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the budget agreement. There are funds
in here for that area. There are more
than enough funds in that area. In fact,
I think there will be a struggle to find
the best way to provide those funds to
the people that want to have child
health care.

So it will be a very, very bad change
in the makeup of this legislation and
could unravel the whole budget agree-
ment, if the Kennedy amendment is ap-
proved today.

So I hope that we start off the day by
having a fine discussion about what is
in the bill, and what the alternative of-
fered is. But we need also to recognize
that is a substantial increase in what
is provided in this particular area. It is
totally different from what was in the
budget agreement that the administra-
tion agreed to.

So I urge my colleagues to Kkeep
calm. Let’s keep working. But let’s not
start passing amendments that will
change the mix of the make up of this
budget agreement.

I yield the floor at this time, Mr.
President.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ENzI). The clerk will report the budget
resolution.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 27)
setting forth the congressional budget for
the United States Government for fiscal
years 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the concurrent resolution.

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Utah.

AMENDMENT NO. 297
(Purpose: To provide affordable health cov-

erage for low- and moderate-income chil-
dren and for additional deficit reduction,
financed by an increase in the tobacco tax;
in addition to the amounts included in the
bipartisan budget agreement for one or
both of the following: (1) Medicaid, includ-
ing outreach activities to identify and en-
roll eligible children and providing 12-
month continuous eligibility; and also to
restore Medicaid for current disabled chil-
dren losing SSI because of the new, more
strict definition of childhood eligibility;
and (2) a program of capped mandatory
grants to States to finance health insur-
ance coverage for uninsured children)

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Utah [Mr. HATCH], for
himself, and Mr. KENNEDY, proposes an
amendment numbered 297.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 3, line 3, increase the amount by
6,000,000,000.
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On page 41, line 8, increase the amount by
30,000,000,000.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the time on
this amendment be allocated to me as
the prime sponsor of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
the order.

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

Mr. HATCH. On the Senator’s time.

Mr. FORD. I don’t have any time.

Mr. HATCH. I will be glad to yield to
the Senator.

Mr. FORD. I want to know if this
amendment is similar to 525 and 526
that you had as health care for chil-
dren and a tax bill that is now com-
bined? They are basically the same?

Mr. HATCH. It is basically geared to
get us to that point. Yes.

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for one observation
on my time?

Mr. HATCH. I will.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
want to make sure that the Senator,
the prime sponsor, understands that in
the unanimous-consent request fol-
lowing disposition of the KXKennedy
amendment, which I assume——

Mr. HATCH. This is not the Kennedy
amendment. This is the Hatch-Kennedy
amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI. That language does
not preclude a second-degree amend-
ment.

Mr. HATCH. That is correct.

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator under-
stands that.

Mr. HATCH. I understand that.

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I sent
this amendment to the desk on behalf
of myself and Senator KENNEDY. This is
well known as the Hatch-Kennedy
amendment. I think everyone in the
Senate ought to know that. It is an
amendment that we have worked out
over a 6-month period, or longer, and
one that I think deserves consideration
in every sense of that term.

The amendment that Senator KEN-
NEDY and I offer today addresses what
I consider to be a top priority of this
Congress: making sure America’s kids
are healthy.

The Hatch-Kennedy amendment calls
for an increase in the tobacco excise
tax to fund additional spending for
children’s health insurance.

We have made enactment of a bipar-
tisan children’s health insurance bill a
top priority this Congress, and plan to
press forward at every opportunity if
the Senate does not act in a respon-
sible manner.

This amendment is the right thing to
do, and I urge its adoption.

Specifically, our amendment would
raise $30 billion in revenues through a
43-cent tobacco excise tax increase.

Twenty billion dollars will be used
for services to uninsured kids, and $10
billion for deficit reduction.
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We intend that the money be used for
the same purposes as those outlined in
the bipartisan budget agreement; that
is, for Medicaid and for a mandatory
capped State grant program to finance
health insurance for uninsured chil-
dren.

Under our amendment, $18 billion in
program funding will go to the Labor
Committee, and $2 billion to the Fi-
nance Committee, to be added to the
$16 billion already in the budget resolu-
tion. That means each committee will
get $18 billion to work on complemen-
tary programs to help the poor and
near poor.

To pass this amendment—and this is
an uphill battle we face—we need to
have the will to do two things.

First, we must recognize that we
need to help children from America’s
working families, as well as the poorest
of the poor.

About 88 percent of uninsured chil-
dren come from families where at least
one parent is employed.

Don’t forget that. Eighty-eight per-
cent of these Kkids live in a family
where one parent works, at least.

The majority of these kids will not
be addressed by any Medicaid bill.

Second, in order to help these forgot-
ten children, we need to have the cour-
age to take on some very powerful spe-
cial interests.

When we started this fight I knew
that Big Tobacco would not just roll
over and play dead. And they have not
disappointed me.

If we demonstrate one thing by this
vote today let it be this: we are sending
a message today that Senator KENNEDY
and I and the other supporters of this
bill will stand up for children and
against Big Tobacco.

Senators, who do you stand with? Joe
Camel, or Joey? That is what it comes
down to.

What the Senate must do today is de-
cide whether we are going to protect
Joe Camel, or whether we are going to
protect Joey.

Let our votes today be the answer.

Now I am certain that those speaking
in opposition to our amendment will
offer a lot of complicated reasons why
our amendment is deficient.

But as they talk, ask yourself who
should be protected: Joey or Joe
Camel?

Sometimes the logic of something is
just so simple that no amount of obfus-
cation, legal mumbo-jumbo, technical
economic jargon, and procedural objec-
tions can fool the American public.

I expect that some will come to the
floor today and say that this budget
resolution is the wrong time and place
for this legislation.

One of their objections will be that
the bill includes $10 billion in deficit
reduction. Some will argue that this is
not needed in a balanced budget docu-
ment.

Those who make that argument sim-
ply do not take into account the fact
that the interest payments on the ac-
cumulated annual deficits—the $6 tril-
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lion national debt—now consume 15%
of annual Federal spending. This is as
much as we spend for our national de-
fense.

Having managed the floor debate for
the balanced budget amendment that
fell 1 vote short of the 67 necessary
votes, I have a special place in my
heart for the “LD” part of the CHILD
bill: lowering the deficit.

Once again, think of Joe Camel and
Joey.

Frankly, as a conservative Repub-
lican I am proud to have convinced so
many Democrats to cosponsor legisla-
tion that provides $1 for deficit reduc-
tion for every $2 devoted to program
costs. If this model is adopted in other
areas, not only will we more quickly
reach the goal of a balanced budget,
but we will also be better able to face
the formidable challenges of entitle-
ment reform and financing the na-
tional debt.

Our amendment has two very basic
and extremely important goals.

The Hatch-Kennedy healthy Kkids
amendment benefits American fami-
lies, working families so that they can
get health care. The healthy Kkids
amendment helps reduce the deficit
and reduce our debt service require-
ments.

Our amendment will help millions of
kids get a healthy start in life. As it
stands now, we know that too many
American children do not get the bene-
fits of health insurance.

The General Accounting Office re-
cently made a number of important ob-
servations about this problem. In
House testimony, the GAO said:

In summary, we have found that while
most children have health insurance, almost
10 million children lack insurance. Between
1989 and 1995, the percentage of children with
private coverage declined significantly—part
of an overall decline in coverage of depend-
ents through family health insurance poli-
cles.

The GAO concluded:

Had this decrease not occurred, nearly 5
million more children would have had pri-
vate health insurance.

From these observations of GAO, I
think it is fair to say that there is a
big problem in the area of children’s
health insurance, and unless we do
something about it, it is bound to get
bigger.

Who are these 10 million children?
These uninsured Kids come from work-
ing families. At least 88 percent of
those kids come from families where at
least one parent is working. Many live
in families whose income is just above
the Medicaid limit, but they do not
make enough money to provide health
insurance for their kids.

Who are the Hatch-Kennedy kids? I
will tell you who they are. They are, in
large part, the children of good, hard-
working families who make too much
for Medicaid and not enough to buy
their own health insurance.

This chart shows you that there is a
pronounced spike in the number of un-
insured Americans who live in that
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$20,000 to $30,000 working-class income
bracket. This is the family income
range of many of these families who
stand to benefit from the Hatch-Ken-
nedy amendment.

It is clear to this Senator that there
is a problem to be solved. These are un-
insured Americans.

Some are saying we do not need this
amendment. The budget negotiators
did a good job, in my opinion, in in-
cluding a significant amount of new
spending for children’s health—$16 bil-
lion in this budget resolution. That is a
good start, and I praised them for it.
No question about it. But the fact is
there are about 10 million kids in the
United States without health insur-
ance, and I believe that the budget res-
olution probably will not cover even
half of them.

I think it is important that my col-
leagues understand the Congressional
Budget Office is coming in with very
conservative estimates on the number
of children who will be served under
various congressional proposals. For
example, the CBO, Congressional Budg-
et Office, has estimated that the Med-
icaid 12-month, continuous eligibility
proposal would cost $14 billion alone if
implemented by every State. That
alone is almost all of the money in this
budget resolution. Or, if you look at it
another way, the Federal share of Med-
icaid costs for a child is about $860 on
average this year. According to the
Employee Benefit Research Institute,
there are 4.7 million uninsured children
whose parents make less than 125 per-
cent of the Federal poverty level. That
is $19,500 for a family of four.

How can they afford insurance? By
simple calculation, to cover those kids
under Medicaid would cost $4.2 billion,
about $1 billion more a year than is in-
cluded in this budget resolution, and
that is just the Medicaid kids. There
are 7 million here who are not. And
this would leave the vast majority of
children of working parents under 125
percent of poverty level uncovered.

While I admit $16 billion is a substan-
tial start and I commend my col-
leagues on the Budget Committee, it is
just not enough to do the whole job.

Many of us are also cosponsors of
the Chafee-Rockefeller-Jeffords-Breaux
CHIPS bill, which is estimated to cost
at least $15 billion, perhaps even more.
This Medicaid bill is targeted to help 5
million kids, including the 3 million or
so Medicaid-eligible children who are
not enrolled because they do not know
enough to get enrolled.

We see these two bills as compatible.
The CHIPS bill improves basic Med-
icaid, and our bill would be added on
top of that to take care of these unin-
sured kids who do not qualify. There
obviously is a close connection between
the two. That is why in our amendment
we decided to divide the money equally
between each of the two committees,
Labor and Finance, and to work out an
integrated approach.

Let me also take a few minutes to ex-
plain my views about using a tobacco
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tax as the revenue source for our
amendment. There can be no doubt
that smoking and tobacco use are
major public health problems. By any
measure they are costly.

Smoking is our Nation’s No. 1 pre-
ventable health cause of death. There
are about 48 million Americans who
smoke. About 2 million Americans use
other tobacco products like chewing
tobacco. There are 3 million kids who
smoke.

Consider these smoking facts. Smok-
ing causes cancer and is addictive. One
out of five cancers is caused by smok-
ing; four out of five lung cancers are
caused by smoking; 3,000 kids are start-
ing to smoke every day; 50 percent of
all smokers begin before age 15, 90 per-
cent before the age 18; 419,000 American
smokers die annually. Just think about
it. Of those 3,000 young Americans who
start smoking every day, at least half
of them are going to become nicotine
addicts.

Tobacco accounts for more deaths
than homicide, car and airplane acci-
dents, alcohol, heroin, crack and AIDS
combined. In fact, cigarettes are a
major cause of fire fatalities in the
United States. In 1990, cigarettes were
responsible for about one-quarter of all
deaths associated with residential
fires. This represented over 1,000 deaths
in our society.

Every day nearly 3,000 young Ameri-
cans become regular smokers. Eventu-
ally, 1,000 will die early from tobacco-
related diseases. Unfortunately, ciga-
rette smoking is on the rise among the
young. About 8 in 10 smokers begin to
use tobacco before age 18 and about
one-half of all smokers started at age
14 or earlier.

According to a 1994 CDC report, to-
bacco costs our society $100 billion an-
nually—$50 billion in direct medical
costs. Of 24 billion cigarette packs sold
in 1993, $2.06 per pack in medical care
costs. Of this, 89 cents was paid by pub-
lic sources; $10 billion Medicare, $5 bil-
lion Medicaid, $4.75 billion other Fed-
eral, and $16.75 billion higher insurance
premiums. Just think about that.

The price of cigarettes devoted to-
ward taxes has slipped over the last
three decades and, even with the in-
crease we propose today, will actually
be lower proportionately once this bill
is enacted than it was in 1964 when Sur-
geon General Luther Terry reported for
the first time that smoking causes can-
cer.

As a conservative, I am generally op-
posed to tax increases. I firmly believe
that the Federal Government should
spend less and that the American peo-
ple should keep more of their money
that they earn in our economy. Yet the
statistics about tobacco use and costs
that I cited above, I believe, make the
case that tobacco products are impos-
ing external costs onto society that are
not adequately reflected in the price of
these inherently dangerous products.
Simply stated, the producers and con-
sumers of tobacco products are not
paying for the full costs of this prod-
uct.
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When I balance the opportunity that
we have in terms of helping to provide
health insurance and services for chil-
dren, coupled with the significant def-
icit reduction component against my
natural aversion to raising taxes, I
come down in favor of this financing
mechanism with the tobacco tax or, as
I call it, a user fee because only those
who smoke are going to pay this tax.
And 50 percent of them, according to
the recent polls, are for this tax real-
izing that smoking causes a lot of det-
riment to society.

If we are going to commit ourselves
to addressing the problem of adequate
health care for children, then it is es-
sential that we identify how this pro-
gram is going to be funded.

I knew I was going to take the heat
on this one, but I strongly believed
that it was the fiscally responsible
thing to do, and I still think this is the
case.

