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to speak, and following their remarks
the Senate stand in recess under the
previous order.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I have a little
speech I would like to make on a non-
germane matter. It will take me maybe
15 minutes.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I amend
the request for the Senators that I
mentioned, Senators GRAHAM of Flor-
ida, GRAMS of Mininesota, Senator SES-
SIONS, and the Senator from West Vir-
ginia to be able to speak, and that we
stand in recess under the previous
order after those speeches.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished majority leader.

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

Mr. LOTT. I further ask unanimous
consent that when the Senate recon-
venes at 4 p.m. today—and it looks like
there may actually, in view of the
speeches to be given there, not be much
of a recess at all, but at approximately
4 p.m. Senator DURBIN will be recog-
nized to offer an amendment to the
pending constitutional amendment.

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

Mr. LOTT. For the information of all
Senators, the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. DURBIN] will offer this amendment
when the Senate reconvenes after our
conference. He will then debate his
amendment throughout the remainder
of today’s session as long as he needs.
It is my understanding that Senator
DURBIN will be willing then to vote in
relation to his amendment on Monday,
February 10, at 5 p.m.

I wish to say that we had been hoping
maybe we did not need to have that
vote, but in view of the fact that we
are not scheduled to be in session next
Friday and the funeral services are
scheduled for Thursday for Ambassador
Harriman, we do need to get as much
work done as we can on Monday. So we
will look toward having this vote at 5
o’clock on Monday and then votes
early Tuesday morning, and continue
on through the remainder of the week
to accomplish as much as we can in
terms of taking up amendments on the
constitutional amendment and also
confirmations that we hope to be able
to move. We think we will have a cou-
ple more perhaps that we will be able
to vote on in the next week.

So with that in mind, I would like to
announce there will be no further votes
today and the next rollcall vote is ex-
pected to occur at approximately 5
p.m. on Monday, February 10.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, will the
majority leader yield for a question?

Mr. LOTT. I will be pleased to yield
to the Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. FORD. It appears that some of
the nominees may not get out until
Wednesday or so of next week without
any problems but just because of when
the next committee meeting will
occur. Is it the majority leader’s inten-
tion that if they get out, say, unani-
mously, without any opposition, and
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have very little opposition, if any,
here, we might waive the time and go
ahead and try to vote before we leave
here next week?

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, as we have
done on other nominees we have voted
on, it would be our intent to do that.
We want to get as many of them done
as we can next week. We hope that per-
haps we will reach a point where we
can vote on the U.N. Ambassador’s po-
sition, and we think there may be an-
other one ready.

Mr. FORD. Secretary of Energy.

Mr. LOTT. All right. So if any of
those will be cleared, we will try to get
those up Thursday.

Mr. FORD. The only reason I asked,
there will be kind of a time crunch, and
I wanted others to understand we
might get the committees to move
their hearings up a day.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, the Senate
will be in session on Friday of this
week for debate on the pending bal-
anced budget constitutional amend-
ment. However, no votes will occur
during Friday’s session. It is my under-
standing that Senator WELLSTONE will
be in position on Monday to offer two
amendments to the balanced budget
issue. It will be my intent to schedule
those votes to occur after the weekly
luncheons on Tuesday, February 11,
somewhere between 2:15 and 3 o’clock.

I thank all Senators for their co-
operation.

I yield the floor, Mr. President.

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT
TO THE CONSTITUTION

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the joint resolution.

Mr. GRAHAM addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRAMS). The Senator from Florida.

Mr. GRAHAM. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, we as a Nation have
come to an important crossroads in our
history. We must decide whether or not
we should alter our supreme and most
respected document, the U.S. Constitu-
tion, to establish the principle of a bal-
anced Federal budget.

As we all know, regrettably our Na-
tion is deeply in debt and goes more so
each year. The budget deficit has be-
come a permanent fixture of our Na-
tion’s fiscal policy. While there are
those who say we can without a con-
stitutional amendment balance the
budget, recent history raises serious
doubts.

Mr. President, I should like to hu-
manize this issue by putting it in the
context of a family, my family. My fa-
ther was born in Croswell, MI, in 1885—
February 10, 1885, to be exact. When he
was born, the national debt, after al-
most 100 years of American history,
after having purchased Louisiana from
the French, having fought the Revolu-
tion, the War of 1812, the Civil War, we
had accumulated a total national debt
on the day my dad was born of $1.6 bil-
lion. If you took the population of the
United States in February of 1885 and
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divided it by that $1.6 billion national
debt, my father came into the Earth
owing $28. That was his share of the na-
tional debt.

I was born in November 1936. On that
date, the national debt was $33.8 bil-
lion. Between my dad’s birth and my
birth, we had fought the Spanish-
American War, the First World War,
and suffered a deep depression, which
we still were in the midst of on the
date of my birth. On that day, dividing
the then national debt by the then pop-
ulation, I owed $264. That was my in-
debtedness to the Nation at the time of
my arrival.

My first child was born in January
1963. When Gwen was born, the national
debt was $310 billion. In 1963. That was
not very long ago in the scale of life.
And my daughter owed $1,640. That was
her share of the national debt as re-
cently as January of 1963. And 27 years
after her birth, my daughter Gwen had
a daughter, Sarah. Sarah was born in
1990, and upon her birth the national
debt, if you can believe it, had soared
from $310 billion 27 years earlier to $3.2
trillion when my first granddaughter,
Sarah Logan, was born. Sarah came
into this world with a proportion of the
national debt of $12,830.

Since Sarah’s birth, I have had seven
other grandchildren, the most recent
born in 1995. When those four grand-
children, triplet granddaughters and a
grandson, Mark Ernest, were born, the
national debt had soared again now to
$4.9 trillion, or they came into the
Earth with a indebtedness of $18,932.

Between my father’s birth, with a $28
indebtedness, to my youngest grand-
child’s birth, $18,932 per person is what
we have inflicted upon our children,
our grandchildren, and generations be-
yond.

Such history has brought me to the
conclusion that if we are to reverse
this profligate policy, if we are to begin
to return to the principles of our par-
ents and grandparents, we, unlike they,
must have the discipline of a constitu-
tional amendment which will require
that each generation assume responsi-
bility for its indebtedness.

I make these observations not with-
out recognition that we have made
considerable progress in recent years in
terms of gaining some control over our
deficit. America reached its all-time
high, in terms of an annual deficit, in
1992. In 1992 the national deficit soared
to over $290 billion in that one year. It
took us 100 years to get to $1.6 billion.
In one year we had a deficit of $290 bil-
lion.

This year, the estimate is that our
deficit will be $107 billion. So we have
made substantial progress and I believe
that President Clinton and the Mem-
bers of Congress during this period de-
serve some recognition for the fact
that we have pulled that line of deficits
in a downward position, albeit still,
each year, contributing substantially
to our accumulated national debt.

But, despite this progress, current
projections forecast large deficits into
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the future. Our national debt is ex-
pected to reach not the $4.9 trillion
that it was in 1995, but $5.4 trillion at
the end of this fiscal year, by the end
of September of 1997.

With this history in mind, and wit-
nessing numerous attempts—many of
which carry the names of Members of
Congress—attempts and failures to
enact legislation to force ourselves to
meet the standard of a balanced budg-
et, I believe the time has come to pass
an amendment to the Constitution to
mandate a balanced budget. It is unfor-
tunate that we need a constitutional
amendment to force us to do something
that we ought to do voluntarily. How-
ever, a constitutional amendment is
necessary to provide Congress and
Presidents, today and in the future,
with the necessary constitutional
backbone to maintain a policy of a bal-
anced budget.

I have long supported a balanced
budget amendment. I am an original
cosponsor of the current amendment
that is before us this afternoon. I sup-
port an amendment as an important
principle, both to maintain the mo-
mentum of the last 4 years toward re-
ducing and eliminating the annual
deficits, and to assure that, once we
are at a point of balance, we will stay
there. It is imperative that we not let
this opportunity pass by, that we not
lose the progress of the last 4 years. We
must continue on a path toward a bal-
anced Federal budget by the year 2002.

If I could speak in the context of my
State of Florida, we have a unique in-
terest in the outcome of this debate.
Florida will continue to grow. It will
be one of the fastest growing States in
the Nation. Our population, which
today is something over 14 million peo-
ple, is projected to reach over 16 mil-
lion by the year 2005. The benefits of a
balanced budget amendment are na-
tional and numerous, but one of the
most important benefits, as recognized
by virtually all economists, is that a
balanced Federal budget will lead to
lower interest rates and increased eco-
nomic growth.

Americans deserve the benefits that
a balanced budget will bring and the
people of my State, citizens in a State
which each year must finance the con-
sequences of growth—additional
homes, schools, all of the things that a
growing population requires—with
money which has largely been bor-
rowed, will benefit especially by the
lower interest rates that a balanced
Federal budget will bring.

If capital is readily available at re-
duce cost, virtually everything Ameri-
cans do that involves borrowing money
is easier and will have a positive finan-
cial impact on States with expanding
population, such as Florida. Most
States have a constitutional require-
ment for a balanced budget within
their own fiscal houses. As a State leg-
islator, and for 8 years as Governor of
Florida, I operated with a balanced
budget amendment to our State Con-
stitution and with a balanced budget. I
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can say from that experience that this
requirement of a balanced budget in
our State constitution, and the fidelity
of generations of State officials to that
objective, has served my State well. It
will serve America well. I will support
the specifics of this amendment be-
cause I believe that this specific
amendment is better than the status
quo, is better than the history of the
last century. But I think we should not
let this opportunity pass without striv-
ing for additional perfection in this
amendment.

The U.S. Constitution appropriately
is not amended frequently, or without
the most serious considerations. There-
fore, whenever its amendment is con-
sidered, we should give attention to the
details of that amendment and strive
to assure that we are leaving to future
Americans the best possible statement
of national policy. To this end, next
week or as soon thereafter as possible,
I will offer an amendment to the bal-
anced budget amendment that will
strive to accomplish four things.

First, it will eliminate almost $2 tril-
lion in the total debt that we will accu-
mulate over the next 25 years under
the amendment in its current form.
Second, the amendment to the bal-
anced budget amendment that I will
offer will protect our Social Security
trust fund. Third, it will stimulate eco-
nomic growth. Finally, it will be hon-
est with the American people, by being
consistent with their expectations of
what a balanced budget truly means.

The failure to pass a balanced budget
amendment this year will be a great
mistake. For too many years we have
delayed the hard discussions until to-
morrow. Mr. President, tomorrow has
come. It is our generation’s duty to as-
sure that we pay our Nation’s bills
rather than asking our children and
grandchildren to do so. It is our chal-
lenge to pass a constitutional amend-
ment to establish as a national policy
that each generation of Americans will
balance its Nation’s budget.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I cannot
tell you how much I personally appre-
ciate the distinguished Senator from
Florida, his courage and boldness in
standing up for the balanced budget
amendment, which he has always done.
He and Senator BRYAN are the two
principal Democratic cosponsors of
this amendment, and they have both
worked very hard with us to try to
bring this to fruition, not only on the
floor but through the whole Congress. I
want to personally thank him for his
kind remarks, good remarks this day,
and I look forward to the rest of the de-
bate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I am
honored to rise to address this Cham-
ber and I am reminded of the responsi-
bility given to me by my fellow Ala-
bamians. It is both an honor and privi-
lege to represent the people of Ala-
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bama, and I will devote all my re-
sources toward ensuring that their best
and most honest instincts are well
served in this institution.

I am also delighted to have heard the
remarks of the senior Senator from
Florida. Those remarks are most perti-
nent and important for us all.

I think, also, I should note the great
respect that I have for Senator HATCH
and the work he has done on building a
balanced budget amendment that is
sound and that will be a good addition
to our Constitution. It is a well-written
amendment and it ought to be passed
in its present form.

I think it is, indeed, appropriate that
the first bill under consideration on
the floor of the U.S. Senate, is the bal-
anced budget amendment. The people
of Alabama have made their support
for this legislation clear, and I intend
to do all I can to ensure that they have
the opportunity to have this amend-
ment placed before them for their rati-
fication. Americans know through ex-
perience that Washington cannot be
trusted to keep its financial house in
order. This has been demonstrated to
them by Washington’s failure to bal-
ance more than one budget in the last
28 years. The 28 years of unbalanced
budgets stacked right here before us
demonstrate Congresses past history of
failure.

Americans know the burdens of
Washington’s excesses are going to fall
primarily on their children, a result
which is unjust and unconscionable.
They have reached the same conclu-
sions that I have: Enactment of the
balanced budget amendment is the
only way Washington’s tax-and-spend
mentality can be curbed and provides
the only way for integrity and account-
ability in Government spending. It will
force us to honestly confront the issues
and to make choices.

Someone has suggested we really
don’t need to amend the Constitution,
the budget deficit is dropping. But in
Judiciary hearings last week, Senator
BIDEN, a senior Democratic Senator
from Delaware, discussed that very
point.

He noted at the time that the only
reason, in his opinion budget deficits
have been dropping is because of the
fear that this body and the House,
along with the President, would pass a
balanced budget amendment. Without
discipline, budget deficits will increase
again at an alarming rate. That is why
Senator BIDEN supported a balanced
budget amendment.

The arguments in favor of a balanced
budget amendment are not new. In
fact, the concerns Americans raise
today were advocated by our Founding
Fathers, and none more vocal than
Thomas Jefferson. Where today’s fami-
lies worry about the crushing debt that
is being passed onto their children, Jef-
ferson warned, and I quote, ‘‘Each suc-
cessive generation ought to be guaran-
teed against dissipations and corrup-
tions of those preceding.”
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And corruption it is. It is irrespon-
sibility. It is a corruption of the high-
est duties and responsibilities of office
in this Government that we fail to
make the hard choices when confronted
with competing priorities and simply
adopt both priorities and pass that
debt to our children.

During the first Judiciary Committee
hearing on this bill, Senator ORRIN
HATCH placed a debt clock before us. It
graphically illustrated the point. Each
second that passes sees another $4,500
being added to our national debt.
Think about that. The national debt is
growing at the rate of $4,500 a second,
$270,000 a minute, $16,200,000 an hour,
$388,800,000 a day. This is in addition to
the current national debt of $5.2 tril-
lion.

At this moment, our current debt is
equal to a $20,000 obligation being
placed on every man, woman, and child
in this country, and it is our children
who will face the brunt of this problem.
Make no mistake, the increases in to-
day’s debt will be funded directly by
taxes levied on our children and grand-
children, limiting the opportunity for
them to enjoy the same standard of liv-
ing we enjoy. By continuing these prac-
tices, we are mortgaging their right to
participate in the American dream.

Having paid no heed to Jefferson’s
advice, we have failed to protect our
Nation from the dissipations and cor-
ruptions of the present generation. In-
deed, we have violated the very prin-
ciple of our founding: taxation without
representation. We are, in effect, tax-
ing future generations without their
consent as a result of our own irrespon-
sibility.

I would like to take a moment to re-
flect upon the tragic waste of resources
that the interest on this debt is caus-
ing us. We lose $800 million a day sim-
ply on interest payments. In fact, over
the course of a fiscal year, we spend
nearly as much money on interest pay-
ments as we do on the Nation’s defense.
For example, in the year 1995, we spent
$232 billion on interest on the debt and
$273 billion on defense. The money we
use to pay the interest on the debt is
money that could be diverted to other
areas or simply returned to the Amer-
ican taxpayer. This is an intolerable
waste of our resources. A balanced
budget amendment would offer protec-
tion against a continued waste of our
revenue resources.

A balanced budget amendment would
also afford protection against another
evil Jefferson foresaw: the inability of
Congress to restrain its spending with
any degree of self-discipline. When Jef-
ferson warned, ‘‘Public debt is the
greatest of dangers to be feared by a re-
publican government,”” he did so be-
cause he could foresee that self-inter-
ested politicians could be expected to
choose spending over restraint and re-
sponsibility. Our $5.2 trillion national
debt is a sad testament to that fact.
Our inability to live within our means
on the national level is unacceptable
and adds to the increasing lack of con-
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fidence the American public—who must
live within its budgets—feels for its
Federal Government.

On this point, I am reminded of a
story arising at the time I served as
U.S. attorney and attended a Federal
Judiciary Conference. The attending
judges were complaining because Con-
gress was requiring sentencing guide-
lines that would restrict their ability
to sentence. In fact, the guidelines
mandated certain sentences for certain
types of offenses.

At one point, a senior judge stated to
the entire conference: ‘‘Gentlemen, the
plain fact is, the U.S. Congress no
longer trusts you to sentence.”

The fact today is that the American
people no longer trust the President or
the Congress to bring their spending in
order. They are insisting upon a bal-
anced budget amendment to end the
deficit, because it is a people’s initia-
tive.

A constitutional amendment is need-
ed, I submit to you, because we have a
systemic weakness. We have observed
in the last 28 years, by these budget
deficits here before us, that this Con-
gress cannot be trusted. Our system is
weak without fiscal discipline, and it is
proper and appropriate for this body
and the people of the United States to
amend that Constitution and fix that
systemic weakness.

A Dbalanced budget amendment is
needed to regain the people’s trust, be-
cause the people know that there has
not been a balanced budget since 1969,
and they know that we are continuing
to run budget deficit after budget def-
icit. They are skeptical of our ability
to keep our promises, because they do
not believe that we have the political
will to keep them without a law requir-
ing it. And they are right.

When Treasury Secretary Rubin tes-
tified before the Judiciary Committee,
I asked him about the current adminis-
tration’s commitment to a balanced
budget. I specifically asked him how he
could commit to achieving a balanced
budget in 2002 when neither he nor
President Clinton would even be in of-
fice at that time, because under the
Constitution, President Clinton will
leave office in the year 2000. They can-
not give an answer to that, and that is
the point.

Mr. President, I was pleased to hear
the President speak of the need for a
balanced budget in his address to the
Nation. But what needs to be remem-
bered in this debate is that while the
President may offer visions of a bal-
anced budget, and he may offer
timelines for achieving that goal, he
will not be in office when the target
date for the balance arrives and there-
fore cannot be held accountable.

In essence, the promises of a bal-
anced budget are nothing more than il-
lusory commitments. Simply offering a
vision of balance will not guide this
Nation to its goal. An efficient enforce-
ment mechanism needs to be in place
in order to ensure that a commitment
to a balanced budget becomes a reality.
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This is especially true when an admin-
istration proposes a budget in which
much of the budget savings are
backloaded with the supposed balance
to be occurring in the years after they
leave office.

