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BALANCED BUDGET 

CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT 
Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, we will 

have several more of my colleagues 
here to discuss how the balanced budg-
et amendment benefits children. 

I will begin by saying that as a new 
Senator, I am in awe of these sur-
roundings. Every day I reflect on the 
history that has taken place in this 
Chamber. I think of the people who 
have been here before me and hear 
them referred to in speeches on a daily 
basis. 

Much of the history of this great Na-
tion has been shaped in this Chamber. 
Every day we are in session history is 
being made. Right now we are debating 
the balanced budget constitutional 
amendment. That may be the most im-
portant piece of legislation to be de-
bated during my lifetime because of 
the implications it has for the future of 
our country. 

A new revolution may be taking 
place in this country. A few years ago, 
I was given a book by my pastor to 
read. It was a scholarly review of social 
cycles in the history of the United 
States. The baby boomers were one of 
those cycles. I am part of that. They 
were concerned primarily for them-
selves but also for others as long as 
there was something in it for them. It 
revealed how in the history of the 
United States there have been three re-
curring cycles. But following each pe-
riod when we tried to be sure we took 
care of ourselves and instituted pro-
grams to make sure others were taken 
care of, provided we were included, 
that generation was followed by a reac-
tionary generation, and the reac-
tionary generation took away the 
‘‘gifts’’ of the previous generation. 

In last week’s balanced budget de-
bate, we heard a lot of comments about 
Social Security. I am mentioning this 
reactionary generation because I want 
to make sure we protect Social Secu-
rity not just today but for the time to 
come. All of us here are concerned 
about Social Security, and to say oth-
erwise is just political hogwash. But 
the only way to protect Social Secu-
rity is to include it in the balanced 
budget constitutional amendment. 
That is why the President’s budget pro-
posal and every budget prior to that in-
cluded Social Security in the budget. 
We cannot continue to ignore the in-
terests of our children and grand-
children—members of that reactionary 
agenda. 

What does the incredible debt that 
we have built up have to do with future 
generations? The Federal debt is $5.3 
trillion. None of us understand how 
much $5.3 trillion is. But the reac-
tionary generation that follows will 
learn, and they will learn all too soon. 
As they become saddled with tremen-
dous debt, they will realize what the 
magnitude of how much $5.3 trillion 
really is. 

Already this reactionary generation 
says that they have a better chance of 
seeing an unidentified flying object 

than they have of seeing $1 of their So-
cial Security money when they retire. 
They see no hope for the future, and 
they look forward to a lifetime of put-
ting in 7.45 percent or more of their 
paycheck and having that matched by 
their employer with another 7.45 per-
cent. That is 15 percent that could have 
been their earnings, that could have 
been money in their pockets or in their 
own retirement accounts. When they 
realize that they will not receive a dol-
lar of that money, what do you suppose 
their reaction will be? Will they pro-
tect Social Security for those already 
in the program? Will they care? Will 
there be a legislative revolution? 

As an accountant, I am fascinated 
with the budget discussion because we 
are talking about numbers, and that is 
exciting. We are talking about bal-
ancing budgets. We are talking about 
formats that will provide us with the 
most information possible, and we are 
doing it in the context of a real budget 
dealing with real people. We are doing 
it in the context of a history where we 
have only balanced the budget once in 
40 years—and that was 28 years ago. 

Some very valid accounting concerns 
have been raised here in debate by op-
ponents of the balanced budget con-
stitutional amendment. I have heard 
reference to the need for capital budg-
eting. I have heard reference to a need 
for Social Security to be off budget. I 
have heard reference to the need to 
take care of accounting problems that 
happen during recessions. As an ac-
countant, I applaud this insight into 
the need for new accounting methods. 

Not only am I an accountant but I 
used to be the mayor of Gillette, WY, 
as it went through a boom and in-
creased in population about two and a 
half times. I know from having been 
through both kinds of economic cycles 
that growth presents many of the same 
problems that recession causes. Under 
both situations a capital budget is re-
quired. We really do need Federal cap-
ital budgets and cash-flow management 
budgets. We need to list all of the cap-
ital purchases, vehicles, buildings, etc., 
that this Government needs to buy for 
the next 1 year, 2 years, 5 years, 10 
years, 50 years. I have found out that 
many agencies or departments have no 
idea how much capital they have. We 
need to have cash-flow budgets so that 
as the cash arrives the purchases can 
be made without extensive deficits. 
That is good business. 

When I heard the Democratic leader 
speaking about capital budgets last 
week, I got excited. That is the kind of 
accounting that we should have al-
ready had. But, this kind of accounting 
has nothing to do with passing the bal-
anced budget constitutional amend-
ment. It is just good business. Whether 
we have a capital budget or not, we 
need a balanced budget amendment. 

Last week I heard a lot of debate 
about the need to take Social Security 
off budget. Off budget is a fascinating 
accounting term. In fact in my ac-
counting references I could not even 

find that term. And I have to say from 
listening to the discussions that there 
does not seem to be a lot of consensus 
as to what off budget really means. 

It looks like we found a catch word 
that scares senior citizens and makes 
everyone think this will save Social 
Security. As one who daily approaches 
being a senior, I want to see us get the 
rhetoric out of that term. We give the 
impression that Social Security has 
enough money at the moment. We talk 
about the surpluses going into Social 
Security and being used in the budget. 

Accountants frown at the word ‘‘sur-
plus’’ revenue. Surplus implies more 
than what is needed. That is not the 
case with the Social Security trust 
fund. We give the impression that 
money is being put aside in a special 
account for our seniors so that when 
they retire there will be money to be 
drawn out in their names. That is not 
even close to what actually happens. 

In order for the money that people 
are paying into Social Security today 
to be available for them when they re-
tire, the system must be actuarially 
sound. That means that the money 
going in now at the rate of investment 
allowed on that fund has to generate 
enough revenue so there will be a pay-
out for the period of time promised. We 
have promised to pay out money for 
the remainder of a person’s life at not 
only the rate that he or she is entitled 
to at the time they retire, but also 
with cost-of-living allowances. 

We have already passed laws in this 
country that force businesses doing 
pension funds to make their funds ac-
tuarially sound. They have to build a 
fund that at the time of retirement 
will have enough money in it that can 
pay the benefits for that person for the 
promised amount of time which is usu-
ally the balance of his lifetime. That is 
the law. Businesses are in the process 
of meeting that at an extreme cost to 
themselves. If we force businesses to 
keep their promises, then why do we 
not fulfill our promise to the same peo-
ple and keep our accounts sound? 