Accordingly, let me pose to my col-
leagues this question. What do you be-
lieve is a better offset? From what pro-
gram do you suggest we take the
money? Now, I am willing to listen and
discuss this issue but, quite frankly, I
have not heard from anybody con-
cerning a viable alternative financing
source.

Let us get to the real issue here.
Smoking is dangerous for our public
health, and it is dangerous for our
economy. It hurts the kids we are try-
ing to help. That is the crux of our
amendment here today.

Many of the critics of our proposal
have seized on this amendment today
to express concerns which were raised
earlier about the Child Health Insur-
ance and Lower Deficit Act. A lot of
those charges against the bill are in
error, as I am prepared to debate here
today. But the fundamental question
today is not should we pass the Hatch-
Kennedy child bill. Rather, the more
pertinent question before the body is
should we do more for children’s
health?

The answer, totally clear to this Sen-
ator, is ‘“‘most definitely.” I consider
children’s health to be a top priority
issue for this Congress. I think the
American people expect that of us.

My colleagues may be interested in a
Wall Street Journal-NBC News poll
taken between April 26 and 28 of this
yvear. The question was posed as fol-
lows:

Two Senators, a Republican and a Demo-
crat, have proposed increasing cigarette
taxes by 43 cents a pack and giving much of
the money raised to help States provide
health insurance for uninsured children.
Based on this description, do you favor or op-
pose this plan?

The response was astounding. I ask
unanimous consent that it be printed
in the RECORD.

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

WALL STREET JOURNAL/NBC NEWS POLL,

APRIL 26-28, 1997

Question: Two Senators, a Republican and

a Democrat, have proposed increasing ciga-
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rette taxes by 43 cents a pack, and giving
much of the money raised to help states pro-
vide health insurance for uninsured children.
Based on this description, do you favor or op-
pose this plan?

[In percent]

Not

Favor sure

Oppose

All adults 72 24
Men 67 30
Women 76 20
Northeast 73 20
Midwest 73 26
South 69 28
West 74 23
Whites 70 26
Blacks 80 16
Age 18 to 34
Age 35 to 49 .
Age 50 to 64 .
Age 65 and over
Under $20,000 inc
$20,000 to $30,000
$30,000 to 50,000 ..
Over $50,000
Urban
Suburb/towns .
Rural 70 28
Registered voters .... .
Non-Registered adults 65 32
Remolclrats ...................................................... 79 18

Ind i 69 2]
Clinton voters .

Dole voters ... .
Liberals 79 19

Moderates 79 19
CONSEIVALIVES ...vooovevecreveeeresrererissererneeeienens 64 31
Professionals/Managers 76 21
White collar workers
Blue collar workers .
High School or less
Some College ......
College graduates

-
=
>
s
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Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, 72 per-
cent of all adults responded that they
favor this proposal and only 24 percent
were opposed; 67 percent of all men ap-
proved of this proposal and 76 percent
of all women were in favor. The results
were remarkably consistent through-
out each geographic region in the
United States, across age groups and,
indeed, income groups.

The point is simple. This is an idea
whose time has come. So to those who
believe there is a better way to go, I
earnestly solicit your views. Indeed, I
will make an offer to every Member in
this body. I want to work with each of
you and with our leadership to address
this issue in a responsible way. If
changes need to be made, if we need to
move toward a middle ground in order
to get a proposal enacted, I will be an
advocate for these changes. It is for
this reason that Senator KENNEDY and
I initiated our discussions on this issue
several months ago.

The fact is that Senator KENNEDY
and I approach issues like these from
vastly different ends of the political
spectrum. That perhaps is what
strengthens the product of our discus-
sions on those issues, the fact that we
can find common ground. I believe we
desperately need to find that bipar-
tisan common ground on an issue like
child health insurance, an issue which
matters to so many of all of our con-
stituents.

I think one of the lessons we have
learned in the last 18 months is that
the American public believes Congress
is unnecessarily politicizing issues and
sandbagging legislation in areas which
beg for action. Children’s health is an
obvious example. I caution my col-
leagues not to be ashamed to work in a
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bipartisan manner. Working across the
aisle and knitting together political
coalitions in order to get things done is
an element of leadership, and I think it
is what the public expects of all of us.
I think that our approach is a true bi-
partisan partnership. Public health
leaders back this approach.

Six former Cabinet Secretaries of
HHS or its predecessor, HEW, rep-
resenting all Presidential administra-
tions back to the Nixon administration
support our amendment. I thank Secre-
taries Elliot Richardson, David Mat-
hews, Joseph Califano, Richard
Schweiker, Otis Bowen, and Louis Sul-
livan for their support and leadership
in moving this legislation.

I also want my colleagues to know
that former Surgeons General C. Ever-
ett Koop, Julius Richmond, Paul
Erlich, and Jesse Steinfield are back-
ing this effort.

Today is the time for we politicians
to take the advice of these leaders in
public health and vote to increase the
tax on tobacco users in order to help
children. Indeed, the budget com-
promise and the child bill plus the
public’s heightened sense of concern
about the perils of tobacco are coming
together to present a rare and historic
opportunity for our society to help
children get health insurance, further
discourage tobacco use, especially
among our young people, and target a
sizable $10 billion for deficit reduction.

This is a unique time, and we should
make the most of it. I believe that we
can and should strengthen Medicaid
and create a new program for those
children from working families who are
not Medicaid eligible. That is what our
amendment is intended to do.

I will not use up all our time. Let us
just keep this simple. Vote for Joey,
not for Joe Camel. I reserve the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield myself 10 min-
utes.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Lauren Ewers be given privi-
leges of the Senate floor during the
pending debate on the budget resolu-
tion.

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, first
of all, I commend my friend and col-
league, Senator HATCH, for explaining
the thrust of this legislation and the
range of support that we have for it
and the importance of it for working
families. Let me just continue in the
presentation.

Mr. President, I join Senator HATCH
in offering this amendment to guar-
antee a healthy start in life for every
American child. Our amendment to the
budget poses a clear choice for every
Senator. Whose interests do you care
about—the interests of America’s chil-
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dren—or the interests of the big to-
bacco companies? Are you for Joe
Camel and the Marlboro Man, or mil-
lions of children who lack adequate
health care?

Our amendment will make the
Hatch-Kennedy children’s health insur-
ance plan part of the budget. Our goal
is to make health insurance accessible
and affordable for every child. The plan
is financed by an increase of 43 cents a
pack in the cigarette tax. That in-
crease has the additional important
benefit of reducing smoking by chil-
dren.

Our plan has broad bipartisan sup-
port—because health care for children
is not a Republican issue or a Demo-
cratic issue. It is a human issue. Six
former Secretaries of the Department
of Health and Human Services and four
former Surgeon Generals have endorsed
the plan. These leaders served under
Presidents Nixon, Ford, Carter,
Reagan, and Bush. They all understand
the importance of health insurance for
children and decisive action to reduce
smoking. They all understand that
health care for children is an issue that
should transcend political party and
ideology.

We all know the crisis we are facing
in children’s health. Ten and a half
million children in this country—1
child in every 7T—have no health insur-
ance. Over a 2 year period, 23 million
children—1 child in every 3—are with-
out health insurance for substantial
periods of time.

Ninety percent of uninsured children
are members of working families. Their
families work hard—40 hours a week, 52
weeks a year—but all their hard work
can’t buy their children the health care
they need, because they don’t qualify
for Medicaid and they can’t afford to
buy insurance on their own.

Too many children are left out and
left behind because they are uninsured.
Too many parents face a cruel choice
between putting food on the table, pay-
ing the rent, and giving their children
the health care they need.

For millions of children the only
family doctor is the hospital emer-
gency room. Each year 600,000 sick
children do not receive any medical
care, because they are uninsured. Each
year, 400,000 children go without the
medicine their doctors have prescribed
because they have no insurance. Each
year, 1% million children go without
the dental care they need, because they
have no insurance. Each year, 600,000
uninsured children suffer from asthma
and less than half see a physician even
once.

Each month, 1 million uninsured
children suffer from sore throats with
high fever. If they have strep throats,
it can lead to heart disease and kidney
disease if it’s not treated. Each year,
300,000 uninsured children have chron-
ic, untreated ear infections. Uninsured
children are 50 percent more likely to
die in the hospital than other children
because their parents couldn’t afford
the health insurance they needed.
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We all know our country’s shameful
record on infant mortality—we rank
behind 17 other industrialized coun-
tries.

The lack of health care for children
plagues the education system too. Chil-
dren who are sick can’t study well in
school. Children who cannot see the
blackboard because they have no eye-
glasses can’t succeed in the classroom.
Children who cannot hear the teacher
are unlikely to learn. Children who do
not get a healthy start in life are un-
likely to have a healthy future. And
without healthy children, our country
won’t have a healthy future either—be-
cause children are the country’s future.

Passage of this amendment, com-
bined with the money already included
in the budget agreement, can end this
crisis and make this the Congress in
which we guarantee every child the op-
portunity for the healthy start in life
that should be the birthright of every
child.

A budget is about setting priorities.
There is no more important priority
than health care for our children.

The amendment provides the addi-
tional funds necessary to achieve our
goal. It includes in the instructions to
the Finance Committee the necessary
adjustments to provide for a 43-cent-a-
pack increase in the cigarette tax to fi-
nance the coverage. And it includes in
the instructions to the Finance and
Labor and Human Resources Com-
mittee the spending to implement this
program.

The Hatch-Kennedy legislation in-
cludes provisions that were common to
bills introduced two Congresses ago by
Republicans and Democrats alike. It
will make health insurance coverage
more affordable for every working fam-
ily with uninsured children. It does so
without creating any new Government
mandates—on the States, on the insur-
ance industry, or on individuals. The
program is purely voluntary.

Our legislation creates no new enti-
tlement. Instead, it encourages family
responsibility, by offering parents the
help they need to purchase affordable
health insurance for their children.

The bill does not create any new bu-
reaucracies—either Federal or State.
The Federal Government already col-
lects tobacco taxes, and all States have
agencies that run their Medicaid, pub-
lic health, and children’s health insur-
ance programs.

Our legislation builds on what the
States are already doing. Fourteen
States have their own public programs
on which our proposal is modeled. An-
other 17 States have private programs
to subsidize the cost of child-only cov-
erage for low-income families.

Finally, our proposal builds on the
private insurance industry. States
choosing to participate will contract
with private insurers to provide child-
only private coverage. Subsidies will be
available to help families purchase the
coverage for their children, or to par-
ticipate in employment-based health
plans.
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Even families not eligible for the fi-
nancial assistance will be helped by
this plan, since children’s health insur-
ance policies will be widely available in
all States as a result of this proposal.

Under our plan, $20 billion over the
next 5 years will be available to expand
health insurance for children, and an
additional $10 billion will be available
for deficit reduction beyond what is
provided in the budget agreement.

Paying for this program by an in-
crease in the cigarette tax is both log-
ical and practical. The link between
smoking and children’s health is obvi-
ous. If we do nothing, 5 million of to-
day’s children will die from smoking-
related illnesses.

For years, tobacco companies have
cynically targeted the Nation’s chil-
dren. It is appropriate now to ask those
companies and smokers to make a con-
tribution to the cost of health insur-
ance for children. By providing a spe-
cific financing source to cover the cost
of the program we are doing the fis-
cally responsible thing.

Some will oppose this legislation on
the grounds that the $16 billion already
included in the budget over the next 5
years is enough. But the fact is, the $16
billion is barely enough to cover the 3
million uninsured children already eli-
gible for Medicaid but not partici-
pating. In total, it will cover only 3.7
million children of the 10% million who
are uninsured. Let me repeat that: It
will cover only 3.7 million children of
the 10 million uninsured.

The budget agreement is an impor-
tant step forward. But that improve-
ment is not enough to help the seven
million other children in hard-working
families whose parents will still make
too much to qualify for Medicaid but
not enough to buy the health care their
children need. The Hatch-Kennedy plan
fills that large gap.

Some will oppose this legislation on
the grounds that the budget agreement
was designed to cut taxes, not increase
them. But a cigarette tax increase is a
user fee and affirmative step to im-
prove health care. It is not like other
taxes. If you don’t smoke, you don’t
pay the tax. We all know the heavy
costs that tobacco companies and
smokers inflict on all taxpayers. The
average pack of cigarettes sells for
$1.80 today—and it costs the Nation
$3.90 in smoking-related costs. This
proposal helps in a modest way to off-
set those costs.

Every poll shows that, unlike other
tax increases, raising the cigarette tax
has overwhelming public support. The
only people who don’t like this in-
crease are the tobacco companies and
their lobbyists.

Some will claim that this program
will displace existing private insurance
coverage. But our bill has strong safe-
guards to prevent this from happening.
In fact, it has not occurred in the
States that have already acted to im-
plement similar programs.

Some will argue that this program
creates new mandates on States or new
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entitlements. But anyone who reads
the bill will see that it does not. Par-
ticipation is voluntary for States. The
requirements for participation are no
greater than for other, typical Federal
grants to States for health care. The
bill states clearly that it creates no
new individual entitlement.

Obviously, we are not voting today
on the specific provisions of our legis-
lation. There will be plenty of time for
adjustment and improvement as it
moves through Congress. But this vote
on the budget resolution is the key
vote that determines whether the over-
all budget will contain room for this
program, financed by a tobacco tax in-
crease, that will guarantee every fam-
ily affordable coverage for their chil-
dren.

Big tobacco opposes this legislation.
They are powerful and well-funded, but
they do not deserve to succeed in their
effort to block our amendment. A vote
for this amendment is a vote for chil-
dren’s health care and a vote against
the insidious and shameful poisoning of
generations of children by the tobacco
industry. Enough is enough is enough.

