United States
of America

Congressional Record

th
PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 105 CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION

Vol. 143

WASHINGTON, TUESDAY, MARCH 4, 1997

No. 26

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

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

Sovereign God, help us to hear and
accept the psalmist’s prescription for
peace. ‘““‘Cast your burden on the Lord
and He shall sustain you.”—Psalm
55:22.

In this quiet moment of liberating
prayer, we deliberately commit each
one of our burdens, large or small, into
Your gracious care. Help us not to
snatch them back. Give us an extra
measure of Your wisdom, insight, and
discernment as we tackle the chal-
lenges of this day. Make this a produc-
tive day in which we live with con-
fidence that You will guide our think-
ing, unravel our difficulties, and em-
power our decisions. Especially we ask
for Your guidance for the vote on the
balanced budget amendment. Help us
to maintain unity in the midst of dif-
ferences. Now, we are ready for the
day. We intend to live it with freedom
and joy, through our Lord and Saviour.
Amen.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

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

SCHEDULE

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, today the
Senate will resume consideration of
Senate Joint Resolution 1, the con-
stitutional amendment for a balanced
budget. Under a previous order, from
9:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m., the time will be
equally divided between the two man-
agers for closing remarks on Senate
Joint Resolution 1. The Senate will re-
cess from the hours of 12:30 to 2:15 p.m.
for the weekly policy conferences, and
at 2:15, then, the manager of the Demo-
cratic side will control 1 hour of debate

Senate

with Senator BYRD being recognized for
20 minutes, the following hour will be
under the control of Senator HATCH,
with the next half-hour being under the
control of the Democratic leader or his
designee. Debate will conclude, then,
with 30 minutes under the control of
the majority leader. At 5:15, a vote will
occur on passage of Senate Joint Reso-
lution 1. | remind all Senators again of
this 5:15 vote and ask all Senators to be
in their seats for this important roll-
call vote. It has been traditional, when
we have major votes on a constitu-
tional question, that Senators come
and take their seats and then stand in
place and cast their votes.

I thank our colleagues for their at-
tention in this matter, and | yield the
floor.

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
DEMOCRATIC LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HUTCHINSON). The acting Democratic
leader.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, | concur
with what the majority leader said
about being on the floor for the vote. |
concur. | think it is an extremely im-
portant one. Also, under our unani-
mous-consent agreement, | will be con-
trolling the time for the Democratic
side. A number of Senators on our side
have asked for specific carve-outs of
time other than what has been set in
the unanimous consent. | urge Sen-
ators who wish to speak to come to the
floor and be prepared to speak.

I see my distinguished friend from
Utah, who will be handling that side.
We have all been able to work things
out as traffic cops on this, but I hope
everyone who wishes to speak will have
the opportunity.

I yield the floor.

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT
TO THE CONSTITUTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now

resume consideration of Senate Joint
Resolution 1, which the clerk will re-
port.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A joint resolution (Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 1) proposing an amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States to require a
balanced budget.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the joint resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
until 12:30 p.m. shall be equally divided
between the two managers. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, | am very
honored to be able to turn to a man
who has led the fight for the balanced
budget amendment ever since he ar-
rived at the Senate, the most senior
Senator in the whole U.S. Senate, a
person all look up to, who has been my
mentor on this issue and so many oth-
ers, and one of my dearest friends in
this world, the distinguished Senator
from South Carolina, Senator STROM
THURMOND, for 5 minutes or whatever
time he needs.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, |
rise today as we draw to a close the de-
bate on this historic opportunity to
adopt Senate Joint Resolution 1, the
balanced budget amendment. This de-
bate is about much more than an
amendment to the Constitution, as sig-
nificant as that is. It is about taking
action once and for all that will con-
trol the size and scope of the Federal
Government.

I have been deeply concerned during
my years in the Senate over the
growth of the Federal bureaucracy.
The first $100 billion budget in the his-
tory of the Nation occurred in 1962.
This was almost 180 years after the Na-
tion was founded. Yet, it took only 9
years, from 1962 to 1971, for the Federal
budget to reach $200 billion. Then, the
Federal budget continued to skyrocket;
$300 billion in 1975, $500 billion in 1979,
$800 billion in 1983, and the first $1 tril-
lion budget in 1987. The budget for fis-
cal year 1996 was over $1.5 trillion.
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With this voracious congressional ap-
petite for spending has come deficit
spending. In the past three decades, the
Federal Government has run deficits in
every year except one. During the
1960’s, deficits were averaging around
$6 billion per year. The following dec-
ade, the 1970’s, saw deficits rise an av-
erage $36 billion per year. In the last
decade, the 1980’s, deficits continued to
rise and averaged $156 billion per year.
So far, in the 1990’s, deficits have aver-
aged $259 billion per year. Compare this
to 1957, my third year in the Senate,
when the entire national debt was less
than $275 billion and there was no defi-
cit, but rather a $3 billion surplus.

During my service here, there has
never been a shortage of legislation
creating new Federal programs or of ef-
forts to increase spending in existing
programs. It has been too easy for the
Congress to pass legislation creating
new Federal programs and spending
more tax dollars whenever there is a
call for Federal intervention. This Na-
tion has drifted from its original foun-
dations as a national Government of
limited authority. A balanced budget
amendment is the single most impor-
tant addition we can propose to the
Constitution to begin reducing the size
and scope of the Federal Government.

Mandating balanced Federal budgets
is not a new idea. The first constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budg-
et was proposed in 1936. Since the be-
ginning of the 84th Congress in 1955,
constitutional amendments to require
a balanced Federal budget have been
proposed during each Congress. Fi-
nally, in 1982 while | was chairman of
the Judiciary Committee, the Senate
passed a balanced budget amendment
which | authored. Our victory was
short-lived, however, because the
Speaker and the majority leader at
that time led the movement to Kill it
in the Democrat-controlled House of
Representatives. That was our high
water mark as we fell one vote short in
1986, four votes short in 1994, and one
vote short 2 years ago. Once again, we
have a historic opportunity to pass the
balanced budget amendment and send
it to the American people for ratifica-
tion.

I would note that today the Congress
is working hard to balance the Federal
budget. However, this is a very recent
development brought about by a
change in the control of the Congress,
and by this body finally listening to
the will of the people. We must act to
instill legislative accountability that
will not waver with the membership of
the majority.