Such ‘‘out-of-sight, out-of-mind”’ pro-
posals are a shunning of responsibility
and reflect the same business-as-usual
thinking that has led us to the fiscal
trouble we now face.

In truth, the only instrument capable
of creating the kind of binding dis-
cipline needed to bring our budgets in
balance is this amendment. While end-
ing deficits may be tough for pork-ad-
dicted politicians and for inefficient
Government agencies and departments,
it will become much easier, once the
people speak, with this amendment.

Remember, there will be economic
benefits from balancing the budget,
such as increased savings and lower in-
terest rates. The American public
would also be the recipient of another
important benefit—that of greater po-
litical independence.

On this issue, former Senator Paul
Simon, a Democrat from Illinois, and a
supporter of the balanced budget
amendment, has raised a significant
and often overlooked point. During tes-
timony before the Judiciary Com-
mittee, Senator Simon noted that lim-
iting our ability to increase our debt
will necessarily mean that we reduce
the amount of our Nation’s debt held
by foreign governments.

He recounted a jarring story in which
he was once approached by a Treasury
official before an important pending
vote on a Saudi Arabian arms sale. The
official told him that if the vote failed
to pass, the Saudis might stop buying
bonds which finance our debt. This sort
of economic extortion is intolerable.
American policymaking is and should
always remain the sole province of the
American people’s representatives, not
foreign bondholders. As most people
know, it is not a good idea to get into
a fight with your banker.

The time to restore the American
people’s trust is now. We simply cannot
afford to let this opportunity pass us
by. As I campaigned throughout Ala-
bama last summer I was struck by the
unanimous and universal support this
amendment enjoyed. Whether I was
meeting peanut farmers in Dothan or
teachers in Mobile, small businessmen
in Huntsville or police officers in Bir-
mingham, the support for this amend-
ment remained constant and strong.

The broad-based support is not con-
fined simply to Alabama but is also re-
flected nationally. Survey after survey
shows that over 80 percent of the
American public supports enacting a
balanced budget amendment. In fact,
support for this concept has already
been powerfully demonstrated on the
State level with 48 States having en-
acted provisions which restrict each
State’s ability to incur debt, including
my home State of Alabama. And it
works well.

Support for this amendment is so
wide ranging that it transcends party
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lines. I note with some interest that
my predecessor, former Senator Howell
Heflin of Alabama, and a Democrat, in-
troduced a balanced budget amend-
ment as his very first piece of legisla-
tion in 1979.

Further, bipartisan support was evi-
denced in last year’s vote on the issue,
a vote which saw Republicans and
Democrats in both Houses come to-
gether to fall just one vote short of
passage. The reason for this bipartisan
support is clear: The American people
demand and deserve an opportunity to
consider and vote on this amendment. I
trust in the judgment of the American
people to assess this amendment’s mer-
its as well as its defects, and I encour-
age my fellow Members to trust in the
American people’s collective wisdom as
well.

As I began this speech by quoting
Thomas Jefferson, I would like to fin-
ish it by quoting another of our Found-
ing Fathers, George Washington. I be-
lieve his words are applicable to our
current debate. In his words:

* * * whatsoever is unfinished of our sys-
tem of public credit can not be benefited by
procrastination; and as far as may be prac-
ticable we ought to place that credit on
grounds which can not be disturbed, and to
prevent that progressive accumulation of
debt which must ultimately endanger all
governments.

Mr. President, the balanced budget
amendment does place our credit on
“‘grounds which can not be disturbed”
and would prevent future accumula-
tions of debt. It has been 200 years
since Washington uttered these senti-
ments. We have procrastinated long
enough. The time to pass the balanced
budget amendment is now. Thank you
very much. Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I want to
compliment the distinguished Senator
from Alabama. When Senator Heflin
left the Senate, I have to say that I
personally felt very badly about it. But
I think Senator Heflin, who worked
very hard for the balanced budget
amendment, would really have appre-
ciated this wonderful set of remarks
that the distinguished Senator from
Alabama gave today. I want to com-
pliment him for it.

Mr. President, as I understand it,
there was a unanimous-consent re-
quest. I ask unanimous consent, if I
can get this, that the order be Senator
GRAMS, who I understand was supposed
to go first, then Senator BYRD, then fi-
nally Senator DURBIN, who has an
amendment that he will bring forward.
I ask unanimous consent for that.

Mr. LEAHY. Reserving the right to
object.

Mr. HATCH. With the right of the
minority leader to come and speak
whenever he desires.

Mr. LEAHY. Thank you.

Mr. President, I will not object,
knowing the right of the distinguished
Democratic leader, Mr. DASCHLE, to
speak has been protected.

Mr. HATCH. Yes.
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Mr. LEAHY. I know the distinguished
Senator from Utah would do that in
any event. I will not object. But I
would like to make one comment after
the order is entered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ENzI1). Is there objection? Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Utah—if I
might have his attention for one mo-
ment—the distinguished Senator from
Utah and I have tried very hard to have
speakers pro and con. It is my under-
standing that the distinguished major-
ity leader wants this debate to go on
for a few days, and as well it should.

Also, I understand the distinguished
Senator from Utah wanted an oppor-
tunity for some of the new Members of
the Senate to speak on this, as well
they should. It is an important issue.

I urge those who do wish to speak to
cooperate with the floor leaders, as
they have. The distinguished Senator
from Utah and I have been trying to do
this informally—not through an order,
but informally—to have one Member
speak in favor of the amendment, one
Member speak in opposition to the
amendment, and go back and forth so
the debate will bear relevance to the
issue. I hope that all Senators will un-
derstand that and will work and co-
operate with the two of us to make
that possible.

Mr. HATCH. I thank the distin-
guished Senator. We will do that, ex-
cept if the floor is vacant we will let
whoever is here speak.

Mr. LEAHY. Of course. That is right.

Mr. HATCH. Whether in opposition
or a proponent of the amendment. So
we will just work this out and work to-
gether. I yield the floor.

Mr. GRAMS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. GRAMS. Thank you very much,
Mr. President.

I commend the chairman, the Sen-
ator from Utah, for all the hard work
he has done on this amendment.

Mr. President, it was 2 years ago I
rose as a freshman Member of this body
to express my strong support for a con-
stitutional amendment to balance the
Federal budget. ‘“There is no question
that Congress must pass a balanced
budget amendment and send it to the
States for ratification.” That is what I
said here on the Senate floor.

I thought that with the will of the
American people behind us, at that
time we had every reason to be opti-
mistic about its passage.

Well, here we are again, 2 years later,
debating the same question we debated
in 1995. And I am here once again to
call for the passage of the balanced
budget amendment.

We have already heard many of the
arguments in support of Senate Joint
Resolution 1, and I will not use this op-
portunity to repeat them all. But let it
simply be said that there are indeed
many.

However, the release of the Presi-
dent’s budget just this morning illus-

February 6, 1997

trates just how difficult it is to
produce a balanced budget void of gim-
micks and accounting tricks, and illus-
trates the very real need for the bal-
anced budget amendment.

Mr. President, this morning we got a
first glimpse of the President’s budget
for fiscal year 1998. After a quick re-
view of this massive document, I must
say my initial feeling has been mixed.

On the one hand, I am pleased that
the President has agreed to many of
our goals, such as a balanced budget by
the year 2002, tax relief for American
families, and Medicare reform, and a
strong national defense.

On the other hand, I am very con-
cerned about what I see as serious
flaws included in the President’s plan.

Let me begin my observations with
the President’s education proposals,
which he described in his State of the
Union Address as ‘“My No. 1 priority
for the next four years.”

The President proposes $561 billion for
education spending next year. That is
an increase of 20 percent, rising to
nearly $60 billion by the year 2002, a 40-
percent increase.

This includes $36 billion in tax incen-
tives for education and training; $5 bil-
lion for school construction; $1.2 billion
for a new reading program; and in-
creased funding to connect schools to
the Internet.

Mr. President, we all agree that there
exists a strong correlation between
education and steady economic growth.

Investing in the skills and abilities of
the future U.S. work force will enable
us to achieve and maintain high levels
of knowledge and productivity in the
workplace—helping to improve our
standard of living and ability to re-
main globally competitive.

However, the core question is not
whether the Government should invest
in education, but how those taxpayer
dollars should be spent—and, ulti-
mately, whether more spending is the
answer to our education problems.

The United States has outspent every
other G-7 country in education and
leads in the attainment of secondary
and university degrees. Our total gov-
ernment spending in all levels of edu-
cation as a percentage of GDP has in-
creased from 4.8 percent in 1985 to 5.1
percent in 1993—the highest among the
G-7 countries. Eighty-four percent of
our population successfully completes
secondary education—once again, that
is the highest among the G-7 countries.
Twenty-four percent of our population
receive a college or university diploma,
a percentage more than twice that of
Germany, the United Kingdom and
France. It is significantly greater than
that of Japan.

Despite hundreds of billions of dol-
lars in education spending and hun-
dreds of Federal programs, American
students continue to perform poorly
compared to students in other coun-
tries, particularly in terms of basic
science and math skills. The science
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and math scores of our students are the
lowest among Canada, France, Italy,
Switzerland, Taiwan, and Korea. Our
Scholastic Aptitude Test scores among
college-bound students have barely in-
creased over the last decade, and re-
main below those scores attained in
the 1960°s and 70’s.

We are spending more and achieving
less. Clearly, this proves that spending
more money on education is not the so-
lution. If it were, the United States
would have long been No. 1 in the world
in attaining academic success. Unfor-
tunately, throwing more money at the
problem appears to be this administra-
tion’s only solution. The administra-
tion would do well to look at my State
of Minnesota, where a recent study
conducted by the St. Paul Pioneer
Press showed that the school districts
with the highest per-student spending
produced test scores that were among
the lowest.

The President’s education plan fails
miserably at addressing the real issues
that face our Nation. This is unaccept-
able. We must dedicate ourselves to
improving our education system, but
we must do it right.

First and foremost, in my view, an
honest education budget should be one
that restores and revives our tradi-
tional values in American education: It
should ensure our current resources are
used efficiently; it must have incen-
tives built into Federal programs to re-
ward students as well as teachers who
improve their performance; it must
focus on improving basic science and
math skills of our primary and sec-
ondary school students; it must ensure
a crime- and drug-free learning envi-
ronment; it must ensure that taxpayer
dollars are actually helping educate
our youth.

Now let me turn to the President’s
tax proposals. I am pleased the Presi-
dent has acknowledged the tremendous
good we accomplish by allowing work-
ing families to keep a little bit of their
own money through the child tax cred-
it. The President has moved one step
closer to the $500 per-child tax credit
my Republican colleagues and I have
long been advocating, and we welcome
him on board. However, there still ex-
ists a big gap between his proposal and
ours.

First of all, the President’s child tax
credit has too many limitations. For
instance, the President extends his tax
credit only to preteen children, those
under 13 years of age, taking away the
tax credit dollars just when families
need them most. In the President’s
budget, the tax credit begins at only a
$300 per-child for the first 3 years and
is finally increased to $500 in the year
2000. Moreover, the President’s plan be-
gins phasing out the tax credit for fam-
ilies with a combined income of $60,000,
with more limited credits for families
making as much as $75,000. Finally, the
President’s tax credit would not be
available unless deficit reduction tar-
gets are met.

Now these limitations greatly dilute
the purpose of child tax relief. The ex-
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tensive debate we have undertaken in
the past 2 years over fiscal policy has
helped us understand that working
families are indeed overtaxed. In fact,
families today spend more on taxes
than on food, clothing, and shelter
combined. A $500 per child tax credit—
without limitation—is more appro-
priate and necessary to allow families
to make more of their own spending de-
cisions.

As a long-time advocate for tax re-
lief, I would prefer a zero capital gains
tax on all investment incomes. While I
do applaud the President’s proposal to
provide a capital gains tax cut for
homeowners, his plan is really just a
small step forward. It is hard to justify
the exemption of this type of invest-
ment gain from other investments,
such as the individual who chooses to
live in a relatively modest home and
invest in stocks and perhaps the forma-
tion of a small manufacturing com-
pany. Why should those individuals be
taxed more harshly than those who in-
vest in a personal residence?

In my view, a general cut in the cap-
ital gains tax must be provided to en-
courage savings, and to treat all inves-
tors equally. The current tax system
discourages national savings and in-
vestment, which will adversely affect
our long-term economic growth. Fun-
damental reform is needed to change
the system.

The President’s budget includes tax
cuts totaling $98.5 billion, with most of
it going toward the family tax credit,
education tax subsidies, and expanded
IRA’s. However, the Clinton budget
proposes new tax increases targeted at
airline passengers, small and large in-
vestors, and the Nation’s job providers
totaling some $76 billion. We can do the
math ourselves: The President’s budget
leaves a net tax cut of just $22.4 billion.
I do not believe that is what the Amer-
ican people intended when they re-
elected the President to a second term.

Another serious concern lies with the
President’s proposed new entitlement
spending. If the President is serious
about adding another $60 billion in new
entitlement spending, he must show us
why we need new spending programs
when we have yet to repair the ones we
already have.

Finally, Mr. President, I remain con-
cerned about the economic assump-
tions the White House has relied upon
in drafting its plan, which are signifi-
cantly more optimistic than the pro-
jections of the Congressional Budget
Office. The President’s budget has not
yet been scored by the CBO. Once it is,
it may very well be $70 billion short of
our deficit targets.

President Clinton came here to Cap-
itol Hill just over one year ago and
stood in the House Chamber to declare
that, “The era of big government is
over.” I am afraid that sentiment is
not reflected within the 2,418 pages of
the President’s budget. I had hoped for
bold steps from the President in ad-
dressing the very real need to control
the growth of the Federal Government.
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But what we received today were more
like baby steps, the first tentative wob-
bles of an infant. Under the President’s
budget, Washington will actually spend
3.5 percent more in the next fiscal year
than we are today. While the Presi-
dent’s budget appears to reach balance
in 2002, more than 60 percent of his def-
icit reduction are slated to come after
he has left office. Leaving those tough
decisions not to the Clinton White
House, but the administration of the
Nation’s next Chief Executive.

Mr. President, I commend the Presi-
dent for the blueprint he has prepared
for us, and I look forward to working
with him and my colleagues to improve
on and implement these historic
changes in our Government. In the ad-
ministration’s budget, we have before
us a good foundation on which to build
that bridge to the 21st century the
White House is so fond of speaking
about. But without addressing some of
the serious concerns I have outlined
today, I am afraid that bridge may col-
lapse before we are able to cross it.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator for his re-
marks in this area.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. BYRD pertaining
to the introduction of Senate Joint
Resolution 15 are located in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Statements on Intro-
duced Bills and Joint Resolutions.”’)

Mr. DURBIN addressed the Chair.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 2
(Purpose: To allow waiver of the article in
the event of an economic recession or seri-
ous economic emergency)

Mr. DURBIN. I send an amendment
to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Illinois (Mr. DURBIN)
proposes an amendment numbered 2.

On page 3, between lines 11 and 12, insert
the following:

“The provisions of this article may be
waived for any fiscal year in which there is
an economic recession or serious economic
emergency in the United States as declared
by a joint resolution, adopted by a majority
of the whole number of each House, which
becomes law.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, first let
me thank the chair of the Senate Judi-
ciary Committee for his cooperation in
this effort. Though we may not see eye
to eye on this amendment or the un-
derlying amendment to the Comnstitu-
tion, he has been gracious and gentle-
manly throughout. I appreciate that
very much.

I would also like to salute the Demo-
cratic leader from that same com-
mittee, the ranking member, the Sen-
ator from Vermont, for extending the
same courtesy, both personally and
through his staff.
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This is only the second time that I
have taken the floor of the Senate to
speak. And I consider it a high honor
to follow the Senator from West Vir-
ginia. In the context of constitutional
debate, I think we are all anxious to
learn the views of the Senator from
West Virginia because he reveres this
Constitution, this great document, as
much if not more than any other Mem-
ber of the U.S. Senate.

In the course of the last 14 years I
have served in the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives. I have cast about 7,000
votes. There were many important
votes among them. The most impor-
tant vote in my estimation was when I
was called on to vote and decide wheth-
er or not the United States would go to
war. I knew with that vote and the de-
cision made by this Congress that lives
would be lost. Husbands, fathers, sons,
daughters, loved ones would put their
lives at risk because of that vote. I do
not think I cast a more important vote
in my congressional career.

But immediately behind that vote I
would have to put consideration of con-
stitutional amendments. It is so rare
that we in this body or in the other
body have an opportunity to address
amending this great Constitution that
I hope we will all take it with a great
deal of seriousness. Since 1791, 205
years ago, we have chosen to amend
this great document only 27 times. Of
course, the first 10, the Bill of Rights,
were in that year, 1791. And each time
an amendment has been suggested we
have tried to step back and measure it
against this Constitution, this docu-
ment, and to determine whether or not
that amendment or that suggestion
really ranks with the importance of
this great document.

This amendment that we are consid-
ering, the balanced budget amendment,
is one that has been debated at great
length. And it has been debated by
many people of both political parties
for a long period of time.

I hope that every Member of the Sen-
ate will come to this debate as I have
with a new energy and a new deter-
mination to make certain that what-
ever we do in accepting or rejecting
this amendment that it will bear the
test of history, that those who come
after us will judge us as having been
thoughtful and reflective in deter-
mining whether or not this amendment
belongs in this great document and
whether this amendment will stand the
test of time.

Mr. President, I do not believe that
this balanced budget amendment as of-
fered stands the test of time, and that
is why I am offering an amendment
today to address what I consider to be
a fundamental flaw in the balanced
budget amendment.

Mr. President, the balanced budget
amendment that is before us today
does not provide an adequate means for
dealing with economic recessions or
other serious economic emergencies
that could unexpectedly throw the
budget out of balance or require a fis-
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cal response. It would tip the balance
against working families and make it
harder to help them recover from a re-
cession or other economic emergency.
In times of recession or economic slow-
down it would force us to do exactly
the wrong thing by making it more dif-
ficult for the Federal Government to
respond to adverse economic cir-
cumstances. In the case of a regional
economic downturn, or other economic
emergency that fell short of a national
recession, it would leave us unable to
respond unless a supermajority of 60
percent or more agree to take action.