An extraordinary 72 percent of the
American people support this program.
Republicans and Democrats, liberals
and conservatives, low-income families
and high-income families, North,
South, East, and West—support is over-
whelming. The question is whether de-
mocracy still works. The American
people understand the choice we are
making today—and Congress should
listen to their views. How can any Sen-
ator say no?

I would like to close by telling my
colleagues the story of the children in
two families.

Sylvia Pierce of Everett, MA, didn’t
think twice about taking one of her
four children to the doctor, when her
husband was alive. The family medical
bills were covered under her husband’s
health insurance that he got through
his job. When one of the children need-
ed a shot, Pierce took the child to the
doctor; if the baby had an earache,
Pierce got a prescription. ‘‘People
don’t realize what a luxury health in-
surance is,” Pierce said. “I know I
didn’t. I took it for granted. I never
thought about it; I never worried about
it.” That all changed October 6, 1993,
when her husband was murdered. In an
instant, Pierce’s life was changed for-
ever. Gone was the father of her chil-
dren, the family’s main breadwinner—
and its health insurance, leaving her
four children, 13-year-old Leonard, 8-
year-old Brian, 6-year-old Alyssa, and
the baby, Jillian, unprotected. ‘It was
the middle of the winter, the worst
time of year as far as kids and sickness
are concerned,” Pierce said. ‘“The kids
were always catching something at
school, and the baby had earaches and
needed to have her immunizations. I
kept postponing her shots because I
didn’t have the money. It was a very
anxious time.”

“I didn’t choose to be in this situa-
tion * * * We’ve got to take care of our
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children. They can’t speak for them-
selves so we have to speak for them.”

Maria lives in California. Shortly
after Maria entered a new school as a
third grader, her progress reports indi-
cated that she seemed to be performing
far below her potential. A health exam-
ination arranged by her school revealed
that Maria had suffered multiple ear
infections—probably over a period of
several years. Maria’s father ran a
small yard maintenance business, but
was not able to afford health insurance
for her. As a result, her parents were
unable to obtain treatment for her ear
infections. Without timely and thor-
ough medical attention, scar tissue had
built up, causing her to become deaf in
one ear and have hearing loss in the
other. Maria’s inability to access af-
fordable medical care affects not only
her physical health but her educational
development as well.

Every day we delay means more chil-
dren like Maria and like Leonard and
Brian and Alyssa and Jillian suffer. It
is time to say, ‘‘enough.” We have
failed our children long enough.

Children are the country’s future.
When we fail children, we also fail the
country and its future. We all know
what’s at stake. For children, this vote
is the most important vote we will cast
in this entire Congress.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from New
Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
might just, first, ask that every Sen-
ator who is interested in this amend-
ment and what it does, that they get a
copy of the amendment. Look through
it. Turn one sheet after another. See if
you find mentioned in this document
cigarette taxes. See if you see it in
here.

There is no mention of cigarette
taxes in this. The reason is, you can-
not, in a budget resolution, carry out a
mandate that a cigarette tax be im-
posed. Let me repeat. If this amend-
ment is adopted, there is no assurance
that a cigarette tax will be imposed be-
cause you cannot do that in a budget
resolution. So let us look at it, page by
page. There is no mention of a ciga-
rette tax. I repeat to Senator HATCH,
my very good friend, that there is abso-
lutely no assurance and no way, in a
budget resolution, that you can in-
struct the Finance Committee of the
Senate of the United States to levy any
kind of tax specifically.

You can change the total amount of
taxation and say, ‘“We sure hope, when
you change that, that you will pass a
cigarette tax.” I tell you that because
the budget resolution is not the place
to argue about what a tax package is
going to look like specifically, espe-
cially with reference to imposing a new
one.

Second, for those who are interested
in cutting taxes—I assume there are a
whole bunch of people on our side who
want to cut taxes, and I think there are
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some on this side who want to cut
taxes—if this amendment is adopted,
while it does not mandate a cigarette
tax, believe it or not, it cuts the taxes
that you can cut by $30 billion. So that
will be a wonderful accomplishment,
especially by conservative Senators on
this side of the aisle, that essentially
the only thing you are assured they ac-
complish is that there will be a tax cut
for the American people that will be
less than we expected when we got this
budget resolution passed. That is just
the arithmetic of an instruction to the
committee—just plain arithmetic. Hav-
ing said that, there should be no bones
about it, because of what I have just
said with reference to a tax cut and
with reference to adding more money
to programs, this is in violation of the
bipartisan agreement.

Mr. President and fellow Senators, I
do not know who is going to lobby this
in behalf of the agreement. I do not
know who is going to lobby from the
White House or from the office of the
minority leader. I do know Senator
LOTT and I intend to defeat this. So we
are not only going to be lobbying, we
are going to be working to see that this
agreement that we entered into is kept
and not violated by this amendment or
any other amendment. For, make no
bones about it, if you adopt this
amendment, this agreement is wide
open, if you believe anybody on this
side of the aisle or that side of the aisle
who wants to live under this is going to
sit by for a major change like this. Es-
sentially, the principal change is to re-
duce the amount of money you can cut
taxes by $30 billion.

Let me also say, fellow Senators, and
anyone listening here today, whatever
the wonderful discussions by well-
meaning Senators—and they are all
well-meaning, I say that to my friend,
Senator HATCH, looking right at him,
wonderfully intentioned—the issue of
covering children in America who are
not covered by insurance, listen up,
Americans: They are all covered in this
agreement. The President claims vic-
tory in this agreement. And guess what
he says, Senator KENNEDY, when he
said this is a great agreement—5 mil-
lion Americans, and he put up his hand
with his 5 fingers like that—5 million
Americans, young children, are going
to be covered by health insurance be-
cause I made a deal to make sure that
occurs.

So let us make sure that the speeches
about covering children, trying, in this
debate, to tie that to raising a ciga-
rette tax—and another day, another
place, another way, perhaps many Sen-
ators would vote for a cigarette tax in-
crease. Perhaps.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator just
yield on that point?

Mr. DOMENICI. I just want to finish
this thought.

Mr. President, this cigarette tax is
not needed. We need not break this
agreement to cover children who are
uncovered, in terms of health insur-
ance, because they are covered. Let me
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tell you how much they are covered by.
There is $16 billion—one-six—$16 billion
in new money in this agreement that is
there specifically and singularly to
cover children who do not have insur-
ance. All 5 million are covered by the
$16 billion.

Let me suggest that the White House
in these negotiations put before us a
plan to cover the 5 million young peo-
ple, 5 million young children in Amer-
ica. They put forth a plan and they
said it is going to be very difficult to
find out how to cover these young chil-
dren because we do not have any expe-
rience in it. We do not have any insur-
ance policies out there to cover them.
But $16 billion ought to do the job.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator
yield on my time for 1 minute?

Mr. DOMENICI. Sure. I will be
pleased to.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, just to
make it clear, in the budget is some $16
billion. The Medicaid costs are $860 per
person. If you work that out, that cov-
ers 3.7 million.

I think the President said ‘“‘up to 5
million.”” So, there is a major part of
that group, particularly the working
poor, who are not covered in that.

I strongly support the point that the
Senator has made in that we are going
to see progress, and it is important
progress. I think we ought to at least
have an understanding. We have $16 bil-
lion and it costs $860 to cover each
child. If you do the math, it is 3.7 mil-
lion. The President, I think, said up to
5 million. I think, frankly, if you do
the math, it is a little closer to 3.7 mil-
lion.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, fellow
Senators, the truth of the matter is
that nobody knows, nobody knows
today how to cover these children who
are uncovered in America. Nobody has
a plan. Nobody knows which plan to
use. Obviously, a very large number
ought to be put under Medicaid. But
they will not all fit under Medicaid, so
another plan has to be developed for
the rest of them. Frankly, this Senator
is convinced that we can devise a plan
in the Finance Committee of the U.S.
Senate that will cover them all and
will not even use the $16 billion.

That is just as honest a statement as
my friend from Massachusetts makes
when he plucks a number, because we
do not know what it is going to cost.
Mr. President, do my fellow Senators
know that if you went out 6 months
ago across America and you said,
“Let’s buy health insurance for some
uninsured kids; let’s just go around to
the insurance agencies and say, ‘How
about giving us an insurance bid,’”
there was no policy until about 2
months ago when a company decided to
issue a policy. Nobody even Kknows,
since it is the only one, whether its
price is going to remain when they all
start issuing them, for it is, indeed, not
expensive to cover children; everybody
knows that. One of the reasons given to
cover them is it is not very expensive
to cover them.
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All T am suggesting is that the Presi-
dent of the United States, in this bipar-
tisan agreement, made great, great em-
phasis to the American people that it
was a good agreement for many rea-
sons, and one of them was that we had
covered the young people who are not
covered with $16 billion in new money.

I want to close on this point, and I
will have a lot more to say, but essen-
tially, this amendment in no way will
cause a cigarette tax to be imposed if
that is the wish of the sponsors, be-
cause you cannot do it in a budget res-
olution and you cannot find the words
‘“‘cigarette tax’ in the boundaries of
their amendment, because there is no
way to do that. They just have num-
bers plugged in and they wish the Fi-
nance Committee will use the numbers
the way they are giving their speeches
on the floor. They are hoping that they
will do that, but the Finance Com-
mittee does not have to.

So what we are doing is, we are tying
in kids’ coverage, which is already in
the agreement, to a national issue on
smoking cigarettes. And it is a na-
tional issue. It is a terribly tough
issue, but, essentially, they are unre-
lated in terms of the budget resolution.
So what we are doing is asking for
more money for a program that is al-
ready covered, with no assurance that
it will be spent for that program, and
we are calling for a tax increase, with
no assurance that it will be a cigarette
tax, but a real assurance that you will
have cut the $85 billion that we are
providing for net new taxes by $30 bil-
lion, just the mathematical effect of
the amendment.

I yield the floor at this time.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, Senator
DOMENICI is absolutely correct. If the
Senator from Massachusetts wants to
render nugatory the work of all the
Senators who labored so long to
produce a budget, his amendment is
the way to do it.

At stake, Mr. President, are the live-
lihoods of this country’s tobacco farm
families as Senators KENNEDY and
HATCH attempt to extract an addi-
tional $30 billion tax increase from the
American taxpayers by upping the ex-
isting 24-cent excise tax to 67 cents.

The impact of this proposal, if en-
acted, would not only devastate the
Southeastern economy; it will harm
the entire country. It will be harmful
to the lives of thousands of farm fami-
lies, to the manufacturing workers who
stand to lose their jobs, to the retail-
store owner and his employees, to the
truck driver who delivers the product
to market, to the farm implement
dealer who supplies the tobacco farmer,
to the schools financed by taxes levied
on tobacco farmers, and on and on.

Mr. President, this tax increase will
cost thousands of fine North Caro-
linians their jobs; it will effectively de-
stroy the livelihoods of thousands of
small family tobacco farmers.

According to American Economics
Group, Inc., nearly 662,402 citizens are
employed in the production, manufac-
turing, and marketing of tobacco. If
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enacted, the 43-cent excise tax on to-
bacco products would abolish 43,000
jobs nationwide, and North Carolina
alone would lose 17,849 jobs.

Furthermore, any increase in the cig-
arette excise tax will fall dispropor-
tionally on lower- and middle-income
consumers—the citizens least able to
pay it. Those earning less than $30,000
annually already pay 5 times more in
excise taxes than those earning $60,000
or more. Those families earning less
than $30,000 pay a staggering 47 percent
of all tobacco excise taxes, yet these
families earn only 16 percent of na-
tional family income.

Make no mistake about it—the to-
bacco tax is not a user fee as so often
claimed by the proponents of this
amendment—it is a tax increase. We
all know that when excise taxes are in-
creased on any product, sales of that
product decrease. If tobacco revenues
fall short of projections—which will
certainly be the case because there will
be a substantially smaller tax base—
how will the shortfall be made up?
More taxes? What other group will be
singled out to shoulder this financial
burden?

Tobacco has been targeted for enor-
mous tax increases because it is an
easy way for this Government to take
even more money out of the taxpayers’
pockets. Smokers, tobacco farmers,
and those who work in the tobacco in-
dustry should not be singled out to
shoulder the burden of paying for the
health care of uninsured children.

The anti smoking zealots have made
clear that they are willing to do almost
anything in order to tax tobacco right
out of existence. They do not care
about the 18,000 people in North Caro-
lina alone who stand to lose their jobs.
The proponents of this amendment
talk about all the children they are
trying to insure with the revenues
from this tax. Well, I can guarantee
that they’ll be able to add more unin-
sured children to that list if this tax is
enacted. There will be a number of
folks without work, and a number of
children who will suffer because of it.

Once we head down this road of using
the taxing power of Government to dis-
courage Americans from undertaking
activities Congress and the White
House find objectionable, or politically
incorrect, where will it stop?

This tax discriminates against an en-
tire region, an entire industry, and all
people who use tobacco products.

Mr. FORD. Will the Senator yield me
10 minutes?

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 10 minutes to
Senator FORD.

Mr. FORD. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, I am quite proud of
the record I have established over the
years in support of programs that help
children. No one in this Chamber is
going to suggest that this Senator, this
grandfather of five, takes second place
to anyone when it comes to priorities
affecting children. I have supported ex-
panding educational opportunities ever
since I came to the Senate. Nothing is
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more important for our children than
education. I have supported full fund-
ing for Head Start and the WIC Pro-
gram and expanding Medicaid coverage
to poor children. I have supported child
care programs. I have supported the ex-
pansion of the earned income tax cred-
it. I have supported a child tax credit
that will become, hopefully, a part of
this budget. I have supported drug
abuse funding to help children. I have
supported reasonable environmental
initiatives that improve the lives of
our children. But this is not a debate
about whether or not to provide funds
for child health care.