Our third president, Thomas Jeffer-
son, stated:

The question whether one generation has
the right to bind another by the deficit it
imposes is a question of such consequence as
to place it among the fundamental principles
of government. We should consider ourselves
unauthorized to saddle posterity with our
debts, and morally bound to pay them our-
selves.

Mr. President, it is time we make
that moral obligation to pay our debts
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a constitutional one. Not only will we
restore order to the fiscal policy of this
Nation, we will be making a giant leap
toward restoring the fundamental prin-
ciple of limited authority to the Fed-
eral Government.

| yield the floor.

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, we have
been considering this proposed 28th
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States since this session began
almost 2 months ago. In fact, we have
been engaged in floor debate for nearly
4 weeks. The distinguished Senator
from Utah and | have begun to think
we live on this floor with this debate.

Mr. President, stop and think what
we are debating—a proposed 28th
amendment to the Constitution. The
Constitution has been amended only 17
times since the Bill of Rights. During
this time, the United States has been
through some very, very serious situa-
tions—the War of 1812, the Civil War,
two world wars, Korea, Vietnam, the
Great Depression, westward expansion.
One would have to assume during that
time, there have been hundreds and
hundreds of times that we have seen
crises in our Nation that, some would
say, reached a constitutional mag-
nitude. We know that hundreds, even
thousands, of constitutional amend-
ments have been proposed, but those
who have gone before us have seen fit
to only amend the Constitution 17
times—which was very wise—since the
Bill of Rights.

| say this because nobody in the Sen-
ate owns a seat in the Senate. We are
only passing through, no matter how
long we serve. What we ought to do is
remember that we have a responsibil-
ity not only to those who went before
us, but those who will come after. So
during this debate, some of us have
tried to look at the substance behind
this bumper-sticker title and even the
poll-driven politics that led to this pro-
posal, again occupying the No. 1 posi-
tion in the majority’s legislative agen-
da.

We have examined the resolution in
our Judiciary Committee hearings,
markup and report and during the Sen-
ate debate. We have become, and cer-
tainly the American people have be-
come, more and more aware of the seri-
ous substantial failings in this pro-
posal. | believe this debate has shown
any objective observer that this resolu-
tion fails to meet the standards set by
our founders in article V of the Con-
stitution for its amendment: It cannot
be found necessary by two-thirds of
this Senate.

Moreover, the proponents have failed
to answer the serious questions raised
about the various provisions over the
past several weeks. They have failed
the Byrd challenge by being unable to
demonstrate what it means and how it
would work. The distinguished senior
Senator from West Virginia came on
this floor and, in his usual careful man-
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ner, his usual sense of history, his
usual understanding of the Constitu-
tion, asked the pertinent questions:
How would it work? What does it
mean? What does it do? And no answer
was forthcoming. Having now had an
opportunity to focus on the language of
the resolution before us, none of us can
be confident concerning its meaning or
its use.

During the course of this debate, we
have had the principal proponents of
the resolution concede that it does not
require a balanced budget, but that it
is intended to provide incentive to bal-
ance the Federal budget and exert pres-
sure on Congress. It is intended just to
make us do our job. That is not suffi-
cient reason to amend the Constitu-
tion. As the President said in his State
of the Union Message, we have but to
vote a balanced budget, he has but to
sign it to have a balanced budget. We
do not have to tinker with the Con-
stitution in a way that would actually
throw the whole matter over to the
courts, not to the President and the
Congress.

The President and Congress have
shown over the past 4 years that we
can make progress undoing the mis-
takes of the deficit-building decades of
the 1980°’s without a proposed amend-
ment to the Constitution. We suc-
ceeded in reducing the deficit in each
of the last 4 years. We have cut the def-
icit by more than 60 percent. At the
same time, we are pursuing sound eco-
nomic and fiscal policies doing those
things that have made the United
States economy the strongest in the
world.

What we are now asked to do is tin-
ker with obvious success. But more
than that, we are asked to give people
something they can put on a bumper
sticker that says, ‘‘lI voted to balance
the budget,” when, indeed, it does not
do that, instead of saying, ‘‘l voted to
really mess up the Constitution,”
which is what it would do.

I hope that we will think not only of
our political fortunes of this day and
the political polls of our State of this
moment, but think of the United
States and think of those who will
come after us.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, | yield 10
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Texas.

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

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Thank you, Mr.
President, and 1 thank the distin-
guished Senator from Utah for the fine
job he has done in leading this very im-
portant debate, because really this de-
bate is one of the most defining mo-
ments of our times. Will Congress de-
liver a balanced budget? Will we set
the future economic stability of our
country in place right now? Will we
win this fight that we have undertaken
on behalf, not of ourselves, but of our
future generations?
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The American dream has always been
that a parent could wish that his chil-
dren or her children would have a bet-
ter quality of life than he or she has
had. That is why people came to this
country. They wanted to work harder
so that they could give their children a
little better chance in life.

What we are fighting for is a change
that will assure that we can keep the
American dream. We are trying to
make lower interest rates, a higher
standard of living, more job opportuni-
ties, a country liberated from an ever-
increasing debt. Our children will not
have a higher quality of life if we con-
tinue to build on this $5 trillion debt,
Mr. President. This debate is about our
children. It is not about political expe-
dience. We know what must be done.
Thomas Jefferson told us. Thomas Jef-
ferson said one of the two things that
he was concerned about after the Con-
stitution was written and adopted was
that we had not provided for the con-
straints on Congress that would not
allow them to spend more than was in
the public Treasury. Jefferson said
that. In fact, his quotes were:

Each successive generation ought to be
guaranteed against the dissipations and cor-
ruptions of those preceding it.

Mr. President, Thomas Jefferson was
the greatest visionary President per-
haps we have ever had. Even Thomas
Jefferson would not have dreamed our
country, that he worked so hard to put
together, would one day have a $5 tril-
lion debt.

Even Jefferson could not have been
that visionary, and thank goodness, be-
cause so many of his generation fought
and died for this country to be formed.
If they had thought that the stewards
of our future would not have the guts,
would not have the ability to constrain
their spending to the tune of $5 tril-
lion, | wonder if they would have
fought so hard.

The idea of saddling generation after
generation of Americans with a suffo-
cating debt would have been unthink-
able to those honorable men.

Some say we don’t need an amend-
ment. They say we haven’t been tuned
in. | am going to tell you something, I
have been tuned in. | have been watch-
ing the debate on this floor. | have seen
what has happened to Medicare reform,
to Social Security reform, to welfare
reform, to Medicaid reform. It has
taken a lot to get one of those four—
welfare reform—and we have failed on
the other three. If you think we do not
need an amendment to constrain the
appetite of Congress to spend other
people’s money, you have not been
tuned in.

