced the budget, because they clearly 
are taking that $100 billion on the bot-
tom of page 4 and saying, ‘‘Well, we 
don’t care what the promise is with re-
spect to taking that from workers and 
putting it in the trust fund, we intend 
to use it to balance the budget.’’ 

At the same time they want to con-
struct a budget they say needs bal-
ancing, they want to reduce taxes. Yes, 
they want to cut the alternative min-
imum tax for corporations, they want 
to make it easier to move your plant 
overseas by giving a tax break, they 
want to enact a whole series of tax 
cuts. Most of those tax cuts will ben-
efit upper income people. 

They want to bring, next, to the floor 
of the Senate a proposal to build up to 
a $60 billion star wars program. There 
is an unending appetite to spend money 
on the part of even those who claim 
they are balancing the budget, but are 
not balancing the budget in this pro-
posal. 

I ask Senator CONRAD about the $100 
billion increase in Social Security rev-
enues that are anticipated in this budg-
et. Does it not appear as if those are 
the revenues that they would then use 
to claim they have balanced the budg-
et, when in fact they have not? 

Mr. CONRAD. In fact, if you take the 
amount of money over the 6 years, it is 
$525 billion of Social Security surpluses 
that are going to be used to say that 
the budget has been balanced. So $525 
billion of Social Security surpluses are 
going to be looted or raided, or what-
ever terminology one wants to apply in 
order to claim a balanced budget. 

This is not a balanced budget. In fair-
ness, I think one ought to say the 
President’s plan is also not a balanced 
budget. Even the plan that I was part 
of, part of the centrist coalition, was 
not truly a balanced budget. None of 
these plans are truly balanced budgets. 

In fact, the only plan that we have 
had a chance to vote on in the last 2 
years that was truly a balanced budget 

was the one I offered last year, and the 
Senator from North Dakota supported 
it, the fair share balanced budget plan. 
That did balance without counting So-
cial Security surpluses. It is the only 
budget that has been voted on on the 
floor on the Senate that was a true bal-
anced budget plan. That got 39 votes 
here in the U.S. Senate. Obviously, 39 
votes does not prevail. 

I just say, the media, when they re-
port, ought to tell the people accu-
rately and honestly what has hap-
pened. Because to take retirement 
funds and throw those into the pot and 
call it a balanced budget, if we were 
doing that in the private sector, if in 
any company you took the retirement 
funds of employees, threw those into 
the pot, and said you were balancing 
the budget, you would be headed for a 
Federal institution. It would not be the 
U.S. Congress. It would be a Federal fa-
cility, a law enforcement facility. You 
would be headed for Federal prison be-
cause that is a violation of Federal 
law. 

Mr. DORGAN. Let me make one addi-
tional comment. 

Mr. President, I know the Senator 
from Nebraska wishes to contribute on 
these subjects. But the Senator from 
North Dakota says something I said 
yesterday. The President’s budget also 
is not in balance, nor was the bipar-
tisan budget in balance. I have never 
claimed they were. But those who 
bring this to the floor who claim they 
are in balance are wrong. This is not a 
balanced budget. 

I only make the point that the Sen-
ator from Nebraska has been on the 
floor talking about this budget issue. I 
read his statement yesterday. I did not 
hear his statement when he made it, 
but I read it in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. He makes the point that I 
think is very important. 

We ought not be talking about tax 
cuts. I know that might be popular. We 
ought to set the issue of tax cuts aside, 
talk seriously about how do you hon-
estly and really balance the budget, do 
that job, finish that job, then come 
back to the question of how do you 
construct a tax system that eliminates 
or reduces some of the burden on mid-
dle-income people? That is what we 
ought to do. 

But instead of that, we have a bunch 
of folks out here who wave their arms 
and flail around on the floor of the 
Senate and claim they have a balanced 
budget, which is not in balance; and 
then in the next breath say, ‘‘We not 
only have a balanced budget’’—that is 
not in balance—‘‘but we want to cut 
taxes and increase spending.’’ 

What on Earth kind of priorities are 
those? That does not make any sense. I 
could understand if there was a con-
sistent approach, even if it was wrong. 
I can understand consistency. But to be 
consistently inappropriate in the way 
you approach this issue just makes no 
sense. 

How can you be for a balanced budget 
and then come to the floor with this 
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and be consistent about wanting to do 
the things that reach a balanced budg-
et? This is not advertising. I mean, this 
is not some marketing game we are 
playing. The issue is, are we going to 
solve this problem? 

This document is a remarkable docu-
ment, not only for what it says, but for 
what it does not say. What it says is, 
‘‘There they go again.’’ That is what it 
says. That is what the Senator from 
Nebraska said. It is the same tired, old 
set of priorities. ‘‘Let’s take money 
from the health care for the elderly 
and give it for tax breaks for upper in-
come folks.’’ There they go again; the 
same set of priorities. 

But even more important than that, 
the inconsistency here is stark, the in-
consistency of saying we want a bal-
anced budget, then proposing one that 
is not in balance and then in the same 
breath saying let us reduce revenue by 
giving tax cuts to those, especially 
those at the upper end, who do not need 
it. And then let us spend more money 
especially on things like star wars and 
other defense boondoggles that cost 
tens and tens of billions of dollars. The 
inconsistency is incomprehensible. 
Senator CONRAD made that point and 
Senator EXON has made the point as 
well. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, how much 

time is left? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska has 13 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. EXON. How much? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirteen 

minutes. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I have 

three other speakers who wanted 5 
minutes each, including the leader. 

At this point, Mr. President, I thank 
the senior Senator from West Virginia 
for the kind remarks that he made 
about this individual with regard to 
the budget. He is a real stalwart. I have 
enjoyed working very much with Sen-
ator BYRD over the years. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an analysis of the Republican 
budget, prepared by the Democratic 
staff of the Senate Budget Committee, 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the anal-
ysis was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
ANALYSIS OF THE REPUBLICAN CONFERENCE 

REPORT ON THE FISCAL YEAR 1997 BUDGET 
RESOLUTION PREPARED BY THE DEMOCRATIC 
STAFF OF THE SENATE BUDGET COMMITTEE 

INTRODUCTION 
With the filing of this conference report, 

all of the efforts of the Republican majority 
to portray their budget as moderate are in 
vain. The Republican majority have done a 
superb job to airbrush their budget, but the 
American people can see the real thing— 
warts and all. 

It retains the same unflattering profile as 
its predecessor: unnecessary reductions in 
Medicare and Medicaid paying for tax breaks 
for the wealthy. This is in fact the Newt 

Gingrich Budget. And as Senator DOLE 
leaves Capitol Hill for the campaign trail, he 
leaves whatever is left of his budget to the 
tender mercies of the extreme right. They 
will give it their full attention. 

This rehashed budget is part and parcel of 
the Republican strategy of no-work and all- 
political-play. They wanted to ram through 
their failed and stale political agenda and 
confront the President at every turn of this 
crooked legislative road. Worst of all, two of 
the three baby reconciliation bills the con-
ference report creates will be devoted largely 
to cutting taxes—an act that will worsen the 
deficit. 

The House is already working its voodoo in 
this conference report. At least the Senate 
language required that all the entitlement 
spending reductions be enacted into law be-
fore we considered the tax breaks. The House 
shamelessly tossed that requirement out the 
window and the Senate concurred. 

The first reconciliation bill contains Med-
icaid, welfare, and tax breaks. So much for 
performing deficit reduction before doling 
out the tax breaks. So much for fiscal con-
servatism. The first reconciliation bill will 
reduce the deficit by just $2 billion, if it re-
duces the deficit at all. This is as plain as 
the light of day. The majority now want to 
eliminate the Medicaid guarantee of mean-
ingful health care benefits for 18 million 
children, 6 million disabled Americans, mil-
lions of nursing home residents, 36 million 
people in all, to fund their tax breaks. 

The conferees assume a net tax cut of $122 
billion, yet Chairman Kasich maintains that 
the cuts will be as large as $180 billion. There 
is not a single specific mention of closing tax 
loopholes or of ending corporate tax give-
aways. The same budget that eagerly reduces 
funding for our Medicare and Medicaid pro-
grams cannot find the courage to call upon 
the special interests to assume any of the 
burden of balancing the budget. 

The Republicans cling to the tax breaks— 
the tax breaks that fuel the reductions in 
Medicare and Medicaid and divide our great 
Nation. That is why they and this budget 
will ultimately fail. And that is not only a 
tragedy for the departing Majority Leader 
but for the American people as well. 

MEDICARE 
The reduction in projected spending for 

Medicare is still too large. The Republican 
budget reduces Medicare spending by $168 
billion and proposes $10 billion in new spend-
ing for a graduate medical education trust 
fund. Under these assumptions, Medicare 
spending per beneficiary falls dramatically 
below comparable private sector growth 
rates, reducing quality and access to health 
care for millions of middle-class Americans. 
Private health care costs are expected to in-
crease by 7.1 percent per beneficiary com-
pared to a 4.7 percent per-person rate in the 
Republican plan—a 34 percent difference. 
The GOP plan will dramatically cut the pur-
chasing power that seniors have for health 
care. 

The plan also includes a premium increase 
for high-income beneficiaries and a $123 bil-
lion reduction in Part A. Details on the pre-
mium increase are not available. The Amer-
ican Academy of Physicians, the American 
Hospital Association, and the American As-
sociation of Retired Persons concur, how-
ever, that the proposal contains deeps cuts 
in payments to hospitals, which could result 
in cost-shifting, undermine quality, and 
threaten the finance viability of many rural 
and urban hospitals. 

Damaging structural changes proposed by 
the Republicans will risk turning Medicare 
into a second-class system for seniors who 
cannot afford to opt out of traditional Medi-
care through Medical Savings Accounts. 

These changes would segregate the sickest 
and least affluent beneficiaries into in a se-
verely weakened fee-for-service program. 

The President proved you can balance the 
budget with far less Medicare savings while 
keeping Medicare solvent and protecting 
seniors from new costs. The President’s 
budget cuts Medicare by $50 billion less than 
the Republican plan but maintains solvency 
for 10 years. The President’s budget shows 
that premium hikes, deep reductions, and 
damaging structural changes are not nec-
essary to balance the budget and guarantee 
the life of the Medicare trust fund. By pre-
serving cuts in corporate subsidies for tax 
cuts for the rich, the Republicans are forced 
to reduce the growth of programs for middle- 
class Americans far deeper than the Presi-
dent’s plan. 

REDUCTIONS FROM LOW-INCOME PROGRAMS 
Although the Republican budget does not 

identify all of the assumptions behind cuts 
in mandatory programs, more than 42 per-
cent of these savings come from programs 
that help low-income Americans. 

MEDICAID 
The Republican budget includes $72 billion 

in Medicaid cuts. This could translate into 
total cuts of more than $250 billion if states 
spend only the minimum required to receive 
their full allocations. If this occurs, spending 
growth per person would be reduced to a 
level below the general rate of inflation. 

Recently introduced Republican legisla-
tion shows that they have not backed down 
from their proposal to block grant Medicaid 
and to eliminate health care guarantees for 
the elderly, disabled, and pregnant women 
and children. The Republican bill distributes 
more than 96 percent of the funding in ex-
actly the same way as last year’s Medigrant 
proposal. 