At the present time Social Security 
is at least $9.3 trillion away from being 
actuarially sound. Do we have a way to 
generate that money? No. We have to 
perpetuate the current system. That is 
why we cannot privatize the system. 
We would bankrupt the system imme-
diately if we allowed younger genera-
tions to take their money and put it in 
their own fund instead of putting it in 
to be paid out to our seniors imme-
diately. 

We need to have a system where we 
can see how far in debt we are. And we 
need to do that not just for Social Se-
curity but for every single trust fund 
that we have. We either have to change 
the accounting system to account for 
the funds honestly and show how much 
of a deficit there is, or rename them so 
that they are not trust funds. Perhaps 
we should do both. 

OK, we agreed to do a system of pay 
in and pay out trying to build up some 
surpluses to take care of the coming 
influx of people going into retirement. 
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But, when the baby boomers reach full 
retirement, the Social Security surplus 
will decline at a dramatic rate, eventu-
ally going broke by the year 2012. 

Yes, we need a new accounting sys-
tem for Social Security. Yes, we need 
that system now. No, it is not a part of 
the balanced budget constitutional 
amendment. It is a part of a good gov-
ernment proposition and we need to 
grapple with it and get it under con-
trol. The issue of what accounting sys-
tem to use should not determine if we 
vote for or against a balanced budget 
amendment. A new accounting system 
is needed, but the balanced budget 
amendment is essential. 

The only hope for Social Security is 
a balanced budget, then switch to an 
accounting system that will realisti-
cally deal with the actuarial needs of 
Social Security so that we can protect 
it for future generations. Otherwise we 
will have a revolution that will take 
away seniors’ Social Security. 

Last week I also saw many copies of 
the pocket Constitution of the United 
States being held up and explained. I 
too, carry my own copy of the Con-
stitution of the United States. It was 
given to me some years ago by a dis-
trict judge when I was in the State leg-
islature. 

When I was mayor, on Constitution 
Day, I used to give all members of the 
city council a copy of the Constitution 
and encourage them to read it. Some-
times we read it as a part of the pro-
ceedings of the city council meeting. 
This document is an astonishing docu-
ment. The insight by our forefathers 
was incredible. But this debate has also 
raised some constitutional issues. 

I have heard discussion that some 
people in this body consider this to be 
a draft. It fascinates me, that, with the 
exception of one single provision, the 
Founders of this Constitution consid-
ered it to be a draft. In article 5, in-
structions are given on how a change 
in the Constitution can be made. They 
made it difficult, but possible to 
change. The balanced budget constitu-
tional amendment has to pass by a 
two-thirds vote in each House and then 
it must be ratified by three-fourths of 
the States. 

I think those people who are oppos-
ing a balanced budget constitutional 
amendment know in their hearts that 
this time it will pass and will also have 
swift ratification by the States. If we 
did not believe it would be ratified by 
the States, this would be an easy de-
bate. But we know the people of the 
States want it and the States will re-
spond. If just those States with one or 
more Senators opposing the balanced 
budget constitutional amendment did 
not ratify the constitutional amend-
ment, it would never become a con-
stitutional amendment. 

Why will there be swift ratification? 
First, most of the States already have 
a balanced budget requirement in their 
Constitution. They work under the re-
quirement and know the requirement 
works. They know their limitations 

and the types of challenges that de-
velop from it. They understand that 
the challenges are not a detriment to 
the United States having a balanced 
budget constitutional amendment. 

People understand from their own ex-
perience that you cannot spend more 
than you take in. Almost every school 
child above the third grade is able to 
explain to me that if you spend more 
money than you take in you go broke. 
It has been said that we can learn 
much from children. Children focus on 
problems in more simple terms. Con-
gress has not yet learned what the chil-
dren know. The voters want us to stop 
spending their money they have not 
even earned yet. Our children and 
grandchildren plead with us to balance 
the budget and quit cosigning on their 
behalf for this mountain of debt. 

Another argument that I have heard 
in this debate is the need to adjust 
changes or, using a new term, glitches 
in the economy. $5.3 trillion worth of 
debt has turned people into unbelievers 
about the paternal role of Government 
in our lives. We have already wrestled 
with the $5.3 trillion worth of experi-
ments that wound up with these 
glitches in the economy. Where has it 
taken us? What do we have to show for 
it? The people know the Government 
has little control over the economy. 

I have heard the argument that fami-
lies do not balance their budgets be-
cause they borrow for future such situ-
ations, and they do not pay the debt off 
each year. I agree, they do not. But I 
do hasten to point out that they at 
least pay off a little bit of the debt 
every year. Right now we should not 
only balance the budget, we should in-
clude in that balanced budget an ena-
bling legislation provision to pay off 
the national debt. 

If you went to your banker and said, 
‘‘I want to borrow money to buy a 
house, but I don’t want to have to pay 
anything but the interest for the rest 
of my life,’’ would you get the loan? 
No, you would not. But that is what 
Government is doing. The Government 
is saying, we want you, the American 
people, to be our bankers, but all we 
want to do is pay the interest. I can 
foresee a time when the interest may 
amount to more than all of the other 
spending programs, so it will be tough 
to even pay the interest, and we still 
will not be paying a nickel on the na-
tional debt. Will the next generation be 
reactionary if they pay exorbitant 
taxes and cannot buy anything but in-
terest? 

This does not begin to mention who 
finances our debts. We are fiscally con-
trolled to a limited degree by foreign 
interests because of the large increase 
in their securities holdings. This weak-
ens our economy and independence be-
cause the money is taken out of the 
United States. The interest on the Fed-
eral debt increased from 9 percent of 
total outlays in fiscal year 1980 to 15 
percent in fiscal year 1995. 

The Federal Government has not 
been good about limiting or dis-

ciplining itself in any way. We under-
stand how happy constituents get when 
we throw money at them and their 
wants. We also understand how dis-
appointed and a little bit angry they 
sometimes get when they are not given 
things. 

I was in the Wyoming Legislature for 
10 years. Halfway through that time, I 
moved from the house to the senate. At 
that time the State senate imposed a 
new rule on itself. We have a very lim-
ited time for meeting in Wyoming. We 
meet for 20 days in a budget session, 
which is every other year, and 40 days 
in a regular session. Now we save 2 of 
those days each time in case the Gov-
ernor were to veto something, we could 
call ourselves back into session and 
override it. So we spend 18 days one 
year and 38 days the next, and we avoid 
all special sessions. 