Some say that this is going to tie the
hands of Government. Hallelujah. That
is exactly what we want to do. We want
to get big government out of the hard-
working American’s pocketbook. Most
Americans pay 50 percent of what they
earn in taxes of some kind. All of us
want to pay our fair share. But, Mr.
President, 50 percent is too much. That
does not allow the freedom to pursue
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the American dream. A balanced budg-
et amendment to the Constitution will
cure that appetite because Congress
will be constrained, yes, their hands
will be tied, from getting into the
pocketbooks of our children and their
children.

So, Mr. President, | think the time
has come for us to do what is right.
The greatest issues of our time have
taken many years. Americans debated
the evil of slavery from the earliest
days of the Republic, but it was not
until 1865 that the 13th amendment to
the Constitution was ratified and slav-
ery was abolished. Women began their
fight for suffrage in the early 19th cen-
tury, but it was 1920 when the 19th
amendment was ratified giving women
the right to vote.

Like these two epic struggles, the
balanced budget amendment has been
fought for a long time. It is a fight we
are waging on behalf of our children,
our grandchildren, and their grand-
children. And we will not stop the
fight. Each year we lose by a very nar-
row margin. Last year it was one vote.
This year, unless someone looks up and
says, ‘“‘My gosh, what am | doing for
my children,”” and changes his or her
mind, unless someone does that, we are
going to lose again probably by one
vote.

So, Mr. President, | hope that we will
not be dissuaded from continuing this
fight, because it is worthy of the other
great issues that have taken so long.

It is very important that we look not
to the next election, but to the next
generation, as we are making our deci-
sion today. This amendment is not the
panacea, but what it does is give us the
opportunity to make sure that there is
a stability in our economy for ever-
more, that no Congress of the future
will be able to go into a deficit unless
there is a war or an emergency, which
there is a safety valve of a three-fifths
vote that can unbalance the budget.
Those are the safety valves, of course,
if we are in a war or a dire emergency,
we will do the responsible thing.

But if we can constrain ourselves in
normal times, we will have a stable
economy. We will have lower mortgage
rates, lower car payments rates. We
will have more jobs, and we will have
more expendable money by the hard-
working people of this country if we
will face the fact that we need to tie
the hands of a government that is so
big, it could have brought together a $5
trillion debt.

This vote today, if we win, could be
the first step in a very long journey,
and, by doing this, we would assure
that there is a destination to the jour-
ney, that there is a shining city on the
hill that is America.

If we do not have a balanced budget,
and the constraints of an amendment
that would assure that we always will,
there may not be a destination, there
may not be a shining city on the hill
that is America because future Con-
gresses will be able to add just a lit-
tle—it does not seem like so much, but
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just a little is now $5 trillion, Mr.
President.

We do need to tie the hands of future
Congresses so there will be economic
stability. And, Mr. President, this Con-
gress has the ability to take the first
step in that long journey to put our
country back on track so that our chil-
dren will have the same American
dream that we have had, which is that
they would be able to wish for their
children a better quality of life than
they have had because each generation
expects to be able to do better. If we
have a balanced budget amendment to
the Constitution, we will assure that
that will happen.

Mr. President, this debate is defining
of our times. And | hope we have the
will to do what is right for our children
and for theirs.

Thank you, Mr. President, and | yield
the floor.

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HAGEL). The Senator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, we talk
about how many votes there may be
and we talk about this debate, which,
incidentally, has been interfered with
in some ways over the weekend, at the
same time we talk about evil money in
politics. We have seen some so-called
“independent’” expenditures in running
ads on this. They are about as inde-
pendent as absolutely nothing. | think
it is unfortunate that apparently the
proponents of this constitutional
amendment do not feel that they can
make their case well enough on the
Senate floor. They have to do this.

We talk about whether it is one vote
or not. Let us talk about votes. In 1993,
we started down this road to concerted,
consistent deficit reduction. We did
that without a single Republican vote
in either the House or the Senate for
the President’s budget. After 12 years
of ever-larger deficits, voted for by the
Republican Members of Congress, when
we finally started cutting the deficit,
not a single Republican Member voted
to do that.

Over the last 4 years, we have suc-
ceeded in reducing the deficit by 63 per-
cent. It went up for 12 years; the na-
tional debt went up. We started bring-
ing the deficit down. When President
Clinton took office, the deficit was at
its highest point ever—$290 billion.
Today, the deficit is at its lowest dol-
lar figure since 1981, $107 billion. In
fact, it is at the lowest point as a per-
centage of the economy since 1974.

In his testimony to the committee,
Robert Greenstein of the Center on
Budget and Policy Priorities notes that
over the past 10 years the deficit has
actually declined 70 percent as a per-
centage of gross domestic product—5.1
percent in 1986 to 1.4 percent in 1996. In
fact, as a percentage of gross domestic
product, our deficit is now at the low-
est level of any major industrialized
nation in the world. The deficit is at
the lowest level of any industrialized
nation in the world. We are the envy of
the rest of the world. But it has taken
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some political courage to do that. And
the budgets are starting to bring that
deficit down.

| say to my good friends in the Re-
publican Party, it was done without a
single vote from their side of the aisle,
notwithstanding those deficits grew up
over 12 years of Republican administra-
tions.

The record of deficit reduction is an
accomplishment of the Clinton admin-
istration. It is an accomplishment that
the Clinton administration’s policies
have restored fiscal sanity and have
kept the economy strong. The result of
the recent election is testimony that
the American people recognize these
facts. In fact, were it not for the inter-
est on the $2.462 trillion debt that was
rung up during President Reagan’s
term and President Bush’s term, our
budgets over the last several years
would already have been in balance.
Just think of that. They ran up a debt
of $2.462 trillion. The rest of the budg-
et, including entitlements, is already
balanced. We didn’t need a constitu-
tional amendment to do that. All we
needed was courage. If we were not
paying the interest on that debt run
up, we would be totally in balance.

This deficit progress has been
achieved through tough votes over the
last 4 years. But we have seen its im-
pact on our growing economy with
lower interest rates. In 1980, the annual
interest on the national debt accumu-
lated over our entire history was $75
billion. Think about this. In 1980, when
President Reagan came to office, it
took a whole national debt to accumu-
late over 200 years, and the interest
was $75 billion. Yet, when 12 years of
Republican administrations ended,
that amount had skyrocketed. So the
interest on the national debt is now
$248 billion.