As the Democratic Governors have pointed 
out, these Medicaid provisions do not reflect 
the bipartisan National Governors’ Associa-
tion proposal, because the NGA agreed that 
States must be protected from unanticipated 
program costs resulting from economic fluc-
tuations in the business cycle, changing de-
mographics, and natural disasters. The um-
brella fund included in the new Republican 
proposal is not sufficient to achieve that 
goal. 

Under this proposal, 36 million people will 
lose their guaranteed access to health care. 
Those who do receive coverage will no longer 
be guaranteed a basic level of benefits. 
States could be forced to deny coverage to 
millions of children and people with disabil-
ities, and to older Americans who rely on 
Medicaid to pay for nursing home and long- 
term care. 

Welfare 

The Republicans claim to adopt the Na-
tional Governors’ Association’s welfare re-
form recommendations. The Republican 
budget cuts $53 billion from welfare pro-
grams, however, significantly more than the 
$43 billion in savings attributed to the bipar-
tisan NGA proposal. Recently introduced Re-
publican welfare reform legislation does in-
clude several provisions requested by the 
Governors. But, as the Democratic Gov-
ernors have pointed out, the Republican plan 
cuts food stamps more than the NGA pro-
posal, rejects the NGA’s work requirements, 
and includes a 20-percent cut in the Social 
Services Block Grant, which will undermine 
states’ efforts to make sure that adequate 
child care will be available. The Republican 
bill also eliminates the provision supported 
by the NGA that States maintain their cur-
rent level of effort in order to receive Fed-
eral foster care funding. 

The Republican Medicaid and welfare bill 
was crafted with no Democratic input. It 
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would appear that the Republicans would 
rather play election-year politics than work 
toward real, bipartisan reforms that could be 
signed into law. 

Earned Income Tax Credit 

The Republican plan includes $18.5 billion 
in cuts to the Earned Income Tax Credit 
(EITC). The EITC helps low-income working 
families stay off welfare and out of poverty. 
The conference report does indicate that the 
tax credit would end for 4 million childless 
workers, and states that the EITC would be 
‘‘coordinated’’ with the $500-per-child tax 
credit. Most families who receive the EITC, 
however, would be ineligible for much, if not 
all, of the child tax credit. The same claims 
were made last year, but analysis of the final 
proposal indicated that more than 7 million 
working households would have had their 
taxes increased under the EITC provisions in 
the vetoed reconciliation conference report. 

EDUCATION 

No Real Investment in Education and Training 

The $1.3 billion by which the Republicans 
increase education funding from 1996 to 1997 
is wholly insufficient to maintain the levels 
agreed to in the 1996 omnibus appropriations 
bill. In fact, over 6 years, the conference re-
port is below a CBO 1996 freeze by $11 billion 
for Function 500 (Education, Training, Em-
ployment, and Social Services) discretionary 
spending. It is clear that the Republicans 
have still not learned that the American peo-
ple, a majority of Congress, and the Presi-
dent believe that adequate funding for edu-
cation programs is essential. 

The trivial increase included in the con-
ference report of $2.6 billion over 6 years over 
the Republicans baseline for Function 500 
discretionary spending is shameful given 
how important education and training is to 
our Nation. The President’s budget, by con-
trast, invests $59.4 billion more than the Re-
publican budget. In real terms, the con-
ference report reduces education and train-
ing spending by $25 billion over 6 years. 

Capping the Direct Student Loan Program 

The conference report proposes capping the 
Federal direct student loan program, crip-
pling this successful program. (The con-
ference report does not provide a volume 
amount at which this cap would be set. The 
House-passed budget resolution eliminated 
the program, while the Senate capped it at 20 
percent.) Since schools participating in the 
direct loan program currently handle nearly 
40 percent of loan volume, hundreds of 
schools will be forced out of the program. 
This will lead to disruptions and disarray for 
colleges and universities and considerable 
headache and uncertainty for students. The 
Republican majority does not believe that 
competition and choice belong in the student 
loan market; they want to assure banks and 
guarantee agencies continued access to Fed-
eral subsidies. 

Even though the Republicans claim out-
lays savings of $3.7 billion over 6 years from 
their cap on direct lending, their proposal 
would cost, not save billions, if it were 
scored under the existing rules of the Credit 
Reform Act. The Republicans add $5.8 billion 
in outlays to the deficit through a ‘‘baseline 
adjustment’’ directing the Congressional 
Budget Office to override the Credit Reform 
Act in its scoring of student loan programs. 

THE ENVIRONMENT 

Over the next 6 years, the Republican 
budget cuts $3.8 billion from essential envi-
ronmental and natural resources programs, a 
17 percent cut below the President’s level by 
the year 2002, including a 23 percent reduc-
tion for the EPA’s enforcement and oper-
ations activities and a 36 percent reduction 
for the energy conservation programs. The 

Republican plan uses these reductions to let 
polluters off the hook, to the tune of $5.4 bil-
lion, by financing taxpayer spending for 
Superfund cleanups rather than requiring re-
sponsible parties to pay the cost. 

The Republican budget plan also assumes a 
$1 billion of savings will be achieved from 
the opening of the Arctic National Wildlife 
Refuge (ANWR) to oil and gas development, 
putting at risk one of our national treasures. 
The Republican plan would weaken EPA’s 
ability to protect public health and the envi-
ronment and lead to further deterioration of 
the National Parks. The Republican plan 
jeopardizes administration priorities such as 
the environmental cops on the beat program, 
the Partnership for a new Generation of Ve-
hicles, and the Climate Change Action plan. 

CRIME AND JUSTICE 
The Republican budget, as approved by the 

conferees, actually decreases the funding 
level from both the House and Senate budg-
ets for the Administration of Justice func-
tion (Function 750). The proposed funding 
level is $20.9 billion, and is well below the 
House level of $22.1 billion and the Senate 
resolution of $21.7 billion, and considerably 
below the $23.5 billion requested by the 
President. 

The Violent Crime Reduction Fund 
(VCRTF) would be funded at only $4.7 billion, 
which is $300 million below the $5 billion au-
thorized level. The President requested that 
the Trust Fund be funded at the full $5 bil-
lion level. In addition, funding for the 
VCRTF is not included for the years 2000 and 
2001. The President’s budget assumes contin-
ued funding for the Trust Fund in those 
years. It is unlikely that our need to commit 
adequate resources to fighting crime will end 
after the year 2000. 

At a time when Americans continue to ex-
press concerns about the level of violent 
crime and the need to continue an aggressive 
war on drugs, this Republican budget would 
actually spend less money ($20.924 billion) in 
1997 than was allocated in 1996 ($20.969 bil-
lion). 

The Republicans continually depict the 
President as soft on crime and not aggres-
sively pursuing the drug war. This Repub-
lican budget at $2.6 billion below the Presi-
dent’s request, however, clearly dem-
onstrates that Congress, not the President, 
is placing a low priority on fighting crime 
and achieving justice in America. 

TAX BREAKS 
No one should be fooled into believing that 

the Republicans intend to limit their tax 
breaks to $122.4 billion, as claimed by the 
conferees. The Republicans try to hide the 
size of their tax breaks by not including in 
their baseline the extension of three expired 
excise taxes dedicated to trust funds and by 
counting the cuts over 6 years as opposed to 
last year’s 7 years. The Republicans are not 
backing off of their huge tax breaks; they 
are merely disguising them with clever gim-
micks. Simply extending the excise taxes 
will raise the tax cut to $155 billion. House 
Budget Committee Chairman Kasich claims 
that the tax breaks will be in the range of 
$180 billion. 

On its face, this budget does not even pay 
for the one tax cut it endorses, as the child 
tax credit costs about $137 billion. Unlike the 
cost of the child tax credit that grows incre-
mentally each year, the Republican tax cut 
in 2002 is reduced to $16.6 billion from a 2001 
level of $22.6 billion. If the child tax credit is 
indeed the only assumed tax cut, then it 
must be sunsetted or triggered-off in some 
way in 2002, perhaps by lowering the size of 
the credit. 

The Republican budget does not call upon 
special interests to assume any of the burden 
of balancing our budget. While President 

Clinton has proposed that $40 billion be 
raised from corporate reforms and loophole 
closing legislation, the Republican budget 
lists no savings from those categories. 

The Republican budget allows for a ‘‘def-
icit neutral’’ tax relief bill that will most 
likely include capital gains tax breaks and 
other tax cuts. Chairman Domenici has re-
peatedly asserted that tax increases can be 
used by the Finance Committee to offset ad-
ditional tax decreases. If the past is any 
guide, the Republicans will soon be pro-
posing to raid pension funds for working 
families as a way to pay for tax cuts that 
benefit primarily our wealthiest citizens. As 
many of the other corporate reform provi-
sions in the Balanced Budget Act have al-
ready been promised to pay for other legisla-
tion before the Senate, it remains unclear 
what will be used to offset the costs of any 
additional tax breaks. 

Experience tells us to be very wary of Re-
publican promises of who will benefit from 
their tax breaks. Last year’s vetoed Repub-
lican reconciliation bill devoted 47 percent of 
its tax cuts to people making more than 
$100,000. Chairman Kasich has already prom-
ised that this year’s tax breaks will likely be 
more of the same. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AND INTERNATIONAL 
AFFAIRS 

For 1997, the Republican conferees adopt 
the Senate position and increased defense 
spending over the Pentagon’s 1997 request by 
$11.3 billion. In 1998–2002, the conferees more 
or less split the difference between the House 
and the Senate resolutions. This $11.3 billion 
increase in 1997 tops last year’s Republican 
budget, which increased spending over the 
Pentagon’s request by $6.9 billion. As dem-
onstrated by recent action in the House and 
Senate authorizing committees, much of this 
increase will go toward wasteful programs 
that the Defense Department does no want 
and did not request. In 1998–2002, the con-
ferees allow the defense budget to grow at a 
rate slower than inflation, yielding spending 
levels that are well below the President’s re-
quest for 2001 and 2002. In comparison to last 
year’s budget resolution, this year’s effort 
provides defense with $7.7 billion more in 
real purchasing power. 

For International Affairs, the conference 
report provides $18.2 billion for 1997, which 
exceeds what was recommended in both the 
House and Senate resolutions. Despite this 
relative increase in funding, this allocation 
is still $1.0 billion less than the President re-
quested and $260 million less than appro-
priated last year. For the period 1997 through 
2002, the Republican budget provides over $18 
billion less than the President requested for 
International Affairs. These reductions will 
undermine our global leadership responsibil-
ities and compromise our ability to advance 
core national interests. Republicans once 
again talk the talk of being a global super-
power, but then refuse to walk the walk by 
allocating the funds necessary to act like 
one. 

PROCESS IN THE BUDGET RESOLUTION 

The Republican budget contains instruc-
tions for three different reconciliation bills 
to try to maximize Republican exposure dur-
ing this election year. 

The first reconciliation bill addresses wel-
fare, Medicaid, and tax breaks. The resolu-
tion moves the tax breaks up into the first 
bill, which will barely reduce the deficit, if it 
does at all. The House committee reporting 
date is this coming Thursday, June 13, and 
the Senate committee reporting date is June 
21. The Senate committees instructed are 
Agriculture and Finance (both direct spend-
ing and revenue reductions). 
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The second reconciliation bill is devoted 

solely to Medicare. The House committee re-
porting date is July 18, and the Senate com-
mittee reporting date is July 24. The only 
Senate committee instructed is the Finance 
Committee, and for only direct spending. 