In recent years one thing has hap-
pened that has helped, and that is a 
rule that we imposed on ourselves to 
limit the number of bills that any one 
Senator can introduce in a session. We 
said that in a budget year, a Senator 
could only introduce three bills, and in 
a regular session a Senator could only 
introduce seven bills. We spent a lot of 
hours talking about limiting our own 
right to submit bills. Those who spoke 
most vehemently against it were the 
ones who turned in the most bills. It 
was not unusual for anybody to turn in 
30 bills in a regular session. We passed 
a rule in spite of the opposition. Today 
the biggest supporters of that rule are 
the ones who before the rule turned in 
the most bills. 

Why the change? The ones who 
turned in the most bills discovered two 
things. First, their constituents were 
more pleased with the bill that passed 
than one that was merely introduced. 
Introducing and working a few bills re-
sulted in a higher percentage of bills 
that passed. Second, maybe most im-
portantly, it was much easier to say no 
to a constituent for a new bill if there 
was a prohibition against the number 
of bills allowed to be introduced. 

How does that relate to a constitu-
tional amendment for a balanced budg-
et? I am suggesting that, if we limit 
ourselves by a balanced budget con-
stitutional amendment, we will con-
centrate more on what we really do 
well, and the things that we choose to 
do we will do well. We can have the 
America of our dreams. We will have 
more people participating, we will have 
less people expecting Government to do 
things for them, we will have more 
care and concern for our elders, and we 
will have more concentration on our 
children’s and our grandchildren’s wel-
fare. 

We have an opportunity now to show 
that we can care for our parents and 
our grandparents and will provide for 
our children and our grandchildren. We 
can move to an honest system of ac-
counting so we can end the deficits and 
pay down the debt to show that we 
really believe that the future of Amer-
ica is upon us now. We can preserve 
this as a land of opportunity for future 
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generations. The challenge is now. Do 
we have the courage or do we need a re-
volt from the reactionary generation? 
Please help me to pass the constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budg-
et. I will urge all Americans to write 
and call your Representatives and Sen-
ators and tell them to pass the bal-
anced budget constitutional amend-
ment. Passing it 5 years from now will 
not suffice. We need action now. 

Mr. KYL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona is recognized. 
Mr. KYL. Thank you. 
Mr. President, after listening to the 

Chaplain’s prayer this morning, I was 
reminded of the old saying, ‘‘Every-
body wants to go to Heaven, but not 
everybody wants to do what is nec-
essary to get there.’’ 

In his State of the Union Message, 
the President said he wanted to bal-
ance the budget by the year 2002, but 
he then went on to express opposition 
to the balanced budget amendment. 
Without the discipline of a constitu-
tional balanced budget amendment, 
neither Congress nor the President will 
ever have the courage to pass one. 

The President has submitted a budg-
et that is technically in balance by the 
year 2002. But let us look at it. If you 
check the fine print, you will find that 
75 percent of the savings proposed by 
the President are postponed until the 
last 2 years of the 5-year plan, the 
years after President Clinton’s term 
has ended. That is the problem. 

Just to cite the statistics, Mr. Presi-
dent, the budget deficit this year is 
about $107 billion. You would think if 
you are going to zero in the year 2002, 
and we are at $107 billion this year, we 
would reduce it a little each year until 
we got to zero. But actually the budget 
deficit goes up in fiscal year 1997, and 
the President’s policies would boost it 
another $1.1 billion in fiscal year 1998 
from where it would otherwise have 
been. In fact, in the last year—the year 
that we are supposed to be at zero—the 
savings required to achieve balance 
will be $117 billion. So the Congress 
will have to do more in savings in the 
very last year of this 5-year plan than 
we would have had to do to wipe out 
the deficit in its entirety this year. So 
$107 billion this year; we are going 
down to zero in the last year, and that 
last increment of savings is $117 bil-
lion. 

This is like the person who says, 
‘‘I’m going to go on a diet. I’ve got to 
lose 30 pounds. And I’m going to give 
myself 6 months to do it. But I think 
I’ll eat real high off the hog for the 
first 5 months and 2 weeks, maybe gain 
another 25 pounds or so, so that in the 
last 2 weeks I’ll lose 55 pounds.’’ That 
is what the President’s budget is sug-
gesting. It is precisely why we need a 
constitutional amendment, to force the 
President and the Congress to make 
the tough choices to balance the budg-
et; otherwise, it is the same old thing, 
just put it off until later. We all want 
to lose the weight, but we do not want 
to make the tough choices to lose it. 

Putting off tough choices for as long 
as possible is typical of just about 
every budget plan that we have had in 
the last several years, including the 
plan that Congress approved l1⁄2 years 
ago. It is why the Gramm-Rudman-Hol-
lings deficit reduction law failed in the 
1980’s. 

After all the easy choices have been 
made in the first few years, progress 
toward a balanced budget stops dead in 
its tracks. No one wants to make the 
tough choices needed to achieve the 
larger savings scheduled down the 
road. So the deadline for the balance is 
always pushed off just a few more 
years. 

President Clinton’s budget postpones 
most of the savings, as I said. 

Congress will no doubt come up with 
a budget that will do the same. That is 
what always happens. That is why the 
national debt continues to grow. 

Mr. President, 2 years ago when the 
balanced budget amendment lost by 
one vote, the national debt was ap-
proaching $4.9 trillion. Today, the debt 
is over $5.3 trillion—an increase of 
about $400 billion. That amounts to 
about $1,600—$1,600—for every man, 
woman and child in America. With that 
increase, each American’s share of the 
national debt now totals about $20,000. 
That is about what the average Arizo-
nan earns in a year. 

Two years ago opponents of the bal-
anced budget amendment said a con-
stitutional amendment is not nec-
essary. All we need to do is muster the 
courage to do it ourselves. That is 
what our constituents sent us here to 
do, make these tough choices. But we 
do not make the tough choices. That is 
the way it always happens. 

We actually did pass a balanced budg-
et in the Congress of the United States 
in 1995. In that year it was the Presi-
dent who vetoed the balanced budget. 
So, Mr. President, it demonstrates that 
it is both the Congress and the Presi-
dent. When we muster the courage, the 
President is the one who apparently 
lacks it. 

Since that time, 2 years ago, Con-
gress has had to add tens of billions of 
dollars to the budget just to get the 
President to sign the funding bills into 
law and keep the Government oper-
ating. Just last September, Congress 
had to add $6.5 billion that it would not 
have otherwise spent. And that is on 
top of an increase of about $25 billion 
the Congress had already built into the 
year’s spending legislation. 

