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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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past several decades, Head Start has 
gained widespread and bipartisan sup-
port. But despite this support, the pro-
gram still only serves one out of three 
eligible children. More must be done to 
reach a larger population of eligible 
children. Moreover, we must con-
sciously develop programs that involve 
very young children. 

If we are serious about having all 
children ready to learn when they 
enter school, then we must commit 
ourselves to ensuring that every child 
has affordable access to quality health 
care and day care. We cannot and 
should not usurp the role of parents. As 
such, our strategies should be just as 
much about enabling parents to be bet-
ter parents, with the time and income 
to do their part, as it is to reach out 
and teach the children. 

While we summon the will and the 
resources to prepare children for 
school, we cannot ignore the urgent 
need to reform our schools. The recent 
study by Education Week revealed that 
on average less than one-third of 
fourth graders were proficient in read-
ing and less than one-third of eighth 
graders were proficient in math. In a 
comparison of cut-off points on em-
ployer tests to student scores on na-
tional standardized exams, researchers, 
Richard Murnane and Frank Levy, 
found that ‘‘close to half of all 17-year- 
olds cannot read or do math at the 
level needed to get a job in a modern 
automobile plant.’’ And consistent 
with these findings, the TIMSS report 
revealed that American students were 
not leading the world but were about 
average in a world economy that in-
creasingly demands excellence, not me-
diocrity. 

In evaluating this lackluster per-
formance, the TIMSS report surpris-
ingly did not blame the usual sus-
pects—too much TV, not enough class 
time, not enough homework. It turns 
out that American eighth graders 
spend more hours per year in math and 
science classes than their Japanese and 
German counterparts. American teach-
ers assign more homework and spend 
more class time discussing it than 
teachers in Germany and Japan. And, 
it turns out that heavy TV watching is 
as common among Japanese eighth 
graders as it is among American eighth 
graders. What then is the problem? The 
TIMSS report strongly suggests that 
American students receive a ‘‘less-ad-
vanced curriculum, which is also less 
focused.’’ At the heart of this dis-
appointing performance is the content 
and rigor of what is taught and the 
techniques used to teach it. In short, 
content and instructional standards 
are not adequate. 

We will not materially improve pub-
lic education in the United States until 
we adopt challenging standards, assess 
the performance of children with re-
gard to these standards, and hold 
schools accountable for these stand-
ards. Standards, assessment, account-
ability: the keys to reinvigorating pub-
lic education. 

A few years back, there was a pop-
ular book entitled All I Really Need to 

Know I Learned in Kindergarten. I 
guess I was a little slow because I’m 
tempted to say I learned a great deal in 
the Army and that was many years 
after kindergarten. One of the great 
lessons of my Army experience is the 
transforming power of high quality 
standards, realistic assessments, and 
accountability. In the wake of the 
Vietnam war, a demoralized and pub-
licly scorned military began to re-
invent itself and, over the last 2 dec-
ades, has become one of the most effec-
tive institutions in the country. Many 
factors can be cited: the development 
of an all volunteer force, the leadership 
of an extraordinary group of profes-
sionals who served in Vietnam and 
went on to senior positions in the Pen-
tagon. But, a critical, and sometimes 
overlooked, factor was the develop-
ment of training doctrine that rested 
on detailed standards and realistic as-
sessments. 

As a company grade officer, I saw the 
transition from unimaginative field 
manuals couched in general terms to 
materials that broke down missions 
into constituent tasks, stressed the 
mastery of these tasks, and, then, the 
careful merging of individual tasks 
into group effort. At every stage, clear 
standards of performance were identi-
fied and evaluated. Complementing 
these doctrinal changes was a renewed 
emphasis on ‘‘training the trainer’’. 
Professional development was stressed 
not only for officers but throughout 
the ranks, particularly non-commis-
sioned officers who are the backbone of 
the military. Finally, accountability, 
always a hallmark of the military serv-
ice, could be refocused from the mun-
dane, ‘‘did the troops look good’’, to 
the critical, could the unit accomplish 
its mission in the most realistic cir-
cumstances. American education, 
today, seems to be at a similar cross-
roads as the post-Vietnam military. 
And, the lesson of standards, assess-
ments, and accountability seems equal-
ly compelling, for education today. 

American students are graded from 
the moment they enter school. They 
repeatedly take tests. But, seldom are 
they measured against agreed upon 
content standards. As such, school is 
less about understanding a core body of 
knowledge and using that knowledge 
than it is about attendance. For too 
many students, the only ‘‘standard’’ 
that counts is showing up frequently 
enough to get a high school diploma. 
Thus, it is no surprise that half of high 
school graduates would have a difficult 
time getting a job in a modern auto-
mobile plant. 