The budget agreement already in-
cludes $16 billion in additional funds
for child health care. A vote for this
budget agreement, as is, is a vote for
this country’s children. I support the
budget agreement that was negotiated
earlier because it strikes an important
balance. It provides much-needed pro-
grams for children from education to
health care. It provides much-needed
tax relief for middle-income families,
and it balances the budget by 2002. An
enormous amount of what we spend in
the Federal budget is about children,
and I believe that is right because our
children are the most important re-
source this country has.

We have to balance a lot of com-
peting priorities. There is virtually no
end to what we could spend on edu-
cating our children, for instance, if
money were no object, but money is an
object, because we have to balance the
size—and I underscore size—of Govern-
ment with the appetite of our constitu-
ents to pay taxes. I thought the budget
arrangement announced earlier struck
a pretty fair balance. It protected a
number of national priorities while
balancing the budget. As I have always
said, it includes $16 billion for chil-
dren’s health care over 5 years, an
amount that we are told will cover ap-
proximately 5 million children.

The budget deal assumes that there
will be $135 billion in gross tax cuts off-
set by $560 billion in new revenues al-
ready. Now we look at the Kennedy-
Hatch proposal. No matter how you
look at it, this proposal undercuts the
budget deal by changing the balance
reached in that agreement. It requires
the Federal Government to be $30 bil-
lion bigger in tax revenues and at least
$20 billion bigger in spending programs.
Tax-and-spend.

So, with this amendment, there will
only be $55 billion in net tax cuts. That
is not the agreement I agreed to, the
White House signed off on last week,
and it is not the agreement that the
American public has been led to believe
they are getting.

There are plenty of other problems
with the substance of the Kennedy-
Hatch amendment. I do not think the
budget deal was about raising taxes. If
this amendment is adopted, this budget
deal will become more and more about
raising taxes. Put another way, this
amendment reduces the net tax cut in
this bill by 35 percent, more than a
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third. It requires a 60-percent increase
in revenue raisers in this bill over the
next 5 years. Tax increase, revenue
raisers.

Let’s quit talking about taxes a mo-
ment, and let’s talk about the Ken-
nedy-Hatch amendment. While it is
true that States have the option of de-
nying the new block grant under this
amendment, once they decide to accept
the money, several conditions and
mandates—I underscore mandates—to
the States apply.

The Kennedy-Hatch proposal con-
tains 27 separate provisions which
state that a State ‘‘shall” or a State
“must’ or a State ‘“‘may not’’ do some-
thing. States have restrictions on how
to write their plan to cover children.
Who must approve the plan before they
receive the funds? HHS. Which children
are eligible for health insurance sub-
sidies? What must be covered under the
health insurance policy? You have told
the insurance companies what they
have to write, who they can contract
with—think about that now, who a
State can contract with for policies
and how—how much they must pay out
of State funds to receive this money;
what percentage of administrative
costs they must cover—mandates on
the States.

Having been there and done that, I
understand what a Governor has to do,
but, if faced with a choice of stretching
dollars, a Governor might prefer to
provide a very basic policy but to cover
more children. Under the Kennedy-
Hatch amendment, the benefits that
must be covered are specified in the
bill.

What is the cost to the States? The
Kennedy-Hatch amendment will cost
the States up to $5 billion in additional
matching funds, requiring them to
raise their money or their taxes. The
Kennedy-Hatch amendment will cause
cigarette consumption to decline by a
minimum of 10 percent. This means
that States could lose between $4 and
$7 billion in excise taxes if they do not
participate in the bill, meaning that
even more money must be made up
somewhere else.

For weeks and weeks and months and
months, there has been a bill filed to
get rid of Joe Camel, to get rid of Marl-
boro Man, to do away with advertising,
to do all those things that FDA has
regulated, and then just ask FDA to
get out of adult choice. But people who
will not help prevent youth from smok-
ing are here with an issue, not solving
the problem, they are here with an
issue, because if they wanted to solve
the problem, they had an opportunity
months ago to get on a piece of legisla-
tion that would do exactly what FDA is
now saying will be in regulations.

So, Mr. President, don’t let anyone
say that they want to solve the prob-
lem. They, by their own words, have let
thousands upon thousands upon thou-
sands of kids die because months and
months and months ago, they would
not get on a bill to help stop youth
smoking. Now they have an issue: They
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want to raise taxes in order to stop
youth from smoking.

Well, it tells me something that they
want the issue and not a solving of the
problem.

I yield the floor, Mr. President.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
INHOFE). The Senator from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, just
for the benefit of the membership, this
legislation is drafted in the historical,
traditional way of amending the Budg-
et Act. There should be no question as
to exactly what this legislation is
about. It is about providing health in-
surance for working families who can-
not afford it. This is spelled out in the
purpose of the amendment, which also
states that it will be * * * ““financed by
an increase in the tobacco tax.” What
we are voting on ought to be very
clear.

Second, Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the
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RECORD a joint tax review that states
that even with the decline in potential
tobacco use, there still will be $30 bil-
lion generated over the period of the
next 5 years. This also takes into con-
sideration the arguments of the Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

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

JOINT COMMITTEE ON TAXATION,
Washington, DC, May 19, 1997.
Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: This is a revenue
estimate of your bill, S. 526, introduced with
Senator Hatch.

Under present law, the excise tax rates on
tobacco products are as follows: small ciga-
rettes, $12.00 per thousand; large cigarettes,
$25.20 per thousand; small cigars, $1.125 per
thousand; large cigars, 12.75 percent of
wholesale price (but not more than $30.00 per
thousand); snuff, $0.36 per pound; chewing to-
bacco, $0.12 per pound; pipe tobacco, $0.675
per pound; cigarette papers, $0.0075 per book
containing more than 25 papers (with no tax
on books containing less than 25 papers); and

[By fiscal years; in millions of dollars]
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cigarette tubes, $0.015 per 50 tubes. Under
present law, there is no tax on fine cut (roll-
your-own) tobacco.

Under the bill, the tax on small cigarettes
would be increased by $0.43 per pack to $0.67
per pack. The excise taxes on other tobacco
products are to be increased by the same per-
centage increase as the increase (179 percent)
on small cigarettes except for the tax on
snuff, which would be increased by 569 per-
cent to $2.41 per pound and chewing tobacco
which would be increased by 4,975 percent to
$6.09 per pound. In addition, an excise tax is
to be imposed on fine-cut tobacco equal to
the tax on pipe tobacco.

The proposed tax increases for small ciga-
rettes and other tobacco products would be-
come effective on October 1, 1997, with floor
stocks taxes levied on that date. However, a
credit to be applied against the floor stocks
tax liability equal to $500 would be allowed
every vendor responsible for the payment of
floor stocks taxes. We estimate that the
floor stocks tax credit would reduce fiscal
yvear 1998 receipts by $400 million from what
they otherwise would be.

We estimate that this proposal would in-
crease Federal fiscal year budget receipts are
as follows:

ltem

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007  1998-2002  1998-2007

Increase small cigarette tax by $0.43 per pack

5273 5633 5673 5714 5753

Increase other tobacco excise taxes by 179%:
Large cigarettes

Small cigars

) ) O] ) G
3 3 3 3

Large cigars

58 61 61 59

o

Pipe

w100 G0 w

10 10 9 8

Fine cut

4
@ Q) ) @)

Papers
Tubes

1 1 1 1 1

Increase tobacco excise taxes on chewing tobacco by 4,975%

93 94 92 90 89

Snuff by 569%

239 258 270 281 293

Totals

5,791 5864 5904 28,046

() ) ) ) ) @ ?)
3 3 3 3 3 13 30
57 56 5 54 53 297 573
8 8 85
5 5 22 47
) [0} @) ) ) 1 ?)

1 1 1 1 1 5 10
88 87 86 85 84 458 888
306 319 332 346 361 3,005

57,376

oo

oo
oo
~
tl

6,113 6,210

6,260 6,462 30,228 62,026

(1) Gain of less than $500,000.
(2) Gain of less than $5 million.

Note: Details may not add to totals due to rounding.

I hope this information is helpful to you. If we can be of further assistance in this matter

Sincerely,

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, third,
using the figures of the Senator from
Kentucky, a reduction of about 10 per-
cent is 4.5 million Americans. By and
large, the greatest reductions will be
among children, because they become
addicted at the earliest age.

Finally, I want to address the issue
as to whether this is consistent with
the budget resolution. The budget reso-
lution reduces the deficit. This pro-
gram adds $10 billion in terms of deficit
reduction. It strengthens the agree-
ment itself.

Second, it does not change spending
with regard to potential capital gains,
the estate taxes, the IRA’s, the edu-
cation programs—none of those will be
altered or changed.

This is effectively a user fee for those
who smoke, and it will provide com-
prehensive coverage for the millions of
children who are not covered.

I pay tribute to my friend and col-
league from Kentucky because he has
been a champion of children the entire
time he has been in the Senate, and no
one in this Senate ought to doubt his
strong commitment.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr.
yield myself 5 minutes.

I want to make a point again in a lit-
tle different way. I am talking now to
the U.S. Senate, but, obviously, there
are people who pay attention who are
not in the Senate.

So I would like to make sure that ev-
erybody that was part of this agree-
ment—this agreement—the President
of the United States signed it. I would
like to make sure he somehow or other
hears this next couple minutes.

Mr. President, fellow Senators, there
can be no more frontal attack and vio-
lation of this agreement than this
amendment. Now let me make it clear.
It says that the tax cut to the Amer-
ican people is reduced by $30 billion.
And it says we will spend $20 billion of
that. So we are going to reduce the tax
cut and spend more money. And we al-
ready cover the children in this agree-
ment.

Mr. President, why would we work
for 2 or 3 months—and in this instance
I say, Mr. President, Mr. President Bill
Clinton—why would we work for 3
months to shape an agreement that
provides some items that Republicans
want and some items that Democrats
want, including the President, and

President, I

, blease let me know.

KENNETH J. KIES.

then come to the floor and have the
President of the United States not
fully aware that this throws the agree-
ment away? Perhaps he is unaware of
it this morning. But he ought to be
aware of it soon.

I mean, the agreement is as much as
a nullity if you are going to violate it
to that extent with this amendment,
which will not necessarily accomplish
the purposes of its sponsors.

I repeat, look at the amendment.
Read it line for line. And there is no
mention, I say to Senator GORTON, of a
cigarette tax in this because, as you
know, you cannot do that in budget
resolutions. They are just numbers. So
there is no cigarette tax in here, and
no cigarette tax assured under this.

So I hope everybody understands the
significance of it. We can debate for
quite some time. I was of the opinion
we had an agreement. And I was of the
opinion that it was Democrat, Repub-
lican, Presidential. And I think those
who are proposing this amendment bet-
ter think loud and clear and think
carefully, do they want the agreement
to disappear because of this amend-
ment.

I yield the floor.

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I under-
stand well the procedural objections of
the distinguished Senator from New
Mexico to this amendment. He argues
that there is no way to be absolutely
certain that the Finance Committee
will levy a tobacco tax. In a narrow
legal sense that is certainly true. Well,
to that assertion I simply respond that
this is not some hinky-dinky Ilittle
technical amendment. Everybody here
knows what is involved here.

We are having one of the most impor-
tant debates in this Congress. It may
be the most important debate that oc-
curs during this session of Congress.
We are debating in public. We all know
what the stakes are. It is our children
versus Joe Camel, nobody doubts that,
nobody has any problem with that. In
fact, even in the purpose clause of the
amendment, it says financed by an in-
crease in the tobacco tax. So it is
there. Make no mistake about it, the
question is clear today. History can be
made today if our amendment is agreed
to.

The Finance Committee would have
no practical other choice but to pass
the cigarette tax to finance this. Of
course, there is no legal requirement to
bind their actions but sometimes polit-
ical and moral forces cannot be re-
sisted by mere legal technicalities.

If we prevail today, there is no polit-
ical way to turn back. That is why so
many people are so nervous today. This
vote may be the most important vote
we cast this year for the future of our
children. Let us face it. The people out
there are watching. And they are going
to hold us accountable, especially
those 72 percent of the public, accord-
ing to the Wall Street Journal-NBC
poll who support our bipartisan ap-
proach. It is Joey versus Joe Camel,
and no procedural nicety can obscure
this reality. And everybody here knows
it. So that is what it is coming down
to.

There are $135 billion in total tax
cuts, gross tax cuts in this budget
agreement. And the fact is, that this is
a public health vote much more than a
tax vote. Tobacco is the No. 1 cause of
premature death in this country. And
that is costing our country literally
tens of billions of dollars annually by
our own Government estimates.

GAO is the one who has given us the
figure of 10 million children here who
do not have adequate health insurance,
3 million of whom do not even know
they qualify for Medicaid. This money
in this bill will help those 3 million
children, perhaps. But I have to say, in
order to get to $16 billion they had to
cut the DISH. That is going to be a loss
to children. So we are talking about
taking care of the other 7 million chil-
dren that are involved according to the
GAO.

My amendment does direct the Fi-
nance Committee to come up with $30
billion more in revenues. We want this
to be done with the tobacco tax in-
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crease; and it is the only way it will be
done. That is the only way you can ad-
just the budget to accommodate a to-
bacco tax increase. If the Finance Com-
mittee refuses to back the tax, then it
will be they, not us, who have thwarted
the will of 72 percent of the American
people who support this amendment.

I would like to point out nothing in
the bill binds any committee to adopt
any policy. Many committees may con-
sider changes we have not anticipated
here today. We have to do the best by
providing clear direction on the floor.
And if that guidance is not followed we
will have to deal with that with subse-
quent reconciliation and tax bills.