Desire and good intentions are not 
enough to ensure that balance will ever 
be achieved. Unless we are bound by 
the Constitution, Members of Congress 
and the President will always find 
some reason to spend more or to put off 
for another year the savings that are 
needed. 

The former Democratic Senator from 
Massachusetts, the late Paul Tsongas, 
explained it this way in testimony be-
fore the Judiciary Committee 2 years 
ago: ‘‘There are a lot of votes in deficit 
spending. There are no votes in fiscal 

discipline. What you have here is a sad 
case of pursuit of self as opposed to 
pursuit of what is in the national inter-
est.’’ 

Senator Tsongas went on to say this: 
‘‘The fact that our generation could 
have conceived of having a consump-
tive lifestyle in leaving all that debt 
behind can only happen if we do not go 
home at night and look at our kids and 
grandkids and feel something.’’ 

Mr. President, it seems to me that 
our departed colleague really hit the 
nail on the head. The balanced budget 
amendment is about our children and 
our grandchildren and what kind of 
country we are going to leave them. 

For most of our Nation’s history, 
each generation has worked hard and 
saved and invested so the next genera-
tion would be a little better off. Only 
in the last 40 years has that changed. 
Now Government cannot seem to live 
within its means no matter how much 
it collects in taxes. It has, quite lit-
erally, mortgaged the homes and busi-
nesses our children will not buy or 
build for decades to come. 

My second granddaughter was born 
just about a year ago and she already 
owes, as her share of the national debt, 
$20,000. In fact, she can expect to pay 
more than $187,000 in taxes during her 
lifetime just to pay the interest on the 
debt. What will be left from her income 
to care for her children? How will the 
Government care for the needy of to-
morrow when almost every dollar in in-
dividual income tax revenue is devoted 
just to interest on the national debt? 

Mr. President, a balance budgeted of-
fers hope. Yes, it will require the Con-
gress to prioritize spending so the most 
important programs are not jeopard-
ized, and wasteful programs will have 
to be eliminated. Some of the luxuries 
will have to be postponed. A balanced 
budget will require heavy lifting, but 
offers hope and opportunity to Ameri-
cans today and our children tomorrow. 

The Congressional Budget Office pre-
dicts that a balanced budget would fa-
cilitate a reduction in long-term real 
interest rates of between 1 and 2 per-
cent. That means that more Americans 
will have a chance to live the Amer-
ican dream—to own their own home. A 
2-percent reduction on a typical 30-year 
mortgage of $80,000 would save home-
owners $107 every month. That is $1,284 
a year, or over $38,000 over the life of 
the mortgage. That is money in their 
pockets. A 2-percent reduction in inter-
est rates on a typical $15,000 car loan 
would save buyers $676. The savings 
would accrue on student loans, and 
credit cards, and loans to businesses 
that want to expand or create new jobs. 
Reducing interest rates is probably one 
of the most important things that we 
can do to help people across this coun-
try. 

I know there are those who have 
doubts. Some will say that balancing 
the budget may make sense in good 
economic times, but it is too rigid and 
will prevent us from responding to eco-
nomic emergencies or other hardship 
when that occurs. 
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I think it is important first to point 

out that deficit spending is so in-
grained in the Federal Government 
that we have been running deficits in 
good economic times as well as bad 
during the last 40 years. Deficits have 
not been run solely to rescue the econ-
omy from hardship. If they were, we 
would not be having this debate today. 

Second, it is important to remember 
that the balanced budget amendment 
could be waived in times of true emer-
gency. To ensure such waivers were not 
invoked routinely or without good 
cause, three-fifths of the House and 
Senate would have to agree. That 
should not be difficult in the case of 
real emergency. 

For example, when Congress ex-
tended unemployment compensation in 
response to economic problems in 1975, 
1980, 1982, and 1991, it usually did so by 
a three-fifths majority. So the amend-
ment leaves enough flexibility to re-
spond to real emergencies. 

Mr. President, there is now general 
consensus that balancing the budget is 
the right thing to do. The President 
says he is for it, and the Republican 
majority in Congress says it is for it. 
We may be able to reach an agreement 
with the President and pass a plan this 
year to balance the budget by the year 
2002. But without a balanced budget 
amendment, Congress or the President 
will no doubt find some reason to back-
track from the plan, if not next year, 
then in the year 2000 or 2001, whenever 
the going gets tough. 

If we are serious about balancing the 
budget, we must support the balanced 
budget constitutional amendment. For 
our children’s sake, we must do it now. 

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

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
rise to make a few remarks on the bal-
anced budget constitutional amend-
ment being considered before us today. 
In the House of Representatives, I was 
fortunate enough to have been involved 
with the passage of this amendment 
during the 104th Congress and I am 
honored to be active once again in our 
efforts to pass this important amend-
ment, and to help secure the American 
dream for future generations. 

Now, proposing an amendment to our 
national charter is not something to be 
taken lightly. It should be undertaken 
only for the most important of causes. 
The Constitution has guaranteed and 
protected the freedom of the American 
people. But it can only continue to de-
fend those freedoms if we give it the 
ability to defend them. An amendment 
to balance the budget will give our 
Constitution the strength it needs to 
continue protecting and defending the 
freedoms that so many Americans 
enjoy. 

A balanced budget promises hope for 
the future, not fear as the naysayers 
will tell you. It promises to draw down 
interest rates, spur new investment de-
cisions and increase our gross domestic 
product. It promises lower unemploy-
ment and more take home pay. And 

very importantly it promises to help 
protect our Social Security system. 

Without it our economic security is 
threatened. One of the most insidious 
aspects of our budget deficit is that it 
amounts to a hidden tax on our in-
come, and on our children’s future in-
come. This hidden tax is felt by every-
one who has taken a loan to pay for 
school, buy a car, or purchase a home. 
Higher interest rates are the taxes lev-
ied by a government that has not the 
courage to live responsibly or even 
honestly. We must balance the budget 
and thereby eliminate this hidden tax. 

The Joint Economic Committee esti-
mates, and you have heard the esti-
mates before, but I think they bear re-
peating, that yearly savings on an 
$80,000 home mortgage would amount 
to $1,272 by balancing the budget and 
that a student fresh out of school pay-
ing back a student loan would save 
about $180 per year because of the 
lower interest rates. These are not illu-
sory effects or empty promises; they 
are rather the assurances of a respon-
sible Government that balances its 
budget year after year and pays down 
the debt. 

But the Keynesian apostles will tell 
you the economy will collapse in tough 
times with a balanced budget amend-
ment because it could force Congress to 
take actions that could exacerbate a 
recession. They are wrong. 