We had failed fiscal economic policies
of the last decade, and we are paying
the price. These interest payments on
the national debt remain too high, and
they have to be reduced further. But
the proposed constitutional amend-
ment, were it to pass, only allows
Members of Congress who don’t want
to step up and cast the tough votes to
bring down the deficit to say when the
Constitution is going to do it. We can
delay congressional action. Eventually
we will toss it into the courts and let
them do it.

Frankly, | wish Congress and the
President would, instead of talking
about a debate here that will go no-
where, sit down and do the tough
things that are necessary to bring the
budget under control.

Mr. President, | notice that the other
side now has another speaker. | reserve
the remainder of my time and yield the
floor.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President,
much time does the Senator need?

Mr. THOMAS. About 10 minutes.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, | yield 10
minutes to the Senator from Wyoming.

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

how
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Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, | thank
my friend from Utah for the time, but
more particularly for the effort and the
leadership he has given to this issue.
Interestingly enough, it is one of the
toughest issues. One would think mov-
ing to a balanced budget, ensuring a
balanced budget, ensuring financial re-
sponsibility would not be such a tough
issue. But this has been going on for a
very long time. So | appreciate very
much the job that has been done. We
come to the vote on the issue finally.
We have talked quite a little about it
this year. We, of course, have talked
for a number of years before.

We can talk about a balanced budget
if you choose, but what we are really
talking about is financial responsibil-
ity. It is interesting to me to hear
those who oppose it—and for good rea-
son—who have been here for 20 years
and say, ‘“‘Let’s just do it, take the
tough votes.” But they haven’t done it
for 20 years. The monument in front of
the leader’s desk represents 28 years of
unbalanced budgets. Yet, we hear all
the time, just do it, take the tough
votes and do it. Well, the evidence is
that isn’t what is done.

We hear the same words every year:
“l am for a balanced budget, but * * *’
and then they go on to say why it can’t
be done. They go on to find reasons for
not voting for the kind of discipline
that it clearly takes to balance the
budget. That is not a brand new idea. It
is something we do in most of our
States. We do it in my State of Wyo-
ming, and we are proud of that. The
legislature doesn’t spend any more,
under the constitution, than they take
in.

I am always interested in how we
seek to shift this to some kind of a par-
tisan thing and talk about the Presi-
dents. Frankly, the Presidents don’t
decide the budget. That is specifically,
under the Constitution, the prerogative
and the role of the Congress. It starts
in the House of Representatives.
Spending—the President cannot do any
spending without the Congress. So we
say, oh, Reagan did this, and Bush did
that, and Bill Clinton did this. | think
we ought to get real with ourselves and
say, wait a minute, it is the Congress
that does the spending. But we hear the
same thing. Then Senators go home
and talk about balancing the budget,
but then come and say, ‘“‘But, gosh,
there is this little thing, and | cannot
accept it in this present form.” How
many times have we heard that?

Well, today, we have a chance to
vote. | am very proud of the fact that
there will be 55 Republicans and 11
Democrats voting aye, voting for fiscal
responsibility, voting to say $5.5 tril-
lion debt is more than we want to send
off to our kids and grandkids. Other
than defense, interest is the largest
item in the budget—interest on the
debt. We pay $270 billion in interest on
the debt.

So the real issues here, it seems to
me, are broader than the details of the
amendment. They are broader than
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whether we are going to balance the
budget. They really have to do with
your view of how large and inclusive
the central Government is going to be.
There is a very real relationship be-
tween the size of spending, the size of
the deficit, and the size of Government.

When | go home—and | think it is
true of every other place—I| hear that
we have too much Federal Govern-
ment. Every night on TV, we see all
these things that are being spent.
Nearly everyone believes that. Yet,
spending continues to go up. The Sen-
ator talked about the great amount of
courage it took to move, in 1993, to
seek to balance the budget. How? The
largest tax increase in the history of
the world. So you see Government
grow as that tax increase grows. So the
real basic issue is more than just the
amendment, more than just arith-
metic, more than just the budget, it is
how much Federal Government do you
want in your lives and what are the
proper roles of State and Federal Gov-
ernment and the private sector? Those
are the real issues. So it divides pretty
clearly between those who want more
Government and want to spend more
and whether or not people ought to be
able to keep their own money. After
all, the Government has no money ex-
cept what it takes from us.

So we hear constantly, ““Let’s just do
it.” But the monument stays right in
front of us. We haven’t done it. Then
we hear, ““Well, but we are going to do
it now.”” But the President’s budget has
not moved toward balance. The Presi-
dent promised us a balanced budget,
and it is not a balanced budget. No one
would agree it is a balanced budget by
2002. On the contrary, there will prob-
ably be a $50 billion to $70 billion more
deficit then. It will go up from where it
is now.

Furthermore, we don’t have the
kinds of things we would like to have
that are targeted to needed tax relief
for families. We need permanent tax re-
lief that is not triggered. We need cap-
ital gains to encourage the economy.
Instead of that, we have a budget pre-
sented—and we are to accept that as
movement toward a balanced budget,
by having a 75-percent backload; tem-
porary tax cuts of $98 billion, but tax
increases of $76 billion? Taxes go up the
first year, and the tax cuts are not
phased in until later. More entitlement
spending, more Government—$60 bil-
lion in new entitlement spending.

Is that called balancing the budget?
It is, if you want to continue raising
taxes. That is the real choice you and
I have as voters and taxpayers. If you
want more services, you have to pay
more. That is the way that works. You
know the best example of a really good
government, | suppose, is on the local
level when the school board says we
need a new science room for the high
school and it is going to cost you $50 a
year and you get to vote on it and you
balance it. You say, is it worth it, yes;
is it worth it, no. Do we get to do that
in the Federal Government? Oh, no, of
course not.
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So what we are talking about here is
really direction, whether we have less
Government or whether we, on the
central level, move more Government
to States and local communities,
whether we in fact are able to spend
more money for our families as we
choose or whether we spend more total
tax—now the average family in the
country spends 39 percent—on our in-
come. | saw a poll the other day in
which almost unanimously they said 25
percent is the maximum that we ought
to pay. We are paying nearly 40.

So, Mr. President, this is our oppor-
tunity. This is our chance to put our
money where our mouth is. If we are
going to balance the budget, this is the
way to do it. The evidence is that we
can’t do it any other way.