That is why I offer this amendment
to allow Congress and the President to
waive the requirement of a balanced
budget in those times when our coun-
try is experiencing an economic reces-
sion or serious economic emergency. I
do not stand alone with this point of
view. More than 1,000 of the Nation’s
most respected economists recently
joined together to condemn the pro-
posed balanced budget amendment as
unsound and unnecessary. And here are
their words:

The proposed amendment mandates per-
verse actions in the face of recessions. In
economic downturns, tax revenues fall and
some outlays, such as unemployment bene-
fits, rise. These so-called ‘‘built-in stabi-
lizers’ limit declines of after-tax income and
purchasing power. To keep the budget bal-
anced every year would aggravate recessions.

The more than 1,000 economists who
signed this statement include at least
11 Nobel laureates and many present
and former Government officials, in-
cluding the former chairman of Presi-
dent Nixon’s Council of Economic Ad-
visers, current and former Federal Re-
serve Board Chairmen, and former
Democrat and Republican Directors of
the Congressional Budget Office. The
group includes a friend of mine and a
man I respect very much, Robert
Eisner, professor at Northwestern Uni-
versity in my home State of Illinois
who has a solid grasp of the economic
ramifications of Government budget
policies.

Most Members of this Senate, Demo-
crat or Republican, would concede that
our economy has moved forward in the
last 4 years. Some credit fiscal policy
emanating from the President and Cap-
itol Hill, and others credit monetary
policy from the Federal Reserve. I
think it has taken both efforts to put
this economy on the right track.

During the course of his testimony
before our Budget Committee the
Chairman of the Federal Reserve, Alan
Greenspan, was asked point blank
about the balanced budget amendment.
And in the Chairman’s words he said he
was ‘‘opposed to putting detailed eco-
nomic policy in our Constitution.”
This is a man who must on a day-to-
day basis sit with his staff and cohorts
and determine the course of the Amer-
ican economy. He is a man who is as
dedicated to balancing the budget as
any person in this Nation. He is some-
one who has made tough and difficult
decisions time and again to put this
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economy on track, and he has cau-
tioned us that this is a mistake, a mis-
take for us to embody in this Constitu-
tion detailed economic policy, that we
forswear the flexibility necessary to
make certain that this Government of,
by, and for the people can respond to
the needs of the people in times of re-
cession.

What these economists and Mr.
Greenspan are warning us of is that the
balanced budget amendment if not
changed will exacerbate the economic
slowdowns we experience. It will put
our Nation into an economic strait-
jacket that will make it hard to re-
spond to economic downturns.

Let us talk for a moment about the
mechanisms that work in our economy
in times of recession. Tax receipts fall.
Certain types of Federal spending in-
crease. Consider the obvious, the plant
closes in your hometown where work-
ers who have spent a lifetime showing
up every day doing their job and pay-
ing their taxes end up out of work, per-
haps for the first time in their lives
finding themselves drawing unemploy-
ment compensation from this Federal
Government. Perhaps if things go
badly for a family for a longer period of
time, they may be called on to apply
for food stamps to make sure there is
food on the table, maybe even Medicaid
to make sure there is hospitalization
protection for members of the family,
and then of course trying to find an-
other job. They may need to call on the
Government for job training courses or
education to prepare themselves for an-
other career; another opportunity.

What I have just described is not rad-
ical. It is a natural outgrowth of a free
market capitalist economy with busi-
ness downturns and with the vagaries
of the business cycle leaving some fam-
ilies and some workers needing help.

The fiscal changes I have described
that take place when the Government
steps in are described as economic sta-
bilizers because they kick in automati-
cally in times of unemployment and re-
cession, and they help the economy re-
cover, as they help individuals get back
on their feet. That is why Robert
Greenstein from the Center on Budget
and Policy Priorities described the ef-
fect of the balanced budget amendment
in this way in his testimony before the
Judiciary Committee:

In years when growth is sluggish, revenues
rise more slowly while costs for programs
like unemployment insurance increase. As a
result, the deficit widens. Under a balanced
budget amendment, more deficit reduction
thus would be required in periods of slow
growth than in times of rapid growth.

This is precisely the opposite—

The opposite, in his words—

of what should be done to stabilize the
economy and avert recessions. The constitu-
tional amendment consequently risks mak-
ing recessions more frequent and deeper. In
the period from 1930 to 1933, for example,
Congress repeatedly cut Federal spending
and raised taxes, trying to offset the decline
in revenues that occurred after the great
crash of 1929. Yet those spending cuts and
tax increases removed purchasing power
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from the economy and helped make the
downturn deeper; they occurred at exactly
the wrong time in the business cycle.

In Dr. Greenstein’s words:

This is why a balanced budget amendment
requirement is called ‘‘pro-cyclical.”” It exac-
erbates the natural business cycle of growth
and recession. It also is why most econo-
mists who favor tough deficit reduction
measures strongly oppose a constitutional
balanced budget amendment.

Treasury Secretary Robert Rubin
gave a similar warning when he testi-
fied before our Judiciary Committee.
He said as follows:

A balanced budget amendment would sub-
ject the Nation to unacceptable economic
risks in perpetuity ... A balanced budget
amendment could turn slowdowns into reces-
sions, and recessions into more severe reces-
sions or even depressions.

Mr. President, this would happen be-
cause the so-called automatic stabi-
lizers in our economy that have been
developed over the past 50 years to re-
duce the extremes of the business cycle
and help avoid another Great Depres-
sion would remain inoperative by this
proposed constitutional amendment.

I have a chart which I would like to
bring up at this point.

This chart I think demonstrates
graphically what I have described:
What has happened in the business cy-
cles of America from the year 1870 to
1990.

You will note that in our free market
economy we have our ups and downs,
but note the changes that took place
after World War II. It is true that those
spikes below the line still occurred, but
they were not as deep as they had been
before. You look back to the Depres-
sion, the Great Depression of 1929, you
see the recession that we faced in the
mid 1940’s, but look at what happened
afterwards. We have had our
downturns, but they have been mod-
erate in comparison.

These are something more than mere
statistics. These reflect Americans
working and out of work. They reflect
businesses being forced to shut down.
They reflect the misery that families
feel when we go into an economic
downturn.

Now, what happened at this point
that caused such a great change for the
40 years reflected? We built into our
economy certain ways to moderate re-
cessions. Those moderations or stabi-
lizers are Government programs in-
volving Government expenditures.
When our economy goes into a down-
turn, tax receipts are diminished, the
opportunity to balance the budget is
made more difficult, and we are called
on at the same time to respond and
spend.

So as tax revenues are going down,
calls for expenditures to stabilize the
economy go up. That is a recipe for an
unbalanced budget. But it is also a rec-
ipe for stabilizing an economy, for end-
ing a recession, for bringing people
back to work, for giving small busi-
nesses a chance to survive, to say to
family farmers it was a bad year but
next year can be better; we are going
to help you through this.
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If we accept what this balanced budg-
et amendment offers, it will become in-
creasingly difficult for us to use the
stabilizers that have kept America at
work, have Kkept families together,
have kept small businesses in business
and family farmers on the farm.

That is what is at stake in this de-
bate. The reason I have offered this
amendment is to suggest that there is
a more reasonable way to approach
this. If those who support the balanced
budget amendment want to make cer-
tain that this Congress goes on the
record to make certain that we go on
the record with a record vote and be
held accountable when we do not bal-
ance the budget, my amendment re-
quires that as well, but it does not re-
quire a supermajority.

In response to the claim by some
that Congress could still easily respond
to economic recessions with the bal-
anced budget amendment, Secretary
Rubin added the following comments:

You recognize recessions quite a bit after
they have started. Predicting economic cir-
cumstances is well nigh impossible, in my
judgment, at least with any degree of reli-
ability. And under those circumstances you
can be well into an economic downturn be-
fore you realize you have to deal with it,
and—

In Secretary Rubin’s words—

I think that is one of the very serious prob-
lems that the balanced budget amendment
creates.

Why does it take time for us to rec-
ognize these recessions? The general
working definition of a recession is
that it is at least two consecutive
quarters—a quarter being a 3-month
period of time—of decline in real gross
domestic product. It obviously takes 6
months to trigger this definition. So
sometimes we have started into a re-
cession moving below the line here, un-
employment starting to show up and
we do not see it. It is hidden to us until
3 months or 6 months later.

The more technical definition of re-
cession also includes inherent lags. We
have found that the decline in eco-
nomic activity associated with a reces-
sion is not always widespread. Often-
times it is confined to a sector of the
economy or region of the country. We
also find that sometimes these declines
are cumulative in nature, not re-
stricted to just 1 month or 1 quarter.
Again, it takes time to measure these
criteria.

So, as a general principle, what Sec-
retary Rubin has said to us is we may
not know we need to help until we are
in the middle of our problem. There is
a lag time, to accumulate and analyze
data and recognize the decline that
may have already started.

So how often do we face these reces-
sions? Are they rare occurrences in the
American economy? We have been
blessed in recent years, but historically
recessions occur very frequently. By
the National Bureau of Economic
Research’s official determination, our
Nation has experienced 9 recessions
since World War II, 11 since the Great
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Depression of 1929 to 1933, and 21 reces-
sions this century, which means that
roughly every b years we will face this
recession.

The balanced budget amendment
does not assume that this is going to
happen. It assumes it will not happen.
And if Congress is going to respond to
this occurrence, which we know has
been fairly regular, it requires a super-
majority for us to spend the money to
stabilize the economy.

In part because of the economic sta-
bilizers that are now part of our econ-
omy, the average length of recession
since World War II has only been 11
months compared to 18 months in the
previous half century.

A recession is not just an abstract
economic concept. It is lost jobs, lost
wages, personal and family financial
crises.

The Federal Government has devel-
oped many mechanisms to deal with it.
I have mentioned a few: Unemployment
compensation, Medicaid applications,
food stamps and so forth.

Let me tell you a story that I think
illustrates this as well as any that I
could tell you on the floor of the Sen-
ate. In my hometown of Springfield,
IL, we were blessed for decades with
manufacturing plants which created
good jobs, good-paying jobs for men
and women who would come to work
with a strong back, a good work ethic,
and usually little more than a high
school diploma. One of those plants
was known as the Fiat-Allis plant. It
was a plant organized by the United
Auto Workers, producing heavy equip-
ment and producing great jobs for a lot
of families and a great boost to the
Springfield economy.

Over a decade ago that plant closed,
and hundreds of workers who had relied
on this plant were thrown out on the
street. You can repeat the example and
story I am about to describe in vir-
tually every city in America. This hap-
pens all too frequently. Let me tell you
about one friend of mine who had
worked at Fiat-Allis for years. His
name is Bob Bergen.

Bob saw it coming. He had heard a
lot of talk about the plant closing
down. So Bob decided that he would do
something about it. He went to the
community college before the plant
closed down and started taking courses
in heating and cooling, thinking about
opening his own business, furnaces and
air conditioners and the like. So, when
the plant did close down, Bob had a
short transition, but one that he
planned, drawing some unemployment,
some trade adjustment assistance, fin-
ishing up his course work at Lincoln
Land Community College, and ulti-
mately opening his own business.

It worked. Our investment in Bob
Bergen and his family paid off. We
cushioned the shock of unemployment.
We gave Bob an avenue to follow to-
ward a new course of livelihood, and he
took it. Now he is in business. In fact,
he put the furnace in my home just a
few years ago and does a pretty good
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job now, and I am glad to call him a
friend. His life and experience are illus-
trations of what I am talking about.

Imagine a recession closing down
plants across this country and imagine
this Congress, faced with the need to
balance the budget to the dollar, being
unable to provide unemployment com-
pensation that Bob Bergen needed;
being unable to provide the trade ad-
justment assistance that Bob Bergen
used to keep his family together while
he got his business started; being un-
able to provide job training, the schol-
arship assistance at community col-
lege, the things which people rely on in
America to get back on track. If we are
hidebound, tied to the provisions of
this balanced budget amendment, and
forget the Bob Bergens of the world
and what it means to them, I think we
have lost sight of our responsibility.

How much of a difference do these
economic stabilizers make to our econ-
omy? Secretary Rubin testified, if you
want to look at this in a larger con-
text, ‘“Without automatic stabilizers,
the Treasury Department has esti-
mated that unemployment in 1992 that
resulted from the 1990 recession might
have hit 9 percent instead of 7.7 per-
cent.”” Statistics aside, Secretary
Rubin tells us that would have meant 1
million more Americans out of work.
We would have had 1 million more un-
employed Americans, 1 million more
families pushed to the economic preci-
pice if our economic stabilizers had not
been there.

These recessions also tend to be re-
gional in nature. Proponents of the un-
derlying balanced budget amendment
argue that it contains an escape hatch
that allows a waiver of its provisions
by a supermajority vote of three-fifths
of both Houses of Congress. But mus-
tering a three-fifths vote is not always
an easy matter. Millions of working
families in America might have to suf-
fer if we cannot come up with 60 per-
cent on a vote to waive the balanced
budget requirements in times of reces-
sion.

I recall, and I think most do as well,
what happened not that long ago, in
fact, just 2 years ago, when we were
called upon in Congress to pass a debt
limit, a debt limit which said we put
our full faith and credit as a govern-
ment behind the debt of the United
States. It took only a majority vote to
do that, and we could not bring it to-
gether. As a consequence, we faced
some of the most serious shutdowns in
our Nation’s history. The Government
shutdowns that occurred, two succes-
sive shutdowns, literally sent thou-
sands of Federal workers off the job.
The Government shut down not once
but twice, a total of 27 days. The Office
of Management and Budget has esti-
mated that the overall cost of the shut-
downs was more than $1.4 billion.
America knew it. More than 750,000
Federal workers were affected, some
during the Christmas and Hanukkah
season, including more than 250,000
who were furloughed.
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During that period of the Govern-
ment shutdown, 170,000 veterans did
not receive their GI bill education ben-
efits on time, 200,000 passports were not
processed, more than 2 million people
could not visit the Smithsonian muse-
ums and other facilities in the Wash-
ington area, and 7 million people could
not visit their national parks. Mr.
President, 1,300 workplace safety com-
plaints went unanswered and 3,500 in-
vestigations involving pension, health,
and other employee benefit plans were
suspended. Delays were created in
250,000 cases trying to find deadbeat
dads who were delinquent in their child
support payments, and cleanup of hun-
dreds of Superfund sites was delayed.
All of this happened because we could
not muster a majority, a majority
vote, let alone a supermajority.

This balanced budget amendment
will enshrine in our Constitution the
requirement of a three-fifths vote in
times of an economic recession to come
to the rescue of American families. For
those who think this is an easy re-
quirement, it is rare in our Constitu-
tion to have any supermajority re-
quirement and it certainly should not
be imposed on people who, through no
fault of their own, are victims of this
economy.

My amendment brings the super-
majority requirement of three-fifths
down to a majority requirement. I
think that is reasonable. It is still not
going to be easy. Each and every per-
son, whether a Member of the House or
the Senate, must stand and justify that
vote in terms of a recession, a national
economic emergency, something that
justifies slipping away from the bal-
anced budget requirement that year.

I think we have to maintain flexi-
bility to respond to recessions, disas-
ters, and other economic emergencies
in a timely fashion. I do not think we
have to say, “I'm sorry, Mr. Bergen, 1
am sorry you have been laid off, but be-
cause of the balanced budget amend-
ment, we are not going to be able to
make the payments to you for your un-
employment because we just have to
balance the budget. We cannot help
you when it comes to food stamps, we
have run out of money. We cannot help
your family when it comes to job train-
ing or Medicaid.”

Think about that for a second. Is
that fair to people we represent? Is
that fair to this economy? Will it, in
fact, result in these spikes going lower
instead of moderating, as we have seen,
as these stabilizers have been put in
place? That, unfortunately, might be
the verdict for Bob Bergen and others
like him if this supermajority require-
ment allows 41 Senators or 175 Rep-
resentatives to prevent a response that
involves deficit spending.

Our Founding Fathers established
only a few circumstances where super-
majorities would be necessary for Fed-
eral action. We should not adopt a new
supermajority requirement that pre-
vents us from helping our most vulner-
able and neediest citizens in times of
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recession or other serious economic
emergencies.

For all these reasons, I am offering
an amendment to allow Congress to
waive the requirements of the balanced
budget amendment by a majority vote
for a joint resolution in times of reces-
sion or serious economic emergency.
My amendment will ensure that Con-
gress can continue to respond to reces-
sions and other serious economic emer-
gencies with fiscal policies that will al-
leviate the pain of recession and short-
en its duration rather than driving us
deeper into economic stagnation.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

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

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I
rise in support of the balanced budget
amendment. I think it is one of the
most important pieces of legislation we
will be debating in this body, in this
Congress. I might add, I appreciate the
preceding Senator, Senator DURBIN, ac-
knowledging, as he presented his
amendment to the balanced budget
amendment, his overall opposition to
the underlying amendment to the Con-
stitution. We are going to, I suspect,
hear many amendments—several
amendments at least—offered in the
coming weeks, with the primary goal
of ultimately defeating the balanced
budget amendment to the Constitu-
tion.

As I said, I believe this is one of the
most important pieces of legislation we
are going to debate. The opponents of a
balanced budget amendment argue that
to compel Congress to balance the
budget will forever damage and elimi-
nate the ability to provide our seniors
with the protection they have earned.
Their plan—and we will be hearing
more of it; we have already heard quite
a lot—to exempt Social Security is
nothing more than a risky gimmick. I
say again it is a risky gimmick to put
such an exclusion onto the balanced
budget amendment. Their arguments
are aimed at scaring the most vulner-
able segments of our population.

In the last 2 years, in my experience
in the House of Representatives and as
I observe the deliberations in the U.S.
Senate, we have seen a great deal of
those efforts to scare those who are
most vulnerable in our society. So I
suppose it is not that unusual, as we
enter a debate on the balanced budget
amendment to the Constitution, to
hear those who would frighten and
those who would scare the most vulner-
able in our society. They assert Social
Security checks will be withheld be-
cause there will be no money left in the
Treasury.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an editorial from the Arkan-
sas Democrat Gazette be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the edi-
torial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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[From the Arkansas Democrat Gazette, Feb.
5, 1997]
BUDGETSCARE: HOW TO DEBASE A CAUSE

Bill Clinton doubtless wants to defeat the
Balanced Budget amendment in the worst
way which is just how he’s going about it—
by scaring old folks again. Yep, once more
he’s saying a proposed reform will put Social
Security—Social Security!—at ‘‘grave risk.”