Opponents of the amendment before 
us argue that deficit spending is some-
times necessary to offset the negative 
effects of a recession, natural disaster, 
or war and to ease the flow of the busi-
ness cycle. Now, they would argue that 
during tough times the Government 
should deficit spend and borrow against 
future prosperity. But this is simply 
the wrong approach. Future prosperity 
is our children’s prosperity, and it 
should never be leveraged to provide 
for the consumptive desires of big Gov-
ernment. 

This amendment would not force 
Congress to raise taxes during a reces-
sion. 

Our fiscal policy over the last 40 
years has hinged on the desire to def-
icit spend during times of both reces-
sion and expansion. So those who claim 
this amendment would place a strait-
jacket on our Nation’s fiscal policies 
are correct. It would place a strait-
jacket on bad fiscal policies by placing 
emphasis on less Government spending 
rather than more. 

Deficit spending exacerbates the Fed-
eral debt, crowds out private invest-
ment decisions that bolster the econ-
omy, and leverages the country out of 
future economic growth and pros-
perity. 

We must balance the budget by cut-
ting taxes, the right taxes, and Govern-
ment spending, cutting that. 

So why are the opponents of this 
measure trying to stop the balanced 
budget amendment? 

Because, as a matter of economic 
policy this amendment means an end 
to the tax and spend economics that 

has given us our bloated, centralized 
Federal Government. What it boils 
down to is this: This amendment will 
help us put our fiscal house in order by 
ending faulty Keynesian policy and 
freeing up private enterprise and en-
couraging entrepreneurship. What 
works in America is the individual cre-
ativity and ingenuity of our people. 
This amendment will give us the tool 
to help realize that truth. 

Unfortunately, the fear-mongering 
attempts by the administration have 
been focused on transforming this de-
bate from a debate about hope and fu-
ture prosperity to a debate about an 
imagined fiscal doomsday. They want 
to continue following the failed 
Keynesian policies that have produced 
the most massive peacetime debt in 
our Nation’s history and they know 
that this amendment will not allow 
them to do that. 

Now, I have a chart of what has hap-
pened to our Nation’s debt over the 
course of our country’s short history. I 
think it is pretty interesting and tell-
ing. You can tell that in earlier times 
we would hold a major debt during 
times of war, such as during the Revo-
lutionary War, when we had a high 
debt in this country. During the Civil 
War, we had a high debt. Certainly, 
during World War I and World War II, 
we had a high debt in this country. But 
then when you look at between the 
times of war, we virtually didn’t have 
any debt at all, or we pushed it down— 
up until the past 30 years. Instead, dur-
ing this period of time, we have in-
creased our debt into the massive debt 
that we have today. 

Mr. President, there is no reason for 
this debt that exists today. It has been 
fiscally irresponsible, morally irre-
sponsible. It is a debt, a burden, a 
mortgage on America that our children 
will have to pay off. It is morally 
wrong of us to do that. This balanced 
budget amendment will keep this from 
happening in the future, so that future 
generations, future children coming 
into this country, won’t be burdened 
with this tax on them, a tax which 
they never even voted on. 

Yesterday morning, when I walked 
into my office, the national debt was 
$5,325,298,771,668.63. This morning, when 
I walked into the office, the national 
debt was calculated at 
$5,325,967,417,901.67. Now, that means 
that, while America worked yesterday, 
its commitment to paying off the debt 
increased by almost $670 million. 

Mr. President, that was actually a 
cheap day for what we are running here 
lately. Every day that the Senate de-
bates this issue, the average increase 
in our debt has been a $694 million. So 
we actually had a good day yesterday. 
But it’s still a $694 million increase per 
day. Every day we debate this issue, 
the debt of our Federal Government 
grows. 

Wait, let’s talk about it in real 
terms, per person. Statistics compiled 
by the Tax Foundation indicate that 
the median dual-income family pays a 
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little over $15,000 in Federal taxes each 
year. That means that over 46,000 fami-
lies will have to work the entire year 
just to pay for the time we spend de-
bating this amendment today alone. 
That is money that could have been 
spent to send a child to college, or to 
make a downpayment on a home. 

I want to talk about it in more per-
sonal terms, about Bud Hentzen of 
Wichita, KS, and his family and what 
they are going to owe for interest on 
the national debt. Bud is a proud fam-
ily man. He has 10 children. He also has 
30 grandchildren. He did a calculation, 
and he was a little nervous about this. 
He is proud of his children and grand-
children, as well. He wants to leave 
them a better and brighter future. He 
has worked hard all his life to provide 
for his children and for their future. He 
wants his country to be strong for 
them in the future. While he personally 
has been responsible for providing for 
those children and educating them, he 
looks at his Federal Government and 
calculates that his 10 children collec-
tively owe over $700,000, and his 30 
grandchildren collectively owe over 
$4.8 million for a total of over $5.5 mil-
lion just to pay the interest on the 
debt for the Bud Hentzen family. 

That is not right. That is not what 
we are sent here to do. That is cer-
tainly not what Bud Hentzen would 
want us to do. He told me that the only 
thing he could tell them about the na-
tional debt was, ‘‘I am sorry we left 
you this debt.’’ Well, so am I. We ought 
to be more than sorry—we should be 
ashamed. 

This story makes it clear that this 
debate is about our children and their 
future. And it is about the immorality 
of our present system and whether or 
not we have the courage to change it 
for the better. 

Yet, opponents also claim that Con-
gress does not need a balanced budget 
constitutional amendment in order to 
achieve balance. It simply needs cour-
age. Well, our recent history proves 
that this claim is false. This argument 
is dubious because it admits that oppo-
nents of this amendment are motivated 
by political expediency, not true re-
form. For should the importance of a 
balanced budget disappear from the 
mind of America, the pressure to bal-
ance the budget would likely disappear 
from the minds of Members of Congress 
and the Senate. We are here to debate 
an issue of national importance that 
the march of time cannot and should 
not erode. This debate is not about the 
political whim of the day, it is about 
the economic future of our country. 
Let us then bind ourselves not by the 
political culture of the day, but by the 
resolve to complete the work we have 
started. 

The time to act is now. We must not 
betray our duty to our children and 
grandchildren, to Bud Hentzen’s chil-
dren and grandchildren, by failing to 
act on an issue that is so important. 