So this charge ignores the real issue.
The proponents of our amendment, the
Hatch-Kennedy amendment, are mak-
ing a public choice to help kids at the
expense of the tobacco industry. You
can try to gild the lily any way you
want, but that is the situation here.
Big tobacco is fighting back. Who are
we going to be with? Are we going to be
with the kids or are we going to be
with tobacco? That is strictly the
issue.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. HATCH. How much time does the
Senator want?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. How much time
does the Senator want, 10 minutes?

I yield 10 minutes to the Senator
from Massachusetts off of the budget
resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from New Jersey.

I am proud to rise to join Senator
HATCH and Senator KENNEDY as a co-
sponsor of this, and to thank them for
their leadership on it. Let me say first
of all, that it is absolutely disingen-
uous to suggest to the U.S. Senate that
this amendment ought to be voted
against or is subject to criticism be-
cause it reduces the tax cut by $30 bil-
lion.

Every U.S. Senator knows, by virtue
of our experience here and the practice
on the budget, that we are not allowed
to specify the specific source of rev-
enue. But every Senator also knows
what the source of revenue would be if
we decided to pass this legislation.
There is no question about it.

There is no other place that the Fi-
nance Committee would go as a con-
sequence of an overwhelming vote of
the Senate to say that we should pro-
vide this care with the understanding
of the sponsors and of all of those pro-
posing that there is one source that we
are directing our attention to for the
revenue. So that is an entire smoke-
screen. No Senator can hide their vote
behind that kind of smokescreen today.

Second, it is absolutely false to sug-
gest that the $16 billion in the agree-
ment is going to provide health care to
even the 5 million children that it
claims to, let alone the 10 million chil-
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dren we know do not have coverage
today. The math is ascertainable. And
the math will tell you that you are
only going to cover about 3.7 million
children with the amount of money al-
located.

The fact is, that last year when Sen-
ator KENNEDY and I and Senator
ROCKEFELLER and others introduced
legislation to provide health care for
children, we thought we had an ap-
proach. And Senator HATCH and others
could not find agreement with it. And
there have been some changes since
then. But let me tell you, Mr. Presi-
dent, what else has happened since
then.

There are 750,000 additional children
who have lost their private health in-
surance in this country in that year
that we have not seen fit to do what
Senator KENNEDY and Senator HATCH
are asking us to do today—750,000 addi-
tional Kkids.

One kid every 35 seconds has lost
their health insurance in this country.
And the fact is, that most of those 10
million kids are the sons and daughters
of parents who are working. Ninety
percent of them are working. And the
vast majority, about 68 or 69 percent,
both parents are working and are
working full time.

So why is this necessary, Mr. Presi-
dent? Let me just share with you a
real-life story from Massachusetts. Jim
and Sylvia Pierce were married in 1980.
They lived in Everett, MA. Jim was a
plumber. They had three children:
Leonard, Brianna, and Alyssa.

In October 1993, Sylvia was pregnant
with her fourth child when Jim was
murdered on his way home from the
store. In that one horrible moment, her
life changed forever. She not only lost
her husband, but, pregnant and alone,
she lost her health insurance as well.
Her survivor’s benefits made her in-
come too high to be able to qualify for
long-term Medicaid but it was too low
to be able to pay the $400 a month pre-
mium that would have extended her
husband’s health plan so that it would
have covered her children. Result—she
lost her health insurance, pregnant,
and with three children.

And she said, “I've always taken
good care of my children. I feed them
well; I take them to the doctors imme-
diately when they need it. All of a sud-
den I couldn’t do that anymore.”

That is what this debate is about, Mr.
President. It is about families like that
that are trying to provide for their
children. It is about teachers who will
tell us again and again that children in
a school who are disruptive in a class
are often the children who have not
even been diagnosed for an earache or
for an eye problem. We are the only in-
dustrial country on this planet that
does not provide health care to our
children.

That is unacceptable in 1997. It is un-
acceptable when we are looking at 134
billion dollars’ worth of gross tax cuts.

Mr. President, every person involved
with children will tell us the value of
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providing health care to those kids so
that you can provide the long-term
preventive care and diagnosis nec-
essary to provide them with full par-
ticipation in our society.

The Journal of the American Medical
Association found that children with
coverage gaps are more likely to lack a
continuing and regular source of health
care, so that if you just have a gap in
your coverage, the greater likelihood is
you are not going to be able to make it
up and have any kind of long-term pre-
ventative care; and that even when fac-
tors, such as family income, chronic
illness, and family mobility are
factored out, numerous studies by uni-
versity researchers and by Government
agencies show that the uninsured are
less likely to receive preventative care,
such as immunizations, more likely to
go to emergency rooms for their care,
more likely to be hospitalized for con-
ditions that could have been avoided
with proper preventive care, and more
likely to have longer hospital stays
than individuals with health insurance.

So, in other words, the fact that we
nickel and dime this and we refuse to
give them coverage actually winds up
costing us a lot more in the long run.

Mr. President, when you really con-
sider the savings in this, this ought to
be a no-brainer for Members of the Sen-
ate. And the fact is, the reason we are
turning to cigarettes is because ciga-
rettes are the greatest saver of all. You
can leave aside the fact that the Wall
Street Journal did a poll that sug-
gested that 72 percent of Americans
favor this 43-cent tax, but just think
about it on the merits.

The fact is, the public supports this
bill because they want children to have
health insurance and they also under-
stand the rationale for increasing the
cigarette tax. The cigarette tax is a
user fee. For three-quarters of Ameri-
cans they are not going to pay any-
thing additional. But for the one-quar-
ter of Americans who do smoke, they
wind up costing Americans an addi-
tional $50 billion in direct costs, health
care costs as a consequence of that
smoking.

Mr. President, the tobacco taxes in
the United States today are the lowest
in the industrial world. And even if we
passed this 43-cent tax in order to fund
health care for children, we would still
be far below the tax charged in most of
those other countries today.

There is a rationale for doing this, a
rationale that is overwhelming.

In the next 24 hours, 3,000 children
are going to start smoking.

Every 30 seconds a child in the
United States starts smoking. And the
problem is getting worse because
smoking among students in grades 9 to
12 increased by more than 26 percent
from 1991 to 1995.

And although 419,000 smokers die
each year of smoker-related diseases,
the fact is that 89 percent of those who
start to smoke by the age of 18 are
going to be replaced today or the fact
is those 419,000 are going to be replaced
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by about 1 million new smokers, which
means that you are going to have
about 89 percent of those who are 18
will have started smoking before that.

Mr. President, the tobacco tax is
known to weed out that early smoking.
The tobacco tax, according to the
American Cancer Institute, suggests
that 835,000 children’s lives would be
saved. So that is really the choice we
face in this vote today. We know that
if you raise the taxes on cigarettes, the
people with the least amount of dispos-
able income, which are kids, are less
accessible to cigarettes. The fact is, if
835,000 lives could be saved and we
refuse to take the step today to do
that, then ask yourself what the com-
plicity is in those additional 835,000
smokers and deaths that would occur
as a consequence.

Mr. President, this makes sense. This
is important in terms of our rising to
the standards of the rest of the coun-
tries in the world, industrial countries.
It makes sense to save countless tax
dollars that are spent for those people
who die, the 419,000 each year, as a re-
sult of smoking-related disease. It
makes sense because it provides chil-
dren with the opportunity to have the
diagnosis of preventive care that pro-
vides them with a full opportunity to
participate in our society.

I think Senator HATCH and Senator
KENNEDY are absolutely correct when
they say this is one of the most impor-
tant votes we will cast. This does not
blow apart any agreement. Do not let
any smokescreen to that effect cloud a
vote here. This agreement can hold to-
gether because this amendment pro-
vides for revenue and it provides for
making up the difference of what is
taken away. In the end, this agreement
could go forward, and America’s chil-
dren would benefit as a consequence of
that.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I yield 8
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Kentucky.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I thank my friend,
the Senator from Washington.

Mr. President, we are indeed here for
a budget resolution designed to ulti-
mately lead to a tax decrease for Amer-
icans. Advocating the Kennedy-Hatch
proposal is a $30 billion tax increase for
the American people.

Mr. President, that is not exactly
what I thought a Republican Congress
had in mind in negotiating with the
President of the United States to reach
a balanced budget agreement. All of a
sudden we throw that out right here in
the second day of debate and suggest
that we raise taxes $30 billion on the
American people.

Now, which people are we suggesting
the taxes ought to be raised upon, Mr.
President? This is a regressive tax
against low-income Americans. All of
my colleagues on the left of the polit-
ical spectrum here are advocating a
low-income tax increase of substantial
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significance all across America. It
seems to me the worst way, even if the
Kennedy-Hatch proposal were other-
wise something that ought to be sup-
ported, the worst possible way to fi-
nance it by putting a tax on low-in-
come Americans. So not only is this a
new tax in a budget resolution designed
to give us an opportunity to lower
taxes on the American people, it is a
tax directed at low-income Americans.

In addition to that, Mr. President,
this is a tax that is targeted at a re-
gion of the country. It is no secret that
tobacco production is largely confined
to the southeastern part of the United
States of America. No one, as far as I
know, is suggesting that cigarette
smoking or the production of tobacco
be made illegal. Controversial though
it may be, no one is suggesting it be
made illegal.

So we have in my State over 60,000
tobacco producers engaged in the rais-
ing of a legal crop for American citi-
zens. The average tobacco grower, Mr.
President, used to have in Kentucky
about three-quarters of an acre. It is a
little bit higher than that now. The
typical tobacco producer in my State is
a part-time farmer. He probably has a
job in a factory. His wife probably
works in an apparel or cut-and-sew
plant, as we call them. They raise this
tobacco on their own. They cut it and
strip it on their own. They sell it at
auction in November and December,
and it provides Christmas money, or,
for many families, a lot more than
Christmas. It may be the opportunity
to send their kids to college. Fre-
quently, these kids going to college are
the first in the families to have that
opportunity.

Mr. President, 60,000 tobacco pro-
ducers all across Kentucky are being
singled out as they raise a legal crop,
being singled out to pay for a chil-
dren’s health insurance proposal in this
budget resolution, and I am told by the
chairman of the Budget Committee, we
have already taken care of that. There
is $16 billion for children’s health in-
surance in this budget proposal al-
ready. So what is going on here is, you
will have a whopping new tax increase
on low-income Americans that whacks
the Southeastern part of the United
States the hardest in order to get after
cigarette smoking.

Mr. President, I do not smoke. I do
not advocate it. I think we need to do
a better job of keeping cigarettes out
of the hands of people who are under-
age. But why in the world should we, in
this budget resolution, designed,
among other things, to give tax relief
to the American people, whack low-in-
come Americans with a $30 billion tax
increase is simply beyond my under-
standing.

Now, looking at it from a job-loss
point of view, Mr. President, from a
Kentucky jobs point of view, estimates
are that there are 78,000 Kentucky resi-
dents who have jobs in sectors linked
to the production, distribution, and re-
tailing of tobacco products. By increas-
ing the Federal excise tax on cigarettes
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by 43 cents per pack, we estimate we
would lose 43,000 of those jobs and 2,000
of them would be the Kentucky farm-
ers. The total payroll loss would be $70
million in my State. Due to declining
cigarette sales, total State cigarette
tax revenues would also drop by just
under $7 million.

So not only does this proposal advo-
cate a huge tax increase on low-income
Americans, it is also going to lose a
significant number of jobs in my State
and a number of other States across
the Southeast all, allegedly, to go after
a habit that many Americans have,
which is not a healthy habit, a habit
that I do not participate in, but a habit
that adults are entitled to engage in if
they so choose.

Now, Mr. President, this is a very,
very serious proposal before the Sen-
ate. It will do great harm to my State
and other States across the Southeast.
We do not need to enact this proposal
to provide additional health insurance
for children. That is already provided
in the budget agreement before the
Senate.

Mr. President, I strongly urge the
Senate not to adopt this amendment.
It is a huge tax increase. It is a tax in-
crease against low-income people. It is
a tax increase targeted at a region of
the country. It will have devastating
effects on the economy of my State. I
strongly urge the Senate not to ap-
prove this proposal.

To reiterate, Mr. President, I support
this budget’s constructive advance-
ment of child health care, but I strong-
ly object to the proposed amendment’s
destructive impact on child welfare in
my home State of Kentucky.

This budget makes an up-front com-
mitment to address the needs of child
health because it is the right thing to
do. But it does not place the welfare of
children at risk in order to score polit-
ical points against Joe Camel. I believe
that my colleagues believe that no
child should be discriminated against
in order to benefit another. But the
Hatch-Kennedy amendment takes this
course openly. This amendment makes
it acceptable to reduce a farm family
to abject poverty in order to provide a
limited health care benefit. This choice
is not necessary. This budget supports
the health care of children without de-
stroying the foundation of their family
and community.

As I have mentioned on this floor be-
fore, leading tobacco States like Ken-
tucky, North Carolina, and Virginia
are not the only States whose econo-
mies benefit from tobacco. Tobacco is
grown on over 124,000 farms in 22 States
and in Puerto Rico. Tobacco provides
jobs to countless Americans. The hun-
dreds of thousands of people involved
in the tobacco industry buy cars built
in Michigan, refrigerators built in
Iowa, computers from California, and
insurance from New York companies.

The smokeless tobacco industry in-
cludes thousands of small farmers in
States like Kentucky, Tennessee, Wis-
consin, Pennsylvania, and Virginia. In
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many cases, tobacco provides the cash
margin that sustains a diversified fam-
ily farm operation. Smokeless tobacco
companies employ workers in States
like Kentucky, Connecticut, Wisconsin,
New Jersey, West Virginia, Tennessee,
and Illinois. Many tobacco product dis-
tributors are in States like Texas and
Georgia. With the inevitable loss of
those jobs, the economic harm will be
far-reaching throughout the larger
farm and rural communities associated
with tobacco.