Now when have we heard that before? Only
every time somebody tries to get the federal
government to put its fiscal house in order.
By now the clintonoids have made this sim-
ple scare campaign a fine art First, scare the
seniors; then scare ‘em some more; then
leave ’em petrified. And never, ever let the
facts get in the way.

Despite its name, the Balanced Budget
amendment would not keep Congress from
passing an unbalanced budget. Instead, it
just puts a slightly larger hurdle in the way.
It would require a three-fifths vote of both
houses of Congress to run a deficit. It’s not
an insuperable obstacle; most controversial
business in the Senate already required a
three-fifths vote—because that’s what it
takes to prevent a filibuster.

But here comes the president, warning
that ‘‘disbursement of Social Security
checks could cease or unelected judges could
reduce benefits to comply with this constitu-
tional amendment.”

Not very likely. Not very likely at all. The
chances of Social Security checks being se-
questered fall into the same range of prob-
ability as the Loch Ness monster posing for
photographs. Both possibilities are great for
scaring folks, but for little else.

Social Security is an entitlement written
into law, it is not dependent on annual ap-
propriations by Congress. It’s recipients paid
into the program, they’re entitled to their
checks—even if Congress doesn’t approve a
budget. It’s automatic.

The federal government would have to go
broke before one of those unelected judges
the president uses as a bogeyman would have
to decide what creditors got paid first. And
recipients of Social Security would stand at
the head of the line because their benefits
are part of a separate law. Behind them
would come all of the programs that are cov-
ered by annual appropriations—everything
from education to the federal courts, from
the Smithsonian to the space shuttle, and
the multitude of grants for essentials like
battery-operated grocery carts and solar
powered cars.

All told, spending for these appropriated
programs amounts to five times the size of
last year’s deficit, meaning that the govern-
ment’s default would have to be of Depres-
sion-sized proportions before Social Security
might be threatened. And even then such a
dramatic catastrophe isn’t likely. Because
this amendment has more escape hatches
than an old-time movie serial.

The president knows the process. He has to
know that Social Security isn’t in the immi-
nent danger he’s conjured up. Once again he
is playing to the darkest fears of the most
vulnerable citizens in order to achieve a par-
tisan end. Why, with all the arguments
available to him, is Bill Clinton invariably
attracted to the lowest common one? Some
days it’s as if he’ll do anything but raise the
level of public discourse.

A mere citizen can still yearn for a leader
who, acting on principle, takes an unpopular
stand without resorting to demagoguery. To
make his case, such a leader would not paint
a doomsday scenario of little old ladies
starving in the cold, but would rely on rea-
son supported by fact and informed by sober
judgment.

About that misnamed Balanced Budget
Amendment, he would say it would unneces-
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sarily clutter the Constitution we all revere.
He would explain that such an amendment
would create an even more unwieldy process
in a Congress already prone to procedural
knots. Perhaps he would contend that the
proposal for a super-majority is undemo-
cratic. Or he could argue that while America
is not a strict democracy, its citizens are
loathe to depart from majority rule without
a pretty darned good reason.

But these are all arguments that, unlike
the usual scare tactics, would have to be pa-
tiently explained in order to carry the day.
They would compliment the intelligence of
the American people, not insult it. It’s so
much easier to proclaim that Social Secu-
rity and the sky are falling. So, once again,
William Jefferson Clinton has chosen to
frighten any older citizens he can.

The result: Our president and head of state,
an official who should be most responsible of
all, introduces still more mistrust into a po-
litical system already overburdened with it.
He encourages suspicion and cynicism—al-
ways corrosive agents in a system that relies
on consent and understanding. In doing so,
he tears at the fabric of the very constitu-
tion he claims to be defending.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, a
part of that editorial says this:

The chances of Social Security checks
being sequestered fall into the same range of
probability as the Loch Ness monster posing
for photographs. Both possibilities are great
for scaring folks, but for little else.

I believe that is very, very true.
Again, nothing could be a more risky
gimmick to be put onto the balanced
budget amendment than to exclude So-
cial Security from the provisions of the
amendment. It is attempting to replace
the truth with fear.

The plain truth is that the President
does not have the power to withhold
appropriations, such as Social Secu-
rity. Only Congress can give him that
power. It is our responsibility to appro-
priate the funds necessary to carry out
the domestic and the foreign policy
programs of this Nation. In reality, the
balanced budget amendment will en-
sure that money is there to spend.

Today, annual deficits and the na-
tional debt are the greatest threat to
Social Security’s existence. If we talk
about the threat to the future of Social
Security, let us not forget that the
greatest threat is continued chronic
deficits and an unwillingness or a lack
of discipline and a lack of will on the
part of the politicians of this country
to bring our books into balance.

I believe this very vivid depiction of
having 28 budget books stacked on top
of each other is very clear evidence
that the notion—as the President put
it in the State of the Union Address—
that we can just do it, we pass it and he
will sign it, we will balance the books,
will not happen, as we see with 28 budg-
ets before us. It has to stretch the
credibility of not only the executive
branch but a Congress that is more in-
clined to continue spending on ever-ex-
panding entitlement programs.

Since the 1930’s, literally dozens of
proposals have been made to require a
balanced budget to limit the size or the
growth of the Federal budget or public
debt, or some combination of these
ideas, including several very notable
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recent efforts in 1990 and, again, in
1993. These have come in the form of
bills, statutory efforts, and proposed
constitutional amendments. An aver-
age, Mr. President, of more than 30
measures per Congress have been intro-
duced in recent years.

I believe one reason that we have
seen such statutory efforts and so
many offers of various constitutional
amendments is because many of those
who occupy the Halls of Congress
today, both at the other end of the
Capitol in the House of Representatives
and in the U.S. Senate, once served in
State legislatures where they have the
yearly annual experience of seeing
their State budgets balanced. They
came from State legislatures where
there were constitutional provisions
that required them to balance their
budget, and they saw year after year
after year that it could be done.

So when they came to Washington,
they came with a determination, they
came with a deliberation that we would
have, in fact, that same provision em-
bodied in the U.S. Constitution. But it
has been frustrating. Year after year
and time after time, we have seen
those efforts defeated.

The opponents of a balanced budget
amendment, I believe, are pursuing a
campaign of deliberate disinformation.
There has been and will continue to be
an effort to distract and to divert the
attention of the American people from
the real issues that are at stake in the
debate over a balanced budget and over
a balanced budget amendment. The op-
ponents would distract and divert the
American people from the real threat
to Social Security, which is chronic
deficits and enormous accumulated
debt. They would like the debate over
the coming weeks to be about Social
Security, but the debate is not about
Social Security. The debate is about
the chronic deficits that threaten the
future economic stability of this Gov-
ernment and our economy in years to
come. That’s what it is about.

If you care about Social Security,
you should care about a balanced budg-
et amendment to the Constitution, be-
cause that is the best way of ensuring
fiscal sanity being restored to our
budget process. Without a credible, sus-
tainable balanced budget, we will never
have the money to pay out future bene-
fits. It is just that simple. A balanced
budget amendment needs economic
prosperity that will produce revenues
necessary to fund the program. With a
balanced budget, the big spenders in
Washington will not be able to target
and, therefore, raid Social Security to
pay for other programs.

Opponents of the balanced budget
amendment will throw out, I think,
any diversion to confuse the issue.
They will use scare tactics. The truth
is that excluding Social Security does
nothing to secure benefits into the fu-
ture. The President’s own budget
counts these surpluses to achieve his
balance.

What if Social Security is excluded?
Social Security will not be protected,
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but between the years of 2002 and 2007,
the deficit will appear $700 billion larg-
er. That means either a mammoth tax
hike on American families, almost
$1,100 per year per household, or dev-
astating cuts in important programs
like Medicare, cancer research, Head
Start, and environmental cleanup.

In the years since 1960, the budget
has been balanced only once. Deficit
spending during that period has in-
creased the official national debt from
less than $284 billion to over $5 trillion,
and the 28 budget books that are
stacked right over here give vivid evi-
dence of that failure of Congress to dis-
cipline its spending habits.

Interest payments on the debt now
consume about $240 billion annually;
$240 billion annually just on interest to
service the national debt. The $240 bil-
lion that we are spending in interest
payments is larger than the combined
budgets of the Departments of Com-
merce, Agriculture, Education, Energy,
Justice, Interior, Housing and Urban
Development, Labor, State, and Trans-
portation.

I suggest that if we have a commit-
ment to education, then we ought to
have a commitment to a balanced
budget amendment to the Constitution
to ensure that these exploding interest
payments will finally be reined in. In
the future, the debt problem will only
get worse. The Government’s current
debt calculation fails to include the 10
to 20 trillion dollars worth of unfunded
liabilities. These are promises to pay
future benefits like Social Security,
Medicare, Government employee re-
tirement and other programs. In short,
we will soon long for the days of $200
billion deficits unless something is
done, and that something should be the
balanced budget amendment.

When you exclude Social Security,
you derail the very purpose of the
amendment. I was interested, as I lis-
tened to the deliberations of the House
Judiciary Committee earlier this week
on the balanced budget amendment, in
the testimony of a former Congress-
man, my former colleague, Tim Penny.
He referred to this gimmick of taking
Social Security off budget and out of
the unified budget as being the great-
est money-laundering scheme in his-
tory, because future creative Con-
gresses will find it not too difficult to
begin to shift programs into the Social
Security trust fund so as to circumvent
the purpose and the goal and the intent
of a balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution. It is a loophole so large,
not only can a truck drive through it,
but tons and tons of red ink can flow
through it.

Finally, the goal of such an amend-
ment is to defeat the balanced budget
amendment to the Constitution.

As I said, I am glad that Senator
DURBIN acknowledged his underlying
opposition to an amendment to the
Constitution requiring a balanced
budget altogether. So while he offers
this amendment to the BBA, he still
opposes the concept of an amendment

requiring a balanced budget.
Secretary Rubin—who was quoted
earlier this afternoon—Secretary
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Rubin, when he testified before the
House Judiciary Committee, was asked
by my brother, Congressman HUTCH-
INSON, whether there was any balanced
budget amendment that he could envi-
sion that he would be able to support?
In other words, if you went ahead and
excluded Social Security, or if you put
in a recession provision, or if there
were some other addition to a balanced
budget amendment, was there any such
amendment that Secretary Rubin or
the administration could support? And
when finally pressed, Secretary Rubin
said no. He said he could not envision
any amendment to the Constitution re-
quiring a balanced budget in any form
that the administration would support.

I think that really tells the story,
that while there will be efforts to di-
vert attention, while there will be ef-
forts to distract the attention of the
American people, all of the amend-
ments that are offered are in the end
ultimately being offered with the goal
of defeating this very, very important
amendment to the Constitution.

I want to put a human face on the
balanced budget amendment. We can
often become too consumed with who
has political advantage in policy de-
bates that we forget who sent us here
and how it often affects them. Let me
tell you about one of my constituents.
Bob Boyd, a small business owner in
Little Rock, is the kind of person who
can speak to the importance, I think,
of a balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution.

Mr. Boyd was a delegate to the White
House Conference on Small Business.
During that time, he and the con-
ference made several recommendations
to President Clinton. The one proposal
which received the most votes, more
than any other policy recommendation
by the White House Conference on
Small Business, was for the adoption of
a balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution. Unfortunately, that pro-
posal has only collected dust at the
White House. But this was from the
White House Conference on Small Busi-
ness, the recommendation that re-
ceived the most support.

When asked why so many of the con-
ference voted on this proposal and
voted for this proposal, Bob simply
says:

... as a small business owner, we know
the importance of the bottom line and [the]
government doesn’t, they have lost the prin-
ciple of being responsible for their debts.

Bob said that the President told
them ‘‘that small business is the en-
gine that drives our economy.”” Unfor-
tunately for Bob, and for all the small
businesses in Arkansas and America,
the national debt, and the taxes it
needs to pay for it, are taking up all
the fuel.

I strongly believe that ratification of
a constitutional amendment is the
only way to turn around this unending
sea of financial debt. It is time to put
the harness of the U.S. Constitution on
Congress and the President. It is time
to require these institutions to be more
fiscally responsible than our prede-
cessors have been.
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I would just say again, as I conclude,
Mr. President, that there is a funda-
mental immorality that goes along
with chronic deficit spending. For dec-
ades and for generations of our history
as a Nation, a constitutional amend-
ment requiring a balanced budget was
not necessary because there was an in-
herent fundamental belief on the part
not only of our policymakers and our
politicians but the people of the United
States as a whole that spending more
than you take in, whether it is your
family budget or whether it is the Fed-
eral budget, is simply wrong. To trans-
fer our spending in the form of debt to
our children and to our grandchildren,
for them to assume through higher
taxes and through a lower standard of
living, is simply wrong.

The intrinsic value, though, of the
balanced budget amendment rests on a
simple point—it affects every Amer-
ican. It will affect how and where we
spend taxpayers’ dollars. It will affect
the process by which those decisions
are made. Moreover, it will affect the
real value we place on the taxpayers’
money, when we are restricted in the
ways we spend it.

The time has come for Government
to learn how to work with less, how to
see the citizen’s money as being pre-
cious, and to permanently reduce its
size so that its people’s wealth can ex-
pand. I yield the floor, Mr. President.

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
ABRAHAM). The Senator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I just
want to take a second here and thank
the distinguished Senator from Arkan-
sas for his remarks that he has made. I
do not know when I have been more
impressed with a group of new Sen-
ators than I have now, unless it was
the last time when we brought the bal-
anced budget amendment up and lost
by one vote, when all of the new Sen-
ators spoke together on the last one. I
was just really impressed with that.
And these Senators this year have been
doing very well. I appreciate the Sen-
ator coming to the floor and making
these cogent remarks. I thank my col-
league.

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, while the
Senator from Arkansas is still on the
floor—and while I indicate a different
view than his on the amendment, I,
too, join the chairman in compli-
menting him and the other new Sen-
ators who have spoken. When you
think back to what your first speech
was, it is nice to know it was on a
major issue. So I compliment him for
that.

Mr. President, I would note though
that it is an important issue. That is
why we should take it as serious as
possible. We talked about amendments.

Senator DURBIN, the distinguished
Senator from Illinois, has also spoken,

(Mr.
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in one of his first speeches on the floor
of the Senate, as eloquently and as
completely and as logically and co-
gently as he used to speak in the other
body. The Senator from Illinois has
spoken of an amendment that he has
offered. While we will not vote on it
today, we will eventually vote on it to
the balanced budget amendment. He
also expressed his concern about the
underlying amendment.

There is nothing inconsistent with
saying that one does not want to
amend the Constitution of the United
States on this issue but will propose an
amendment to the constitutional
amendment as presented by the distin-
guished Senator from Utah and others.
I think there is nothing inconsistent
with this because all of us have a re-
sponsibility, however we vote, to try to
make what is the final product as good
as possible.

All Senators know that there are
issues that come to this floor where we
may have made up our mind how we
would vote on the underlying piece of
legislation, either for or against it, but
yet we will be involved in numerous
amendments before we get there.

I have voted against amendments on
a bill when I finally voted for the final
bill and vice versa. I have had legisla-
tion of my own that I have sponsored
and have then supported amendments
to my own legislation, amendments of-
fered either by myself or other Sen-
ators. I have supported amendments to
my own legislation offered by Senators
from the other side of the aisle on
major pieces of legislation on numer-
ous occasions because while I thought I
had brought a good piece of legislation
to the floor of the Senate, other Sen-
ators brought up amendments that I
realized, in listening to the debate,
made that legislation even better.

I can think of various times during
the years when I was chairman of the
Senate Agriculture Committee, when I
would have a farm bill, a major piece of
nutrition legislation, and others on the
floor—legislation that I had been the
principal author of—and Senators on
both sides of the aisle, both Repub-
licans and Democrats, had come up
with amendments which, after listen-
ing to them, I felt that they made the
underlying piece of legislation better
and voted for them.

I can think of a couple instances
when I have had legislation on the
floor where Senators have been very
candid and told me they would not vote
for my piece of legislation, but on the
possibility it might pass they had an
amendment which at least in their
thought would make it better. It is a
very legitimate thing to do. We de-
bated those amendments. Some were
accepted, some were not.

The underlying amendment, the un-
derlying proposed constitutional
amendment, is unsound economic pol-
icy and should be rejected for that rea-
son. But you also go on the assumption
that any piece of legislation may pass.
It is the responsibility of each of us to
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offer suggestions, if we have them, of
how it may be improved. Senator DUR-
BIN’s amendment to waive this article
in the event of an economic recession
or serious economic emergency is right
on point, and it does improve the legis-
lation.

One should listen in that regard to
the economic experts. More than 1,000
of the Nation’s most respected econo-
mists, including at least 11 Nobel lau-
reates, as well as a former chair of
President Nixon’s Council of Economic
Advisers, the current and former Fed-
eral Reserve Board Chairman, former
Democrat and Republican Directors of
the Congressional Budget Office, all
agree this amendment is unsound eco-
nomic policy.

The distinguished senior Senator
from the State of West Virginia [Mr.
BYRD] held a news conference in which
he released the signatures of more than
1,000 economists and had a number of
economists, Professor Tobin and oth-
ers, who pointed out why they felt this
proposed constitutional amendment
was bad economic policy. These econo-
mists, incidentally, were across the po-
litical spectrum. They all agreed that
the proposed amendment would hamper
the Government’s ability to cope with
economic downturns.

Economists and financial experts
agree that this proposed balanced
budget constitutional amendment will
straitjacket the economy in hard
times. It will hamstring the adjust-
ment mechanisms that have been de-
veloped since the Great Depression to
preserve jobs and restore the economy
after a downturn.

Being opposed to the constitutional
amendment is an entirely different
thing than being opposed to a balanced
budget. This Congress, under very
strong leadership from President Clin-
ton, has brought the deficit down 4
years in a row and is now going to go
for the fifth year in a row. Certainly
since I have been old enough to vote,
no President, Republican or Democrat,
has done that before. The deficit is
coming down.

Were it not for the fact that we were
now paying almost half billion dollars
a day in interest on the deficits run up
in President Reagan and Bush’s budg-
ets, we would not even have a deficit
today. We would have a surplus, and we
could start applying that surplus to
the national debt.