The third reconciliation bill addresses mis-
cellaneous direct spending and, once again, 
tax breaks. This way, if the President vetoes 
the first tax break bill, Congress can send 
him another. The House committee report-
ing date is September 6, and the Senate com-
mittee reporting date is September 18, not 
even a month and a half before the election! 
Senate committees instructed for this bill 
include Agriculture, Armed Services, Bank-
ing, Commerce, Energy, Environment, Fi-
nance (both direct spending and revenue re-
ductions), Governmental Affairs, Judiciary, 
Labor, Veterans. Reporting is no longer con-
tingent on passage of the prior two reconcili-
ation bills, as it was in the Senate-passed 
reconciliation bill. 

You can bet that there will be a continuing 
resolution—a C.R.—this year. That’s because 
section 307 of the budget resolution—comi-
cally named the ‘‘Government Shutdown 
Prevention Allowance’’—provides that the 
Budget Committee Chairman can boost the 
allocations to the appropriators and lift the 
appropriations caps by $1.3 billion in outlays 
(enough to get to a CBO freeze) if and only if 
the appropriators report out a C.R. The only 
question now is, will the FIRST appropria-
tions bill be a C.R.? 

The Republican budget contains a tax re-
serve fund that allows tax cut legislation to 
be offset by spending cuts. The types of tax 
breaks allowable show the Republican prior-
ities: family tax relief, fuel tax relief, and in-
centives to stimulate savings, investment, 
job creation, and economic growth—read 
capital gains—so long as the legislation does 
not increase the deficit. 

The Republican budget contains a reserve 
fund to reauthorize superfund. This will 
allow discretionary spending to be moved off 
budget to pay for cleanup without holding 
original polluters responsible. 

The Republican budget contains a provi-
sion requiring that asset sales be counted, 
rejecting the compromise present-value lan-
guage agreed to on the Senate floor. 

The Republican majority has given us an-
other extreme budget, and the Senate should 
reject it. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, in view of 
the fact that we have roughly 10 min-
utes left—as I understand it, we are 
planning to vote at noon, I ask the 
Senator from Washington. 

Mr. GORTON. The Senator from Ne-
braska is correct. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, in order to 
expedite the proceedings, I ask unani-
mous consent that the final 10 to 12 
minutes, whatever time is left on the 
Democratic side, be reserved for use be-
tween 11:40 and 11:55 this morning. 

Mr. GORTON. Reserving the right to 
object, would the Senator from Ne-
braska make that period of time end at 
11:50 so that the Senator from New 
Mexico, as the proponent, may have 
the last 10 minutes? Can the Senator 
move it forward a little and end at 
11:50? 

Mr. EXON. Yes, if the Senator wants 
that. I agree to amend the unanimous 
consent request as suggested by the 
Senator from Washington. 

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

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. GORTON. Would the Senator 
withhold? 

Mr. EXON. I withhold. 
Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington. 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I regret 

the absence from the floor of the two 
Senators from North Dakota who just 
engaged in a discussion of this and of 
other budget proposals. But even in 
their absence, their statements should 
not go without response. 

At one level, the so-called Social Se-
curity argument, the proposition that 
these budgets are not balanced, we are 
dealing with mere debating points, and 
relatively outrageous debating points 
at that. 

At a second level, the concerns of the 
Senator from North Dakota, Mr. 
CONRAD, who was a part of the same bi-
partisan group attempting to reach a 
common ground on that issue, as I was, 
I wish my remarks to be more serious. 
I think his were more pointed and more 
thoughtful. I will try to do the same. 

More than a year ago, at the time at 
which this argument about whether or 
not payroll taxes and Social Security 
benefits should be counted when we de-
termine whether or not the budget was 
balanced, Charles Krauthammer, in his 
column in the Washington Post, wrote: 

In my 17 years in Washington, this is the 
single most fraudulent argument I have 
heard. I do not mean politically fraudulent, 
which is routine in Washington, in a judg-
ment call anyway; I mean logically, demon-
strably, mathematically fraudulent, a condi-
tion rare even in Washington, and a judg-
ment call not at all. 

Why did Mr. Krauthammer, an out-
side observer, write about this argu-
ment in this fashion? For one simple 
reason, Mr. President. The budget def-
icit of the United States of America, 
however many billions of dollars we are 
speaking of, is an exceedingly simple 
concept, readily understood by any cit-
izen of this country. It is the difference 
between the amount of money the Gov-
ernment of the United States spends 
every year and the amount of money 
the United States takes in every year. 

Unfortunately, for various and sun-
dry purposes, some good, some not so 
good, we have frequently passed laws 
that put some of these receipts into a 
particular fund, spend out of that par-
ticular fund, and then we have gone be-
yond that process to pretend they are 
not a part of the budget or of the budg-
et deficit. But they are. 

The payroll tax is a tax which the 
Presiding Officer pays and I pay and 
every other working American pays, 
just to exactly the same extent that 
the income tax is a tax or an excise tax 
is a tax. The money spent by the Fed-
eral Government is a Federal expendi-
ture, however worthy or unworthy its 
purpose, whether it is wasted or spent 
highly constructively. 

When we speak of a balanced budget 
in the year 2002, we speak of it in the 
sense of how much money we are 
spending and how much money we are 

taking in. When President Clinton says 
that he has a balanced budget in the 
year 2002, he speaks of it in the sense of 
how much money we spend and how 
much money we take in. When the bi-
partisan group, of which the Senator 
from North Dakota was a part, speaks 
of a balanced budget, it uses exactly 
that same concept. 

My gosh, Mr. President, by the argu-
ment that we received over here, we 
can balance the budget this year. All 
we have to say is that $150 billion of 
money we spend is not on the budget. 
Let us pass a law. Just pass a law. Let 
us say all the money that we spend on 
national defense is not counted on the 
budget. Presto, we would have a sur-
plus, and we could all go home, and the 
budget would not be unbalanced. 

Mr. President, obviously, it is not as 
easy as that. The money we spend on 
national defense does count. The 
money we spend on Social Security 
does count. The money that comes in 
our payroll taxes does count. When we 
count everything, the budget is passed. 

Even worse, Mr. President, some 
Members voted against a constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budg-
et unless we included in it this fiction 
that payroll taxes for Social Security 
purposes and payments to Social Secu-
rity recipients did not count. Mr. 
President, that is especially out-
rageous because by the time the con-
stitutional amendment was ratified 
and became fully effective in this coun-
try, it would have exactly the opposite 
effect that the proposal has today. 

Today, the proposal outlined by the 
two Members from North Dakota 
would say we cannot count as balanced 
a budget that is, in fact, balanced. We 
have to state there is a $100 billion def-
icit because in that particular year, 
the Social Security taxes are taking in 
$100 billion more than is being paid out 
in benefits. 

We all know, we have been told, we 
know inevitably that sometime rel-
atively early in the next century, ex-
actly the opposite will be the case: The 
Social Security trust fund will be pay-
ing out more money than it is taking 
in. 

So if these Senators have their way, 
in 10 or 15 years we will be able to 
claim a budget is balanced while the 
Social Security trust fund is going 
bankrupt and while the country is, in 
fact, obligated to spend hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars every year that it does 
not have. The books will say the budg-
et is balanced in exactly the same way 
that it would say that they were bal-
anced today if we just decided to take 
national defense off budget and claim 
the money we were spending on it did 
not count, for some reason or another. 

It is for that reason, Mr. President, 
that Charles Krauthammer, a year and 
a half ago, said this was the most 
fraudulent argument he had ever heard 
in 17 years in Washington, DC. That is 
not the real issue before the Senate, in 
our judgment, as to whether or not to 
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pass this budget resolution. That judg-
ment really rests solely on the ques-
tion, is it time to begin to move hon-
estly toward a balanced budget? Is it 
time to arrest the growth rate of a 
handful of entitlements which each 
year take a larger percentage of our 
budget and each year contribute more 
to our budget deficit? Is it time to as-
sure that we are going to have enough 
money for the very appropriated ac-
counts about which the Senator from 
West Virginia was so eloquent, or are 
we going to allow them to be eaten up 
completely by these entitlements to 
the point which we will have no money 
for any of those purposes—for edu-
cation, for the environment, for a park 
system, for the Department of Justice, 
because we are simply unwilling to 
deal with these entitlements? 

In fact, Mr. President, it is true 
under this budget resolution, the def-
icit in 1997 will be larger, by a small 
margin, than the deficit in 1996. The 
deficit in 1998 will begin to go down, it 
will be about the same as the 1996 def-
icit, and then it will go down more rap-
idly thereafter. 

Mr. President, if we were to adopt 
President Clinton’s budget, the in-
crease in the deficit in 1997 would be 
even greater, and in every single year 
it would be significantly more than it 
is under the proposal before the Senate 
now. Why? Because he does not arrest 
the growth of entitlements in the way 
we do. In the early years, at least, he 
proposes to spend much more in discre-
tionary spending. 

Mr. President, this is what I prin-
cipally regret about the argument of 
the Senator from North Dakota. The 
bipartisan budget, which the two of us 
supported, also has a higher deficit 
using these figures in 1997 than in 1996. 
It has a higher one in 1998 than in 1997. 
Yet, the Senator from North Dakota 
and I both supported it. Why? Because, 
in my opinion, it does a better job in 
the long-term control of entitlement 
programs. Thereafter, it allows for at 
least as much in tax relief to working 
Americans as does ours, and allows for 
more in the way of discretionary 
spending on education, law enforce-
ment and the like. I felt it preferable 
to the one we have before the Senate 
now, but we did not win. This one is in-
finitely preferable to the proposal of 
the President, and it is infinitely pref-
erable to doing nothing and allowing 
the status quo to continue and engag-
ing in fruitless debate-point kinds of 
arguments. 

Mr. President, the job would have 
been easier had we started a year ago. 
The President’s veto of a balanced 
budget then frustrated that goal. It 
would have been easier still if we had 
started 2 years before that, at the be-
ginning of the Clinton administration, 
or 2 years before that in the Bush ad-
ministration. For one reason or an-
other, we did not. Now we have a series 
of excuses as to why we should not 
start now or, more precisely, why we 
should do it differently. 

Everyone is for a balanced budget. 
Everyone is for a balanced budget, Mr. 
President. It is always a different one. 
It is never the one they have before 
them. That, accumulated over 30 years, 
is the reason we find ourselves in our 
present position. 

I believe this resolution is going to 
pass. I think that will be a good thing. 
I believe the President of the United 
States is almost certain to veto the en-
forcement mechanisms which would 
make it a reality. That will be a bad 
thing. 

We are likely to be back here next 
year, whoever is President, faced with 
the same challenge, but a more dif-
ficult challenge. We will be further in 
debt, it will be more difficult to bring 
these spending programs under control, 
but we will have the same debate once 
again as we do now. It will not be won 
by debating points. It will only be won 
by a support of something that is actu-
ally before the Senate and something 
that will actually work, that this 
present resolution most certainly is. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum, 
and I ask unanimous consent it be 
charged equally against both sides. 