The billions of tax dollars supplied by
the many facets of the tobacco indus-
try support schools, pay for roads—
help build America. Where will these
funds come from now? Whose taxes are
you going to raise next?

This amendment will raise excise
taxes on all tobacco products including
cigarettes, chewing tobacco, and snuff.
This represents a 179-percent increase
from the current 24 cents per pack Fed-
eral tax on cigarettes; a 569-percent in-
crease on chewing tobacco from 36
cents to $2.41 per pound; and a 4,975-
percent increase on snuff from 12 cents
to $6.09 per pound. I am unaware of any
other product that has been subjected
to such outrageous tax increases. The
economic repercussions of these taxes
are far-reaching in terms of the severe
economic disruption they will cause.

Excise taxes are regressive and dis-
criminatory. Regressive, because the
burden of paying them falls heaviest on
low-income Americans. In 1987, the
Congressional Budget Office [CBO]
called consumer excise taxes the most
regressive type of tax. CBO singles out
tobacco excise taxes as the most re-
gressive of all estimating that lower
income persons pay 15 times more in
tobacco taxes as a percentage of in-
come than upper income individuals. A
1993 study by the Council of State Gov-
ernments calls tobacco a worn-out tax
source.

The tax on these products will be
devastating to those Americans whose
household income is less than $30,000.

Thousands of American jobs will be
affected with such increased taxes in
the form of lost wages and reduced
spending, for example, local banks,
farm equipment dealers, seed and feed
stores, gas stations, grocery stores, and
clothing stores.

A 43-cent-per-pack increase in the
Federal excise tax increases the total
Federal excise tax to 67 cents per pack
and boosts the total Federal, State,
and local excise tax to around $1 per
pack. A b0-cent-per-pack increase for
cigarettes would cause cigarette con-
sumption to decline by about 11 per-
cent. A decline of this magnitude
would reduce total burley consumption
in the United States by about 40 mil-
lion pounds. Kentucky produced about
420 million pounds last year. Last year
the average price per pound was about
$1.90 per pound, this would result in a
loss of $76 million in farm income.

The American Economics Group, Inc.
[AEG] estimates that 78,280 Kentucky
residents have jobs in sectors linked to
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the production, distribution, and re-
tailing of tobacco products. By increas-
ing the Federal excise tax on cigarettes
by 43 cents per pack approximately
4,310 of these jobs would be lost, 2,019
would be farmers. Total payroll loss
would be $70 million. Due to declining
cigarette sales, total State cigarette
tax revenues will drop by $6.7 million.

Tens of thousands of Kentuckians
earn a living from the growing, har-
vesting, manufacturing, and marketing
of tobacco products. Additionally,
nearly $130 million of Kentucky’s tax
revenue relates to tobacco production,
and local governments receive approxi-
mately $5.5 million in property taxes
from the value of the quota system
alone. Where will this tax revenue
come from when Kentucky farmers are
taxed out of existence?

Mr. President, if this tax increase is
passed, who is going to pay their bills,
provide them with job opportunities,
and pay their health care? Who? If this
tax increase is passed, you will see a
ripple effect that will be devastating to
rural communities in Kentucky.

Supporters of the Hatch-Kennedy
amendment have spoken often of the
health care needs of America’s chil-
dren. For Kentucky families, the
health of their children is not limited
to an insurance benefit. The health of
our communities and our families is di-
rectly related to the health of our chil-
dren. For Kentucky’s rural towns and
counties, tobacco is their lifeblood.

This amendment will dramatically
impact the ability of Kentucky farmers
to provide a living for their families.
The tremendous loss of income will af-
fect whole communities. Most tobacco
farmers operate on borrowed money
from the local bank. Where farmers
have been in a position to diversify,
they have done so but they have bor-
rowed the money and use tobacco in-
come to pay back the loans. Land val-
ues will decline. Bankers are going to
be less likely to make loans. Rural
communities will be decimated.

Mr. President, the farmers in my
State of Kentucky and across the coun-
try are real people, people with feel-
ings, and people who are hard working.
The income they generate does not go
toward a lavish lifestyle. The money is
used to put food on the table, pay the
mortgage, keep the car running, sup-
port the church, educate their children,
and makes Santa Claus real at Christ-
mas.

For over 200 years, tobacco has
played an integral role in Kentucky’s
history and economy. More burley to-
bacco is grown in Kentucky than any-
where in the world. The average farmer
grows less than three acres of tobacco,
and there is no other crop which pro-
vides the income tobacco does on such
small acreage. The economics of this
intensively managed crop do not trans-
fer to planting soybeans, peanuts, or
corn. There have been attempts to re-
place tobacco production with other
crops; however, almost none are eco-
nomically sustaining.
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In eastern Kentucky the impact will
be particularly devastating. These are
proud, and hardworking families with
few alternatives. Their farms are small
and tobacco is their only form of in-
come.

Tobacco is one of the most economi-
cally productive crops for the type of
soil we have in Kentucky, and re-
searchers have yet been unable to find
a viable alternative.

Tobacco is a traditional crop for my
home State, but Kentuckians do not
grow it simply to keep a tradition
alive. Tobacco is a hard, labor inten-
sive crop. Imagine the strength and
sweat it takes to cut and spear a pound
plant in the heat and humidity of a
southern August day. Now imagine re-
peating that effort until—pounds of to-
bacco are cut, hauled, and hung in the
barn for curing. Kentuckians grow to-
bacco because no other crop provides
the same level of economic return.

Forcing farmers to leave tobacco for
an unsuitable crop is irresponsible and
will cause irreparable damage to thou-
sands of Kentuckians.

We have too many big-picture econo-
mists and self-appointed experts who
say farmers can find something else to
grow, few have ever been to a tobacco
farm to even know what it looks like.
If they would go with me to Morgan,
Owsley, or Wolfe Counties, where over
three-fourths of their farm income
comes from tobacco, it becomes very
clear why I say there are not many al-
ternatives. Twenty-three counties, all
in eastern Kentucky, rely on tobacco
for more than one-half of their farm in-
come.

Owsley County—88 percent of farm
income is from tobacco.

Wolfe County—80 percent of farm in-
come is from tobacco.

Morgan County—75 percent of farm
income is from tobacco.

If they could diversify they would. In
western Kentucky, where the land is
flat, they are growing tomatoes and
peppers. In central Kentucky, they
have beef and dairy cattle. But in east-
ern Kentucky, the choices are coal, to-
bacco, or welfare. The options simply
are not there, no matter what the ex-
perts say.

Beyond the farm gate, tobacco farm-
ing is immensely important to hun-
dreds of small rural communities.
Without the tobacco program the value
of farmland would fall dramatically,
local tax bases would be wiped out, and
the loss of income from leasing the to-
bacco quota or growing the crop would
reduce the standard of living dramati-
cally across my State.

The real travesty of an excise tax in-
crease would be the impact on family
farmers who have been helping to sta-
bilize and revitalize our rural commu-
nities. In Bath County nearly 50 per-
cent of all personal income comes from
tobacco sales. That means it keeps a
steady flow of money going into the
community.

If this tax goes through, how are to-
bacco farmers going to pay the local
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truck dealership, church, the farm
equipment store, the seed and fertilizer
store, the local independent bank, and
all the other important elements in the
community.

There is just no disputing the fact
that Kentucky burley brings in far
more money than any other crop raised
in the State.

The average Kentucky tobacco farm-
er gets about $3,500 in revenue from an
acre of tobacco, but that same acre
generates nearly $37,500 in excise taxes
for Federal, State, and local govern-
ments.

Other sectors will be impacted by
this outrageous tax increase such as
convenience stores. The convenience
store industry is concerned that the
large tax increase on tobacco products
will invite substantial tax evasion, and
concurrently, expand the underground
market for tobacco products. They are
also very concerned about the increase
of security risks for convenience stores
and other tobacco retailers.

In many retail formats, including
convenience stores the value of tobacco
inventory will dramatically increase.
Cigarettes are already being locked up
in grocery stores because of the shrink-
age and theft risk that they pose.

In fact, the convenience store indus-
try has already seen many cases in
which, because the amount of money in
the cash register is kept low, an armed
robber has opted to rob cigarettes.
With such increased excise taxes, a car-
ton of cigarettes will be the most ex-
pensive item in any convenience store.
This poses serious security concerns.

Mr. President, and colleagues, I do
not use tobacco products. However, the
proposed increased excise tax on to-
bacco products will impact me and
every nonsmoker across the country.
The excise taxes on tobacco products,
as proposed will have a dramatic im-
pact: jobs will be lost, sales and income
tax revenues to the local, State, and
Federal governments will be lost, un-
employment will increase, businesses
will shut down, and family farmers will
g0 bankrupt. The men and women who
grow tobacco, who rely on the money
from tobacco, cannot bear this unfair
tax.

I do not believe it is fair or equitable
to single out one industry or region to
finance such a proposal.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to oppose this amendment.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, I yield a minute off the bill
and 4 minutes from our time to the
Senator from West Virginia.

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

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I thank the
Senator from Massachusetts. A couple
of quick points that ought to be made.
This amendment, the amendment of
Senator KENNEDY and Senator HATCH,
reduces the budget deficit. I hope that
point has been made. It does reduce it
by $10 billion. That is specifically the
amount. It does not change a single
spending cut or tax cut that has been

S4793

proposed in the budget agreement. It
does none of that whatever, and it is
consistent with what is already in the
budget agreement. It would help chil-
dren that do not have health insurance.
It is very complementary to the budget
resolution.

Let me say this. When I went to West
Virginia 33 years ago, I went as some-
thing called a VISTA volunteer, sort of
an untrained social worker trying to do
good in West Virginia. I worked in a
small coal mining community, and my
life at that point was involved entirely
with children who did not have any
health insurance, or any education, for
that matter, because the schoolbus
would not come to pick them up.

Something that has stayed with me
forever, since I was a VISTA volunteer,
which I have acted on in terms of
moral angst and fervor since then, has
been the condition of children, particu-
larly regarding health care. I have to
report that the children of the children
with whom I was a VISTA volunteer do
not have health insurance. In fact, 12
percent of our children in West Vir-
ginia do not have any health insurance.

We talk about the most industri-
alized nation in the world, and that is
true, but when you think of certain sit-
uations on a case-by-case basis, how
can it be that, as a society that has our
resources and our capacity, that takes
10 million children, and says they can-
not have health insurance even though
the majority of their parents are work-
ing, it is not fair. America and democ-
racy are based like the progressive in-
come tax, on a concept of fairness. To
take 10 million children, most of whom
have a parent or parents working, play-
ing by the rules, paying taxes, and say-
ing you cannot have health insurance
because the person for whom your par-
ent works does not provide health in-
surance and you, on your own, cannot
afford it, and therefore you—this par-
ticular child—are not going to have
health insurance, is fundamentally
morally repugnant. I think every Sen-
ator, in fact, would agree with that.

So here we have a marvelous oppor-
tunity to help them, and not only to
help them in this amendment, but to
help them in the budget agreement.

Mr. President, if your heart does not
persuade you to this position, your
head ought to. That point has been
made. That is, we are talking about
preventive medicine for the budget in
the future, as well as preventive medi-
cine for children in our immediate
time. How can we expect these children
to excel at school; how can we expect
them to perform at school and learn
the skills they need if they do not have
basic health insurance?

Between 1987 and 1995 the percentage
of children with job-based insurance
actually declined from 67 to 50 percent.
Every minute that goes by, another
child loses his or her private insurance.

This is the year that can make his-
tory for Republicans and Democrats
alike. It can be the year remembered as
the one we prove that we can do some-
thing, together, about a problem we all
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acknowledge, we all know doesn’t
make sense, and we all say needs a re-
sponse.

I want to congratulate the Hatch-
Kennedy amendment because it takes
the next step. Senators HATCH and
KENNEDY once again have paved the
way for true bipartisan, common sense
action in an area where Americans are
very clear. Children count. Even better
news is that this partnership of two
Senators reflects broadening support
and momentum that now must build
into real results. The budget resolution
before us includes $16 billion to expand
health care. Money that can fund the
Medicaid-based bill that Senator
CHAFEE and I have proposed to expand
coverage for children, with the bipar-
tisan support of many of our col-
leagues.

This amendment should pass. The
Hatch-Kennedy amendment takes the
next step, with the money to make it
possible to get most or all uninsured
children the health care they need.

I am in the leadership on the Demo-
cratic side over here, and I am voting
against virtually all amendments to
protect the integrity of the budget
agreement. But this amendment, as
Senator HATCH said, is a big daddy. It
is a big, big daddy. We are discussing
health care, again, on the Senate floor,
and we are discussing it for children,
which is the place where we ought to
be beginning.

I have spent too many years in a
State that I love, in a country that I
love, as president of the National Com-
mission on Children, going around this
country, going around my State, seeing
children who do not have health insur-
ance, seeing what happens to them, to
not be extremely supportive of an op-
portunity to pass an amendment and to
cure that problem.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
want to yield to Senator FAIRCLOTH
such time as he needs. I yield up to 10
minutes.

Parliamentary inquiry, how much
time does each side have on the amend-
ment itself?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the
amendment, the Senator from New
Mexico has 28 minutes and 52 seconds,
and the Senator from Utah has 20 min-
utes.

Mr. DOMENICI. We do intend on our
side to use time off the bill in further
debate so Senators should not be con-
cerned on our side about the 28 min-
utes. I will yield off the bill.

We should be debating back and
forth, and when it is our turn again, I
ask unanimous consent that Senator
JUDD GREGG be recognized to speak
next and he be given up to 15 minutes.