I urge Senators to understand that
people like the Senator from Vermont
and others who have cast very, very
difficult votes, politically unpopular
votes to cut programs, to cut spending,
to bring down the deficit, do not need
to be shown a constitutional amend-
ment that some day in the next cen-
tury, the next millennium, it might
have some effect. We can vote right
now. As President Clinton said in his
State of the Union Message, all it
takes is our vote and his signature to
bring down any deficit. We can do it
now rather than saying, well, some-
time in the next millennium, the year
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2000-something, maybe there will be
this untried amendment to the Con-
stitution, only the 18th amendment to
the Constitution since the Bill of
Rights. Instead, we should have the
courage to vote to bring the deficit
down now.

Some of us in this Congress and the
House and Senate have had the courage
for 4 years in a row to cast those votes
to bring down the deficit. I wish we
were not paying that half billion dol-
lars a day in interest from the doubling
and tripling of the national debt during
the 1980’s. But to President Clinton’s
credit and the credit of those men and
women who have voted with him to
bring down the deficit, it is coming
down.

Let us think about the flexibility you
do need in difficult times. President
Herbert Hoover, who was a great engi-
neer and had many wonderful charac-
teristics, but not a sense of the econ-
omy, felt during an early recession in
his term that the most important
thing he could do to bring about some
confidence in this country was to take
whatever steps necessary to have a bal-
anced budget—basically taking the
steps that would be required by this
constitutional amendment. By doing
that, it plunged this country into the
worst depression it has known in its
200-year history.

If the economy today takes a down-
turn and Americans are losing their
jobs as happened in the early 1990’s,
then this proposed constitutional
amendment makes it more difficult for
our Government to respond to the
needs of working families.

As Treasury Secretary Rubin, a man
who has proven by his own life that he
understands the economy and econom-
ics, testified before the Judiciary Com-
mittee—and, incidentally, without any
expert refuting what he said—Sec-
retary Rubin said he thought ‘‘a bal-
anced budget amendment would sub-
ject the Nation to unacceptable eco-
nomic risk in perpetuity. * * * A bal-
anced budget amendment could turn
slowdowns into recessions and reces-
sions into more severe recessions or
even depressions.”

To date, no competent, recognized
expert has come forward and refuted
what Secretary Rubin said. Thus, the
1,060 economists and 11 Nobel laureates
who are opposing the proposed con-
stitutional amendment condemn it be-
cause the amendment ‘“‘mandates per-
verse actions in the face of recessions.”

I am deeply concerned about the im-
pact the balanced budget amendment
will have on jobs for working families
in Vermont and across the country
during times of recession. If I put a
human face on it, I put a human face of
560,000 Vermonters. We are a fiscally
conservative State. We find when we
sell bonds from Vermont, they sell out
virtually immediately because people
know how we feel about keeping our
books. We do not have a constitutional
amendment to balance the budget in
the Vermont State Constitution. What
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we have are 180 Vermont legislators
who treat every tax dollar as though it
were their own. Governors, Repub-
licans and Democrats, felt the same,
who realized, however, at such time as
Vermont, a small State, has gone into
a recession, there are times it has had
to spend some money to help us out of
it as a responsibility to the people of
Vermont.

I hate to think what might happen if
we go into a deep recession and people
are being laid off from jobs and are
told, “Well, we cannot help out.”” There
are none of the programs we normally
see to ease recessions and get our econ-
omy going again. I realize it is 25 below
zero in Vermont. I realize you have
just been laid off from a job you have
had for 15 years, but the various Fed-
eral programs that we started after the
Great Depression cannot be funded.

As Secretary Rubin explained, the so-
called automatic stabilizers in our
economy would be ineffective under
this proposed constitutional amend-
ment. These are mechanisms that have
been developed over the last 50 years to
reduce the extremes of the boom-and-
bust cycles. They are intended to pre-
vent another Great Depression. They
have proven effective over time.

Secretary Rubin testified:

“[Wlithout automatic stabilizers, the
Treasury Department has estimated unem-
ployment in 1992 that resulted from the 1990
recession might have hit 9 percent instead of
7.7 percent, which would have been in excess
of 1 million jobs lost.”

Some of these things that helped,
when I think about 1988 and 1992, we
were adding around 40,000 people a
week to the food stamp rolls to help
bring us back. In the last 4 years, we
have been taking millions back off the
food stamp rolls. It shows it can work.

The preamble to the Constitution
and its stated purpose to ‘‘promote the
general welfare, and secure the bless-
ings of liberty to ourselves and our pos-
terity,” ought not be overridden by a
constitutional amendment that denies
jobs to hundreds of thousands of work-
ing families in hard times.

People talk about the Federal Re-
serve Board. Federal Reserve Chairman
Alan Greenspan reiterated his opposi-
tion to the proposed constitutional
amendment during questioning by Sen-
ator LAUTENBERG during his testimony
before the Senate Budget Committee.
Federal Reserve Chairman Greenspan
urged the Senate Budget Committee to
continue to eliminate the deficit. He
did join Secretary Rubin and our Na-
tion’s leading economists in the con-
clusion that this proposed constitu-
tional amendment places too many
constraints on our economy.

This so-called escape hatch allowing
a waiver of its provisions by a super-
majority vote of three-fifths of both
Houses of Congress is small comfort to
America’s working families, because
many national recessions start out in
different regions of the country. For
example, the most recent recession hit
New England first.
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What if citizens of New England, who
have fewer Members of the House of
Representatives than other regions of
the country, needed help? Or, con-
versely, what if a very populous region
of the country suddenly had a reces-
sion? Do they become the only ones
who can get help? Could New England
get Senators and Representatives from
other States, which are still experi-
encing good times, to waive the con-
stitutional balanced budget require-
ment to help protect their livelihoods?

Prof. Robert Eisner of Northwestern
University, a past president of the
American Economic Association, un-
derstood the economic problems under
this proposed constitutional amend-
ment when he wrote:

One need only recall the near collapses, in
recent years, of the economies in New Eng-
land, California, and Texas. Who would bail
them out if their own tax revenues again de-
cline and there were surges of claims for un-
employment benefits, food stamps, and gen-
eral assistance?

One of the reasons for having this
great Nation of 50 States is so that we
can work together to help each other,
knowing that if a tornado hits one part
of the country and not others, or a re-
cession hits one region and not others,
relief would be available. Relief for
economic recessions and emergencies
has to be flexible. None of us can pre-
dict, and certainly cannot write into a
constitutional amendment, when the
next natural disaster will hit or the
next recession will take place, because
usually a swift response from the Fed-
eral Government is needed to aid State
and local relief efforts. Economic emer-
gency relief by constitutional super-
majority mandate is a prescription for
gridlock, not swift action.

It would make no sense—if there is a
terrible earthquake in California, or
awful flooding in the Midwest, or a
drought in the Southeast, or a reces-
sion in New England—to say we can’t
do anything to help because we need a
supermajority vote.

When your State or region is hit by a
major recession or emergency, do you
want critical Federal assistance to
hang on the whims of 41 Senators or 175
Representatives? That is all it would
take. We have 535 Members of Con-
gress. All 535 Members of those bod-
ies—save a critical 41—could vote and
you may not be helped.

Our Founders rejected this require-
ment of supermajorities. We should
look to their sound reasons for reject-
ing supermajority requirements before
we impose on our most vulnerable citi-
zens a three-fifths supermajority re-
quirement to provide Federal relief
from recessions and serious economic
emergencies.

In fact, I urge some to go back and
read ‘“‘The Federalist Papers,” read
what our Founders wrote. I hope that
all Senators have read them. But if
they haven’t, now is as good a time as
any to add to your education, improve
your mind, and acquire a sense of his-
tory. It is why Senators, for 200 years,
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have resisted the temptation to amend
the Constitution unnecessarily—17
times since the Bill of Rights, that’s
all. Surely, we have had more than 17
times in this country when we have
had the urge to do it, when it has been
politically popular to do it, when we
could point to political polls of the mo-
ment that said 70 percent of the coun-
try wanted us to amend the Constitu-
tion. We have taken polling where peo-
ple have taken our Bill of Rights—
those things that protect us from un-
lawful search and seizure, protect us in
our right of free speech and religion—
there have been polls and studies done
that would just break down the words
and ask the people, and the majority
would say, oh, no, we could not vote for
that. Then they are surprised to find
that it is in the Bill of Rights.

The Constitution should not be a
prisoner of that moment’s public opin-
ion polls. The Constitution should be
protected by the best instincts and the
greatest sense of responsibility of
every man and woman in the Senate
and in the House. If we start voting by
popular public opinion poll and not by
a sense of history and not by what is
best for the next generation, then we
fail in our own responsibilities here.

Mr. President, I grew up in a family
that revered the Constitution. I grew
up in a family that understood the first
amendment. I grew up in a family that
knew that so much of what makes us
Americans is in the Bill of Rights. In
my public life as a prosecutor, as a law-
yer and, more important, as a husband
and a father, I have realized the advan-
tages I have that no one in any other
country has because of the protections
in the Constitution. I also realize that
those protections came because my
predecessors, and all our predecessors
in these bodies, resisted the temptation
to amend the Constitution every time
that it was popular. I hope we will not
do it now.

The sponsors of this measure repeat-
edly outline the dangers of a budget
deficit. We are all in favor of bringing
down the deficit, as we have done for
the last 4 years. But these sponsors
have failed to address how the proposed
constitutional amendment will provide
for the flexibility needed in economic
downturns, without holding working
families and hard-hit regions hostage
to a supermajority vote.

Senator DURBIN’S amendment re-
stores that flexibility by requiring a
simple majority vote to respond to eco-
nomic recessions and emergencies.

Whether you are for or against this
constitutional amendment, we should
take the effort to make it a better con-
stitutional amendment. Certainly, Sen-
ator DURBIN’s amendment does that,
and it deserves our support.

Mr. President, I see my friend from
Utah on the floor. Maybe he can give
us some idea of what he plans to do
with our lives for the rest of the day.

Mr. HATCH. I think we have a few
more remarks. The distinguished Sen-
ator from Wyoming would like to
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speak, and the distinguished Senator
from Maine wants to speak. I could
then wrap up, and that should end it
for the day. Do you have anybody over
there desiring to speak?

Mr. LEAHY. I will check. It would be
your turn to go now. I will yield the
floor so your speakers may proceed.
And we will find out if there is anybody
else on this side.

Mr. HATCH. 1 yield to the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. ENZI].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I rise in
support of the passage of the balanced
budget constitutional amendment.
Without that amendment, our children
and grandchildren will be saddled with
a mountain of debt. They will be left
with no hope of fulfilling their hopes
and dreams.

I feel that it is time to correct the
misleading reports that have been put
forth by many of the opponents of Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 1 over the past
few weeks. Their arguments are not
new. They have been the same argu-
ments for the past 20 years—actually,
for almost three decades Congress has
failed to balance the budget. I am
standing almost in the shadow of the
mountain of budgets that don’t bal-
ance. That failure has led to the cur-
rent fiscal mess that holds us hostage.

But what has really kept us from a
balanced budget amendment? The same
old excuses and fear-mongering still
prevail, scaring everyone from the chil-
dren to the senior citizens of this coun-
try. The excuses take a little different
form each year, but the same basic
fears are still being played upon. The
easy position to take is to continue
spending the taxpayers money on feel-
good programs instead of grappling
with the tough issues.

The debt we are incurring for our
kids amounts to taxation without rep-
resentation. We are forcing people who
haven’t even been born yet to cosign on
a note. A balanced budget constitu-
tional amendment would tie the hands
of the spenders in DC. It doesn’t throw
the baby out with the bath water. In
fact, it is the life cord that connects
the budget to the baby. It would pro-
tect generations yet to come.

A balanced budget will do away with
the hidden taxes Americans pay in the
form of higher interest rates. If we pass
the balanced budget constitutional
amendment now, a middle-class family
could easily save $1,5600 a year. That is
a nice raise. This is assuming a drop in
mortgage rates from 7.7 to 5.7 percent,
a drop in interest rates on a car loan
from 9.2 to 7.2 percent, and decline in
student loan rates from 8.5 to 6.5 per-
cent. Interest rates should be 2 percent
lower with a balanced budget.

How would the financial markets
view the balanced budget amendment?
According to many financial market
experts, such as David Malpass, the
more restraint on Government spend-
ing, the better the markets will re-
spond. Part of the reason for the bull-
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ish market is merely the suggestion of
a balanced budget. Laws enforcing a
balanced budget would perpetuate a
bullish financial market. Currently, in-
terest rates are low and the economy is
healthy, due again in part by Congress
and the President getting serious about
balancing the budget. All of these posi-
tive trends are occurring as a result of
just the possibility of balancing the
budget.

What about the claim that a bal-
anced budget amendment would hobble
our economy in a recession? First of
all, there is a clause in the amendment
that would allow Congress, by a three-
fifths vote, to spend more than it
takes. In an emergency situation of
three-fifths vote would not be difficult
to attain. Financial experts agree that
recessions have occurred at times due
to Federal mismanagement of mone-
tary, tax, or regulatory policies. Mis-
takes are usually made when the Gov-
ernment intervenes too much in the
private sector. The amendment has a
built in method that allows the Federal
Government to quickly react to these
types of glitches.

The economist John Keynes knew
that Government should attempt to
create a surplus in the good times and
that Government must borrow during
bad times. The problem with our situa-
tion is that Congress is borrowing dur-
ing the bad and good, wartime and
peacetime, national emergency or no
emergency. L.ook at where we are now.
We are supposed to be having the best
economy in years—with a focus on re-
inventing and downsizing government,
a huge reduction in military expenses,
and a Congress and President that
want to balance the budget. We lack
the will and discipline, however, to ul-
timately balance the budget before the
end of the 20th century.

We have had commission after com-
mission study this issue to sheer bore-
dom. We all know that revenue is up
right now for Social Security. We are
also well aware that the program will
start running a deficit in 2013. Let’s not
make political hay out of Social Secu-
rity. Let’s start dealing with reality.

Opponents of the amendment want
Social Security exempted or taken off
budget. It is catchy wording that some
senior citizens have bought hook, line
and sinker. It has absolutely no con-
sistent meaning to anyone and it pro-
vides a false sense of security. There is
a vague feeling that ‘off budget”
means that we don’t want to cheat on
Social Security and damage the ability
to support our seniors.

I say right now that nobody wants to
damage Social Security. Nobody wants
that to happen. Everyone, including
me, wants to protect senior citizens. It
is absurd to say otherwise.

Right now Social Security is a par-
tial pay-as-you-go system. The people
paying Social Security taxes are pay-
ing for the people who are retired
today. It is not a fully funded system.
It doesn’t build up a trust fund. It’s a
bunch of IOU’s. There is no secret vault
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stacked full of Social Security funds.
The revenue from Social Security is in-
vested into Government-backed securi-
ties like Treasury bills. To disregard
Social Security plays games with the
budget. It would require an additional
$80 billion match up front. Later, when
baby boomers reach retirement, the
fund will go broke without an enor-
mous infusion of funds from our chil-
dren and grandchildren. An amendment
is not just for the next 8 years.

It is for that time when there is an
extra burden on Social Security.

As the only accountant in the U.S.
Senate, I believe that in order to en-
sure stability and longevity of Social
Security, we need to go to a modified
accrual system of accounting for each
of the trust funds.

We need to talk also about Medicare
and the other trust funds, not just So-
cial Security. It happens to be the only
one that fits with the argument of the
opponents.

This accrued system would assure
that the moneys coming in match up—
at some point in the critical near fu-
ture—to the time that the money has
to go out. A modified accrual method
would show that any surplus revenue
for this year’s budget is already com-
mitted further down the line.

I believe we should pass a balanced
budget amendment even though the
growth rate of the deficit is falling
without the amendment. The budget
deficit is expected to rise from $107 bil-
lion in fiscal year 1996, to $124 billion in
fiscal year 1997. This is not a reduction
in the size of the deficit. Some are
praising the progress in reducing the
deficit. We aren’t reducing the deficit
or the national debt. I don’t know
where their numbers are coming from.
They sure aren’t coming from the Con-
gressional Budget Office. But if we
move toward a balanced budget by fis-
cal year 2002, a fiscal dividend of about
$34 billion is in sight.

The Clinton administration and a
number of Members of this body have
already begun a reign of terror on the
American people regarding the bal-
anced budget amendment. Members of
the administration have criticized the
amendment by claiming it is unen-
forceable. These attacks are not only
unfounded, they represent a sad cri-
tique on the administration’s view of
fulfilling its constitutional obligations.

On January 7, I swore a solemn oath
to preserve, protect, and defend the
Constitution of the United States. All
of my colleagues in the Senate and the
House have taken this same pledge.
President Clinton took the same oath
on January 20. This is one of the most
serious pledges a person can take in his
or her lifetime. It binds all Members of
the Congress and the President to fol-
low all the provisions in the Constitu-
tion. If the balanced budget amend-
ment was added to the Comnstitution,
we would be bound by our most solemn
oath to pass a balanced budget in each
and every fiscal year.

For the administration to criticize
this amendment as unenforceable is a
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very serious charge indeed. Does the
President intend not to fulfill his con-
stitutional duty to preserve, protect,
and defend the Constitution by deliv-
ering a balanced budget proposal to
Congress before each fiscal year? Is the
administration insinuating that Mem-
bers of the Senate and the House of
Representatives are willing to bla-
tantly violate the clear language of our
Constitution which they took an oath
to uphold and defend?

I do not share the Clinton adminis-
tration’s cynical view that our con-
stitutional officers will openly and fla-
grantly flout their solemn duties. If we
pass the balanced budget constitu-
tional amendment, I have every con-
fidence that Members of this noble
Chamber as well as our friends in the
House will take their oath to defend
the Constitution very seriously. We
will balance the budget because we
have sworn to uphold the Constitution.
We will balance the budget because we
desire to leave our children and grand-
children a legacy of hope and pros-
perity instead of the horror of a $5.3
trillion debt.

I want to stress that the enforcement
of the balanced budget amendment will
rest first and foremost with this Con-
gress. Under section 6 of the balanced
budget constitutional amendment,
Congress must pass implementing leg-
islation to enforce this amendment.
This provision indicates that it will be
primarily Congress—neither the Presi-
dent nor the Federal courts—which
will provide the means of enforcement.
Claims that this amendment will result
in new powers of Presidential impound-
ment or judicial involvement in the
budgetary process are unfounded.
These are nothing more than further
attempts by the amendment’s detrac-
tors to sidestep the serious obligation
we all have of safeguarding the finan-
cial future of our Nation, and our kids
and grandkids.