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

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Parliamentary in-
quiry, how much time does the minor-
ity have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-
nority has 10 minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. On this side we have 
how much? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority has 39 minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous 
consent that any time charged to the 
minority in the immediate past 
quorum call be charged to the major-
ity, because they are very short of 
time. 

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

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I voted 
against the Republican budget resolu-
tion when it came before the Senate. I 
told this body my reason which distills 
to one simple truth: It does not reflect 
the priorities of the American people. 
Sadly, as soon as Members of the House 
of Representatives had their say in the 
budget, as soon as the influence of the 
Speaker of the House was brought to 
bear in the conference committee, a 
bad budget was rendered even worse. 

Mr. President, the bill which lies be-
fore us is in fact the Newt Gingrich 
budget. After the drubbing the Repub-
lican Party took last year for holding 
hostage the Government and those its 
services help as those Republicans 
sought their scorched Earth budget at 
all costs, some of the rougher edges 

have been slightly rounded, some of the 
more severe slashes have been mod-
erated. But this is unmistakably a 
budget without a heart, a budget that 
has no concept of investment for the 
future of our country and its people. 

When we first considered the budget 
for the next fiscal year, I tried to im-
prove the bill by restoring funds for en-
vironmental protection and conserva-
tion efforts, for education—the Ging-
rich budget marks the largest edu-
cation cut in history—and I tried to 
trim unnecessary defense spending to 
the level requested by the President. 

But then as now, the Republican 
Party has moved in lockstep to prevent 
us from providing services that the 
American people urgently need. 

As an alternative, the President’s 
budget continues the sound economic 
and fiscal policy put in place in 1993 
which has halved the deficit, kept in-
terest rates and inflation low and cre-
ated more than 8 million jobs. His 
budget is the right way to balance the 
budget. 

But this resolution is shameful. The 
Gingrich budget continues the smoke- 
and-mirror gimmicks vetoed by the 
President and rejected by the Amer-
ican people. It slashes Medicare, crip-
ples education programs, and opens tax 
loopholes for big corporations. This is 
the wrong way. 

Despite continuous and strong eco-
nomic news, American workers feel in-
secure. Working families worry about 
their economic security; they worry 
about their retirement security. As I 
travel across Massachusetts, people 
tell me they are worried about their 
physical safety and their ability to af-
ford health care. 

This Republican budget will only ex-
acerbate this pervasive sense of insecu-
rity. At a time when we are fearful 
about the level of violent crime and the 
need to conduct a real war on drugs, 
the Gingrich budget would spend less 
in 1997 than was allocated in 1996 for 
crime prevention. At a time when 
Americans believe that their only 
chance to realize the American dream 
is through education, the Republican 
budget gives education and training 
funding short shrift—$56 billion less 
than the President’s balanced budget. 
At a time when Americans look toward 
their senior years and see an uncertain 
future, the Republican conference re-
port slashes Medicare spending by $168 
billion. 

That is the wrong set of priorities for 
our Nation, for our economy, and for 
hard-working American families, Mr. 
President. I reject this conference re-
port as I, the President and the Amer-
ican people rejected the Republican 
plan last year, and as I rejected only 2 
weeks ago this year’s Republican plan. 

I hope my colleagues oppose the Re-
publican conference report. We can do 
better for the country and we ought to. 
I yield the floor. 

WRONG BUDGET PRIORITIES 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the budget 

resolution conference report now be-
fore us once again reflects the impact 
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of what I fear is an extreme conserv-
ative agenda that I believe is not 
shared by the majority of my constitu-
ents, or indeed of the Nation. I cannot 
support it. 

I note at the outset that I was happy 
to support the bipartisan centrist al-
ternative budget that was offered last 
month by Senators CHAFEE and 
BREAUX. In my view, the alternative 
plan took a more moderate approach 
based on a far more reasonable ranking 
of priorities. 

I should also note that the budget 
resolution which passed the Senate on 
May 23 was somewhat better than the 
pending conference report. Although I 
did not vote for the bill, I was pleased 
that the distinguished chairman of the 
Budget Committee, Mr. DOMENICI, 
added $5 billion to discretionary spend-
ing, of which $1.7 billion was ear-
marked for education. 

Unfortunately, that enlightened step 
was quickly undone by the conferees, 
and the budget now before us resembles 
all too clearly last year’s ill-conceived 
and misguided reconciliation bill that 
resulted in 2 Government shutdowns 
and 13 continuing resolutions. It is dis-
maying to contemplate a repetition. 

The budget before us is all wrong, in 
my view. It continues the preposterous 
inconsistency of scheduling tax cuts 
and continuing tax breaks while at the 
very same time purporting to move to-
ward a balanced budget. It pads the de-
fense budget by more than $11 billion. 
And to offset these costly steps, it de-
pends on excessive and unwise cuts in 
Medicare and Medicaid as well as in 
welfare and education. 

I am, of course, most particularly 
distressed by the cavalier and to my 
mind dangerous treatment of the Fed-
eral investment in education, which 
this budget would cut by 20 percent 
across the board by 2002. The impact 
would be felt at all levels of education, 
at a time when enrollments particu-
larly at the secondary levels are climb-
ing to historic highs. 

At the college level, the Republican 
budget would cut the Pell grant pro-
gram by $6.2 billion over 6 years. An es-
timated 1.3 million students would lose 
Pell grants, and the value of the max-
imum grant would decline by $400 per 
student. 

College work study opportunities 
would be lost by 800,000 students by 
2002. The Direct Student Loan Program 
would be capped, forcing colleges and 
students out of the program. And na-
tional service would be cut, denying 
opportunity to some 40,000 over the 6- 
year period. 

At the secondary level, in fiscal year 
1997 alone, the pending budget will 
have a very harmful effect on several 
programs of proven merit: 

Cuts in education for disadvantaged 
children would deny funding for math 
and reading skills for some 344,000 chil-
dren. 

Safe and drug free school antidrug 
and antiviolence programs would be 
cut by $30 million next year. 

Cuts in Head Start would deny pre-
school education to at least 12,500 chil-
dren next year. 

Funding under Goals 2000 would be 
cut for 500 schools helping 250,000 stu-
dents meet higher education standards. 

Reduction in funding for bilingual 
education would eliminate services for 
some 38,000 students with limited pro-
ficiency in English. 

Cuts in summer jobs for youth and 
dislocated workers assistance will re-
sult in lost opportunities for skill en-
hancement for some 81,000 young peo-
ple. 

Mr. President, these reductions 
might have been justified if every last 
dollar had been shaved from programs 
less essential than education, or if na-
tional defense was seriously at risk or 
if every taxpayer in the country was 
being taxed to the limit of his ability 
to pay. 

But the fact is that none of these 
conditions obtain. On the contrary, 
this budget provides tax cuts and tax 
breaks that may reach $180 billion for 
the wealthiest individuals in the Na-
tion while at the same time cutting 
education programs by $25 billion,. 

This is an unconscionable inversion 
of reasonable priorities and it ought to 
be rejected out of hand. I can only hope 
that our successors will bring a more 
enlightened and responsible attitude to 
the task. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise 
this morning in strong support of the 
conference budget resolution. I believe 
it provides us yet another opportunity 
in the 104th Congress to put our Na-
tion’s budget on a path toward balance, 
and does so in the spirit of com-
promise. 

Mr. President, as if we needed any 
further proof of the difficulty we face 
in balancing the budget after 27 con-
secutive years of fiscally irresponsible 
behavior, the last year and a half has 
further highlighted the challenges we 
face in achieving this goal. Even with 
an overwhelming majority in this Con-
gress expressing strong support for a 
balanced budget—indeed, 64 Members 
of this body even voted for the bal-
anced budget amendment just this past 
week—and a President expressing the 
same support, we have still not enacted 
the legislation necessary to put us on a 
path to balance. 

If there is anything that we have 
learned during these past 17 months, it 
is that some measure of compromise 
will be needed by all of us in order to 
get to what we claim to be a shared 
goal. The Democratic Party may con-
trol the White House, but they do not 
control the Congress. By the same 
token, the Republican Party controls 
the Congress, but not with a margin 
sufficient to unilaterally override a 
Presidential veto. Therefore, with nei-
ther side having control sufficient to 
simply make happen whatever they 
would like, we are forced to exercise 
give-and-take if we truly wish to move 
forward at all. 

Mr. President, I believe that the 
budget conference report that has been 

crafted demonstrates give-and-take, 
and is a sincere effort to forge a com-
promise before the 104th Congress ad-
journs sine die. By doing so, this reso-
lution gives us a chance to move the 
process forward. And through contin-
ued compromise in reconciliation, leg-
islation could then be enacted that 
would put us on a path toward balance 
in 2002. 

Therefore, I would like to commend 
the chairman of the Senate Budget 
Committee, Mr. DOMENICI, and all of 
the members of the House-Senate con-
ference committee for their efforts in 
crafting this conference budget resolu-
tion. Their willingness and ability to 
put together a budget that strikes a 
compromise between the positions 
taken by the President and congres-
sional leaders during months of often 
acrimonious negotiations is a testa-
ment to their commitment to bal-
ancing the budget sooner rather than 
later. 

Mr. President, during the debate on 
the Senate budget resolution just this 
past month, I was part of a bipartisan 
group of Senators that offered an alter-
native budget resolution that split the 
differences on contentious issues such 
as Medicare, Medicaid, and tax cuts. 
Although that resolution was ulti-
mately defeated by a narrow margin, it 
proved that compromise was possible 
and that Republicans and Democrats 
could work together and find common 
ground. 

After the defeat of that bipartisan 
resolution, I voted in favor of the budg-
et resolution crafted by Senator 
DOMENICI because I felt it offered a 
sound and reasoned approach to bal-
ancing the budget—and could also war-
rant bipartisan support. I regret that 
none of my Democratic colleagues 
voted in favor of that resolution be-
cause I believed that it not only offered 
a fiscally responsible and realistic path 
to achieving balance in 6 years, but it 
also demonstrated the ongoing com-
mitment to compromise by the chair-
man of the Senate Budget Committee, 
Senator DOMENICI. 

In an effort to gain support from 
Democrats as well as Republicans, 
Chairman DOMENICI incorporated a va-
riety of the bipartisan budget group’s 
7-year savings targets in his 6-year 
Senate budget resolution. Now, fol-
lowing negotiations with the House, 
the Chairman is again presenting us 
with a plan that contains many of 
these similar savings targets. I there-
fore give this conference report my 
support—and am hopeful that my 
Democratic colleagues will reconsider 
their prior opposition to the Senate 
budget resolution. 

To reach balance, the total level of 
savings derived in the most conten-
tious categories of the 1997 conference 
report are very similar to those con-
tained in the bipartisan budget pro-
posal. Specifically, the bipartisan 
budget assumed $154 billion of savings 
in Medicare, $62 billion in Medicaid, $58 
billion in welfare and the EITC, and 
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cut taxes by $130 billion. In compari-
son, the conference report would slow 
the growth of Medicare by $158 billion 
over 6 years, slow Medicaid growth by 
$72 billion, derive savings of $70 billion 
from reforms to the welfare and the 
EITC programs, and cut taxes by a net 
total of $122 billion. 