It is a moral imperative that we bal-
ance the budget and that we further 

give ourselves the tools we will need. 
How will future generations judge us if 
we have not the strength to end this 
practice of spending our children’s in-
heritance for the sake of big Govern-
ment? No doubt, when the pages of his-
tory have spoken, the debate we are 
herein engaged will be remembered not 
by the shrillness of the rhetoric, but by 
the consequences of our action. May 
those consequences enrich our Con-
stitution, defend our freedoms, and 
protect our children. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

seeks time? 
Mr. HAGEL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska is recognized. 
Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I rise 

today to, again, voice my strong sup-
port for Senate Joint Resolution 1, the 
balanced budget amendment. I might 
add that there are many ‘‘Bud 
Hentzens’’ in Nebraska, just as my dis-
tinguished colleague from Kansas so 
eloquently stated. The numbers are 
real. I would like to pick up on my dis-
tinguished colleagues’ remarks with 
the following statement: 

During this debate, we have heard a 
number of arguments from both sides 
on the effects of a balanced budget 
amendment. I believe this debate 
comes down to one question: Is the bal-
anced budget amendment in the best 
interest of our children, their children, 
and the future of America? My answer 
is ‘‘yes.’’ 

Balancing our Federal budget is crit-
ical to ensuring that the American 
dream lives for our future generations. 
The real issue behind balancing the 
budget is our national debt. Mr. Presi-
dent, our national debt has risen to 
proportions that are virtually unimagi-
nable to most of us. Numbers like $5.3 
trillion in present debt, or $7 trillion in 
debt by the year 2002 are so far beyond 
the range of the daily lives of most per-
sons that these numbers are easily dis-
missed. But these numbers cannot be 
dismissed. These are not just numbers. 
Each and every dime of our debt rep-
resents a burden we are placing square-
ly on the shoulders of our children. It 
is our children—our children—whose 
incomes will be taxed to pay off this 
debt. It is our children who will have to 
deal with a limited-growth-in-job-op-
portunity world because the debt has 
so constricted this economy that op-
portunities and possibilities will be se-
verely limited for our children. It is 
our children who may never be able to 
purchase their own homes, or send 
their children to college, because their 
incomes will be consumed with high 
taxes to pay for an oppressive Govern-
ment and make payments on the enor-
mous debt that we have run up for 
them. 

The balanced budget amendment is 
no cure-all. Passing it will not save us 
from the hard choices required to bal-
ance this budget. But it will help us get 
there. It will force Congress to deal 
with the budget honestly. It will force 

Congress down a different path than 
the one it has traveled for 36 of the last 
37 years. It will force Congress to bal-
ance the budget. Most importantly, it 
will force Congress to keep the bal-
anced budget—to keep the balanced 
budget. It will give our future genera-
tions the hope and opportunities so 
that they can determine their own fu-
tures and the futures of their children, 
rather than being held hostage by an 
undisciplined Congress and an undisci-
plined Government deciding their fu-
tures for them by mortgaging their fu-
tures. 

Creating the kinds of opportunities 
for our children that we have enjoyed 
will require the kind of economic 
growth that should be America’s leg-
acy for the 21st century. It will require 
bold, strong, and imaginative leader-
ship. To get there, we must cut Gov-
ernment spending, cut taxes, and cut 
regulations. We need to cut the size 
and scope of Government and allow pri-
vate and personal initiative to soar. We 
must bring Government back to the 
people, where it is accountable. Bal-
ancing the budget is critical to this ef-
fort. 

Our children deserve better than a 
balanced budget based on ‘‘ifs,’’ ‘‘buts,’’ 
‘‘maybes,’’ conditional tax cuts, and 
conditional spending cuts. They de-
serve the security of knowing Congress 
is required to balance the budget every 
year. They deserve to know that Con-
gress will not continue to add to the 
national debt. They deserve to know 
that we are not playing shell games 
and numbers games and word games 
with their futures. 

Either we are going to balance the 
budget or we are not. Let us be honest. 
Let us be honest with our children and 
our grandchildren. Let us be honest 
with this country. Our children deserve 
better than the hocus-pocus that we 
have been giving them. Where is our 
leadership? Where is the leadership in 
this Congress? Where is the leadership 
in this body? Where is the courage in 
this body? And where is the outrage? 
Where is the outrage in the U.S. Con-
gress for what we are doing and what 
we have done to the children of this 
country? 

We must get control of the Federal 
budget and America’s fiscal policy. We 
must enforce lasting fiscal discipline 
on the Congress of the United States. A 
balanced budget amendment ensures 
that we will balance the budget for 
years to come. Regardless of who is 
President, regardless of which party 
controls the Congress, the balanced 
budget amendment would be a non-
partisan enforcer of controlled Federal 
spending and responsible fiscal policy. 

We owe our children no less. We owe 
our children more than flimsy promises 
and optimistic assumptions. We owe it 
to them to make a lasting commitment 
to balance the budget of the United 
States for years to come. They deserve 
no less than the same opportunities 
that were afforded each of us. In fact, 
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Mr. President, they deserve greater op-
portunities to succeed just as our op-
portunities exceeded those of our par-
ents. That has been the legacy of every 
American generation. That is the 
magic of America. That is the great-
ness of America. 

The only way to ensure this commit-
ment to our children, the only way to 
make sure our promises are not un-
done, is to pass the balanced budget 
amendment to the Constitution. 

Mr. President, thank you, and I yield 
my time. 

Mr. INHOFE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma is recognized. 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, thank 

you, 
Mr. President, I have been watching 

this debate over the last few days, and 
I heard some of the opponents to a bal-
anced budget amendment talk in a 
very eloquent way, as I have heard 
throughout the years. It seems like the 
arguments never change. So what I 
have done is picked up a few of these, 
and I would like to respond to some of 
these arguments. 

The other day one of the Members 
who has argued against a balanced 
budget amendment to the Constitution 
for as long as I can remember made the 
comment that proponents want to 
treat children like children, hiding the 
hard truth from them, and then went 
on to elaborate about all of the things 
that are going to happen if we don’t 
fully disclose what is going on with the 
proposition of a balanced budget 
amendment to the Constitution. 

I can remember so well back when 
my No. 2 child was learning to ride a 
bicycle back in Oklahoma. I can re-
member when he got on. He was wob-
bling. Maybe, Mr. President, you have 
gone through the same thing. I finally 
got him so that he was able to go in a 
straight, narrow line. Then he made his 
first trip around the neighborhood. He 
is a hand surgeon today. He came back, 
and he said something to me that is 
very profound. He said, ‘‘You know, 
daddy, I wish the whole world were 
downhill.’’ 

I think what we need to do is be fully 
honest with everyone and let them 
know that it is not going to be easy if 
we pass a balanced budget amendment 
to the Constitution because, in fact, 
the whole world is not downhill. It is 
going to take some sacrifices. We have 
demonstrated very clearly what is 
going to happen if we do not do it. 