In a recent survey by a national non- 
profit group, Public Agenda, reported 
in the Washington Post, high school 
students expressed their criticism of 
school. At the top of their list was the 
observation that their classes are not 
challenging enough. A typical response 
from a student is revealing. ‘‘ ’I didn’t 
do one piece of homework last year in 
math’ he said. ’I just took the tests . 
I’d get A’s on the tests, not do the 
homework, and I got a B in class. 
There’s just lots of ways to get around 

it.’’’ This subering comment was found 
throughout this discussion in the re-
port, but, the researchers were encour-
aged to find ‘‘strong support among 
students for having tougher standards 
in class. Three-fourths of them said 
they believed they would learn more, 
and school would seem more meaning-
ful, if they were pushed harder by bet-
ter teachers.’’ As Deborah Wadsworth, 
the executive director of Public Agen-
da, declared, ‘‘The students seem to be 
crying out for the adults in their lives 
to take a stand and inspire them to do 
more.’’ 

Standards are about excellence, but 
they are also about equality of oppor-
tunity. Diane Ravitch, a professor at 
Columbia and a former official in 
President Bush’s education depart-
ment, wrote, 

‘‘[n]ations that establish national stand-
ards do so to insure equality of education as 
well as higher achievement . . . they make 
explicit what they expect children to learn 
to insure that all children have access to the 
same educational opportunities.’’ Until we 
establish effective standards and evaluate 
children according to those standards, we 
will continue to ignore disparities in the 
educational experience of children through-
out the United States. 

In keeping with the critical role of 
standards as benchmarks for excellence 
and equality of opportunity, it is excit-
ing to note President Clinton’s pro-
posal to develop voluntary national as-
sessments for reading at the fourth 
grade and math at the eighth grade. 
These assessments could truly be the 
bridge between standards and account-
ability; the bridge to a renewal of pub-
lic education, in the United States. 

Recognizing the critical role that 
standards can play in the reformation 
of public education, Congress in 1994 
adopted the Goals 2000: Educate Amer-
ica Act. Goals 2000 sought to place vol-
untary national standards at the cen-
ter of national debate about edu-
cational reform. 

As a member of the Education and 
Labor Committee in the other body, I 
was an active participant in the draft-
ing of Goals 2000. I vigorously pressed 
to ensure that standards were a key 
component of the strategy for edu-
cational reform, and that there would 
be accountability for these standards. 
One of the persistent failures of edu-
cational reform is the failure to follow 
through. We all are aware of repeated 
studies that chronicle the problems of 
public education and propose credible 
reforms, but never seemed to go 
anylace. All of these studies seem to 
languish, gathering dust on the 
shelves. Even if the diagnosis is right, 
no mechanism is put in place to trans-
late plans into results. 

As such, I thought that, along with 
standards, the Goals 2000 process 
should require the state and local edu-
cational authorities to answer a funda-
mental question: what will you do 
when a school or a school system fails 
to meet the standards established for 
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its students? Failure to answer this 
question and to act accordingly will 
doom meaningful educational reform. 

I was pleased that a provision encom-
passing this question was included as a 
requirement of the state plan pursuant 
to Goals 2000. In the spirit of the vol-
untary nature of Goals 2000, the Fed-
eral Government did not mandate any 
particular approach to failing schools, 
but, in the process of developing stand-
ards-based reform, it would prompt 
states to ask this fundamental ques-
tion. This provision is still on the 
books. However, the overall impor-
tance of the state plan has been dimin-
ished. Tucked into the budget signed 
by President Clinton in April of 1996 is 
language that removes the requirement 
for these State plans to be submitted 
to the Secretary of Education. 

This unraveling of the minimal re-
quirements of Goals 2000 does not bode 
well for ultimately tackling the tough 
issues of reform at the local level. 
Without the ‘‘seriousness’’ engendered 
by preparing a submission for Secre-
tarial review, these plans might be-
come another specimen on the dusty 
shelf of accumulated plans for edu-
cational reform. Moreover, despite the 
protests of many local elected leaders, 
many local educational leaders will 
concede that requirements in Wash-
ington frequently help them to cut 
through the tangle of local interests 
that impede effective local reform. 

Nevertheless, Goals 2000 is a mile-
stone in emphasizing voluntary na-
tional standards and hopefully will 
continue to serve as a springboard for 
educational reform. Standards are crit-
ical, but without good teaching these 
standards will also languish. 