So | hope we have our vote this after-
noon and it passes. If it doesn’t, it is
not the end. We will continue to do
this. We will have to. It is the only way
that we can be financially and fiscally
responsible for the future.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, as | lis-
tened to the debate on the floor of the
Senate, | heard that the budget deficits
begin in Congress and not with the
President. Let’s look at the facts. Dur-
ing the Reagan years President Reagan
got 99.999 percent of everything he
asked for in the budget, including the
deficit. In fact, during those years
President Reagan vetoed only one ap-
propriations bill. Only one spending
bill did President Reagan veto. Why?
Because it didn’t spend as much money
as he had requested. Congress actually
had come back with less money than
he requested. So he vetoed the bill and
asked for more money.

So let’s just fully understand what
happened. It was the same way with
the Bush administration. The budget
was what the President asked for. But
let’s assume that it begins here in the
Congress. Then, | ask my friends in the
Republican majority, where is your
budget? You can’t have it both ways.
You can’t say that the budget deficits
are the fault of the Congress and those
who lead the Congress. Republicans
lead the Congress. Where is the budget?

Instead of spending weeks and weeks
and weeks on the floor debating how
we might amend the Constitution—it
has been amended only 17 times since
the Bill of Rights—instead of debating
why we would amend the Constitution
with an amendment that even its pro-
ponents can’t explain its consequences,
trying to amend the Constitution just
because somebody is taking a poll and
says that is popular without going into
the details of what is involved, instead
of spending all of the time doing that,
why not actually negotiate the details
of the historic agreement of trying to
balance the budget? Why aren’t we
doing that? Because it is easier to pass
a constitutional amendment which is
so flawed that even its proponents can-
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not say what it does to Social Secu-
rity, what it does to a capital budget,
what it does to a court challenge, what
it does to the power of purse. It is easi-
er to do that than to sit down and say,
let’s talk about the tough votes, let’s
talk about what we do with school
lunch, let’s talk about what we do with
the defense budget, let’s talk about
what we do with Medicare, let’s talk
about what we do with Medicaid, let’s
talk about what we do with a farm pro-
gram, or a foreign program, and on and
on and on.

That means that every time you
come up to vote, you are going to
anger somebody; you are going to
anger a special interest group on the
right, or you are going to anger a spe-
cial interest group on the left.

So it is a lot easier to say, let’s just
toss it over to the courts, let’s toss it
over to a constitutional amendment,
let’s toss it to something that we can’t
even explain. We can’t even say what it
does to Social Security or to a capital
budget or anything else. But we can go
home with a slogan that has been test-
ed by the polls and by focus groups. We
can say, “‘l voted to balance the budg-
et.” Boloney. It is sort of like me vot-
ing to grow hair. It might make me
feel good, but “it ain’t gonna work.”” It
is the same thing here.

In light of all we have experienced,
but also what we have accomplished in
the last 4 years in bringing the deficit
down in each of those 4 years, there is
no basis today for seriously contending
that a constitutional amendment is
needed or that it is a necessary sub-
stitute for political will or even that it
is the only way to achieve a balanced
budget. We have shown in 4 years of
bringing down the deficit—and now
going into a fifth—that there are other
ways.

During the course of time that has
been reserved for debate on this pro-
posed constitutional amendment, there
has been a good deal of talk about the
President’s proposed budget. The Presi-
dent made a State of the Union Ad-
dress on February 4. He submitted his
statement on his proposed balanced
budget the following day. Then on the
next day, February 6, the President
sent his proposed budget to Congress.
My good friends in the Republican
Party have been quick to criticize that
proposed budget, but they left out one
thing in their criticism. They never
said where their budget is or what
their budget does. | ask my friends on
the other side of the aisle, Where is
your budget? If you want to say that
the budgets really come from the Con-
gress, you are in the majority. You run
the Congress. You turn the lights on in
the morning. You turn them off at
night. In between, prepare a budget.
Where is the alternative? Where are
the proposed amendments to the Presi-
dent’s plan?

I hope that we do not get into par-
tisan harping and carping and, instead,
get on to the process of developing a bi-
partisan consensus. It is not going to
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be easy, Mr. President. Like so many
other Members who have voted to bring
the deficit down 4 years in a row, | bear
the scars of saying no to every special
interest group from the right to the
left when | voted for cut after cut after
cut—the farm bill being one good ex-
ample of that, the Lugar-Leahy farm
bill. Item after item, we have done it
not by gimmicks but by solid votes.
But it has been a month now and we
have not seen a proposal for modifica-
tion of the President’s budget nor have
we seen an alternative for the majority
party. The President even came to Cap-
itol Hill to meet with congressional
leaders, going the extra mile—going
the extra 2 or 3 miles.

We are fast approaching our statu-
torily imposed deadline of April 15 for
a budget resolution. So let’s see what
this budget resolution is going to be,
and let’s debate it. Let’s proceed to de-
bate the budget and, in the words of
Secretary Rubin, “finish the job of bal-
ancing the budget by the year 2002.” It
has been 4 years of bringing the deficit
down, and we are about go into the
fifth year of bringing it down. Let’s get
a budget that does the job.

What it means is that the Repub-
licans and the Democrats are going to
have to hold hands, and we are going to
have to vote in a way that is going to
offend some of our core constituencies.
But the American people in the long
run will be better off. Certainly the
American people would be better off
and the world’s strongest economy
would be better off without tinkering
with the Constitution, which basically
becomes a judicial nightmare and does
nothing to balance the budget.

Mr. President, | reserve the remain-
der of my time.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, 1 am de-
lighted to have the relationship with
our cosponsor on this amendment on
the Democrat side, Senator BRYAN
from Nevada. He has fought a valiant
battle here, and | appreciate the oppor-
tunity of working with him on this. We
are still hoping that this vote will turn
out all right at the end of the day.

So | am more than delighted to yield
15 minutes to my distinguished friend
and colleague. | thank him for his lead-
ership on this matter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, | thank
the Chair. I thank the distinguished
Senator from Utah for his thoughtful
comments.

Mr. President, let me just say, by
way of prefacing my comments, that |
have enjoyed being a participant in
this debate. And | have enjoyed the
manner in which my colleague, the dis-
tinguished Democratic floor leader—
who has a very different point of view
from that which Senator HATCH and |
share—has conducted himself and the
arguments that he has made and the
responses by the senior Senator from
Utah. It seems to me that that is what
this institution is all about—the abil-
ity to conduct an honest debate on the
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floor with different points of view
being expressed. Hopefully from that
collision of different points of view will
emerge a public policy which will en-
able this country to move forward on
the correct course.