I urge my fellow Senators to join me
in voting for Senate Joint Resolution
1, the balanced budget constitutional
amendment. This will be a giant step
in restoring responsibility to our Gov-
ernment, and it will demonstrate to fu-
ture generations that we were willing
to act responsibly in the most serious
of our tasks. And if we do not balance
the budget, we become the longest run-
ning game show with the lowest rat-
ings in history.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from Wyo-
ming for the excellent remarks he has
made here on the floor today. I have
really been appreciative of the new
Senators coming and talking about
this because each and every one of
them is a prime cosponsor of this
amendment. What a change that is
from two Congresses ago when we lost
this by three votes, one Congress ago
by one vote.
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I am very grateful to have had the
good people we have listened to all day
today. It makes a lot of difference to
me.

I am happy to yield the floor.

Ms. COLLINS addressed the Chair.

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

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise
to add my voice to those of my distin-
guished colleagues who have spoken in
favor of a balanced budget amendment
to the U.S. Constitution.

It is not surprising that with a na-
tional debt which is $5.3 trillion and
still growing this debate is awash in
statistics, each more staggering than
the last. As someone who ran for office
to fight for more opportunities and bet-
ter jobs, I find the costs in those areas
of our chronic failure to balance the
budget to be particularly troubling.

In light of the President’s call for a
crusade for education, one of the more
telling statistics is that last year the
Federal Government spent about $240
billion to service our national debt, an
amount that is almost eight times
greater than the amount we spent on
education. Think about that. If we had
been operating the Government with-
out debt, we could have spent nine
times more on educating our children.
Now, that is what I call a crusade.

Whatever the long-term benefits to
the public sector from balancing the
budget, they pale in comparison to the
benefits to our families. The Concord
Coalition has estimated that had we
not run deficits for the past two dec-
ades, the average family’s annual in-
come would be $15,500 higher. Looked
at prospectively, the General Account-
ing Office has said that we will in-
crease per capita income by 26 percent
over the next two decades if we balance
our budget.

These are not partisan statistics, just
as this is not a partisan issue. The
numbers I have cited to demonstrate
the enormous costs of our past fiscal
failures can be found in a recent letter
to the editor from former Democratic
Senator Paul Simon, a leader in the
battle for a constitutional amendment,
whose 22 years of congressional service
ended before the goal to which he was
so deeply committed could become a
reality.

The economic evidence that favors a
balanced budget is overwhelming. But
one legitimately may ask how I make
the jump from the need for a balanced
budget to the need for a constitutional
amendment mandating a balanced
budget. That is a political not an eco-
nomic issue but the evidence is equally
as overwhelming.

The simple fact is that the road to
our huge national debt has been paved
with good intentions. We have had the
Deficit Reduction Act, the Gramm-
Rudman Act, the Budget Enforcement
Act, and yet we still have deficits. The
old saying that ‘“We have met the
enemy and it is us” has never been
more applicable.

As a freshman Senator, I do not sit in
judgment on my predecessors and say
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that I would have done it differently. I
know the pressures on Washington to
spend money, even borrowed money.
By and large, each Congress sets out to
be fiscally responsible, but our na-
tional debt still grows. The truth is ex-
perience has taught us that even in
good times we need the discipline of a
constitutional amendment.

To those who say that this issue does
not rise to the level of constitutional
protection, I respectfully disagree. It is
the unique genius of the U.S. Constitu-
tion that serves to protect our people
and their property from the excesses of
their Government. It is difficult to
imagine a greater excess, at least in
the realm of property, than a debt bur-
den of more than $5 trillion. The legacy
we are leaving our children and our
grandchildren, many of them not yet
born, is taxation without representa-
tion in its most egregious form.

As I said earlier, this is a debate in
which there has been no shortage of
statistics and no shortage of speeches,
but buried somewhere beneath that
pile of numbers and mounds of rhetoric
is a very simple principle. That is that
all of us, including the Congress of the
United States, must be personally re-
sponsible for our actions. In the con-
text of the budget, personal responsi-
bility means not spending what is not
ours to spend.

The 104th Congress struck a strong
blow for personal responsibility in its
welfare legislation. It told able-bodied
welfare recipients that they could not
live off the efforts of others; that they
would have to earn their own way. For
those who grew up in a culture of de-
pendency, this was a harsh message.
But it was the right message because
responsibility for one’s own actions is
the core of the American effort.

I think it important that the Con-
gress and the President not hold them-
selves to any less of a standard of per-
sonal responsibility. During the past
quarter century, a culture of depend-
ency has developed right here in the
U.S. Congress, and it is reflected in our
dependency on the money of future
generations. In each of the past 27
years, we have borrowed from our chil-
dren and our grandchildren to buy
things for ourselves, building up an im-
mense debt with no end in sight.

The legacy we are leaving, however,
is not just financial. It is a legacy of
excess, of taking advantage of those
who cannot protect their own inter-
ests, of practicing not deferred gratifi-
cation but, rather, deferred responsi-
bility.

I recognize that deficits are some-
times unavoidable and that, indeed,
they are sometimes critical to finance
wars or to get the economy moving out
of a recession. The balanced budget
amendment would still permit deficit
spending in the event of war, recession,
or other emergency, but deficit spend-
ing today is no longer a tool carefully
used by Congress and the President to
respond to emergencies. Rather, it has
become a permanent feature of our fis-
cal landscape.
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Just how permanent deficit spending
has become is reflected in the stag-
gering fact that if every man, woman,
and child in this Nation brought all of
their currency to Washington, DC, it
would not be enough to pay off our na-
tional debt. Those who argue that we
do not need a constitutional amend-
ment to solve this problem are simply
ignoring our fiscal history.

I yield the floor.

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I believe
I will be the last to comment today,
and I deliberately waited to the end to
allow some other speakers to have a
turn, but we do have an amendment
which has been filed by the distin-
guished Senator from Illinois [Mr. DUR-
BIN], and I do believe I need to make a
few remarks about that. But I do not
intend to take too much time here.

Senator DURBIN has offered an
amendment to the balanced budget
amendment that would allow for sus-
pension of the balanced budget rule in
times of ‘‘economic recession or seri-
ous economic emergency.” I wonder
what those words mean. Some words,
when placed into the Constitution, can
have almost any meaning.

The very purpose of this provision of
the distinguished Senator from Illinois
is to make the balanced budget amend-
ment easier to waive. Instead of trying
to find ways to avoid fiscal responsi-
bility, we ought to be working toward
passing a strong balanced budget
amendment that will help us to keep
out of recessions in the first place.

As an initial matter, any definition
of ‘““‘downturn” is malleable and could
be abused by any future Congress bent
on deficit spending. This amendment is
no different. Trying to deal with a con-
cept as loose as an economic downturn
without even an attempt at defining
terms can make this a loophole you
could drive a truck through. It will not
be long until a convoy starts rolling
through. Furthermore, there is a loop-
hole within the loophole, because the
amendment does not limit the waiver
in any way, such as to amounts related
to the emergency.

Under this provision, even during
times of significant national growth,
certain regions may experience an eco-
nomic downturn which might give Con-
gress a reason to trigger this waiver,
whether we actually need to borrow to
respond or not. Or there could be a gen-
eral feeling of ‘“‘economic anxiety,” or
a perceived sense of anxiety felt in
Washington about the economy. We
can create anxieties about anything
around here. For instance, I am very
anxious about these 28 years of unbal-
anced budgets that are represented by
this stack of budget submissions right
here. We have had people worrying all
day that these volumes might fall off
and crush somebody. I just hope it is
not us. But the debt burden they rep-
resent are crushing the American peo-
ple.
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Year after year of unbalanced budg-
ets and all we get from the other side
is, ““All we need is the will to do it, to
balance the budget.” This President
says we are going to do it by the year
2002, but he’s going to do 75 percent of
the balancing in the last 2 years ac-
cording to the budget filed today. Give
me a break. It is just more of the same.
That is why we are here.

I don’t think it takes any brains to
figure this one out. It is a no-brainer to
know that these people who file these
amendments do not want any balanced
budget amendment, they do not want
any constraints; they want to Kkeep
spending just like they always have.
We have plenty of unbalanced budgets
around here. We have done it for 28
years straight, and actually for the
most of the last 60 years. We just put 28
budget submission volumes up here be-
cause we thought to stack up our budg-
etary failures any higher would be
truly dangerous. In fact, I am not sure
this little table will hold this through-
out the whole debate.

Let me say this. Even during times of
significant national growth, under this
proposal of the distinguished Senator
from Illinois, we could have a waiver of
the balanced budget amendment during
times of economic boom, just when we
should be balancing the budget or run-
ning a surplus.

I believe the general three-fifths
waiver already provided for in the bal-
anced budget amendment strikes the
right balance. It will allow Congress to
waive the balanced budget rule during
times of real need, but it will prevent
those who are simply trying to find an
easy way out of a budget crunch from
strapping even more debt onto the
backs of our children and future gen-
erations. The general three-fifths waiv-
er provision will give Congress an in-
centive to plan ahead, rather than to
borrow and spend in good times and
bad, just like we have up to now, and
then when things get tough, just go
borrow some more. That is what we do.
This is a recipe for instability.

You will find the people who bring
these amendments by and large are
people who were never, never going to
vote for a balanced budget amendment.
But they will do anything to stop it,
anything to stop us from having to live
within budgetary constraints.

Mr. President, this amendment is
based in part on the largely rejected
notion that increased borrowing will
help us out of a recession. Fred
Bergsten, a noted economist who had
testified in support of the balanced
budget amendment in past years, sug-
gested the better way to go is to shoot
for a yearly surplus, and let that take
care of any truly automatic fluctua-
tions and any truly pressing needs at
that time, if there are any.

Further, financial market experts
have stated that increased borrowing
and spending is not a cure for reces-
sions. The better way is to get Federal
spending and borrowing under control,
which will make for a stronger, more
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stable economy, which will help us
avoid economic problems in the first
place.

We should learn from other countries
in the world that are trying to ‘‘spend
their way out of recession.” Several
European countries and Japan have
been trying to do this lately. The re-
sult has been continued recession and
even larger debt. On the other hand, a
number of the world’s up and coming
countries are enjoying booming econo-
mies while keeping their national
budgets in balance or even surplus.
Perhaps we should be more concerned
that we do not spend ourselves out of
prosperity. I think we ought to think
about that. Are we spending ourselves
out of prosperity?

One commentator has wryly stated
that the theory of borrowing and
spending out of a recession ‘‘is the
game plan that propelled Argentina
and Bolivia into economic superpower
status in the 1970s.”” That is pretty sar-
castic, but I think a pretty good com-
ment.

The balanced budget amendment in
no way prevents us from running a rea-
sonable surplus which could be used to
offset the effects of an economic down-
town. This surplus would allow us to
use fiscal policy within the balanced
budget rule better than we can now
without it.

Even if we were to drop below bal-
ance using the intended rainy day sur-
plus, the balanced budget amendment
has anticipated this sort of need. A
three-fifths vote in Congress will allow
the balanced budget amendment rule
to be suspended for a year. That way
we have the flexibility to run reason-
able deficits if we need to. The three-
fifths requirement makes sure we do
not waive the amendment unless it is a
true need and not just an attempt for
us to avoid making tough choices,
which is something that goes on here
all the time.

So, we do not need any exceptions or
loopholes. What we need is a strong
balanced budget amendment as a
mechanism in the Constitution to help
us to get to a balanced budget. We
should be less concerned about when
we can spend more and more concerned
about when we must spend less.

Some say we are spending less. We
have been hearing a lot in just the last
2 days about what a wonderful job we
have done in reducing the deficit. Of
course, we do not hear much about the
fact that so long as we still have a def-
icit, our debt is increasing. In fact, we
are not spending less. You would think
a $107 billion deficit was a wonderful
nirvana-like state. Only in Washington
do we celebrate a reduction in the in-
crease in the debt as an achievement,
only here in this surrealistic place
where we have these surrealistic budg-
ets, all of which were unbalanced for 28
straight years, some of which were pro-
posed to be balanced budgets but were
not. None of these since 1969 have been
balanced.

Another fact we do not hear much
about is even though the economy is
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doing fairly well, we are still in a def-
icit. Opponents of the balanced budget
amendment Kkeep talking about how
the deficits are related to the economy.
It seems to me, that given the current
health of the economy, the budget
should be balanced right now. But of
course it is not. And of course the
blame must be Mr. Reagan’s or Mr.
Bush’s.

Give me a break. The Reagan tax
cuts actually produced 40 percent
greater increase in revenues. What
really cost us were two things, part of
which was President Reagan’s fault.
One was the increase of strength to our
military. But, on the other hand, I
think most commentators now will
give President Reagan credit for hav-
ing brought down the iron curtain and
having ended the cold war. But the
other side of that equation was, during
all of Reagan’s 8 years, and all of
Bush’s 4 years, the House of Represent-
atives where all money bills originate
was controlled by liberals. In par-
ticular, during the Reagan years it was
Tip O’Neill who led the liberal on-
slaught against the budget. Even
though Reagan cut taxes and reduced
marginal tax rates, and revenues actu-
ally went up—not as high as we would
have liked, but they went up some 40
percent—even though that happened,
the liberals in Congress were spending
us into bankruptcy. That, coupled with
the increase in the military, of course,
did get us to the point where we are.

(Ms. COLLINS assumed the chair.)

Mr. HATCH. It is an old expression
that the time to save money is when
you have it. If this economy is so good,
as some of our colleagues are saying,
Madam President, why do we not have
a balanced budget. Why? Because it is
easy to spend other people’s money in
good times and bad. That is why we
need to correct Congress’ spending bias
with a constitutional amendment.

This country has enjoyed some re-
markable economic progress in the lat-
ter half of this century, and yet the
United States has borrowed ever more
money, despite the fact that most of
those years were both peaceful and
prosperous. So when people hear the
opponents of the balanced budget
amendment talk about needing to
spend more in recessions, they should
consider whether we have spent less in
prosperous times. Of course, we have
not. The debt has simply gone up high-
er and higher. It now stands at over
$5.3 trillion.

Let me just take a moment to illus-
trate just how big that is. This chart
shows, if you were to lay the debt of
$5.3 trillion in $1 bills end to end on a
road, they would stretch 514,283,460
miles. Were you to drive to the end of
that road traveling an average of 500
miles per day at 656 miles per hour, it
would take you 2,818 years. You would
have to drive along the road paved with
dollar bills for 500 miles a day at 65
miles an hour for 2,818 years.

That gives us a little understanding
of how big the debt is. Two thousand
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eight hundred and eighteen years is
somewhat difficult to comprehend, so
let me put it in more descriptive terms.

Had the legendary founder of Rome,
Romulus, gotten on his horse in 753
B.C. and started down that road of dol-
lar bills at a rate of 500 miles per day,
he would still be some six decades away
from reaching the end of that road. In
the course of his travels, he would have
circled the globe more than 20,000
times.

That is our debt. It is no longer cycli-
cal. It has become a permanent struc-
ture in Washington. It even has its own
Government office, the Bureau of Pub-
lic Debt. I am not kidding; that office
really does exist. Our deficits have not
been countercyclical, they have been
counterproductive.

What we need is to change the way
Congress thinks. Only a requirement
with the strength and staying power of
a constitutional amendment can make
that change. Only the balanced budget
amendment can get our fiscal house in
order and keep it there.

Before we are done with this debate,
we will likely see amendments to ex-
empt certain programs, exempt certain
groups, and waive the balanced budget
amendment whenever the times get
tough. But this is precisely the type of
thinking that has brought us 30
straight years of deficits and a $5.3 tril-
lion national debt.

The way to avoid the hardships of re-
cession is to pass a strong balanced
budget amendment and get our run-
away deficit spending under control.
That will take some guts. Because it is
tough, you will see all of these amend-
ments to try and protect one constitu-
ency after another. The fact is, we have
to keep all the budget together and ap-
proach it in an intelligent and thought-
ful way. And those programs, like So-
cial Security, that are so justifiable
are better than capable of competing,
and they will compete well. Some of
the programs that are not quite as
good—all of them have some merit—
but some that are not quite as good
may have to have some changes. All of
our budget has to have some changes if
we are ever going to get the budget and
economy of this country under control
and save the future for our children
and grandchildren.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the RECORD
an excellent editorial by the Investors
Business Daily of today’s date entitled
“Perspective: Balanced-Budget Blath-
er,” as well as an excellent editorial by
Bruce Bartlett entitled ‘‘Dangers that
Don’t Hang in the Balance.”

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

BALANCED-BUDGET BLATHER

Without deficits, recessions would be
longer, deeper and harder to pull out of, the
common wisdom says. Treasury Secretary
Robert Rubin echoes that in opposing a bal-
anced-budget amendment. But it’s not true.

The idea that deficit spending could
smooth out the rough spots in a business
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cycle comes from John Maynard Keynes. Re-
cessions, he believed, started when all the
buyers in the economy suddenly stopped
spending.

Sellers usually respond to such a decline in
demand by cutting output and jobs, rather
than cutting prices, the Keynesian view
went. That threw more people out of work,
and further reduced aggregate demand.

Only government could turn this cycle
around, by pumping money into the econ-
omy. It did so by hiring people for public
works programs, for example.

But because the government collects less
in taxes during recessions, those public pro-
grams had to be paid for with debt, Keynes
argued.

The evidence shows that public works pro-
grams have done nothing to solve recessions,
a 1993 article by economist Bruce Bartlett in
The Public Interest magazine pointed out.

Spending packages aimed at fighting reces-
sion have never been enacted before a reces-
sion ended on its own, as the chart shows.

In fact, Congress often enacts these pack-
ages the very month the recession is over.
They are usually nothing more than pork-
barrel spending dressed up as compassion.

Recessions are usually defined as two
straight quarters of falling GDP. So no one
actually knows a recession is happening
until six months after it starts. No one
knows it’s over until three months later.

Even then, it takes Congress time to pass
a law for extra spending. And it takes still
more time for that money to make its way
through the economy.

So even if Congress could tell when a reces-
sion was starting—unlikely, given the
records of most economic forecasters—it
still wouldn’t have more than a small effect.

And Keynes was wrong not just in practice,
but in theory as well.

He based his whole theory on the notion
that government experts acted rationally,
while the average person did not. Central
planners could know enough and act quickly
enough to save people from the consequences
of their own bad decisions—clearly not the
case.