IMPROVED TEACHING 
Challenging content standards must 

be matched by effective teachers. Con-
tinuous professional development is no 
longer a luxury and can no longer be 
incidental to teaching. The exponential 
growth in knowledge and constantly 
changing insights on teaching tech-
niques require continual reeducation of 
teachers. Regrettably, such constant 
professional development is the excep-
tion today. Resources for professional 
development at the local, State, and 
Federal levels are constrained. But, 
more than resources are necessary. 
There must be a renewed commitment 
by all concerned parties. In particular, 
teachers and their unions must be at 
the forefront of this effort for profes-
sional development. 

Teacher unions are powerful forces. 
They must become powerful forces to 
raise the capability and expertise of 
their members. Too often, teacher 
unions are perceived as interested only 
in the benefits of their members and 
not the in improvement of education. I 
do not believe this to be the case, but 
this perception is widely held and must 
be reversed. Teacher unions should be 
seen as champions for raising the qual-
ity of teaching in the United States. 
That means challenging their members 
to be better teachers, helping them to 

meet that important challenge and, in 
the small number of cases where indi-
vidual teachers are not up to the chal-
lenge, working with local authorities 
to remove that teacher from the class-
room. It also means being full partners 
in local reform efforts and viewing this 
reform effort in terms of what it adds 
to the quality of education rather than 
what it may subtract from the current 
status quo. This mission should not be 
viewed as something extra that the 
union does as a courtesy to the public. 
It must be at the very core of their ac-
tivities and increasingly the dominant 
rationale for their existence. 

At the Federal level, we must encour-
age this renewal of teaching. I am de-
lighted with President Clinton’s efforts 
to support enhanced teaching. Under 
the President’s budget, 100,000 more 
teachers will be able to seek certifi-
cation from the National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards. The 
National Board has worked hard to es-
tablish nationally accepted credentials 
for excellence in teachers. Their cer-
tification of ‘‘master teacher,’’ akin to 
the board certification of physician 
specialist, raises the standards for 
teachers and creates a pool of mentors 
who can assist other teachers to excel. 
President Clinton has increased fund-
ing for other professional development 
programs like the Eisenhower Profes-
sional Development Program and the 
National Science Foundation’s Teacher 
Enhancement Program. The President 
has proposed a series of technology ini-
tiatives which will also assist teachers. 
The President’s Technology Challenge 
Grant Program supports private-public 
sector partnerships to develop models 
for using technology in education, such 
as providing electronic field trips for 
new teachers to learn from expert 
teachers and mentors around the coun-
try. The President’s technology lit-
eracy challenge Fund will leverage 
public funds to target school districts 
and schools committed to helping 
teachers integrate technology into the 
classroom. Finally, the administra-
tion’s 21st century teachers initiative 
will recruit thousands of techno-
logically literate teachers to upgrade 
their knowledge and help at least five 
of their colleagues to master the use of 
technology in the classroom. 

We have talked about elementary 
and secondary education. But, frankly, 
excellent public education at the ele-
mentary and secondary grades today is 
simply a prelude to lifetime learning. 
As we work to provide students with 
the skills necessary to achieve and 
compete in this information age, it is 
essential that we also expand access to 
postsecondary education. 

Indeed, according to the National Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics, 60 percent of 
all new jobs created between 1992 and 
the year 2005 will require education be-
yond high school. A college education 
is also the key to higher wages, as col-
lege graduates, on average, earn 50 per-
cent more than high school graduates. 

For too many families, however, a 
college education for their children is 

growing increasingly out of reach. Col-
lege costs rose by 126 percent between 
1980 and 1990, while family income in-
creased by only 73 percent. This situa-
tion has been coupled with a shift in 
the source of Federal aid also. In 1975, 
80 percent of student aid came in the 
form of grants and 20 percent in the 
form of loans. Now the opposite is true. 
As a result, students and families are 
going deeper into debt as they attempt 
to pay for the costs of a college edu-
cation. The average student loan debt 
burden is expected to reach $21,000 by 
next year. 

Steps must be taken to make college 
more accessible and affordable in order 
to address these trends. I am pleased 
by the President’s many proposals in 
this area. His call to provide assistance 
to middle-class families in the form of 
a $1,500 tax credit for the first 2 years 
of college will cover the costs of most 
community colleges and provide a sig-
nificant downpayment for a 4-year col-
lege. It would certainly be a tremen-
dous development in our history if for 
the first time we can guarantee at 
least 2 years of postsecondary edu-
cation as we now guarantee 12 years of 
elementary and secondary education. 