I heard the other day opponents say-
ing they are tired of Washington tell-
ing people what to do and the Wash-
ington-knows-best mentality, that the 
balanced budget amendment is the ul-
timate Washington mandate. I suggest 
to you that just the reverse is true. We 
can talk about this all we want, but 
what we are saying to the American 
people when we deny them the oppor-
tunity to have ultimately a balanced 
budget is we want to keep control of all 
of these things in Washington. 

Reference was made yesterday to the 
Governors who are talking about how 

they are cutting taxes in their States 
and the successes that they have had 
and suggested that the budget bal-
ancing amendment, if passed, would 
force the States to have massive tax 
increases. Let me tell you. That just 
isn’t true. The problem that we have 
right now is there is a mentality that 
I think prevails in both bodies of Con-
gress, or did at least up until 1994, and 
certainly does today in the White 
House; that is this direct relationship 
between taxation and the deficit. 

I can remember when this President 
was sworn into office and he appointed 
Laura Tyson to be the chief financial 
adviser to the administration. She 
said—and this is a direct quote—in di-
rect contradiction to 12 years of Repub-
lican ideology, ‘‘There is no relation-
ship between the level of taxes a nation 
pays and its economic performance.’’ 
To me this is really the key to the 
whole thing—somebody who actually 
believed that. If you carry it on to its 
logical conclusion, you would say that 
all you have to do is have a taxation 
level of 100 percent, and everyone is 
going to be motivated the same and 
our revenues would go up. We know, 
obviously, that is not true. There are 
many Democrats who knew that wasn’t 
true back when President Kennedy was 
President. He came out and said that 
we have to raise revenues, that we have 
needs, and that the best way to raise 
revenues is to reduce taxes. He did, and 
it happened. Of course, we look 
throughout history and we see it has 
happened over and over again. 

In the case of all those who are crit-
ical of the administration and say that 
back during the 10 years or the decade 
of the Republican administrations in 
the White House, the tax increases, or 
the deficit increases, came they say as 
a result of the tax decreases when in 
fact the total revenues that came into 
the Federal Government in 1980 was 
$517 billion. In 1990 it was $1.031 tril-
lion, exactly doubled. That happened 
during a decade of the greatest tax re-
duction in the history of this country. 

Mr. President, I know that we are 
coming up toward the end of the time. 
But I would like to respond to just two 
more of the statements that have been 
made. 

First of all, they said that the bal-
anced budget amendment will give 
politicians the ‘‘license to cut and 
slash needed programs.’’ 

The Heritage Foundation not too 
long ago came out—and they have up-
dated it since then—with a study that 
came to the conclusion that if we took 
all of the Federal programs and had a 
built-in increase of 1 percent, or 1.5 
percent, or 2 percent, you could actu-
ally balance the budget, that you could 
eliminate the deficit without cutting 
one Federal program. The problem is 
that programs come in—and we have 
seen it happen over the years—histori-
cally, they will come in and say this is 
going to meet a problem that we have, 
the problem goes away, and the pro-
gram stays on. 

I am always reminded of one of the 
great speeches made in our time called 
a ‘‘rendezvous with destiny’’ when Ron-
ald Reagan made that speech long be-
fore he was in public office. He said, 
‘‘There is nothing closer to immor-
tality on the face of this Earth than a 
government program once formed.’’ 
That is what we have seen over and 
over again. This has been going on for 
a long time. 

I can remember when there was a 
very prominent Senator from Ne-
braska, Carl Curtis. Carl Curtis back in 
1975 had a bright idea. He said, ‘‘We are 
going to have to do something about 
this debt.’’ I think the whole debt was 
less than $400 billion at that time. He 
said, ‘‘In order to do something about 
this, we are going to have to show that 
the States want it and that the people 
want it.’’ So he decided to come and 
ratify an amendment to the Constitu-
tion in advance. I remember when he 
came to Oklahoma. I happened to be in 
the State senate at that time and in-
troduced a preratification resolution 
where we ratified it in advance. Then 
all of the rest of the States came in. 

I would suggest to you that there is 
a great groundswell out there of people 
who want this to happen, and they rec-
ognize that it is not going to happen 
otherwise. We listen to people stand on 
the floor. I have not heard one person 
stand up here and say, ‘‘We want larger 
deficits. We want to increase the debt.’’ 
They don’t say that. They say, ‘‘We 
will do the responsible thing. We need 
to make the hard decisions.’’ 

The problem is that for the last 40 
years we have not made the right deci-
sions, and we have not made the tough 
decisions. Now that we have an oppor-
tunity, a rare opportunity, one that is 
realistic, it could actually happen, be-
cause we only missed it by one vote a 
year ago. 

Let me finally conclude by saying 
that one Senator stood on the floor the 
other day. This is a quote. He said, 
‘‘The budget balancing amendment is 
nothing more than a vague and empty 
promise. Most Senators who support it 
will not even be here in the year 2002 
when it will take effect.’’ 

Let me suggest to you that as a re-
sult of the vote, it is very likely that 
there will be a lot of Senators who will 
not be here. I will make a statement 
that sounds a little bit extreme. But I 
have to make it. 

If you look back at the voting behav-
ior of those U.S. Senators who do not 
want a balanced budget amendment to 
the Constitution, you will find that 
those are the ones who are the liberals. 
By ‘‘liberals,’’ I am talking about indi-
viduals who vote for greater tax in-
creases, who want more Government 
involvement in our lives. I have a chart 
here that shows that. Those who voted 
against the balanced budget amend-
ment last year—and there were 33 of 
them—of those 33, all of them, 100 per-
cent of them, voted for the largest— 
this is called the tax stimulus pro-
gram—the largest tax increase that we 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:10 Oct 24, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00007 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1997SENATE\S13FE7.REC S13FE7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
5T

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
O

C
IA

LS
E

C
U

R
IT

Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1346 February 13, 1997 
had in 1994. And all of them have either 
a D or an F rating by the National Tax-
payers Union. 

A lot of people forget that we don’t 
have to guess how people perform up 
here because there are all kinds of or-
ganizations that are giving us ratings. 
How is that going to affect some of the 
other elections? If you look back and 
you look at the Members of Congress 
that were defeated or retired in 1994, in 
the Senate there are 11, and 8 of them 
fell into this same spending class. In 
other words, those individuals who are 
getting defeated now in the polls are 
individuals who are big spenders and 
individuals who are for tax increases as 
opposed to cutting the size of Govern-
ment. 