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

The Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, I
rise to voice strong opposition to this
amendment because it simply is an-
other tax on the American family. It is
a tax increase, Mr. President, nothing
more.
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This is a $30 billion solution to a far
less expensive problem. The budget
agreement already sets aside $16 billion
over b years for children’s health insur-
ance. That will extend coverage to b5
million uninsured children.

Further, there are 3 million children
that are now covered under Medicaid
who, quite simply, have not yet been
signed up. There are estimates of 2 mil-
lion more uninsured children, and, of
course, they can be covered for far less
than $30 billion. Consequently, Mr.
President, this $30 billion tax package
is nothing more than an old-fashioned
tax increase.

We sit here and we hear it is a great
opportunity. However, Mr. President,
has there ever been a tax increase that
was not an opportunity to further
gouge the working people of this coun-
try? Sure, it is always good politics to
give a speech about tobacco, and the
cameras love it. But this vote is not
about tobacco, Mr. President, it is
about a tax increase. It is not about
children, Mr. President, it is about an-
other tax increase on the American
people.

I remember sitting in the House
Chamber at President Clinton’s State
of the Union Address in 1995. He said
that ‘“‘the era of big Government is
over.” The President campaigned for a
middle-class tax cut in 1992 and 1996.

I recall that we insisted that Govern-
ment live within its means. I remember
that the people wanted less Govern-
ment, not more. That is what the elec-
tion was about. We told them we would
balance the budget and cut taxes.

Mr. President, nobody campaigned on
a $30 billion tax increase, but we did
campaign to cut taxes. The President
did, too. This tax increase would re-
duce the net tax cut to $565 billion. That
is not the tax cut that we promised the
American people. We promised to do
better, and we can do better. The
American people deserve better than a
watered down tax cut. We give with
one hand and we take with the other.

This $30 billion tax increase is not
the sole cost to the American people of
this bill. No, Mr. President, the costs
go farther. Tobacco is used in the cal-
culation of the Consumer Price Index.
Since the tax will increase the cost of
tobacco, the Consumer Price Index will
rise, too. A portion of the Federal
budget is based upon the Consumer
Price Index. This will have an impact
of $4 billion over 5 years. This is $1.4
billion over 5 years in lost Federal tax
revenue, lost revenue, and another $2.6
billion over 5 years in increased ex-
penditures due to the CPI rise.

This is a plan that attaches a $30 bil-
lion tax increase to an unfunded man-
date no less. It will force additional
costs upon the States. Not only will it
cost the States more money, it is going
to dry up one of their major sources of
revenue, tobacco tax revenues. This $30
billion tax increase will reduce sales,
and that drop will reduce the tax reve-
nues to the States by $6.5 billion.

The first bill we passed in 1995 was
the Unfunded Mandate Reform Act. It
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passed the Senate with 86 votes. But
this is simply an unfunded mandate
coming around the backside disguised
as something else.

It is like all of these new programs
that come out of Washington. At first
the Federal Government picks up a
major portion of it. However, when the
costs of the new program rise, the
States will be responsible for the ever-
growing difference between the Federal
Government share and the program
costs.

The entire proposal is just another
unfunded mandate, a new law thrust
upon the States, and one not paid for
in Washington.

This amendment places more than 30
new mandates on participating States.
Thirty new mandates. It requires all
State plans to be approved by the De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices. This means more big Government,
more bureaucracy. If States fund abor-
tions through their Medicaid Program,
for example, this will force them to pay
for abortions for teenagers that come
in under this new program. The States
cannot set up two different sets of ben-
efits.

Like every other Federal program,
the costs will go through the roof, and
the taxpayers will be left holding the
bag to pay the bill.

Why? So we can run back home and
tell people we stood up against to-
bacco. We will not go back and tell
them that we levied a $30 billion new
tax on them and drove some farmers
from the land. We were strong. We
stood up against tobacco.

But this is the type of unfunded man-
date that we were supposed to stop
with S. 1 in 1995. But just 2 years after
we passed it, here we go around the
back to pass another mandate on the
States. And that is simply what this is.

Mr. President, I also hear some
grumbling about the small tax cuts in
this budget package. I think the tax
cuts are too small for working fami-
lies, of course, but some of the grum-
bling comes from Senators who are
concerned about the ‘‘distribution’ of
the tax cut. Mr. President, the ciga-
rette tax is the most regressive tax on
the Federal books.

Families making under $30,000 per
year earn 16 percent of the national
family income. They pay slightly over
1 percent of the Federal income taxes.
But they pay 47 percent of the tobacco
excise tax. This bill increase taxes on
families making less than $30,000. We
are going to increase their taxes by
$230 a year.

If we were thinking about putting a
tax increase on families making less
than $30,000 a year from any other
source than tobacco, the Senate would
rise up in righteous revolution. Yet,
under the guise of getting the tobacco
farmers, so many of them acquiesced.

These taxes are so regressive that
high- and low-income families pay al-
most exactly the same amount of tax
rather than the same rate of tax.

This is the most regressive tax on the
books. I find it odd that some of the
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biggest supporters are the same people
preaching equity in the tax relief pack-
age. If ever there was an inequitable
tax, this is it, but I don’t hear their
complaints.

Mr. President, we have a plan that
raises taxes by $30 billion, and changes
the Consumer Price Index to result in
$1.4 billion in lost Federal revenues,
and $2.6 billion in increased Federal
spending. It reduces State tax revenues
by $6.5 billion, and it wipes out 30,000
jobs, which means hardship and pain
for families across the South.

S0, in an attempt to insure 2 million
children, we are looking at a $40 billion
package.

I support efforts to bring coverage to
these children, but this is not the right
approach, and the taxpayers deserve a
seat at the table here.

I ran for the Senate and promised the
people of my State that I would not
vote for any tax increase under any cir-
cumstances at any time for anything. I
intend to live by my commitment and
to oppose this massive tax increase and
assault on North Carolina farm fami-
lies with all the strength within me.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mrs. MURRAY addressed the Chair.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Washington off the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mrs. MURRAY. Thank you,
President.

Mr. President, I rise today in strong
support of the pending amendment. I
am pleased to join with the Senators
from Utah and Massachusetts in sup-
porting this bipartisan effort to launch
one of the most important health ini-
tiatives since the creation of Medicare
in 1965.

At the start of the 105th Congress
both the Democratic and Republican
leadership included comprehensive
children’s health insurance legislation
on their agendas for action. I ap-
plauded this decision and believe that
the amendment before us today moves
us closer to enacting universal chil-
dren’s health care legislation.

Mr. President, as a member of the
Budget Committee I have been actively
involved in the negotiations and dif-
ficult decision, that resulted in this bi-
partisan balanced budget agreement
which will control spending, encourage
economic development and balance the
budget in 2002. And I have been an ada-
mant proponent of Medicaid and the
need to maintain the health safety net
for millions of children, pregnant
women, the disabled, and senior citi-
zens. Because of my role in the devel-
opment of this agreement I recognize
the fact that there is little room in the
current confines of the budget to sig-
nificantly expand Medicaid or other
health discretionary programs to serve
the 10% million children who today
lack any health care coverage. We can-
not simply turn our backs on these
children and their working parents. If

Mr.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

children are truly our priority, we
must be more creative in finding ap-
propriate solutions.

The amendment before us will do just
that. It will allow for an increase in
the cigarette tax to fund a program
that helps working parents purchase
health insurance for their children or
offset the cost of premiums, copay-
ments or deductible for employer pro-
vided health insurance. It does not cre-
ate a new Federal entitlement pro-
gram—it relies on the private insur-
ance market as opposed to a Govern-
ment run plan. In many ways it is very
similar to the structure of the Medi-
care Program which we all know is one
of the most successful public/private
programs currently administered by
the Federal Government.

This amendment will not hinder the
enactment of a balanced budget plan.
It does not add one dime to the deficit,
as it is entirely funded through the cig-
arette tax. It is fiscally responsible and
does not violate any part of the bipar-
tisan balanced budget agreement.

Some are arguing that we do not
need to enact this act as the agreement
will provide an additional coverage for
5 million children. While this is an im-
portant first step, who wants to tell
those other 5% million children that
they will lose in this agreement? These
are real children who are in our class-
rooms, in our homes, in our streets,
and in our communities.

Today, we have the chance to provide
real security for working families and
to make a positive step forward for all
children in our country. I believe we
have a moral obligation as adults to
address the growing health care crisis
facing these 10% million children, chil-
dren who have no direct access to qual-
ity comprehensive health care, chil-
dren whose only exposure to health
care is the emergency room. In town
hall meetings and community meet-
ings across my State, the people I rep-
resent have told me that children and
their future must be our priority.

Mr. President, I think it is important
for us to realize that, if enacted, this
proposal would actually have a more
positive impact on the deficit than will
ever be scored by CBO. A sick child
cannot succeed in the classroom and
becomes an unhealthy adult with few
economic opportunities. As we learned
a long time ago from the WIC Program,
a little prevention goes a long way.
Providing affordable comprehensive
health insurance coverage for millions
of children will pay huge dividends in
the future. It does little good to help
communities develop the classroom of
the 21st century when children are suf-
fering from diseases and illnesses of the
19th century.

I hope all of my colleagues will sup-
port this amendment so that we can
move one step closer to ensuring that
no child goes without necessary med-
ical treatment and that every parent
who works hard can provide health se-
curity for their children.

Today, let us make the same com-
mitment to our children that we have
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made to senior citizens by protecting
the solvency of the Medicare system. I
urge adoption of this important amend-
ment.

Mr. GREGG addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER
HUTCHINSON).

Hampshire.

Mr. GREGG. How much time re-
mains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah has 20 minutes; the
Senator from New Mexico has 17 min-
utes.

Mr. GREGG. I yield myself such time
as I may consume off the underlying
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I rise in
opposition to the proposal that has
been brought forward by the Senator
from Utah and the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts. I oppose it on a variety of
different levels, and let me talk about
them.

First off, let us go back to where we
stand here. We have before us a budget
agreement, a bipartisan budget agree-
ment that was worked out in negotia-
tions, extensive negotiations, between
the White House, the Republican lead-
ership of the House and Senate, and the
Democratic leadership of the House
and Senate, at least relative to the
Budget Committee, and that agree-
ment included in it language to address
the issue of uncovered children who are
of a low income. Let us define the size
of this issue for a second because there
has been a lot of misrepresentation on
this so far on this floor.

There are about 9.8 million kids who
it is believed do not have insurance, or
about 13.8 percent of the child popu-
lation of the country. Of that group, 3.7
million are qualified to be covered by
Medicaid. In other words, under the
law that we presently have, they really
do have insurance; they just have not
been brought in under Medicaid. So we
do not need a new law to cover those
kids. And of that number, that 9.8, we
have reduced it now by 3.7 and you are
down to 6.1. Of that 6.1 that is left,
about 2.9 million are over 200 percent of
poverty—over 200 percent of poverty—
which means that the family has an in-
come of some ability and for some rea-
son they are not using that income to
cover those children.

So the number of kids that are under
200 percent of poverty who are uncov-
ered by Medicaid is really 3.2 million.
So that is the population we are talk-
ing about.

Now, in this bill, the bipartisan
agreement that was reached, approxi-
mately $16 billion was set aside to
cover children of low income who are
not covered. That is a very significant
commitment and certainly more than
enough money to pick up 2.9 million
children—to pick up the 3.2 million
children who are uncovered today and
to also make sure that in the Medicaid
accounts we can pick up those children

(Mr.
The Senator from New
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who are covered today under Medicaid
but have not been brought in under
Medicaid.

So this bill as it is proposed, as it
was brought forward, the bipartisan
agreement as it was brought forward
already had in it a very substantial
commitment to children who do not
have health insurance who are in low-
income families.

What else would you expect? Essen-
tially, one of the great insults of this
amendment, one of the great insults of
this amendment is it is saying that the
President of the United States, who
reached this agreement on this budget,
does not care about children, does not
care about uninsured children. Essen-
tially, that is what one of the under-
lying tones of this amendment is. Or I
suspect some of the authors of this
amendment feel this way anyway, that
the Republicans do not care about un-
covered children, which I would argue
is totally inaccurate and inappropriate
but maybe from a partisan standpoint
is a point made.

It is ironic that one of the elements
of this proposal is a representation
that the bipartisan budget package,
which has in it $16 billion specifically
directed at children who are not pres-
ently receiving health care insurance
and who are in low-income families, is
not enough, that the President did not
know what he was doing; that he does
not care; therefore, we have to have
this brand new layer placed on top of
the package.

It really is a position which is hard
to defend just on its face. But on the
face of its indefensibility let us go into
the substance of it because the sub-
stance of this proposal is totally inde-
fensible.

There has been a representation
made that this is a discretionary pro-
gram. If this is a discretionary pro-
gram, my golf game is the same as
Tiger Woods’. They are about as close-
ly related. The fact is that this is not
a discretionary program or anywhere
near in the ballpark of discretionary
programs. This is a mandatory un-
funded mandate on the States. It is a
mandatory program on the Federal
Government. It is a program which is
grossly underestimated in its cost be-
cause of the impact it will have on the
marketplace in taking kids who are al-
ready in the private-sector insurance
realm and moving them onto the pub-
lic-sector realm.

It is a classic big Government solu-
tion to a problem which ironically the
bipartisan budget agreement has ad-
dressed not only with dollars but with
initiatives to try to give the States the
creativity to take this issue on and
which the States are today actually
taking on and resolving. And I will get
into that in a second.