Families would also be able to choose 
a $10,000 tax deduction for college, for 
graduate school, community college, 
and certified training programs. These 
proposals are a common sense approach 
to help students enter and remain in 
college, lessen their reliance on loans, 
and provide an avenue for lifelong 
learning. 

Our efforts to increase access to col-
lege cannot include tax relief alone. We 
must also provide a boost to the Pell 
grants created and named after my 
predecessor, Senator Claiborne Pell. 
The Pell grant is the foundation of stu-
dent financial aid for low- to moderate- 
income families. 

Over the past 20 years, however, we 
have witnessed the steady decline of 
the purchasing power of the maximum 
Pell grant. According to a 1996 college 
board report, the Pell grant covers 
only one-third of the cost at public uni-
versities, down from one-half in the 
mid-1980’s, and about 10 percent of the 
cost at private institutions, down from 
about 20 percent in the mid-1980’s. 

The task before us is to restore the 
purchasing power of the Pell grant. 
The President has recognized this fact 
by seeking to increase the maximum 
Pell grant from $2,700 to $3,000. This is 
a good start. But I believe more should 
be done so we can fulfill the Pell 
grant’s promise of providing a substan-
tial and consistent grant to low-income 
students. 

America’s future is being forged 
today in America’s classrooms. It is 
our task to ensure that this great work 
of education is built on the solid foun-
dation of challenging standards, real-
istic assessments, and thorough ac-
countability. It is also our task to en-
sure that education is a life-long proc-
ess and that affordable higher edu-
cation must be available to all. 
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Our economy demands educated 

workers. Our democracy requires in-
formed and responsible citizens. As we 
renew public education and open the 
doors to higher education, we will pro-
pel America into the next century pow-
ered by knowledge, tempered by experi-
ence, and committed to justice. We can 
do no less. 

I yield back my time. 
Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wisconsin. 
Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I may speak 
as in morning business for up to 15 
minutes. 

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

f 

CONGRATULATING SENATOR REED 
Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, be-

fore the Senator from Rhode Island 
leaves, I want to be the first proud Sen-
ator to congratulate him on his first 
speech in the Senate. It is very appro-
priate that the speech was about a 
topic that he knows a great deal about, 
education, and, of course, in so doing 
he follows in the footsteps of his prede-
cessor, Senator Claiborne Pell. I just 
want to say on behalf of my colleagues 
how delighted we are that he has joined 
us here. I look forward to learning 
from him and working with him, par-
ticularly on the subject of education, 
Mr. President. 

Mr. REED. I thank the distinguished 
Senator, Mr. President. 

f 

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT 
TO THE CONSTITUTION 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to use the morning business time 
to further the debate on the balanced 
budget amendment and to indicate 
that I oppose the proposed amendment 
to our Constitution. 

During the 103d Congress, Mr. Presi-
dent, this body wisely rejected the pro-
posed amendment. It did so again dur-
ing the 104th Congress, a Congress 
which, perhaps unlike any other in our 
recent history, seemed intent on find-
ing different ways to amend the U.S. 
Constitution, actually voting on more 
amendments to the Constitution than 
any of its recent predecessors. 

Mr. President, some of us believe 
there are many reasons to oppose this 
constitutional amendment, and we 
have been hearing a lot of them. A 
number of respected authorities have 
raised several significant points of con-
cern, including problems related to the 
role of the courts and the power it 
might confer on unelected judges to set 
our national budget policies and prior-
ities. 

Another serious concern that we 
have heard a lot about and we will hear 
even more about is the damage this 
proposal could do to the Social Secu-
rity Program. There may also be unin-
tended changes to Presidential im-
poundment authority arising out of the 
constitutional amendment. 

I believe that the constitutional 
amendment, in addition, will lead to 
unnecessary and possibly dislocating 
restrictions on our ability to establish 
capital or investment budgets, to even 
have the kind of flexibility that States 
have or municipalities have when they 
happen to have a balanced budget re-
quirement. 

Finally, Mr. President, I think the 
balanced budget amendment leads to 
an effective prohibition on developing 
a fiscally responsible budget structure 
that could include a surplus fund, a 
rainy day fund, a fund that could be 
tapped for emergencies, such as na-
tional disasters or military conflicts. 
The way it is drafted, we would not be 
able to plan for or project even a small 
surplus that could actually be used to 
solve an emergency. 