There are programs, such as unemploy-
ment insurance, that kick in automatically
when recession hits, without having to wait
for Congress to act. The amount those pro-
grams actually increase during recession
could be easily handled within a balanced
budget, however.

Between 1980 and 1984—which includes
years of deep recession—real spending on
jobless benefits rose $47.4 billion above its
level in 1979, an economic peak. That in-
crease was just 1% of government spending
over those four years.

Recession have been less severe in the
postwar period, many economists argue,
largely because of the greater role govern-
ment has played in easing recessions. But it
is not certain that they are less severe, and
it is even less certain that this is due to gov-
ernment.

On the surface it seems true. From 1920 to
1938, recessions averaged 20 months, with a
14.2% decline in real GNP. Since 1948; they
averaged 11 months, with 2.4% drop in real
GNP. Unfortunately, it’s hard to compare
the two periods, because the prewar data are
quite crude.

National Bureau of Economic Research
economist Christina Romer, in an key 1986
American Economic Review article, tried to
compare apples with apples. She adjusted the
more recent data so that it was calculated
much like those of the prewar period.

And she found the evidence of a change in
the length, frequency and severity of busi-
ness cycles was weak.

Even if recessions are less severe, it may
have little to do with government. The grow-
ing importance of the service sector, where
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employment tends to be stable, could be one
reason. And technology has helped ease the
sharp boom-bust cycle of the farm and fac-
tory sectors.

Legitimate gripes about a balanced-budget
amendment are easy to come by. But Rubin’s
is not one of them.

TOO LATE
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DATES OF RECESSIONS AND ANTI-RECESSION
LEGISLATION—Continued

Beginning End Legislation

Aug. 57 .
April 60 .
Dec. 69 .
Nov. 73 .
July 81 ..
July 90 ..

April-July 58.

May 61, Sept. 62.

Aug. 71.

Mar. 75, July 76, May 77.
Jan.-Mar. 83.

Nov. 91, April 93.

End of recessions Date of anti-recession legislation

Apr.—July '58.

May '61—Sept. '62.

Aug. '71.

Mar. '75.—July '76, May '77.
Jan.—Mar. '83.

Nov. '91.—Apr. '93.

Source: The Public Interest.

DANGERS THAT DON’T HANG IN THE BALANCE
(By Bruce Bartlett)

Treasury Secretary Robert Rubin strongly
opposes the Balanced Budget Amendment to
the Constitution. His main concern is that it
will hamper the government’s ability to re-
spond to an economic downturn. While this
is a valid concern, it is overstated. Congress
can always abandon the balanced budget re-
quirement by a super-majority vote, which it
certainly would do in the event of an eco-
nomic crisis. More importantly, however,
there is no evidence that deficit spending has
been necessary to recover from past rescis-
sions.

It is undeniably true that Congress always
passes some sort of anti-recession legislation
every time there is an economic slowdown.
But the history of such legislation is that it
always comes too late to do any good. In
fact, the date that anti-recession legislation
becomes law often corresponds to the very
date that the recession ends. More fre-
quently, the legislation comes well after the
recession’s trough. And since the actual
spending does not come into effect imme-
diately, it has always been the case that
anti-recession spending did not impact on
the economy until long after the recession’s
end—sometimes many years afterward.

The table illustrates this point, looking at
every major postwar recession as defined by
the National Bureau of Economic Research.
As one can see, there is not a single case in
which anti-recession legislation was enacted
in a timely fashion, so as to mitigate the
economic downturn. In fact, one can argue
that such legislation may have made mat-
ters worse. By overstimulating the economy
during upturns, it may have sown the seeds
of future recessions.

The problem is that for anti-recession
spending to work, forecasters would have to
see a recession coming. Legislation would
have to be enacted into law well in advance,
and programs implemented so as to coincide
with the beginning of the downturn. These
are virtually impossible requirements to
meet. Forecasters seldom, if ever, accurately
predict turning points in the economy. And
if they could, it is doubtful that they would
be persuasive enough to convince Congress
and the administration to act in time. And
even if they did, it usually takes a year or
more to get programs implemented and
money flowing.

Thus it is absurd to argue that the Bal-
anced Budget Amendment should be defeated
because it will hamstring the government’s
ability to respond to economic downturns.
All recessions really do is give politicians an
excuse to enact pork-barrel public works
programs in the name of mitigating the re-
cession. If the amendment prevents such
wasteful spending it will serve a useful pur-
pose.

DATES OF RECESSIONS AND ANTI-RECESSION LEGISLATION

Beginning End Legislation

Oct. 49 ............

Source: The Public Interest (summer 1993).

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, there
will never be a time when we have a
true economic need and a true eco-
nomic emergency that we will not get
a three-fifths vote. As a general mat-
ter, whenever we needed it for unem-
ployment compensation, whenever we
needed it for emergencies, there has al-
ways been more than three-fifths. That
requirement of consensus to borrow,
which allows for flexibility but not
complete laxity, is the value of this
amendment and the strength of this
amendment.

So we can’t just do what our friend
from Illinois would like to do, and that
is to just have a nebulous set of terms
that would allow this Congress to do
whatever it wants to about spending in
the future. What we are trying to do is
establish some restraints and get this
place under control.

This constitutional amendment’s ap-
proach is a bipartisan approach. It is
not a Republican approach; it is not a
Democrat approach. It has taken a lot
of us working together year after
year—in my case, over 20 years now—
to get this bipartisan amendment, the
only one having a chance of going
through, and everybody knows that. So
hoping for a version more to one’s lik-
ing is no excuse not to vote for this.
Everybody knows this is the amend-
ment. We are hopeful this amendment
will pass intact and be sent to the
House, and if it receives the required
votes in the House, it will be a great
day for America.

I yield the floor.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Thank you,
Madam President. I rise to speak on
the balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution.

Madam President, I am a liberal. I
also support a balanced budget amend-
ment to the TU.S. Constitution. To
some, this might appear a contradic-
tion in terms. To others, including my
predecessor in office, Senator Paul
Simon, it is as logically consistent as
the classical definition of ‘‘liberalism,”’
and I quote: ‘‘Belonging to the people;
giving freely; generous; tolerant of
views differing from one’s own; broad-
minded; favoring reform or progress as
in education; favoring political reforms
tending toward democracy and per-
sonal freedom for the individual; pro-
gressive.”

Those are all definitions to be found
in Webster’s New World Dictionary of a
“liberal.”

It is precisely because I believe in
this definition of liberalism that I be-
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lieve the balanced budget amendment
is necessary. Chronic budget deficits
and cumulative national debt currently
threaten to undermine our ability to
act in the public interest.

Budget deficits make it much harder
for our country to focus on what is
really important: the objectives we
want to achieve. Only by balancing the
budget will we be able to reclaim our
country’s ability to decide to make im-
portant investments in our commu-
nities, such as fixing crumbling
schools, investing in mass transit, pro-
viding pension security, ensuring that
our airways are safe, or caring for the
poor.

Unless we take a long-term view of
budgetary problems and require perma-
nent fiscal prudence, the Federal Gov-
ernment will be forced to spend its re-
sources on paying interest to bond-
holders, rather than on addressing the
priorities of the American people.

In the name of intergenerational fair-
ness—fairness to these young people
who are here as pages and their genera-
tion—in the interest of intergen-
erational fairness, we need to keep in
mind the needs of the next generation,
not just current short-term issues.

While we want to be able to respond
to the next emergency and to the next
one, not telling the truth about the
budget and not making the tough
choices required forces us to continue
to try to finance our future with debt.
That accumulation of debt, however,
will make America less competitive
and less able to respond effectively to
future emergencies and future prior-
ities.

Because of persistent deficits and a
huge national debt, the value of what
Government is doing is being lost. So-
cial Security, Medicare and Medicaid,
for example, have reduced poverty
among the elderly to the lowest levels
since statistics first started being kept.
Social Security has administrative
costs of less than 1 percent of benefits
paid, and Medicare has administrative
costs of less than 3 percent of benefits
paid, both far better in terms of admin-
istrative costs than their private coun-
terparts.

These programs account for almost
50 percent of all noninterest Federal
spending, and they have made it pos-
sible for literally tens of millions of
Americans to enjoy a secure, healthy
retirement, and they have helped in-
crease longevity.

The Federal Government has also
built the Interstate Highway System,
set aside national parks and created a
space program that put men on the
Moon, and will soon begin a space sta-
tion.

We financed an American military
that won the cold war, and we went to
the Persian Gulf and achieved victory
at the lowest possible cost in American
lives.

In short, Madam President, Govern-
ment can work. But Government suc-
cesses are being swallowed up in inter-
est costs that were only 40 years ago
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about a penny out of every dollar and
now today are 15 cents out of every dol-
lar, and growing. Is there any wonder
that Americans felt more prosperous in
the 1950’s and in the 1960’s than they do
today?

The balanced budget amendment will
not undermine the value of what the
Federal Government does. The bal-
anced budget amendment will help
clear out that undergrowth of debt,
making room for more investment in
the values that we hold dear.

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office, the Federal Government is
right now spending $684 million every
day for interest payments on the na-
tional debt. That is $684 million that
could otherwise be used for Head Start,
for housing programs, for our battle
against crimes or drugs or to repair our
crumbling school infrastructure. And
$684 million a day is a resource hemor-
rhage that we, as a nation, can ill af-
ford.

In fiscal year 1996, we spent $241 bil-
lion to service our national debt. The
national debt, as you no doubt have
heard, is now $5.2 trillion, and it is
growing. We cannot allow these trends
to continue unchecked. If we do not act
now, if we wait until the country is on
the brink of financial ruin, we will
have totally failed our obligation to
the American people and to our coun-
try and our children, and the next gen-
eration will pay the price for that fail-
ure.

Madam President, I served on the Bi-
partisan Commission on Entitlement
and Tax Reform. One of the conclu-
sions that was made clear there was
that unless we get the deficit under
control, by the year 2003 mandatory
spending, which is entitlements plus
interest on the national debt, by that
year they will account for fully 73 per-
cent of the total Federal budget. These
few programs already consume almost
two-thirds of Federal resources. So do-
mestic discretionary spending, that is
to say, the kinds of things we appro-
priate here, will be frozen out alto-
gether if we do not get a handle on the
continuing deficits.

Even though, Madam President, the
current economic news is generally
good and the economy continues to ex-
pand, we know that markets go up but
then markets also go down again. So
the trend, given the changes in our
country and the demographic changes,
is not likely to continue.

A recently released Congressional
Budget Office report entitled, ‘‘The
Economic and Budget Outlook: Fiscal
Years 1998-2007,” points out:

Despite the improved outlook through
2007. . .the budget situation will start to de-
teriorate rapidly only a few years later with
the retirement of the first baby boomers and
the continued growth of per-person health
care costs.

Madam President, the demographics
of our time are something that we have
to come to grips with. I like to tell peo-
ple that this year alone a baby boomer
will turn 50 every 9 seconds. So we are

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

aging as a population. That is impact-
ing on our budget situation and the de-
cisions that we here in the Congress
have to make.

By the year 2012 the Social Security
trust fund will begin spending more
money than it takes in. By the year
2029 the trust fund will have exhausted
all its resources. After 2012, when there
are no more surpluses, Federal deficits
will really begin to explode, an explo-
sion that will be fueled by the looming
retirement of the baby-boom genera-
tion.

It is true that for the next 15 years
Social Security will be running a sur-
plus. It will be taking in more than it
spends. I agree that the existence of
these annual surpluses does make the
consolidated budget deficit look small-
er in the relative short run. But that
surplus is a temporary phenomenon.
After 2012 Social Security will begin
consuming that accumulated surplus.

Madam President, the temporary or
the permanent nature of the surpluses
perhaps would not be important if it
were actually possible to decouple So-
cial Security completely from the rest
of the Federal Government. Social Se-
curity, however, is intimately related
to the rest of the Government as long
as the Social Security system invests
in Treasury bonds.

Right now the Treasury Department
is selling U.S. Government bonds to
the public, both here and abroad, and
to the Social Security system. What
that means is that whether Social Se-
curity is part of the budget or not, the
Treasury Department will be selling
exactly the same amount of bonds to
the public, including those sold to the
trust fund. And it is the amount of
bond sales to the public that is the real
measure of the Federal deficits in any
given year.

The unbreakable connection of an
even theoretically off-budget Social
Security system to the rest of the Fed-
eral budget will become even more
clear by the year 2012 when the Social
Security trust fund ceases to take in
more money than it pays outs. After
that year, Social Security will begin
cashing in its Treasury bonds. So
whether Social Security is on budget
our not is irrelevant, frankly, to the
fact that the Treasury Department will
have to find the cash to pay off those
Treasury bonds.

There are only three basic ways that
that can be done: issuing new bonds to
the public, thereby increasing the Fed-
eral deficits in those years; raising
taxes by the amount necessary, which
is another option; or cutting spending
on other programs by the amounts
needed. I hope we never have to get to
making those Draconian cuts. I believe
that passing the balanced budget
amendment will keep us from having
to make those choices under that gun.

Madam President, taking Social Se-
curity out of the budget, therefore,
does nothing to make our long-term
budget problems either better or worse.
It does nothing to protect Social Secu-
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rity from the rest of the budget be-
cause, again, Treasury bond purchases
and sales continue to bind Social Secu-
rity tightly to the rest of the budget.
Perhaps most important, it does noth-
ing to protect the long-term future of
Social Security. The only way to pro-
tect the long-term future of Social Se-
curity and to keep the important So-
cial Security contract with the Amer-
ican people is through reform of that
system.

Madam President, the balanced budg-
et constitutional amendment will not
solve these problems overnight. What
it will do, however, is force the Con-
gress, the President, and the American
people, to face the truth about the
budget, all of it, both on the revenue
and on the expenditure side of the
equation.

Unless we get the deficit under con-
trol, we will be leaving to our children
and to our children’s children a legacy
of debt that will make it impossible for
them to achieve the American dream.
We owe it to our children and their
children to get our fiscal house in order
now. If we fail to do so, our legacy to
future generations will be one of great-
er problems and diminished opportuni-
ties.

Madam President, I come from a
working-class family. The availability
of public education made it possible for
me to get advanced degrees. I have no
doubt that without the commitment of
my parents’ generation to create a na-
tional community which would nurture
my talents, I would not be here today
speaking to you as a U.S. Senator. It
saddens me that it is harder for a child
to get a quality education or for a
teenager to pay for college or for a
young couple to have a single wage
earner outside the home today than it
was a generation ago.

The recent dismantling of our na-
tional commitment to support poor
children is just the beginning of the
chilling effect that these chronic budg-
et deficits will have. We are faced with
making hard choices by which this gen-
eration will define our national com-
munity. That is again why I support
this amendment.

But, Madam President, whether we
look to the future or look to the past,
the arguments in favor of passage of
the balanced budget amendment are
compelling.

As one of our Founding Fathers,
Thomas Jefferson, stated:

We should consider ourselves unauthorized
to saddle posterity with our debts, and mor-
ally bound to pay them ourselves.

This proposition is as true today as it
was when he stated it centuries ago.

Madam President, our country’s debt
did not emerge from a national emer-
gency nor from some massive Federal
initiative to build roads or educate
children or to create jobs for poor peo-
ple. It came in peacetime and, frankly,
largely while no one noticed. When a
national consensus against chronic
deficits did emerge, it came after the
debt had reached historic proportions.
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Madam President, we should have
known better. George Washington, in
his farewell address warned the Nation:

As a very important source of strength and
security, cherish public credit. One method
of preserving it is to use it as sparingly as
possible, avoiding occasions of expense by
cultivating peace, but remembering, also,
that timely disbursements, to prepare for
danger, frequently prevent much greater dis-
bursements to repel it; avoiding likewise the
accumulation of debt, not only by shunning
occasion of expense, but by exertions in
times of peace, to discharge the debts which
unavoidable wars may have occasioned, not
ungenerously throwing upon posterity the
burdens which we ourselves ought to bear.

Again, Madam President, sage advice
from the Founding Fathers did not,
could not, overcome the pressures of
the political and demographic realities
of our times. Legislators are often
judged by constituents on their ability
to—you may not have this expression
in your State. But we do in Illinois—
“bring home the bacon’” whether in
terms of actual pork barrel project spe-
cific spending or in terms of across the
board program funding. Each and every
constituency wants its share. Each has
legitimate rationale for its demands.

However, these constituency de-
mands must be seen in the long term
and overarching context of our respon-
sibility to the public interest. The de-
mographic changes the future holds
will mean more demand, not less, for
health care and retirement security, at
precisely the time that changes in
technology and the global economy re-
quires more, not less, investment in
education, transportation, and infra-
structure. The confluences of these
trends which government does not con-
trol make more important than ever
that we make decisions about those
things we do control. Passage of the
balanced budget amendment will force
a discipline in our decisionmaking
which may well be the only force great
enough to counter the institutional
force in favor of secret spending.

I am not keen about tinkering with
the Constitution. Happily, the Found-
ing Fathers envisaged the periodic pop-
ularity of constitutional amendments,
and required absolute consensus in the
process. I hope the balanced budget
amendment is one of the few to make
it through the Congress and ratifica-
tion by the States.

There have been amendments to the
Constitution proposed for just about
everything in recent years. I hope,
however, that this one which had been
suggested at the time of the Constitu-
tional Convention, that this one finally
makes it through.

Now, Madam President, critics of the
amendment have argued or warned us
that a balanced budget amendment
could worsen economic recessions or
downturns. The amendment, however,
contains a safety valve for just this
sort of situation. The safety valve
would allow Congress to provide for a
specific deficit by passing a law with a
three-fifths vote in each House; the
same vote, I point out, that is required
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to waive the Budget Act. I believe in
the event of an emergency or a reces-
sion, Congress would be able, would be
anxious to obtain a three-fifths major-
ity to enact a countercyclical package
of tax cuts or investment spending to
counter the economic downturn. The
requirement of the three-fifths major-
ity, however, will ensure that the cre-
ation of a specific deficit is done with
deliberation and care, and is not a cas-
ual occurrence.

This safety valve also applies to fears
about risks of default. Should outlays
exceed receipts and if our country were
faced with a situation where we were in
danger of not being able to pay interest
on our debt, Congress could respond
with a three-fifths vote to increase the
debt. However, this dilemma could be
avoided if Congress and the President
followed the tenets of the amendment
and actually balance the budget, or,
better yet, establish a rainy day emer-
gency fund.