Mr. President, the Senate will soon
cast a historic vote to decide whether
Senate Joint Resolution 1 should be-
come a part of our Constitution. This
may very well be the most significant
vote the Senate will cast in this ses-
sion of the Congress. If we are success-
ful, it could dramatically alter the fu-
ture of our country in a very positive
way. | renew my request and urge my
colleagues to vote in favor of a bal-
anced budget amendment for the sake
of future generations.

The Senate has been debating Senate
Joint Resolution 1 for an entire month,
and just as it should when we are con-
sidering an amendment to our Con-
stitution, the debate has been thought-
ful and thorough. We have debated seri-
ous and credible amendments on a wide
range of topics including the treatment
of Social Security and capital budget-
ing. The Senate debated these issues
and after debate decided to leave Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 1 intact and re-
jected each of those proffered amend-
ments. | supported several of the
amendments, but it is now time to put
the debate on those amendments be-
hind us and pass the amendment. While
some of us may have felt that the
amendment could be improved with
certain change, all of us must realize
that we are better off with this amend-
ment than with the status quo.

I would like to take a moment to rec-
ognize the two of my colleagues who
have spent more time in the Chamber
debating this than any of us, and that
would be the senior Senator from Utah
[Mr. HATCH], and the senior Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. BYRD]. These
men have served in this institution
with distinction for a combined 60
years. During this past month, each of
them has treated us to his own brand of
eloquence in espousing his point of
view. It has been a delight for those of
us who are privileged to serve in this
institution to hear and to share in that
debate. No one who has observed the
floor proceedings can question the
depth of their sincerity about their
feelings. It is a tribute to the demo-
cratic process to see this kind of debate
occur in this Chamber.

Mr. President, amending our Con-
stitution is the most significant action
the Senate can take, and it should not
be undertaken lightly. In this case | be-
lieve the future of our country is at
stake—the ability of our children and
our children’s children to have the
same economic choices in their time
that our generation has enjoyed.

We are constantly reminded that ev-
eryone is for a balanced Federal budget
but not everyone is for a constitutional
amendment which puts that process in
place and helps us to achieve that goal.
On its face, this position appears to me
to be inconsistent. If you are for a bal-
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anced budget, it would seem the more
logical course of action would be to
support a mechanism that would help
to facilitate the outcome. | believe the
amendment accomplishes that purpose.
The amendment itself is very straight-
forward. Congress may not let spending
exceed revenues in a given year unless
a 60-percent supermajority of those
elected both in the House and the Sen-
ate vote to permit a specific amount of
deficit spending. While this does not
guarantee balanced budgets, it will, in
my judgment, make it more difficult to
authorize deficit spending if this proc-
ess, a constitutional amendment, is in
place.

My experience as Governor of Nevada
convinces me of the merits of this proc-
ess. With a State constitution that re-
quires a balanced budget, those of us
who were privileged to serve as the
chief executive of our States were
forced to make hard choices in spend-
ing and on revenues, particularly dur-
ing the period of economic slowdown
during the 1980’s. The year that | as-
sumed the Governorship of Nevada,
January 1983, we were concerned that
the State payroll would not clear be-
cause budget revenues had fallen far
short of their original and earlier pro-
jections. Yet, with that hammer of a
constitutional amendment in place in
our own State, it would have been
much more difficult, much more dif-
ficult to have ignored the constitu-
tional mandate to balance the budget.
Therefore, both the Governor and the
State legislature were able to resist
the pressure of those good people in our
State urging spending for programs
that many of us were for.

The point | think, Mr. President, is
the hard choice. It is the nature of
those who are advocates for these pro-
grams, good people all, to urge more
spending than they know a Governor at
the State level or the legislature at the
State level can approve, and it becomes
the responsibility of those of us who
have served at the State level as Gov-
ernors to submit a balanced budget and
for State legislatures to require a bal-
anced budget.

We did not have the luxury of avoid-
ing the painful cuts by running defi-
cits. That would have been the easy
way out and, unfortunately, the way
the Federal Government has chosen to
proceed in 59 of the last 67 years.

My experience as a Senator has also
taught me how difficult those budget
choices can be. The process is essen-
tially the same, with a much greater
magnitude, and while we have made
impressive progress in reducing the
deficit over the last 4 years—$107 bil-
lion in the last fiscal year, projected at
one time to be $292 billion—the Presi-
dent and Congress can justifiably take
pride in what they have accomplished,
but balancing the budget by the year
2002 will require sustained discipline,
the kind of discipline that has not
characterized our actions either from
the White House or from the Congress.
If we are successful, we will have ac-
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complished something that has oc-
curred only once in the last 33 years.

After 2002, the deficit picture gets
worse, and gets dramatically worse,
when the baby-boom generation, a
tidal wave, begins to impact the pro-
grams that we have put in place for the
elderly in America. Without the bal-
anced budget amendment, the tempta-
tion will always be there, the tempta-
tion to avoid making the hard choices.

History shows us all too well that at
the Federal level both the White House
and the Congress, without reference to
partisan affiliation, has tended to take
the easy road. It is true that Senate
Joint Resolution 1 does not guarantee
that we will not take the easy road,
but 1 submit it would make it much
harder to do so.

Many of my colleagues who have in-
dicated they plan to vote against Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 1 have stated
their concerns over not excluding So-
cial Security from the budget calcula-
tions. While | agree that excluding So-
cial Security would be in our long-term
best interests, | believe they are mis-
taken if they believe that Social Secu-
rity will be better off without the bal-
anced budget. | believe our best option
would be to exclude Social Security
from a balanced budget amendment,
and | have so voted. But our next best
option is enacting the balanced budget
amendment as it appears in the Cham-
ber today and as we will vote on it this
afternoon. Our worst option is to pre-
serve or to retain the status quo, and
that is to do nothing, to reject this
proposed balanced budget amendment.

No one disputes that a balanced
budget amendment will help end our
string of deficits. Some will argue that
we do not need it to achieve our goal,
but no one says it will not help. And
while the amendment does not man-
date a balanced budget, it does, in my
opinion, make it more likely. There-
fore, | think it is reasonable to con-
clude that a balanced budget amend-
ment will lead to less deficit spending
than if we fail to enact the balanced
budget amendment.