Mr. President, despite these similar-
ities, I am sure that there are those 
who will criticize this conference budg-
et resolution on the grounds that the 
policies that back the numbers are 
wrong. I would simply remind my col-
leagues that a budget resolution is a 
blueprint and not a final package of 
policies for balancing the budget. The 
policies that embrace these targets 
will be crafted during the reconcili-
ation process. We will have ample time 
to debate the specific policies that 
achieve these targets in the coming 
months. 

Still others will argue that the sav-
ings targets contained in the 1997 con-
ference report are unrealistic or hurt-
ful. To those I would ask: Is it hurtful 
to save the Nation’s Medicare Program 
from bankruptcy? Is it unrealistic to 
believe that Medicaid and welfare can 
be reformed in a manner that improves 
the delivery of services to those in 
need—especially the poor and elderly? 

The answer to all of these questions 
is the same: ‘‘Of course not.’’ 

One striking example of the unjusti-
fied vilifying of this budget resolution 
is in the Medicare program. As we all 
learned from the Medicare trustees this 
past week, the Medicare trust fund is 
now expected to go insolvent in 5 short 
years—which is 1 year less than we 
were told just over 12 months ago—and 
perhaps in as quickly as 4 years. We 
have a responsibility and an obligation 
to make the changes necessary to en-
sure that this program—which provides 
essential health care for millions of 
our Nation’s senior citizens—be pre-
served for 10 years. 

Rather than embrace a broad budget 
goal for Medicare that would allow us 
to craft a package of reforms to pre-
serve this program for 10 years, oppo-
nents contend that the President’s plan 
—which contained real reforms that 
would only extend solvency of this 
trust fund for 1 additional year 
—should be embraced. We owe it to our 
senior citizens of today—and to those 
of tomorrow—that this vital program 
will not be imperiled simply because it 
appeared to be a good ‘‘wedge issue’’ 
for an upcoming election. 

By the same token, Mr. President, 
the entire balanced budget debate is 
not only about today, but also about 
tomorrow. We must never forget that 
balancing the budget is not merely an 
exercise in national accounting, rather 
it is about improving the lives of every 
American both now and in the future. 
Today, a balanced budget would mean 
improved financial conditions for our 
Nation’s workers and families by pro-
viding for higher growth and lower in-
terest rates. We would effectively be 
putting money in the bank accounts of 

working Americans because they would 
be paying less interest on their mort-
gages, less on their student loans, and 
less on their car loans. 

At the same time, balancing the 
budget is about preserving the future 
by ensuring that our children and 
grandchildren would not be subjected 
to an 82-percent tax rate or a 50-per-
cent cut in benefits to pay for our prof-
ligate spending today. Every genera-
tion of Americans has sought to pro-
vide a brighter economic future for the 
next—but our unwillingness to exercise 
self control today is imperiling this 
goal for the generation of tomorrow. 

I believe John F. Kennedy said it 
most succinctly: ‘‘It is the task of 
every generation to build a road for the 
next generation.’’ I do not believe that 
building this road for the next genera-
tion can be put off any longer. I do not 
believe that we can stand idly by while 
our children’s inheritance is squan-
dered. 

This budget resolution provides us 
with an opportunity. An opportunity to 
forge a compromise now—not after the 
next election. We should not allow the 
forces of politics to overcome the force 
of responsibility. 

Mr. President, I support this budget 
agreement. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, the 
finishing touches have been applied to 
the leadership’s Presidential election 
year budget, and as many of us on both 
sides of the aisle feared, the corner-
stone of that election year budget is 
not balancing the books but cutting 
taxes. 

Even the few fig leaves that were 
carefully placed on last year’s budget 
resolution have been removed. The spe-
cial reserve fund from which tax cuts 
were to be funded only after CBO cer-
tified that we were on a glidepath to a 
balanced budget has been removed. 

Instead we have a Rube Goldberg 
construction of reconciliation bills, 
leading to a massive tax cut which, we 
are told, totals $122 billion, but which 
might actually be closer to $180 billion 
if one believes the Chairman of the 
other body’s Budget Committee. 

If anything, the conference version of 
the budget resolution provides even 
more opportunities for enacting a tax 
cut before the budget is balanced. As I 
understand the conference report, Con-
gress can now consider tax cuts as part 
of the welfare-Medicaid reconciliation 
bill, or as part of a separate tax cut 
reconciliation bill. It is readily appar-
ent that the goal of this year’s budget 
resolution is not to balance the budget 
in 7 years, in 6 years, or even sooner. 

The goal is to pass an election year 
tax cut. 

Mr. President, the goal, and thus the 
budget as a whole, is entirely polit-
ical—a defect that is not unique to this 
budget resolution. The tax cut bidding 
war that has been heating up for the 
past 21⁄2 years is now white hot. The 
President is proposing tax cuts. The 
Republican congressional leadership 
are proposing tax cuts. The GOP can-

didate for President is about to propose 
tax cuts. Even the bipartisan coalition 
of Senators proposed a significant tax 
cut as part of their own budget plan, 
though I think many in that coalition 
would have preferred no tax cuts at all 
until we balanced the budget. 

Mr. President, every time you turn 
around you bump into somebody about 
to propose a tax cut. Last week, the 
President proposed a $1,500 education 
tax credit, and there are reports that 
he may propose a tax break for first- 
time homebuyers. The Republican con-
gressional leadership is pushing a gas 
tax cut, and has also proposed an adop-
tion tax credit and a series of business 
tax cuts. And the Republican Presi-
dential nominee is expected to propose 
a significant tax cut, reportedly as 
much as a 15-percent across-the-board 
cut in income taxes, a cut that would 
cost about $90 billion a year according 
to one report. 

Mr. President, we may need an envi-
ronmental impact statement reviewing 
the loss of all those trees that will be 
used to make the paper for this bliz-
zard of tax cut bills. The Washington 
Post took both Presidential candidates 
to task for their election year tax cut 
proposals. That June 4 editorial noted 
that ‘‘both men know better,’’ and 
went on to say that ‘‘the candidates 
are moving, both of them, against what 
we persist in regarding as their own 
better instincts toward a bidding war 
on taxes.’’ 

Mr. President, I think that is a fair 
characterization. 

I respect both President Clinton and 
Senator Dole, and I think they both 
know better than to engage in this bid-
ding war on taxes. It is driven purely 
by political winds. With continuing 
budget deficits facing the Nation, our 
focus must remain on balancing the 
budget, not on cutting taxes. 

This is true not only for the Federal 
budget as a whole, but also within the 
budget in areas such as Medicare. The 
recent report of the Medicare trustees 
came as no surprise. We have known 
for some time that the Medicare trust 
fund would be insolvent in a few years, 
a projection that has been all too com-
mon over the past 25 years. 

We need to devote our economic re-
sources toward stabilizing that trust 
fund in the short term, and ensuring its 
solvency in the long term. I regret that 
the path of this budget resolution is in-
stead to further undermine that trust 
fund by putting tax cuts ahead of both 
balancing the Federal budget and the 
long-term solvency of Medicare. 

Mr. President, the bipartisan budget 
plan that was debated here last month 
also had this fatal flaw. That plan, 
which held much promise in so many 
areas, was fatally flawed by having to 
provide funding for a tax cut that was 
neither politically necessary nor fis-
cally responsible. That it used as its 
funding source an across-the-board cut 
in Social Security COLA’s not only 
frustrated the rest of the plan, it also 
may have jeopardized efforts to reform 
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the Consumer Price Index which so 
many respected authorities maintain 
overstates the cost of living. Making a 
case that the CPI needs to be modified 
will only suffer if the savings realized 
from reform are used to cut taxes rath-
er than to secure the fiscal stability of 
Social Security. 

Mr. President, there was absolutely 
no need for that bipartisan plan to in-
clude a tax cut, and I very much hope 
that any future bipartisan actions 
which may flow from that important 
effort begin by dumping those tax cuts 
and focusing every last dime of savings 
on balancing the budget. 

Mr. President, I regret that so many 
have been infected by this tax cut 
fever. Its symptoms seem to cloud the 
mind. Even those who persist in believ-
ing the thoroughly disproven voo doo 
economics of the early 1980’s can find 
little on which to launch their argu-
ments for a so-called pro-growth tax 
cut. 

As some have noted, whether or not 
the ‘‘pro-growth’’ set believe in those 
discredited policies, there is little 
doubt that the Federal Reserve and the 
financial markets do not, and the ef-
fects of any tax cut that might be en-
acted would be countered in short 
order with an offsetting rise in interest 
rates. 

Mr. President, we can barely cut 
taxes and balance the budget on paper, 
let alone actually putting such a plan 
into effect. Maintaining the fiscal dis-
cipline needed to eliminate the deficit 
is hard enough for Congress. Adding a 
tax cut on top of that goal is fiscally 
irresponsible. 

Mr. President, this budget resolution 
invites mischief. It provides multiple 
opportunities to stray from what must 
be our most important economic goal, 
namely a balanced budget. And by 
opening up these new fronts, it further 
escalates a tax cut bidding war that is 
already getting out of control. 

Mr. President, we can expect a long, 
hot summer of tax cut proposals flying 
back and forth. 

Mr. President, it may have appeal in 
some quarters, but the great bulk of 
the American people would much rath-
er be dealt with honestly and respon-
sibly. They know that you cannot bal-
ance the budget and cut taxes at the 
same time. You have to choose one 
road or the other. 

Mr. President, let us choose the road 
to a balanced budget. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, as I come 
to the floor today to speak on this 
budget conference report I am re-
minded of the immortal words of Yogi 
Berra: ‘‘It feels like deja vu all over 
again.’’ 

Because, contrary to my colleagues’ 
protestations of moderation, this con-
ference report repeats the same mis-
takes of last year’s failed budget proc-
ess, which twice shut the Government 
down. Last year’s plan gutted Medi-
care, Medicaid, education, and the en-
vironment and was soundly rejected by 
the American people and this con-
ference report seems to be no different. 

Frankly, I’m amazed that after the 
lessons of last year the Republicans 
would try to hoodwink the American 
people into thinking that they have 
changed their stripes. But this budget 
does just that by presenting the thin 
veneer of compromise and moderation, 
while at the same time maintaining 
draconian spending cuts in America’s 
priorities and tax cuts for Americans 
who don’t need them. 

But the American people will not be 
fooled. They learned long ago that 
when it comes to the Republican’s 
budget-cutting efforts, ‘‘All that glit-
ters is not gold.’’ 

Unfortunately, the only thing that 
shines in this budget is the repetition 
of the same mistakes that gave us 13 
continuing resolutions and 2 Govern-
ment shutdowns last year. 

For example, on Medicare this con-
ference report calls for cuts of up to 
$168 billion. These reductions would 
leave seniors with an increasingly sec-
ond-class health care system. The en-
actment of the accompanying profound 
policy changes would leave the sickest 
and poorest Americans in a weakend 
and toothless Medicare program. 

This conference report also rep-
resents a $123 billion reduction in part 
A. These cuts would limit beneficiary 
access to hospital health services and 
limit payments to hospitals. These re-
ductions could result in cost-shifting, 
affect quality and leave in serious jeop-
ardy the continuing viability of many 
rural and urban hospitals. 