Mr. President, during the next sev-
eral days as we consider the amend-
ment, I, along with many others, will 
comment on some of those concerns in 
more detail as we debate amendments 
designed to address those defects that I 
have just listed. For now, Mr. Presi-
dent, I want to focus on the underlying 
assumption behind the proposed 
amendment, namely that without mak-
ing this change to our Constitution, 
the Congress and the President will not 
balance the budget, that it just will 
not happen. It is a fair issue, it is a fair 
question, a fair premise for this whole 
debate. 

Mr. President, the assumption that 
that job will not be done by this Con-
gress and this President is not nec-
essarily right. We have brought the 
unified budget deficit down since 1992 
by about 60 percent. Yet, all the rhet-
oric on the floor has not changed one 
bit. It has not changed one iota to re-
flect the fact that real and significant 
progress has been made in the past 4 
years. All of the naysaying about ‘‘it 
can’t be done, it will never be done, 
Congress and the President will never 
get together and do this,’’ has at least 
got to be questioned a little bit by the 
advocates of the balanced budget 
amendment when they look at the 
record of the last 4 years. We have seen 
several plans offered by both sides that 
will bring the unified budget into bal-
ance by the year 2002. We have seen 
that from Democrats, we have seen it 
from Republicans, and we have seen it 
in a bipartisan package. 

Mr. President, I recall when some of 
the Republican Members were pushing 
for a 7-year balanced budget by the 
year 2002 using CBO numbers, and the 
President was not sure he wanted to go 
with that. But, I agreed with the Re-
publicans. I felt they were right, that 
we needed to have that timeframe and 
have a clear commitment. I still stand 
by that. Today we have a President and 
a Congress in agreement that the date 
we should be going for is the year 2002. 

In fact, nearly every Member of this 
body voted for a unified budget plan 
that reached balance by 2002 at some 
time during the 104th Congress, and I 
really think working together this 

year, understanding that neither party 
is running the whole show here, that 
we can come together in a bipartisan 
package that will, in fact, finish the 
good work we have done and balance 
the budget by the year 2002. 

Mr. President, all the budget plans I 
mentioned, all the votes we took, all 
the progress we have made in the past 
4 years, was done without a constitu-
tional mandate. In fact, it was done 
without a constitutional amendment 
floating out among the States, while 
we wonder whether the States will rat-
ify it or by when they will ratify it. In 
fact, Mr. President, I firmly believe 
that if we had adopted a constitutional 
amendment in 1993, 1994, or 1995, and 
sent it to the States for ratification, 
that many of those balanced budget 
plans would not have been forthcoming 
in this Congress, that they would not 
have even been proposed, because peo-
ple in both Houses would have been 
looking to a future date when the ham-
mer would come down, instead of be-
lieving that the hammer is coming 
down now, where we here have been 
elected to do the job now and not wait 
for the States to decide whether to rat-
ify a constitutional amendment. 

Mr. President, without the ability to 
hide behind a lengthy ratification proc-
ess, Congress in the last few years has 
been forced to live up to its rhetoric at 
least in part. A Member cannot go back 
home and say, ‘‘Listen, I am very eager 
to cut spending in Washington. I don’t 
know exactly what we ought to cut, 
but once we get that balanced budget 
amendment ratified, then we will get 
back to work on it.’’ That excuse is not 
available now. People in an audience 
for such a Senator or Member of Con-
gress would say back to that person, 
‘‘Why don’t you just do the job now? 
You were elected to do it now.’’ That 
is, in fact, what we were elected to do. 

Mr. President, I do not think the 
American public realizes that even if 
Congress approves the proposed amend-
ment, it could be another 9 years—9 
years—before the balanced budget 
mandate begins to bite. If the proposal 
languishes with State legislatures, we 
might not be forced to reach balance in 
2002, but until the year 2006. The States 
get 7 years to ratify, and the provision 
calls for the amendment to really take 
its effect, to have its bite, 2 years after 
that. So it could be the year 2006 if we 
wait for a constitutional amendment. 

Mr. President, there is strong reason 
to believe the States will not act 
quickly. We have already heard some 
loud second thoughts from many State 
policymakers about the impact of the 
proposed amendment on their State 
and local budgets. This proposal may 
not, in effect, Mr. President, then be 
the so-called slam-dunk ratification 
that some people claim it will be. 

Ironically, some who voiced their 
support for a constitutional amend-
ment may not really care. I do not 
think this is true of everyone, by any 
means. Some do care. Some are genu-
inely frustrated and turn only to this 
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