Madam President, an economist
friend of mine who I had dinner with
argued passionately that we should not
be concerned about the debt because
after all it is money that we owe our-
selves. After all, the interest is paid on
Treasury bonds, so reduced to its es-
sentials, it is money that is recir-
culated in other ways. I do not dispute
that point. However, it seems to me
that recycling large and growing
amounts of taxpayer money to bond-
holders represents a real problem that
we ought to face up to, as well. We are
putting off the books and out of Con-
gress’ control, scarce resources which
are then no longer available for our na-
tional priorities.

My friend also argues, further, that
the balanced budget amendment does
not allow for -capital investment.
Again, while most States that have a
balanced budget amendment do provide
for a separate capital budget, the bal-
anced budget amendment that we are
considering here today does not pre-
clude Congress from enacting capital
budgeting at the Federal level.

Another criticism is that should a
three-fifths vote be necessary, it would
be difficult for Congress to obtain the
votes to address emergencies. Again,
the need to achieve a three-fifths vote
majority is not a foreign concept to
this Congress. In the Senate, 60 votes
are required to invoke cloture on a bill.
Sixty votes are also necessary to waive
the enforcement provisions of the
Budget Act. In each case, the 60-vote
mark is achieved or negotiations and
compromise to develop an alternative
way of proceeding.

One might point out now the way we
obtain the majority necessary to raise
the debt is for both parties to get the
votes from their Members. Taking out
partisanship is no less necessary under
a 60-vote margin. On the important
issue of approving more debt, three-
fifths is large enough to assure the de-
cision is made with due deliberation
but not so large that a minority in ei-
ther House can deadlock the Govern-
ment.
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Critics also claim that a balanced
budget amendment poses enforcement
problems, and I will for a moment ad-
dress that. For instance, there are
fears that disputes would go to the
courts. I believe that elevating the bal-
anced budget amendment requirement
to constitutional status will, in and of
itself, be enough to guarantee that it
will be upheld. Every Member of this
Congress has taken an oath to uphold
the Constitution of the United States.
The American people expect, as they
have every right to, that the officials
to whom they entrust the Constitution
will not betray that public trust.

Nor, however, do I believe that the
amendment will unduly involve the
Federal judiciary in matters of fiscal
policy. Senate Joint Resolution 1 pro-
vides ‘‘the Congress shall enforce and
implement this article by appropriate
legislation * * *’ In other words, Con-
gress is directed to enact legislation to
make the amendment work. That can
include, if necessary, actions to limit
the remedies a court could grant in a
case brought under the balanced budg-
et amendment.

In addition, the courts have already
developed a number of doctrines which
will limit the type and the number of
lawsuits which may be brought under
the act. First and foremost, all liti-
gants must have standing in order to
bring a claim. This generally requires
the potential plaintiffs to show they
have suffered an injury, in fact, that
was caused by the alleged unlawful
conduct and which is redressable by
the courts. Courts have been extremely
reluctant to confer standing to liti-
gants based on their status as tax-
payers. Furthermore, courts have a
longstanding practice of avoiding con-
troversies that involve a political ques-
tion. So, I believe, again, that there are
adequate safeguards to make certain
that the courts do not take over the
constitutional function of this legisla-
ture under a balanced budget amend-
ment.

Madam President, the opponents of
Senate Joint Resolution 1 have a great
many arguments to support their view
that a balanced budget amendment is
unnecessary and unwise. I do not doubt
the sincerity of their opposition, for
their ranks include a number of Sen-
ators with whom I usually find myself
in agreement. On balance, however, I
believe that the only way we will be
able to turn the current budget trends
around is to face reality with the help
of the balanced budget amendment. We
must honestly address the budgetary,
fiscal, and social issues of our time
without resorting to the pocketbook
resources of future generations.

As I stated at the outset, I am a lib-
eral. My support of the balanced budg-
et amendment is logically consistent
with that definition of liberalism that
I previously outlined, for several rea-
sons. The balanced budget amendment



S1098

will save our ability to invest in peo-
ple. It will protect our capacity for hu-
mane government. And the balanced
budget will help expand people’s oppor-
tunities. It is good policy and it is an
idea whose time has come.

Madam President, every generation
of Americans has been able to address
and resolve challenges unique to their
time. That is what makes this country
great. Our current fiscal challenges are
daunting, but I am convinced that pas-
sage of this amendment will preserve
our Government’s ability to act to face
our underlying budget problems—hon-
estly and directly—and save our ability
to invest in people.

Passing a balanced budget amend-
ment will not prevent the Government
from acting to help address problems,
and working to create expanded oppor-
tunities for Americans. It will mean
that we will not abandon our responsi-
bility to help educate our children, to
assist the poor in moving into the eco-
nomic mainstream, to protect our envi-
ronment, or to exercise leadership in
any number of areas of important pub-
lic policy. Balancing the budget may
be the critical element in our efforts to
preserve the American dream of a bet-
ter tomorrow.

I have no doubt but that this genera-
tion of Americans is as compassionate
and creative and patriotic as previous
generations were. We will be forced to
make artificially draconian choices if
we continue to spend what we do not
have, and delude ourselves that debt
passed on to future generations is not
debt. The balanced budget amendment
will force a fiscal discipline which will
be the first step toward ensuring our
generation will adequately and hon-
estly address its needs so that future
generations will at least have the same
opportunity.

Madam President, I yield to the Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I
thank my distinguished colleague from
Illinois. She may call herself a liberal,
and that is fine with me. But she has
stood up on this amendment as one of
our principal cosponsors on the Demo-
cratic side of the floor, and that is one
of the reasons this amendment is as
good as it is and why it is a bipartisan
amendment. I'm personally grateful to
her for her courage in standing up for
this. I think the generations will, as we
pass this amendment, thank the distin-
guished Senator from Illinois for stand-
ing up and being willing to articulate
why this is so important. So, again, I
want to personally express my fondness
for her and my feelings of what a great
job she does on this issue and how I
personally appreciate it. I have enjoyed
her remarks. They have been right on
point. I think she covered the issues
very well and, frankly, I hope every-
body in this country is listening to it.

As we close, I wanted to offer just a
few final remarks on today’s debate.

First, I would once again like to
thank all those who have participated
so far in the debate. I especially wish
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to congratulate those new Members
who have made their first addresses on
this important issue. I appreciate their
participation.

Second, I would like to add just a few
additional thoughts on the notion of
the so-called automatic stabilizers and
the moderation of the business cycle.

Madam President, I believe the im-
portance of automatic stabilizers has
been overstated.

In her testimony before the Senate
Budget Committee just last month,
CBO Director June O’Neill responded
to a question about the effectiveness of
automatic stabilizers by citing better
monetary policy and the Nation’s move
away from an agricultural based econ-
omy, with the inherent ups and downs
that go along with agriculture, as fac-
tors at least as important as automatic
stabilizers in minimizing recessions.
Additionally, the move to a service
economy and better inventory manage-
ment practices has reduced the fluctua-
tions associated with inventory over-
stocks and the factory economy.

The global economy and greater busi-
ness information and efficiency have
also contributed to a more stable econ-
omy.

Finally, there has been much discus-
sion of who can take credit for the re-
cent reductions in the deficit.

I believe that, like the increases in
the deficit, the credit is to be shared. A
recent article by Jim Miller, a former
OMB Director shows various ways cred-
it might be shared, and I ask unani-
mous consent that that article be
printed in the RECORD following my re-
marks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, the
fight to adopt a balanced budget
amendment is a bipartisan one.

I congratulate my Democrat col-
leagues who have argued for the bal-
anced budget amendment. Their sup-
port shows that this constitutional
amendment is a nonpartisan solution
to a nonpartisan problem.

EXHIBIT 1
[From the Washington Times, January 15,
1997]
(By James Miller)
GIVING CREDIT WHERE DUE FOR LOWER
DEFICIT

A week before the election, President Clin-
ton announced the scorecard for fiscal 1996
(which ended Sept. 31): the deficit was $107
billion—lower than any time since 1981. As
someone who would easily take credit for a
brilliant sunrise or a starry night, Mr. Clin-
ton wasted no time in claiming the deficit
record was the product of his ‘‘economic
plan.”

Credits aside, the deficit record is very
good news indeed. More U.S. saving is avail-
able for private investment, and the Federal
Reserve is less likely to act in such a way as
to restrain the economy. Tragically, had
Congress adopted the budget discipline
President Reagan recommended in his 1988
budget, the deficit would have been $108 bil-
lion and ‘‘going South’ eight years ago.
Think of what spending restraint to balance
the budget (by 1991) would have meant for
economic growth in the meantime!
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But who should get the credit for the latest
deficit figure? Bill Clinton likes to say his
tax increase did the trick, although in a mo-
ment of weakness he admits he raised taxes
too much. He also emphasizes his ‘“‘cuts’ in
spending, although in the package ulti-
mately enacted most of the claimed slow-
down in spending growth takes place after
1996. Is the Clinton economic plan of 1993 re-
sponsible for the decline in the deficit?

It’s especially helpful to focus on the out-
comes in two fiscal years, two years apart,
reflecting two Congresses: 1994 and 1996, the
first being the product of a Democratic Con-
gress, and the latter of a Republican Con-

Tess.

In April 1993, soon after taking office, Mr.
Clinton proposed a budget for 1994 that fore-
cast a 9.2 percent increase in receipts—from
an estimated $1,146 billion for 1993 to $1,251
billion. The latter figure included $36 billion
in additional taxes from his economic plan
(‘“‘A Vision of Change for America’) an-
nounced two months earlier. Actual receipts
in 1994 were $1,258 billion—$7 billion more
than the initial forecast, and an increment
due to the economic boost attributable to
further spending restraint (see below). In the
budget, Mr. Clinton proposed a 3.2 percent
increase in outlays—from an estimated $1,468
billion to $1,515 billion, the latter figure re-
flecting his plan’s $5 billion net reduction
from the spending baseline. Actual outlays
in 1994 were $1,461 billion—$54 billion less
than Mr. Clinton asked for. Clearly, the def-
icit reduction in 1994—from $255 billion (ac-
tual) to $203 billion (actual) was due more to
spending restraint by Congress ($54 billion)
than to Mr. Clinton’s economic plan ($41 bil-
lion).

In 1995, receipts were $13 billion higher
than forecast, such forecast reflecting $47
billion in new taxes from President Clinton’s
economic plan. Outlays were within $1 bil-
lion of Mr. Clinton’s request, which reflected
an $18 billion reduction from the baseline
due to his economic plan. The actual deficit
fell from $203 billion to $164 billion, and in
this instance one can argue that Mr. Clin-
ton’s economic plan is the major factor.

In February 1995, President Clinton sub-
mitted his budget for 1996. In it, he forecast
a 5.2 percent increase in receipts—from $1,346
billion to $1,416 billion, the latter figure re-
flecting a $54 billion increase due to his eco-
nomic plan. Actual receipts, announced a
week before the election, were $1,453 billion—
$37 billion more than forecast, arguably at-
tributable to Congress’ additional budget re-
straint (see below). In that same budget, Mr.
Clinton proposed a 4.7 percent increase in
outlays—from $1,539 billion to $1,612 billion,
the latter figure reflecting a $34 billion re-
duction from the spending baseline due to
passage of his economic plan. Actual outlays
were $1,5660 billion—$52 billion less than Mr.
Clinton asked for. Thus, the sizable reduc-
tion in the actual deficit in 1996—from $614
billion to $107 billion—was due to additional
spending restraint by Congress ($52 billion)
as well as the combined effects of the spend-
ing restraint and the new taxes in President
Clinton’s original economic plan ($88 bil-
lion).

Thus, if you give President Clinton all the
credit for the forecast changes due to his
economic plan, he accounts for $194 billion of
reduction from the baseline deficit over the
three fiscal years, whereas Congress deserves
credit for at least $107 billion because of fur-
ther spending restraint. If you give Congress
credit for the $57 billion revenue boost in
1996 (see below), Congress can claim credit
for $164 billion in deficit reduction. If you
give Mr. Clinton credit only for the tax por-
tion of the plan (his negotiations with Con-
gress focused on its demand for spending re-
straints vs. his demand for tax increase), Mr.
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Clinton’s contribution is only $137 billion;
Congress accounts for the rest—$221 billion.

Of further interest here is that, contrary to
the rhetoric over alleged excesses of the
(104th) Republican Congress in paring pro-
grams indiscriminately, its record on spend-
ing in its first year was almost precisely the
same as that of the first year of the last
(103rd) Democratic Congress—both gave the
president some $50 billion less than he asked.

Receipts in 1994 (and 1993) were close to
forecast. But what explains the substantially
larger-than-forecast receipts in 1996? If the
stock and bond markets are any guide, the
determination expressed by the new Repub-
lican majorities in the House and Senate to
balance the budget by restraining spending
improved the economic outlook and was re-
sponsible for the better-than-expected eco-
nomic performance during the last fiscal
year (3 percent real growth vs. 2.5 percent
forecast) which in turn led to higher federal
receipts.

EFFECTS ON DEFICIT: CLINTON VS. CONGRESS

[In billions of dollars]

Fiscal years—

1994 1995 1996

Cumu-
lative

—54
—34
=37
—52

Clinton tax increase
Clinton spending restraint
Congressional revenue increase .
Congressional spending restraint .....

————

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT
AGREEMENT—AMENDMENT NO. 2

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that at 3:30 p.m. on
Monday, February 10, the Senate re-
sume consideration of Senator DUR-
BIN’s amendment regarding economic
hardship. I further ask that there be 2
hours for debate, equally divided in the
usual form, and at the hour of 5:30 p.m.
on Monday the Senate proceed to vote
on or in relation to the Durbin amend-
ment, and no amendments be in order
to the Durbin amendment prior to the
5:30 p.m. vote.

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

——————

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that there now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business, with Senators permitted to
speak therein for up to 5 minutes each.

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

———

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his
secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the TUnited
States submitting one nomination
which was referred to the Committee
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs.

(The nomination received today is
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)
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REPORT CONCERNING THE BUDG-
ET OF THE UNITED STATES—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI-
DENT—PM 10

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the President of the United
States, together with an accompanying
report; which was referred jointly, pur-
suant to the order of January 30, 1975;
to the Committee on Appropriations
and the Committee on the Budget.

To the Congress of the United States:

The 1998 Budget, which I am trans-
mitting to you with this message,
builds upon our successful economic
program of the last four years by bal-
ancing the budget while investing in
the future.

My budget reaches balance in 2002
the right way—cutting unnecessary
and lower-priority spending while pro-
tecting our values. It strengthens
Medicare and Medicaid, improves last
yvear’s welfare reform law, and provides
tax relief to help Americans raise their
children, send them to college, and
save for the future. It invests in edu-
cation and training, the environment,
science and technology, and law en-
forcement to raise living standards and
the quality of life for average Ameri-
cans.

Over the last four years, my Admin-
istration and Congress have already
done much of the hard work of reach-
ing balance in 2002. We have reversed
the trend of higher deficits that we in-
herited, and we have gone almost two-
thirds of the way to reaching balance.
Now, I want to work with Congress to
achieve the final increment of deficit
cutting and bring the budget into bal-
ance for the first time since 1969.

BUILDING A BRIDGE TO THE 21ST CENTURY

For four years, my Administration
has worked to prepare America for the
future, to create a Government and a
set of policies that will help give Amer-
icans the tools they need to compete in
an increasingly competitive, global
economy.

We have worked to create oppor-
tunity for all Americans, to demand re-
sponsibility from all Americans, and to
strengthen the American community.
We have worked to bring the Nation to-
gether because, as Americans have
shown time and again over the years,
together we can overcome whatever
hurdles stand before us.

Working with Congress and the
American people, we have put America
on the right path. Today, the United
States is safer, stronger, and more
prosperous. Our budget deficit is much
smaller, our Government much leaner,
and our policies much wiser.

The economic plan that we put in
place in 1993 has exceeded all expecta-
tions. Already, it has helped to reduce
the deficit by 63 percent—from the
record $290 billion of 1992 to just $107
billion in 1996—and it has spurred a
record of strong growth, low interest
rates, low inflation, millions of new
jobs, and record exports for four years.
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While cutting the deficit, we also
have cut the Federal work force by
over 250,000 positions, bringing it to its
smallest size in 30 years and, as a share
of the civilian work force, its smallest
since the 1930s. We have eliminated
Federal regulations that we don’t need
and improved the ones we do. And we
have done all this while improving the
service that Federal agencies are pro-
viding to the American people.

We have cut wisely. We have, in fact,
cut enough in unnecessary and lower-
priority spending to find the resources
to invest in the future. That’s why we
were able to cut taxes for 15 million
working families, to make college
more affordable for 10 million students,
to put tens of thousands of young peo-
ple to work through national service,
to invest more in basic and biomedical
research, and to help reduce crime by
putting more police on the street.

My plan to reach balance in 2002 pro-
vides the resources to continue these
important investments. We must not
only provide tax relief for average
Americans, but also increase access to
education and training; expand health
insurance to the unemployed and chil-
dren who lack it; better protect the en-
vironment; enhance our investments in
biomedical and other research; beef up
our law enforcement efforts; and pro-
vide the needed funds for a thriving
global policy and a strong defense.

PUTTING THE BUILDING BLOCKS IN PLACE

When my Administration took office
in 1993, we inherited an economy that
had barely grown over the previous
four years while creating few jobs. The
budget deficit had hit record levels,
and experts in and out of Government
expected it to go higher. Savings and
investment were down, interest rates
were up, and incomes remained stag-
nant, making it harder for families to
pay their bills.

We put in place a comprehensive set
of policies that are bearing fruit. By
cutting the deficit from $290 billion to
$107 billion last year, my economic pro-
gram (and the strong economy it
helped create) has brought the deficit
to its lowest level since 1981. As a share
of Gross Domestic Product (GDP), we
have our smallest deficit since 1974 and
the smallest of any major industri-
alized nation.

Other parts of my economic policy
also are helping to create jobs and
raise living standards. With regard to
trade, for instance, my Administration
not only completed the Uruguay Round
of the General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade and the North American
Free Trade Agreement, but also more
than 200 separate trade agreements,
helping to raise exports to record lev-
els. By opening overseas markets to
American goods—by encouraging free
and fair trade—we are creating high-
wage jobs at home.

Taken together, our budget and trade
policies have helped to create over 11
million new jobs in the last four years.
After two decades of troubling stagna-
tion, incomes have begun to rise again
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