But, Republicans don’t stop with 
Medicare. Medicaid, too, would be gut-
ted by $72 billion in cuts and block 
grants that would threaten this Na-
tion’s guarantee to provide health care 
for children and the poor. In fact, 
under the Republicans’ block grant ap-
proach, these Medicaid reductions 
could total $250 billion if States spend 
only the minimum required. 

If this conference report were en-
acted, more than 36 million Medicaid 
beneficiaries, including 18 million chil-
dren, more than 6 million people with 
disabilities and millions of older Amer-
icans who rely on Medicaid, would lose 
their guarantee of adequate health 
care. 

But these Medicaid costs are an inte-
gral part of a conference report that 
finds more than 42 percent of its sav-
ings by cutting priorities that affect 
low-income Americans. Is this any way 
to balance the budget—on the backs of 
America’s poorest citizens while at the 
same time including sizable tax cuts 
for wealthy Americans? 

Additionally, I hear a lot of rhetoric 
from across the aisle about moving 
Americans from welfare to work and 
making the opportunity of the Amer-
ican Dream available to millions of 
Americans. Maybe one of my Repub-
lican colleagues could explain to me 
how we are supposed to do that when 
we’re taking away the tools to make 
those dreams a reality? 

In my opinion, there is no better ex-
ample of the Republicans’ insensitive 

attitude to the working poor than their 
proposed cuts in the earned income tax 
credit. [EITC]. 

Here we have a program that benefits 
millions of America’s working poor 
that in the past has had sweeping bi-
partisan support and that provides an 
essential lifeline for those Americans 
trying to escape poverty. 

But, while most Americans would 
look at the earned income tax credit 
and say ‘‘Here’s a Government program 
that works,’’ my Republican colleagues 
look at the EITC and say, ‘‘Here’s a 
place to save money.’’ This is akin to 
raising taxes on the working poor. 

At at time when growing wage in-
equalities threaten to segregate Ameri-
cans by economics, it is beyond my 
ability to understand how my Repub-
lican colleagues could pass a con-
ference report that raises taxes on the 
working poor while cutting taxes for 
wealthy Americans. But, it seems 
those kind of skewed priorities have 
become the norm is this body. 

Additionally, this budget continues 
the Republican assault on education 
and job training. The overwhelming de-
sire of the American people to see Con-
gress maintain our national commit-
ment to education has led my Repub-
lican colleagues to increase funding. 
But, Americans won’t be fooled by 
these hollow increases. 

In real terms,this conference report 
would mean $25 billion less in edu-
cation and training spending over the 
next 6 years. On the other hand, Presi-
dent Clinton understands the need for 
maintaining our commitment to edu-
cation and job training. That’s why his 
budget includes nearly $60 billion, more 
than the GOP budget, in new invest-
ments in priorities such as Head Start, 
Goals 2000, Pell grants, school-to-work, 
summer jobs, and dislocated worker 
training. 

The President’s budget also main-
tains our national commitments to the 
environment and to crime fighting, 
which suffer serious blows under the 
GOP conference report. 

For example, the Republican budget 
cuts nearly $4 billion, from the Presi-
dent’s request for environmental prior-
ities such as energy conservation and 
EPA enforcement and maintains the 
GOP commitment to open up one of 
America’s last great environmental 
treasures, the Arctic National Wildlife 
Refuge, to oil and gas drilling. 

On the crime front, while Repub-
licans like to portray this President as 
soft on crime, it is Republicans who are 
actually cutting money that helps keep 
our streets safe from the scourge of 
drugs and violent crime. For example, 
the Violent Crime Reduction fund 
would see serious cutbacks and the 
total funding for the Administration of 
Justice function would be cut by more 
tan $2.5 billion than the President re-
quested. 

Yet, at the same time they’re cutting 
money for crime, education, the envi-
ronment and job training, this con-
ference report still finds enough money 
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to provide $11.3 billion more in defense 
funding than the Pentagon even re-
quested. 

This additional, unrequested funding, 
along with another $60 billion boon-
doggle for a Star Wars missile system 
serves as a vivid reminder of where the 
priorities of my colleagues across the 
aisle lie. And to be honest with this 
much in additional spending it’s hard 
to take seriously Republican assertions 
that they truly want to balance the 
budget. 

There’s an inherent hypocrisy in sug-
gesting that on one hand we need to 
balance the budget—even amending the 
Constitution if need be—while on the 
other hand calling for additional, 
unrequested defense spending and a re-
peal of the gas tax, which will only 
drive up the deficit. 

What’s more, these spending in-
creases come on the heels of Repub-
licans’ continued insistence that this 
Congress pass tax cuts for wealthy 
Americans who don’t need them. Last 
year’s budget devoted 47 percent of its 
tax cuts to people making more than 
$100,000 and there is little reason to be-
lieve that this year is any different. 

Stop me if this agenda sounds famil-
iar. As one of the 11 Senators to vote 
against the 1991 Reagan budget plan 
that cut taxes, raised defense spending 
and plunged this Nation into deeper 
and deeper debt the similarities are all 
too familiar. 

It was that plan that brought this 
Nation to the point we’re at today. If 
we hadn’t exploded the deficit during 
the 1980s this debate would not nec-
essary. But, it seems some people never 
learn. 

If my Republican colleagues were 
truly intent on balancing the budget in 
a fair and equitable manner they might 
want to look down Pennsylvania Ave-
nue to the White House. 

President Clinton has presented a 
budget that puts our fiscal house in 
order while protecting our values and 
priorities as a Nation. But, it seems 
Republicans are more intent on playing 
politics with this issue, rather than 
taking up the President’s offer to con-
tinue the negotiations. 

This conference report puts us in the 
wrong direction toward compromise, 
but more importantly it puts us on the 
wrong path toward making a better fu-
ture for our children. It is my inten-
tion to vote against this conference re-
port and I urge all my colleagues, 
Democrats and Republicans, to reject 
it as well. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my disappointment 
that the fiscal year 1997 budget resolu-
tion alters my sense-of-the-Senate 
amendment in a way that completely 
changes the intent of the amendment 
agreed to by 57 Senators. 

In February I introduced legislation 
that would create a dedicated trust 
fund for Amtrak. As chairman of the 
Finance Committee, I reported out this 
legislation with the support of my col-
leagues on both sides of the isle. On the 

budget resolution I offered a sense-of- 
the-Senate amendment that expressed 
support for this legislation—for direct 
funding for Amtrak—and it was over-
whelmingly approved by the Senate. 

While my sense-of-the-Senate amend-
ment received strong support in the 
Senate, my amendment was drastically 
changed while in conference with the 
House. My amendment was supported 
by 57 Senators who voted for direct 
funding for capital improvements to 
Amtrak. My legislation would have 
been offset according to the budget 
rules, therefore, it would not have had 
an affect on the deficit. It would fund 
Amtrak without raising taxes, without 
increasing the deficit, and without cut-
ting funding for other forms of trans-
portation. 

Unfortunately, my amendment was 
modified in conference. The modified 
version of my amendment would only 
create an authorization, with no direct 
spending for Amtrak. These are two 
different amendments with two dif-
ferent meanings. However, only my 
amendment was voted on by the full 
Senate and only my amendment re-
ceived overwhelming support from this 
body. 

Mr. President, the 57 Senators that 
voted in favor of direct spending knew 
what they were voting on. These Mem-
bers know that if Amtrak is to survive, 
it will need direct spending to make 
the needed capital improvements and 
upgrades to equipment and shops. They 
also know that another authorization 
will not help Amtrak secure the money 
needed for long term capital invest-
ments. 

What Amtrak needs and what the 
Senate voted on is direct funding for 
capital improvements. I conclude by 
expressing my profound disappoint-
ment that the conference report for the 
fiscal year 1997 budget resolution does 
not reflect the will of the Senate on 
this issue. 

Let me also point out that my pref-
erence for the overall budget resolution 
would have been the lower discre-
tionary levels as contained in the 
House-passed version of the budget res-
olution. 

Thank you Mr. President and I yield 
the floor. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I know 
there is a lot of redundancy in what we 
all say around here, and certainly I 
have tried to make these points before, 
but we had quite a discussion this 
morning debating the budget resolu-
tion. During that time, I guess one of 
the most eloquent Senators in the his-
tory of this body, Senator BYRD from 
West Virginia, had some comments 
that I want to respond to. 

One was he commented on the mis-
take that he made when he voted for 
tax cuts back in the 1980’s. I suggest 
that there is a basic difference in phi-
losophy. I hope it came out. I think 
people have to weigh this on their own. 

I can remember, in 1992, a quote I at-
tribute to Laura Tyson, the chief eco-
nomic adviser to President Clinton, 

who said, ‘‘There is no relationship be-
tween the level of taxation that a na-
tion pays and its productivity.’’ I think 
that is the crux of where we are now in 
our debate, whether it is about the bal-
anced budget amendment or just a bal-
anced budget. If you really believe 
that, then I can understand why people 
would not want to have tax cuts and 
why they would vote the way they do. 

But I have to remind the distin-
guished Senator that there is no period 
of time in history when we had greater 
tax cuts than there was in the 1980’s. 
That is when we had our marginal 
rates coming down so dramatically. In 
1980, the total revenues for Govern-
ment were $517 billion. In 1990, it was 
$1.03 trillion. It doubled in that period 
of time. During that period of time, we 
had the greatest tax decreases of any 
10-year period in America’s history. 
The revenues from marginal rates 
went, in 1980, from $244 to $466 billion. 

That is where the basic difference of 
opinion is. People want to have more of 
their money to invest. For each 1 per-
cent increase in the economy, it devel-
ops an additional $26 billion of new 
funds. 

The distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia said—and this is a quote, I 
wrote it down—he said, ‘‘The people of 
America are going to wake up and say 
we are tired of cutting domestic discre-
tionary programs.’’ I think that is a 
basic difference of opinion among 
many of us here. I think perhaps the 
majority of us do not believe that. We 
think the people of America are not 
tired of cutting domestic programs. 
They are tired of tax increases. They 
are tired of deficit increases. They are 
tired of having their children and their 
grandchildren born into an environ-
ment where they immediately inherit a 
$19,000 debt, and if we do not do some-
thing to change it, they will end up 
having to pay 82 percent of their entire 
lifetime income just to support Gov-
ernment. 

Another thing that was said was said 
by the distinguished Senator from 
North Dakota, who again used the ‘‘S’’ 
word, I call it, star wars. I have to say, 
and I firmly believe it—I am on the 
Senate Armed Services Committee and 
the Intelligence Committee and I was 
on the same committees over in the 
House of Representatives—I believe 
there is a greater threat facing Amer-
ica today than there has been, cer-
tainly, since World War II, maybe since 
the Revolutionary War: the prolifera-
tion of nuclear weapons, weapons of 
mass destruction, and the lack of de-
fense against delivery of those weap-
ons. As the distinguished Presiding Of-
ficer knows, because he is on the same 
committees I am, we are in an environ-
ment where we have had slashes in the 
military budget for 12 consecutive 
years. So now we are essentially where 
we were in buying power in 1980 when 
we could not afford spare parts. 