So I think there are some very real 
ramifications to this that are political 
ramifications. I suggest to you, Mr. 
President, that there are a lot of Mem-
bers in here who, if they vote against 
our effort—it is a genuine effort for a 
balanced budget amendment to the 
Constitution—will have to pay the po-
litical price for that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-
SIONS). The Senator from Rhode Island 
is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. REED. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

f 

OUR EDUCATIONAL IMPERATIVE 

Mr. REED. I rise today to speak 
about an issue that is critical to our 
country and critical to our future, and 
that issue is education. 

Education has always been crucial to 
our country. Indeed, one of the great-
est triumphs of our Nation has been 
the creation of public education 
through high school and in the postwar 
years the expansion of access to higher 
education. 

Our ancestors grasped a fundamental 
truth. Education is the engine that 
powers our economy, and it is the force 
that sustains our over 200-year experi-
ment in democracy. ‘‘Yankee inge-
nuity,’’ groomed in the schoolrooms of 
New England and transported across 
the continent, spurred an era of inven-
tion that catapulted America to eco-
nomic leadership. But education is 
more than just economic progress. 
Education has allowed us to keep faith 
with the basic tenet of our country. At 
the core of American experience is the 
commitment to equal opportunity, and 
education is the greatest source of op-
portunity in a free society. It can tran-
scend the circumstances of income, re-
gion, race, and gender to reaffirm the 
enduring belief that an individual 
through effort can achieve his or her 
fullest potential in America. 

Throughout our history, education 
has always been an important part of 
the American experience. Today, it is 
rapidly becoming the essential compo-
nent of our national life. The combina-
tion of extraordinary progress in tech-
nology, particularly information tech-
nology, and the unprecedented growth 
of international commerce has made 

education the key to our leadership in 
the world and our prosperity here at 
home. 

As we pass from the industrial age to 
the information age, the work of the 
future demands skills which only can 
be obtained through lifetime learning. 
And as we move into an era of global 
competition, we find ourselves pitted 
against workers and students around 
the world. What might have been ade-
quate for America in the age of the 
Model T in a more insular world is 
plainly inadequate in the age of the 
Pentium processor and in a world in 
which the boundaries of business sel-
dom conform to the boundaries of na-
tions. 

As Norman Augustine, vice chairman 
and CEO of Lockheed-Martin, said, 
‘‘More and more, we see that competi-
tion in the international market place 
is in reality a battle of the class-
rooms.’’ 

The American people recognize that 
we can and we must do much more to 
improve the quality of education. Stud-
ies comparing American students with 
their foreign contemporaries in the 
‘‘battle of the classrooms,’’ as referred 
to by Mr. Augustine, show that Amer-
ican students are not first in the world. 
In fact, they are only about average. 
The third international mathematics 
and science study, TIMSS for short, 
the largest international science and 
math study ever undertaken, was re-
leased last fall. 

The study found that U.S. eighth 
graders scored barely above the world 
average in science and below the world 
average in mathematics. Being ‘‘aver-
age’’ will not sustain the United States 
in a world where technology and trade 
demand excellence. 

Just last month, Education Week, in 
collaboration with the Pew Charitable 
Trust, released a report card on the 
condition of public schools in the 50 
States. The report characterized public 
education in the United States as ‘‘rid-
dled with excellence but rife with me-
diocrity.’’ With respect to the bottom 
line, student performance, the conclu-
sion of the report is sobering. ‘‘We did 
not give States a letter grade. If we 
had, all would have failed. Nationally, 
only 28 percent of 4th graders tested in 
1994 were able to read at or above the 
proficient level and only 21 percent of 
8th graders tested in 1992 were pro-
ficient or better in math.’’ 

The American people recognize these 
shortcomings and the compelling need 
to enhance education in the United 
States. They also want the Federal 
Government to play an appropriate 
role in this process of educational re-
form. Last month, a survey was re-
leased by the Coalition for America’s 
Children, and it found that 76 percent 
of those polled favored increases in 
Federal spending for education. 

However, spending alone will not re-
invigorate education in the United 
States. At every level of Government— 
Federal, State, and local—calling on 
parents, teachers, business and commu-

nity leaders, the great civic core of 
America, we must all work together to 
make education come alive in the lives 
of our children. Our task is twofold: To 
improve the quality of public edu-
cation and to enhance access to higher 
education. 

Now, when we consider elementary 
and secondary education, we imme-
diately must recognize the central role 
played by the States. Historically, 
States have been the leaders in public 
education from grades K through 12. 
And when we boast of the extraor-
dinary success of public education in 
the United States throughout our his-
tory, we are paying tribute to the fore-
sight and wisdom of State and local 
leaders who invested in education. But 
it is not without some irony that 
today, as we talk about devolution of 
more and more social programs and 
policies to the States, we at the same 
time point to the disturbing signs of 
educational malaise. The ‘‘devolu-
tionists’’ frequently prescribe the 
States as the all-purpose remedy for 
every social problem, forgetting that 
the States like the Feds are political 
institutions awash in conflicting inter-
ests and afflicted with lapses of polit-
ical will. That is not to suggest that 
the role of education in the States has 
been overtaken. It should suggest, how-
ever, that States alone have not and 
cannot cut through the tangle of finan-
cial difficulties, political interests and 
emerging problems that beset public 
education as we approach the next cen-
tury. There is a real opportunity and 
need for Federal leadership as a cata-
lyst for reform. 

In confronting the challenge of public 
education, we cannot confine ourselves 
to just the schools. We must reach out 
beyond the schools to the children. The 
first goal of Goals 2000 is that all chil-
dren will start school ready to learn. 
And as we discover more and more 
about childhood development, this goal 
becomes increasingly more important. 
It also becomes increasingly more ob-
vious that our efforts must encompass 
the youngest children as well as those 
children just ready to enter school. 
Scientific evidence points to the crit-
ical years from birth to age 3 in the de-
velopment of intellectual and emo-
tional abilities. As such, child care is 
an essential part of any strategy for 
the long-term improvement of edu-
cation. Good prenatal care, pediatric 
health care, and quality day care are 
all components of educational reform. 
In fact, an emphasis on early interven-
tion may save scarce educational dol-
lars in the long run. Research indicates 
that children who attend quality child 
care programs are less likely to be 
placed in special education or to be re-
tained in grade. 

It is here in the area of child care 
that the Federal Government has long 
played an important roll. With the cre-
ation of the Head Start program in 
1965, the Federal Government em-
barked on an ambitious attempt to 
reach low-income children. Over the 
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