If a balanced budget amendment will
help cut deficit spending, what will the
effects of less deficit spending be on
programs that we all support, like So-
cial Security? Every dollar of deficit
spending that occurs now is a dollar
that will not be available to pay Social
Security retirees when they need it.
And even worse, we lose not only that
dollar but we lose the interest that we
pay on it, which multiplies rapidly
with the magic of compounding.

The best example of this can be illus-
trated by looking at where we were in
1980. If we had adopted a balanced
budget amendment in 1980, 17 years
ago, and had not increased the national
debt from about $1 trillion to more
than $5 trillion today, we would not
have to cut a single dollar from this
year’s budget to achieve balance. In
other words, we would be in surplus if
we did not have to make the interest
payments on the deficits that were run
up over the last 20 years.
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I do not want Senators years from
now to say, ‘“‘Gee, if they had only
adopted a balanced budget amendment
in 1997, we would not have added tril-
lions more to our national debt. We
would not have added billions more in
interest payments in servicing that
debt. We would not have to be cutting
the worthwhile spending programs be-
cause of the larger national debt.”

Mr. President, the trend line is both
alarming and disturbing. Since 1980,
the percentage of our budget dedicated
to servicing the debt has risen from 7
to 15 percent. This year’s budget con-
tains a line item of $245 billion for in-
terest payment on the national debt.
That is the net interest payment. In
other words, almost $1 out of every $6
in our budget goes to servicing the $5.3
trillion national debt.

Worse than that, if the interest we
earn from Social Security and other
trust funds which is supposed to be
saved to be paid out in future years is
excluded, the gross interest we owe is
really $350 billion.

No one claims running a Federal
budget deficit actually helps Social Se-
curity or other Federal program over
the long haul. Congressman JOE KEN-
NEDY who is an undisputed champion of
social programs to help the poor makes
this point very eloquently. He main-
tains that deficit spending has not
helped, but has hurt, spending for so-
cial programs.

Every dollar that must go to servic-
ing the national debt is a dollar that
cannot go to school lunch programs,
paving roads, or repairing our ne-
glected national parks. Interest pay-
ments are now the second largest Fed-
eral spending item following Social Se-
curity in our budget.

I must ask my colleagues who sup-
port taking Social Security out of the
balanced budget amendment, as | do,
whether their interests are not better
served by a constitutional amendment
that helps facilitate a balanced budget.

This is now my 9th year in the Sen-
ate. 1 do not recall a single Senator
getting up and offering a budget that
excluded Social Security from the
budget calculations. For those who
profess to feel so strongly about Social
Security that they cannot vote for a
balanced budget amendment, why have
they never attempted to exclude Social
Security from past budgets?

While it is wrong to use Social Secu-
rity to mask the true size of the defi-
cit, including Social Security, that is
no reason to vote against a balanced
budget amendment, in my view.

The greatest threat to Social Secu-
rity is the debt. There are real and tan-
gible benefits for every American fam-
ily if we balance the Federal budget.

Interest rates are estimated to be 2
percent higher because of the deficit.
The average price of a new home is
$37,000 more because we can’t balance
the budget. A student loan is estimated
to be almost $2,000 more expensive and
a new car $1,000 more expensive be-
cause we haven’t balanced the budget.
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Under current trends, a child born
today will have to pay $180,000 over
their lifetime to service the national
debt. What kind of burden are we pass-
ing on to future generations?

Given the overwhelming benefits of a
balanced Federal budget, | strongly be-
lieve this country needs a balanced
budget amendment to help us achieve
this goal. Yes, there are some risks
that a minority of our legislators will
act irresponsibly—but that can happen
today if 41 Senators choose to fili-
buster. Therefore, | believe we gain the
benefits of greater pressure to achieve
a balanced budget without incurring
additional risks.

We have a historic opportunity this
afternoon to change the future course
of our country in a very positive way.
If we fail, I am afraid we will look back
20 years from now and be even further
in debt, with fewer economic choices
for that generation, and regret that we
had not taken this important step
today.

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor
of Senate Joint Resolution 1. This vote
will be your legacy to your children
and to our country’s future economic
well-being.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, | thank
my distinguished friend and colleague,
and certainly for his kind remarks re-
garding me. | take those as a special
feeling of friendship and love for the
work he has done and the kindness he
has shown to me. | want to personally
express my appreciation for how hard
he has worked on this amendment, how
much it has meant to me and others on
this side—very much—and, | think, to
his colleagues who are voting with him
on his side. | just want to personally
express my gratitude to him for the
good work he has done.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, | also
have great affection and respect for the
Senator from Nevada. | know to err is
human and to forgive divine. While |
make no claims of divinity, | forgive
him for his position on this.

I also point out both the distin-
guished Senator from Nevada and the
distinguished Senator from Utah are
two of the hardest working Members of
this body. In their debate, they have
been strong and forthright, as has the
distinguished Presiding Officer, who
made his first speech on the Senate
floor on this issue. | noted at that
time, so many times when one gives his
or her first speech on the floor it is on
an inconsequential item. This time, it
was one of the most important items
that the distinguished Presiding Offi-
cer will have a chance to debate during
his tenure in this body.

| say this because | think during the
past weeks of debate, all of us, Repub-
licans and Democrats, have tried to
fulfill our responsibility as one of the
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two Houses of Congress to create a full
and fair record. Sometimes it may have
seemed tiring, for the distinguished
Senator from Utah and myself, as floor
managers, to be here. But the more we
have listened, the more we have real-
ized that this is one of those issues
where a strong and full debate record
has been made. Even if those of us who
have been here may not realize that at
this moment, certainly historians will.

I believe most of the men and women
in this body, in both parties, have ap-
proached this historic debate with a se-
riousness the consideration of a con-
stitutional amendment requires. Every
one of us should pause and think: We
vote either to amend the Constitution
or not to amend the Constitution. With
the exception of a vote to declare war
or with the exception of one or two
other areas, | cannot think of anything
that approaches the seriousness of vot-
ing on a constitutional amendment. No
Member of the Senate should take that
lightly. All Members of the Senate
should think they may only once in
their lifetimes actually have a vote
that will determine whether the long
and almost sacred process of amending
our Constitution begins. So we should
think long and hard how we vote.

Those of us who expressed our reluc-
tance to amend the Constitution, for
this or many other issues, have at least
said, if we are going to amend the Con-
stitution, let us make sure the amend-
ment is as good as can be written.

We have offered serious and substan-
tial amendments to this proposal. | be-
lieve the amendments that we have of-
fered—all from this side of the aisle—
have revealed serious and substantial
flaws in this proposed change to our
Constitution.