So I think it is doing a disservice to 
the American people to use such terms 
as star wars. When you realize it is not 
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$70 or $80 or $90 billion, we are talking 
about an investment that the Amer-
ican people have made in national mis-
sile defense today of about $50 billion. 
Just take the Aegis ships, 22 Aegis 
ships, already paid for, already float-
ing, that have launching capability, all 
we have to do is spend about $4 billion 
more to give them the capability of 
getting into the upper tier to give us 
the defense system that we have to 
have. 

We have rogue nations, as James 
Woolsey said, some 25 to 30 rogue na-
tions, nations that have weapons of 
mass destruction, not the obvious ones 
of Russia and China and North Korea, 
but Iran, Iraq, and all the other na-
tions, Syria, Libya. I think about the 
war that took place, the Persian Gulf 
war, where Saddam Hussein said, ‘‘If 
we could have waited for 5 more years 
before we invaded Kuwait, we would 
have been able to have the missile ca-
pability of delivering a weapon of mass 
destruction at the United States of 
America.’’ This is coming from a guy 
who murdered his own grandchildren, 
so we are not talking about normal 
people who think like we do. 

So I would say I wanted to respond to 
those two statements made by those 
two very distinguished Senators from 
West Virginia and from North Dakota. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

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

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin-
guished chairman of our committee. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point an article in the Wall Street 
Journal of June 6 entitled, ‘‘A Tax Cut 
Trap,’’ by the distinguished journalist 
Albert R. Hunt. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Wall Street Journal, June 6, 1996] 

THE TAX CUT TRAP 

(By Albert R. Hunt) 

[No matter how many consultants told him to 
make his message more upbeat . . . no one could 
ever convince Dole that deficits would simply 
‘‘grow away.’’ Bobby Joe Dole grew up in Rus-
sell, Kansas. He saw people die from debt.— 
From ‘‘Bob Dole,’’ a 1992 biography by Rich-
ard Ben Cramer.] 

Bobby Joe Dole is on the verge of an epiph-
any on huge tax cuts aimed at helping the 
federal budget deficit simply grow away, ac-
cording to Republican bigwigs who are prod-
ding him in that direction. Running 16 points 
behind President Clinton, they want their 
nominee to return to those salad days when 
the GOP won elections by promising to cut 
taxes for everybody. 

If a tax exists, Sen. Dole is being urged to 
cut it, ranging from lower capital gains rates 
to bigger write-offs for personal savings and 
donating to charities that help the poor. 

Overlaying this would be the big ticket: ei-
ther an across-the-board 15% reduction in in-
come taxes or a flatter income tax with only 
a few politically necessary exemptions. 

The total tab over seven years could reach 
three-quarters of a trillion dollars, or three 
times as much as the huge GOP-drafted tax 
cut that played such a pivotal role in unrav-
eling the Republican’s budget plans this Con-
gress. 

Sen. Dole, who undoubtedly will propose a 
major tax reduction plan, probably in July, 
is more cautious than those giving him ad-
vice. And for good reason; skeptical voters 
may spot the fallacies in this supposed free 
lunch: 

(1) It would be sayonara both to the center-
piece of the Republican revolution, a bal-
anced budget, and to deficit cutting, a hall-
mark of Sen. Dole’s 36-year congressional ca-
reer (which is slated to end next Tuesday). 

The Kansas Republican’s contempt for sup-
ply-side tax cutters in the 1980s was leg-
endary. In 1992 he assailed a proposed Bush 
tax cut as ‘‘bad medicine,’’ and last year he 
was quoted as saying that in the 1980s the 
tax cutters said, ‘‘ ‘Everything’s going to be 
fine.’ Well . . . it wasn’t. You see how the 
debt went up during those years.’’ 

Dole advisers insist he’ll accompany tax 
reductions with spending cutbacks, likely to 
include tax loophole closings too, and they 
note there’ll be some stimulus effect of the 
massive tax cuts. But a quick glance at last 
year’s budget battle shows just how tough 
this is. To finance a $245 billion tax cut the 
Republicans had to propose politically un-
popular cutbacks in Medicare and slash so 
many social service programs that cumula-
tively their plan amounted to an assault on 
the poor. The conservative House Democrats, 
the so-called Blue Dogs, have proposed a fed-
eral budget that would balance in six years 
with no tax cut. 

(2) The economic rationale for these cuts is 
full of snake oil. Proponents contend that 
the 1981 Reagan tax cuts produced a surge in 
revenues—rising, in real terms, an average of 
3.8% a year from 1982 to 1989—and that the 
1993 Clinton-engineered tax increase was a 
disaster. 

Tax revenues did rise in the 1980s for one 
primary reason: Payroll taxes were boosted 
six times during that period, and rose an av-
erage of 4.8% from 1982 to 1989. Individual in-
come tax revenues rose only an average of 
2.2% and most of that was after passage of 
the 1986 tax reform act. 

Since the 1993 act, tax revenues have risen 
4.8% a year. Back in 1993 Republicans warned 
of the dire consequences of that deficit re-
duction/tax hike legislation. Newt Gingrich 
said it would ‘‘lead to a recession . . . and 
will actually increase the deficit.’’ Rep. Dick 
Armey (R., Texas) called it a ‘‘job killer.’’ 
Sen. Phil Gramm (R., Texas) was even more 
apocalyptic. 

Here are the facts: The unemployment rate 
today is 5.4%; three years ago it was 7.1%. 
Since August 1993, seven million new jobs 
have been created, and the budget deficit has 
been more than cut in half to $130 billion. 
The Dow Jones Industrial Average has 
soared more than 2000 points, with relatively 
low inflation and interest rates. 

(3) Under the proposed tax plans, the GOP 
can forget about emphasizing income in-
equality or the lagging middle class, issues 
that featured so prominently in the early 
primary contests. 

When Sen. Spencer Abraham (R., Mich.) 
and others complain that individual taxes 
have risen 25% under the Clinton administra-
tion, they omit some pertinent particulars. 
The 1993 tax increase raised tax rates for 
only the wealthiest 1.2% of Americans. That 
legislation also included a tax cut for 15 mil-
lion poor workers and their families. The av-

erage federal income tax rate for the typical 
family of four today is lower than it was four 
years ago, and lower than during much of the 
Reagan administration. 

The Republican tax proposals being urged 
on Bob Dole—despite some window dress-
ing—would amount to a considerable redis-
tribution of income to the more affluent. If 
the Republican nominee opts for a flatter, 
two-tier tax, remember he already has vowed 
to retain the home mortgage deduction, 
charitable write-offs and deductions for state 
and local taxes. Thus he is left with three 
choices: (a) adopt rates so high that his plan 
loses any political appeal; (b) bust the budg-
et; or (c) sock it to the middle class. More 
than 47% of the benefits of a 15% across-the- 
board cut would go to individuals making 
over $100,000 a year; less than 8% would go to 
people making less than $30,000. 

Yeah, some Republicans counter, but the 
Republican nominee is so far behind he needs 
to try something audacious: Moreover, they 
relish the idea of switching the political ter-
rain to a fight with President Clinton over 
tax cuts. One example: Privately, Treasury 
Secretary Bob Rubin—once a towering figure 
on Wall Street—is telling the president the 
evidence is that a capital gains tax cut 
would do little to stimulate the economy. 
Political strategist Dick Morris—with no ex-
perience in either tax policy or economics— 
is whispering it could undercut the Repub-
licans and appeal to contributors. The Re-
publicans figure the president will side with 
the politics and then they can outbid him. 

But the GOP confidence that the tax issue 
always works to their advantage may be out-
dated. It may be more like generals who are 
always fighting the last war, even in the face 
of changing circumstances. Few voters love 
paying taxes, but polls suggest taxes are not 
a high priority for the vast majority of 
Americans. 

Bob Dole hopes to capitalize on the char-
acter issue. Yet he’s about to present a 
whopping tax cut that would be antithetical 
to much of what he has championed for 
years. This may gain Mr. Dole some pre-
viously skeptical converts, but he risks los-
ing something far more valuable in this con-
test: his credibility. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 
have been so frustrated in trying to get 
the truth out. I am not amazed that 
colleagues on the floor differ with my 
views on a tax cut, but my frustration 
has been with the media’s coverage of 
this issue. When I find the truth I want 
to include it in the RECORD, and this is 
not only a very, very good analysis of 
the false promise of a tax cut, but also 
outstanding advice for our distin-
guished friend, Senator Dole. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that Senator HOL-
LINGS’ time be charged to the majority. 

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

The Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

yield myself 5 minutes of our time. 
I am not sure I am going to have a 

chance, just before the vote, to thank 
people, but I want to thank Senator 
EXON. His last budget resolution and 
conference agreement is this one. 
Members of the Budget Committee 
come and go, but he has been a member 
since the 96th Congress, January 1979, 
when it was then chaired by Senator 
Muskie. 

I want to recognize other departing 
members of the Budget Committee: 
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Senator BENNETT JOHNSTON, who has 
been a member of the committee since 
January 1975, the 95th Congress, when 
it was under the chairmanship of Sen-
ator Muskie—19 years on the com-
mittee; Senator SIMON of Illinois, a 
member of the Budget Committee since 
the 100th Congress, January 1987, when 
Senator Chiles was chairman, and a 
member on the House Budget Com-
mittee, also, when he served there; and, 
finally, Senator BROWN from Colorado, 
a dedicated member of the committee 
who has been on this committee for a 
short period of time, comparatively 
speaking, during all his tenure with us 
in the Senate. His tenure began in the 
102d Congress, in January 1991. 

I thank each of the Senators for his 
distinguished service and hard efforts 
with reference to the budget. 

Senator EXON, in your absence I had 
extended my congratulations and ap-
preciation to you and including other 
members who are leaving the Budget 
Committee in my congratulations. 

I understand, Senator EXON, that you 
have 10 minutes remaining. We have es-
sentially 20 minutes at this point. I am 
trying to find out if Republicans are 
meeting, in which event I will leave for 
a while, but we will try to arrange the 
last 20 minutes in some kind of se-
quence. I have not had a chance to talk 
to our leader, but I am hopeful since 
you would have 10 of that 20, we would 
at that point presumably have 10, that 
we might divide it up in some kind of 
equal proportions, with the majority 
obviously being entitled to the last 5 
minutes of any such arrangement. I am 
unable to do that for a while, but I 
hope you understand that is my inten-
tion. 

Mr. EXON. Will the Senator yield for 
a question? We certainly want to ac-
commodate all parties as best we can. 
We had earlier assumed that we would 
have a vote at 12. Is that still the in-
tention? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Absolutely. I think 
that is the unanimous consent agree-
ment. 

Mr. EXON. Therefore, as I under-
stand it, we have 10 minutes left and 
we are to use that 10 minutes under the 
unanimous consent from 11:40 to 11:50, 
and then you, the majority, would have 
the last 10 minutes, is that the under-
standing? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I do not know if that 
is the consent agreement. We can ask 
the Presiding Officer. What does the 
consent agreement says in terms of the 
allocation of the last 20 minutes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator 
EXON will have from 11:40 to 11:50, 
under the previous unanimous consent. 

Mr. DOMENICI. What we are trying 
to do is do you a little better than 
that. When I get hold of Senator LOTT, 
if there are four speakers who want to 
wrap up, I am hoping to have them 
speak for 5 minutes each, not the full 
10 first, but 5 from you and 5 from us. 

Mr. EXON. We have no objection to 
that whatever. I thank my colleague 
from New Mexico. All these years we 

have worked on the committee to-
gether we have had an exceptionally 
fine relationship. He has always been 
kind and understanding before he was 
in the leadership position, and he has 
been even more kind and more under-
standing since he has been my chair-
man of the Budget Committee. I thank 
him for his fine remarks. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum and ask 
the time be charged to the majority. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

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

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

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I pro-
pose the following unanimous consent 
request. I ask unanimous-consent that 
at 11:40, Senator EXON be recognized for 
up to 5 minutes, to be followed by Sen-
ator DOMENICI from New Mexico for up 
to 5 minutes, to be followed by the 
Democratic leader for up to 5 minutes, 
with the majority leader recognized for 
the final 5 minutes prior to the vote on 
the adoption of the conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. EXON. We have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I also ask 
unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
speak as in morning business for up to 
3 minutes. 

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

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I rise 
today to oppose the budget resolution 
conference report advanced by our Re-
publican colleagues. I do so, not be-
cause I object to implementing plans 
for a balanced Federal budget. My com-
mitment to that objective remains 
unshakeable. I oppose this plan because 
it is tied to a political agenda, not a 
substantive one, and because it opens 
the door to huge tax cuts even before 
we make and lock in the tough prin-
cipled choices necessary to actually 
balance the budget. The sad truth 
about this plan is that its proponents 
know it will be vetoed by the Presi-
dent, and budget gridlock will con-
tinue. This whole exercise is not about 
balancing the budget, which I have 
done everything I can to advance on a 
bipartisan basis. It’s about political po-
sitioning for this fall’s election. I know 
of no precedent under either party’s 

control of Congress for the present 
course we are following. 

This budget proposal has split up the 
reconciliation process into three dif-
ferent bills. The first bill will encom-
pass both Medicaid and welfare reform. 
While the President has indicated his 
willingness to enact a welfare reform 
bill this year, this budget resolution 
calls for the attachment of a Medicaid 
reform plan that our Republican col-
leagues know the President will veto. 
By combining these elements into the 
same package, the Republican major-
ity precludes any chance for positive 
action on welfare reform this year. 

The second reconciliation bill is di-
rected at reform of the Medicare Pro-
gram. Given the recent report of the 
trustees, action is clearly needed to ad-
dress the finances of the program. 
While the Republicans deserve credit 
for tackling this issue head on, the fact 
of the matter is that the actions they 
have proposed for shoring up Medi-
care’s finances threaten the effective 
delivery of the very health care serv-
ices to our seniors that they say they 
want to preserve. 

Mr. President, the bottom line is 
that the proposed reductions in Medi-
care, Medicaid, and welfare wouldn’t 
have to be as large if they weren’t 
needed to finance a large tax cut at a 
time we’re trying to balance the budg-
et, and their refusal to consider an ad-
justment to the consumer price index 
in order to spread the burden of deficit 
reduction more equitably across the 
entire Federal budget may be good pol-
itics but it’s not good policy. 

Not only are the reductions in Medi-
care, Medicaid, and welfare programs 
unneccessarily large in this budget pro-
posal, we are going to have to vote on 
discretionary spending levels in this 
resolution which are both unwise as a 
matter of policy, and unattainable po-
litically. While the conference com-
mittee has attempted to provide a suf-
ficient amount for fiscal year 1997, not 
a single appropriator, from either side 
of the aisle, can tell you how those out- 
year numbers can be achieved which 
means that the pressure of future Con-
gresses to ignore the proposed re-
straints will be overpowering—and 
most of the savings a sham. 

Mr. President, the events of the past 
year have confirmed that the only way 
to solve our major fiscal problems, 
both short term and long term, is on a 
bipartisan basis. The difficulty is that 
enacting a credible, fair, and bipartisan 
budget proposal will require tough 
medicine for both sides. Republicans 
will have to come down on their de-
mands for tax cuts, and Democrats will 
have to be more willing to confront 
entitlment reform, including Social Se-
curity. 

Mr. President, I have been fortunate 
this past year to work with a group of 
bipartisan Senators, dubbed the cen-
trist coalition, to produce a credible 
balanced budget proposal—a proposal 
with a realistic discretionary spending 
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pattern, one with significant entitle-
ment reform which continues to pro-
tect our most vulnerable citizens, and 
one which makes a justified 
modifcation of the consumer price 
index. This plan, offered as a substitute 
during the consideration of the current 
budget resolution, was the only pro-
posal to receive significant bipartisan 
support this year, garnering 24 Demo-
cratic votes and 22 Republican votes. 

While I cetainly understand the in-
ability to move this proposal this year 
given election year politics, I am hope-
ful that it will provide the seeds for an 
effective compromise early in the next 
Congress since the budget resolution 
before us does not move us any closer 
toward long-term balanced budgets 
than we are today. 

Mr. President, I am very frustrated 
by the process that we are engaged in 
at the moment. We have an oppor-
tunity, if we can work on a bipartisan 
basis, to advance the cause of a bal-
anced budget and fiscal responsibility, 
and we are missing that opportunity. 

I, for one, am prepared to make sub-
stantial reductions in spending in the 
entitlement areas—in Medicaid, in 
Medicare and in Social Security. I am 
also prepared to address the very po-
litically sensitive area of adjustments 
to the Consumer Price Index to more 
accurately reflect inflation. But at this 
point, we are not going to do that. 

The current resolution is designed to 
split the reconciliation process into 
three different pieces. The most objec-
tionable part, from my point of view, is 
we put tax cuts right up at the front so 
that we undermine any public con-
fidence that we are really serious about 
deficit reduction. 

We are making bigger reductions in 
the projected spending in some of the 
entitlements than we need to because 
we are planning to put that money into 
a tax cut before we have actually 
locked in the tough, principled choices 
that are going to be necessary if we are 
going to achieve the stated objective of 
a balanced budget. 

This resolution also substantially re-
duces the chance of ever getting any 
meaningful welfare reform in this Con-
gress by linking Welfare reform with a 
Medicaid reform package that the 
President is committed to vetoing. 

It seems to me that we ought to be 
able to get together; indeed, 24 Demo-
crats and 22 Republicans found com-
mon cause with respect to a budget res-
olution that was submitted earlier. If 
we are serious about solving this par-
ticular problem, the Resolution before 
us is not the way to do it. 

So, Mr. President, I regret very much 
that I am going to have to vote against 
the pending measure, notwithstanding 
my long-term commitment to deficit 
reduction and a balanced budget. 

For the opportunity to express my 
views, I thank the Presiding Officer 
and I thank the ranking member of the 
Budget Committee for suggesting this 
approach for getting my views on the 
record. 

With that, Mr. President, I yield the 
floor and suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
is controlled by the Senator from Ne-
braska, and under the previous unani-
mous consent agreement, he is to be 
recognized now for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. BOXER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California. 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I may be al-
lowed to speak as in morning business 
for 6 minutes. 

I make a unanimous-consent request 
I be allowed to speak as in morning 
business for 4 minutes. 

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

Mrs. BOXER. Thank you very much, 
Mr. President. I spoke yesterday on the 
budget, and I will not reiterate that. I 
wanted to make a very brief statement 
about two issues. 

f 

BURNING OF CHURCHES 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, we have 
seen in recent weeks a series of attacks 
on black churches in the south. At 
least 33 churches have been set ablaze 
in a campaign of terror. 

Mr. President, every one of us has to 
make his or her voice heard in opposi-
tion to this wave of terror. These 
churches have been sources of sta-
bility, of kindness, of moral and spir-
itual guidance for their congregations. 

These fires are a chilling reminder of 
a period that we all thought had 
passed. A period marked by some of the 
most shameful, hateful acts ever per-
petrated by Americans against Ameri-
cans. A period in which bombings, 
fires, beatings, and shootings were 
tools to prevent African-Americans 
from realizing equal status in our soci-
ety. A ‘‘dark era in our Nation’s his-
tory,’’ the President recently called it. 

I want to praise President Clinton for 
his leadership in mobilizing Federal in-
vestigators while at the same time of-
fering solace to the people whose 
churches have been burned. It is the 
business of the president to offer moral 
leadership, to console the victims of 
racists attacks, to call the cowards out 
for what they have done. 

I also praise Ross Perot for his lead-
ership in calling on his Reform Party 
members to guard the churches. 

I also wish to praise Senator 
MOSELEY-BRAUN for offering a resolu-
tion, of which I am a cosponsor, con-
demning the church fires and urging 
the administration to mobilize all ap-
propriate resources to put the people 
who set these fires behind bars. 

Finally, Mr. President, I want to 
state that this is a problem not just for 
African-Americans, but for all Ameri-
cans. We should speak with one voice 
and pass the Moseley-Braun resolution 
unanimously, so that our message is 
clear. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Chair. 

(The remarks of Mrs. BOXER per-
taining to the introduction of S. Res. 
262 are located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Submissions of Concurrent and Sen-
ate Resolutions.’’) 

f 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 
1997—CONFERENCE REPORT 

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, as I under-
stand the situation now, under the pre-
vious unanimous-consent request, we 
have 10 minutes equally divided on 
each side remaining before the vote. 
We have about 16 minutes, 17 minutes 
before noon, according to my clock. I 
ask unanimous consent that the sched-
uled vote at noon be extended to 3 min-
utes past noon so that the previous 
unanimous consent request can be 
abided with regard to time allotted by 
each side. 

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

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that a table showing 
how the deficit in this budget increases 
because of its tax breaks be printed in 
the RECORD. 

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

REPUBLICAN DEFICITS WITH AND WITHOUT THE TAX CUT 
[In billions of dollars] 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2001 2002 1996 

CBO Baseline Defi-
cits (April) 1 ........ 130 165 175 182 192 194 210 

Republican deficits 
with tax cut ........ 130 153 147 117 89 42 5 

Republican deficits 
w/o tax cut ......... 130 135 129 97 63 11 ¥39 

Addendum: 
Republican tax 

cut ............. 0 18 16 18 23 26 28 
Interest on tax 

cut ............. 0 1 1 2 3 5 6 

Total .......... 0 19 17 20 26 31 34 

1 The 1996 deficit estimate is a preliminary revision from CBO based on 
current Treasury data. The 1996 estimate included in their official April fore-
cast was $144 billion. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, as we wrap 
up the debate on the budget conference 
report, I would like to make a few final 
observations, if I might. 

If last year was the Republicans’ win-
ter of discontent, this is their spring of 
missed opportunities. I know the Re-
publicans wanted to hit one out of the 
ballpark with this budget, but what 
they did reminds me more of the Red 
Sox’s Bill Buckner in the infamous 6th 
game of the 1986 World Series. That is 
when he let Mookie Wilson’s grounder 
roll through his legs. The Mets rallied 
and eventually won the series. That 
was a missed opportunity on a grand 
scale; so is this budget. 

There was a chance—granted a small 
one—to craft a compromise on a bal-
anced budget this year. To his credit, 
the President has repeatedly offered to 
come back to the bargaining table. As 
he has pointed out, at the very least, 
we could have agreed on the common 
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