What has bothered me in this debate
is instead of addressing these serious
and substantial flaws, instead of ac-
knowledging what writers outside the
Senate have acknowledged, that the
proposed change to the Constitution is
flawed, but instead of addressing the
substantial flaws, the sponsors of the
resolution have proceeded with a no-
amendment strategy, in which they
have failed to consider the merits of
the amendments. | think there was an
up-or-down vote only one of the amend-
ments. The others were all tabled. The
sponsors of this proposed constitu-
tional amendment have taken the
unyielding position that no changes in
the language are acceptable.

I cannot think of an instance that a
major and contentious issue has
reached the Senate floor where Mem-
bers have not realized, before its con-
clusion, that there may well have to be
some changes. During the weeks of de-
bate on Senate Joint Resolution 1, this
no-amendment strategy has been a dis-
appointment to many, certainly to the
senior Senator from Vermont. | do not
believe this is the way to debate an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States. Both proponents and op-
ponents of this proposed constitutional
change should be searching for the best
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language possible to propose to the
States.

My own feelings, as a Member of the
U.S. Senate, is that if this is going to
pass, let it at least pass in the best pos-
sible form. Today, it is a long way from
that.

As the distinguished Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. TORRICELLI], said,
““Good is simply not good enough when
we are amending the Constitution of
the United States.”

Frankly, Mr. President, constitu-
tional amendments are held to a higher
standard. The perfecting and substitute
amendments offered during the debate
on this amendment showed the serious
and substantial flaws, and | will recall
a few of them.

I will continue speaking. | have al-
ready talked with my good friend from
Utah about when a Member on the
other side comes and seeks recognition,
I will, of course, yield for him or her to
speak. But while waiting for that, let
me talk about a few of these amend-
ments.

We had the Durbin amendment. The
distinguished Senator from Illinois
[Mr. DURBIN], offered the first amend-
ment during our debate, and it high-
lighted the fact that Senate Joint Res-
olution 1 is unsound economic policy.
What he did in his amendment would
have allowed us to waive this article by
majority vote in the event of an eco-
nomic recession or a serious economic
emergency.

His amendment had the underpinning
of the statements of more than a thou-
sand of the Nation’s most respected
economists, including at least 11 Nobel
laureates and the former chairman of
President Nixon’s Council of Economic
Advisers, the current and former Fed-
eral Reserve Board Chairman, the
former Democratic and Republican di-
rectors of the Congressional Budget Of-
fice. All agreed that the underlying
resolution, Senate Joint Resolution 1,
was unsound economic policy. They all
agreed that it would hamper the Gov-
ernment’s ability to cope with eco-
nomic downturns.

Treasury Secretary Rubin, one of the
most respected Treasury Secretaries |
have served with in my 22 years here,
testified before the Judiciary Commit-
tee:

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

I think of the history books that tell
us that as the United States was going
into its greatest depression, President
Herbert Hoover, wanting to give credi-
bility to the American people and hope
to them, instituted a balanced-budget
policy. It was like throwing gasoline on
to the smoldering embers of an embry-
onic depression, and what might have
been only a slight recession became a
depression that destroyed the hopes
and dreams of many of our parents and
grandparents. It was a depression that

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

wreaked the greatest havoc in the lives
of American people in this century. It
was a depression that caused great mi-
gration of people from various parts of
our country, nearly wreaked our farm
economy, our agrarian economy, and
destroyed the hopes and dreams of fam-
ilies in every part of America.

What we have done now is say if your
State or region is hit by a major reces-
sion or emergency that a minority of
Senators or a minority of Representa-
tives could stop a Federal response to
that major recession or emergency. Al-
though the sponsors of this measure re-
peatedly outline the dangers of a budg-
et deficit, they fail to address how the
proposed constitutional amendment
will provide for the flexibility needed
in economic downturns without hold-
ing working families in hard-hit re-
gions hostage to a supermajority vote.
Senator DURBIN’s amendment would
have restored that flexibility by requir-
ing a majority vote to respond to eco-
nomic recessions and emergencies.

But the sponsors and proponents of
Senate Joint Resolution 1 opposed the
Durbin amendment. The sponsors and
proponents of the underlying resolu-
tion did not offer alternative language
to address the real economic concerns
surrounding Senate Joint Resolution 1.
Instead, with lockstep voting, they de-
feated the Durbin amendment by a
vote of 64 to 35. Having forced this ef-
fort to be tabled on February 10, and
they rejected the Torricelli amend-
ment on February 26, the Republican
leadership hinted this weekend that
they are now themselves finally consid-
ering an amendment along these lines
but have not brought one forward.

It is ironic, last Friday, the Senate
passed an air ticket tax—they rein-
stated one that had lapsed—imposed a
significant tax without a recorded vote
by unanimous consent. | wonder
whether the proponents of the provi-
sions of the underlying resolution
would draft in the Constitution a re-
quirement that such measures only be
passed by a constitutional majority
after a recorded vote. In this body the
majority leader called up the matter,
and, in moments, it was done. | am not
suggesting it should not have been
done, but it is also reality. This is a
significant tax. It is a significant tax
from which the American people bene-
fit. Hopefully, it will make our airports
safer, air traffic more efficient and
safer, and we benefit by it. But it was
not reinstated with a recorded vote.

I withhold the remainder of my time.
Mr. President, | had other amendments
| was going to speak to, but | see the
distinguished Senator from Maryland
on the floor who is seeking time. How
much time does the Senator from
Maryland want?

Mr. SARBANES. Twelve minutes.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, | yield 12
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Maryland. And, Mr. President, be-
fore doing that, | understand this, that
we are going back and forth. Does the
distinguished Senator from Utah have
any objection?
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Mr. HATCH. | have no objection. This
is fine. | am happy to accommodate the
minority on this.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, | was
going to speak about the Dodd amend-
ment, but | will withhold on that and
will do that at another time. | yield 12
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Maryland.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, |
thank the distinguished Senator from
Vermont for yielding me this time.

Mr. President, there is no doubt that
this is an extremely important vote
that Senators are about to cast this
afternoon. An amendment to the Con-
stitution to require a balanced budget
ought to give every Senator great
pause.

First of all, amending the Constitu-
tion is no light enterprise under any
circumstances. Second, we ought to be
certain that we are not falling into the
trap of unintended consequences, that
we do not pass an amendment that
does more harm than good. In this re-
spect, we ought to heed the advice
which we have been receiving from
many quarters with respect to the po-
tentia