But let us go back to this complete
red herring, that this is some sort of
discretionary program. Now, the pro-
posal as it comes to us is in vague
terms so we have to go back to the bill
that was introduced by the Senators
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who are the authors of this agreement
in order to find the underlying lan-
guage which defines the program. That
bill is not included but it is obviously
assumed, and if you go back to section
2802 of that bill, this sets up the new
entitlement. In the bill in this section
a State must—it does not say ‘“‘may.”
“May’”’ is a discretionary word. ‘‘Shall”’
is not a discretionary word.

It says, ‘“The States shall guarantee
issuance of Medicaid level benefits to
all eligible children.” And not only do
they say ‘‘shall,” they cover that
“‘shall” with all sorts of restrictions; 39
times in this bill the States are told
what to do. They shall do this, they
shall do that, they shall do this. Every
time it says that, every time it says
that in the bill, it is a mandate, and
every time it says it in the bill it is a
major cost. Section 2803 is where the
shalls begin.

Now, not only are the folks who
drafted this bill not satisfied with cre-
ating a mandate on the States—and I
will get into the unfunded aspect in a
second—not only are they unsatisfied
with creating a mandate on the States,
they decided let’s create a new man-
date. Let’s do it the old-fashioned way.
Let’s not only mandate what the
States have to do. Let’s mandate the
private sector at the same time.

This bill includes a private-sector
mandate that says essentially, depend-
ing on how a State defines its Medicaid
eligibility rules, every private em-
ployer in the State must supply health
care benefits at the same level as Med-
icaid to children.

Wow. This is a big-time, old-fash-
ioned Government proposal. This is
right out of the old 1960’s school of
Lyndon Johnson, how you make Gov-
ernment gigantic and how you make
Government not work, I would point
out, because one of the things we found
out is that when we create one of these
massive new entitlements that absorbs
a whole area of activity under Federal
control—and this entitlement does ex-
actly that, basically giving unbeliev-
able authority to HHS, eliminating
waivers for Medicaid, grandfathering
the HHS regulatory structure. When
you do that, what happens is that you
create major Federal programs which
fail.

Why do they fail? Because all the
knowledge does not happen to come
out of Washington. And what is hap-
pening in the States today is that you
are seeing a tremendous amount of cre-
ative initiative to try to cover these
kids who need to be covered.

There is no argument about coverage
here. The bipartisan budget agreement
states there will be coverage. The argu-
ment is about whether or not you are
going to do it with a massive new fed-
erally dominated, directed, controlled
and managed program or whether you
are going to do it by allowing the
States the flexibility of initiating pro-
grams and addressing the issue of the
concerns of these kids.

This bill creates a brandnew, major
Federal entitlement. It is not only a
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Federal entitlement in the classic
sense of an entitlement on the States;
as I mentioned, it is an entitlement
that forces the private employer to
take action, and that is a mandate, an
unfunded mandate.

Of course, the first action which this
Congress took when the Republicans
took control of it was to say that we
were not going to create unfunded
mandates anymore. At least, if we
were, we were going to require a super-
majority. So this bill should be subject
to a supermajority if it ever came up
for a vote. But whether it is or not, it
undermines the intent, which was to
stop putting mandates on the States
that are unfunded.

Now, why is this unfunded? Because,
of course, there is this dollar figure
that is attached to this. It is an addi-
tional $20 billion which is paid for by
the cigarette tax—which is not the
issue I am addressing, the cigarette
tax. It is unfunded because of the way
it is structured. It guarantees that the
cost of this health care package will
exceed the amount of money that is in
the proposal—guarantees it. All we
need to do is look at history. All we
need to do is look at the CBO esti-
mations of what would happen if you
applied Medicaid coverage to a full
group, to this targeted population. We
know that the practical effect of that
will be to exceed $20 billion by who
knows how much, but it will be a heck
of a lot.

So what you have created is an un-
funded mandate. You have created a
cap that says, all right, States, the
Federal Government will require you
to pay this money. We know it is not
enough money, but we are going to re-
quire you to pay it. Then when we go
over the amount of money that we are
going to put into the package, well,
you have to pay it yourself. You have
to pay the difference. Unfunded man-
date. And some will say, well, that can-
not be.

Why would that be any different? If
that is the case, doesn’t the present
budget agreement understate the
amount of money that is necessary to
cover these children? Well, the dif-
ference here is in the insidiousness of
this agreement, of this proposal in its
ability to draw people into a Federal
program. Because the way this pro-
posal is drafted, it absolutely guaran-
tees for all intents and purposes that
people will be moving out of private-
sector coverage and into the public-
sector coverage, that a lot of children
who are today being covered by their
employers, by their parents’ employers
are going to end up moving over to be
covered by the Government.

Why is that? Because it is requiring a
one-size-fits-all health care package be
applied to all children, all children who
fall in this income category, but, even
more importantly, under the way this
bill is drafted and interpreted, applying
that same package could be required
upon all employers within a State. So
you are going to have a dramatic, what
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is known as woodwork effect, where
people move from the private sector
coverage into the public sector cov-
erage. It is just going to be over-
whelming.

What employer in their right mind is
going to say, ‘“‘OK, I am going to con-
tinue covering this parent’s children,”’
when the employer is already paying a
huge tax burden and the Government is
being told that they must cover this
child if this child is not covered by the
employer. Very few will be so altru-
istic. For all intents and purposes,
what we are doing is federalizing the
health care system—nationalizing the
health care system, not federalizing;
this is no Federal program, this is a na-
tional program—nationalizing the
health care system for all children, for
all intents and purposes, who fall into
this category, the majority of whom,
today—the majority of whom, today,
are covered by private-sector insur-
ance. So, the open-ended cost of this
program is absolutely staggering—
staggering. And the concept that the
costs will be controlled to $20 billion is
absurd on its face, equal in absurdity
only to the claim that this is some sort
of discretionary program.

How does our Dbipartisan budget
agreement, which the President has
signed on to and which tries to address
these children’s concerns, approach
this issue? Essentially, what it does is
acknowledge the fact that in the
States there are some things going on
that are working. Take my State of
New Hampshire, for example. There are
33 States, I believe, that are pursuing
this type of approach. Recognizing we
have a targeted uncovered population
that needs to be covered, we have set
up this program called Healthy Kids.
This is a partnership between the pri-
vate-sector insurers and the State. In
fact, at the present time it is hardly
costing the State anything because it
has gotten the private-sector insurers
to come in and cover these children.

In the targeted area where they are
doing the demonstration program, 50
percent of the kids who would fall into
the uninsured categories which this
bill alleges it is trying to cover are
being covered at essentially no addi-
tional cost to the taxpayer—50 percent.
It is a darned successful program. It
would not be able to continue under
this bill. All 33 States that have initi-
ated creative programs to address chil-
dren’s health insurance would have
their programs wiped out because we in
Washington have decided to take over
the issue, to nationalize the issue with
this proposal put forward by our col-
leagues. So, a program which is insur-
ing 50 percent of these kids at no cost
to the taxpayers will be replaced by a
program that will draw a whole new
group of kids out of the private sector
into the public sector to be covered and
will, in the process, drive up costs dra-
matically and increase the taxpayers’
costs dramatically, and, I would point
out, for that 50 percent of the kids who
presently have coverage under the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Healthy Kids Program, will have al-
most no impact on their quality of
health care.

So, what our bipartisan budget pro-
posal puts forward—not ours, the one
put forward by the President and the
leadership of the Senate and the
House—is to allow these types of ini-
tiatives to proceed; not with as much
flexibility as I like, and I may offer an
amendment to give these States more
flexibility, but with a heck of a lot
more flexibility than is proposed by
this straitjacket of mandated unfunded
mandates in this bill that is the under-
lying essence of this proposal.

So, why not let the States try to do
it? Why not say to the States: All
right, there is a population out there
that is not covered. See what sort of
programs you can come up with to
cover them and meet these limited cri-
teria, criteria that they have to be cov-
ered under a certain health care struc-
ture. It is working, working in 33
States, but it will not work after this
bill is passed.

Let me read part of a letter I re-
ceived from the deputy commissioner
of health and human services in New
Hampshire, who is a professional. She
is not a political appointee. She is a
professional. She was looking at this
question of how we address these kids
who are in need, and thinking of the
Healthy Kids programs that we have in
New Hampshire and evaluating the var-
ious programs. Here is what she stated
was the core of the need, in the way
the Congress should approach this
issue. She says:

Consideration must be given to balancing
the financial incentives provided in the
States to implement health care expansion
while retaining sufficient flexibility for in-
novation. There are multiple [multiple, a
word which appears to have escaped the con-
cept of this bill] multiple strategies to ex-
tend health care coverage to the uninsured,
including preventive, catastrophic coverage
options. Please recognize the efforts that are
currently underway in many States across
this Nation and their value in promoting our
common goal, extending health care to those
that currently have none.

Basically, what she is saying is what
I suspect every administrator of health
care at every State agency of health
and human services would say if you
asked them. It is their goal to cover
the kids who are not covered. What the
bipartisan budget agreement does is
fund that ability. What the proposal
before us does is deny that ability, rel-
ative to flexibility at the State level,
and to take out of the hands of the
States the ability to manage this issue
in any way, shape or manner, and to
nationalize the health care delivery
of—essentially all children who fall
within this income category, but po-
tentially even a dramatically larger
group of people, if the bill is applied to
private employers, as I happen to be-
lieve it will end up being under its
present language.

So, this bill—which is brought for-
ward to us as some sort of proposal
that is a discretionary program just
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meant to help kids who do not have
coverage—will, in my opinion, have the
practical effect of not only not accom-
plishing its goal, because it is certainly
not discretionary—and I do not think
it is going to help any more kids than
would be helped under the bipartisan
budget agreement structure as is pro-
posed—but it would create a massive
new entitlement, a massive new un-
funded mandate, a massive new feder-
ally directed regulatory structure, and
would essentially emasculate the pri-
vate sector’s efforts to respond to this
area, and private insurance as it pres-
ently covers these children.

I can’t think of any program which
would be more counterproductive and,
put in the context of the history of
other nationalization efforts, will be
less successful than that. I mean, es-
sentially we have been down this road.
We have been down this road and we
found this type of approach to solving
national problems does not work. Hav-
ing the Federal Government come in
and take things over does not work.
This budget agreement attempts to ad-
dress this issue constructively. It
funds, at the level of $16 billion, chil-
dren who do not have health insurance
coverage, yet it leaves some modicum
of flexibility with the States to address
the issue. So, I find this proposal to be
not only not compelling, but to be ex-
traordinarily counterproductive to its
underlying goal, which is to obtain fis-
cal responsibility and to cover children
who do not have health insurance.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
yield 10 minutes to the Senator from
Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I see
Senator MIKULSKI and Senator REED,
who have been very patient and want
to address the Senate on this issue. But
I see my friend and colleague and prin-
cipal sponsor, Senator HATCH, on the
floor. I would like to take maybe 2
minutes in response to the Senator
from New Hampshire, but I will be glad
to yield to the Senator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague from Massachusetts, and
also the vice chairman of the Budget
Committee.

I was very interested listening to the
Senator from New Hampshire, his jour-
ney from 10.5 million unfunded chil-
dren, down to the 3.2 million he says
are truly uninsured. First off, the Sen-
ator says that 3.7 million are Medicaid
eligible.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the
Senator from Utah speaking on his
time?

Mr. HATCH. I am speaking on Sen-
ator KENNEDY’s time.

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

Mr. HATCH. First of all he says he’s
down to 3.2 million that he says they
are truly uninsured. First off, the Sen-
ator says the 3.7 million are Medicaid
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eligible. That’s what he said. But here
is what the CBO said: 10.5 million unin-
sured kids, 3 million Medicaid—let me
just read it right out of there. Here is
what the CBO says:

According to widely quoted estimates,
about 10.5 million children through the age
of 18, or 14 percent, are uninsured. At least 3
million of them are thought to be eligible for
Medicaid.

That is the CBO. That is what we
rely upon around here. So my friend
from New Hampshire is using numbers
somewhat different from the CBO. I
still do not understand how anyone can
seriously believe that $16 billion is ade-
quate to take care of 10.5 million unin-
sured kids. I will go into that for just
a minute, but let me just say this.

First of all, the amendment we filed
is not a bill, it is strictly numbers. A
bill will have to be formed from it. The
question is whether we should fund be-
yond the $16 billion provided for in this
bill—which I praise, but which is to-
tally inadequate to do what many of us
in this body would like to do, including
many on this side. Over time, I think
that will be the case.

Let me just make this case. By the
way, talking about mandates, that is
not part of our amendment. It was not
part of our bill either. I might add, it
is pretty tough to call a block grant to
the States with the States setting eli-
gibility standards a great big bunch of
new Federal bureaucratic Lyndon
Johnson type things. We fought very
hard to get to a block grant status.

I remember the same type of argu-
ments I went through on child care a
number of years ago, until it passed
unanimously on the floor here. The
reason it did is because it was right
and it did what was right. And our
goals here are right. And they do what
is right. And it is time for people to
wake up and pay attention and do
something about these problems.

Let me just talk about the Medicaid
cuts in the budget. It makes sense that
the $16 billion children’s health initia-
tive in the budget will be put back into
the lowest income children. I commend
the Budget Committee for that, par-
ticularly those eligible for Medicaid,
since the budget agreement cuts $14
billion out of Medicaid.

Much of the $14 billion is expected to
come from cuts to the disproportionate
share of hospital payments, or DISH,
which are funds to States to reimburse
those hospitals which serve a dis-
proportionate share of Medicaid and
other low-income patients.

So the loss to children, where they
have taken from DISH to get $16 bil-
lion, is somewhere between $7 billion to
$10 billion. So it is not a full $16 billion.
We are robbing Peter to pay Paul. That
may be justified. I still commend the
Budget Committee for trying to do
something here, but it certainly does
not cover the problems that some are
saying it covers.

These cuts are taking away money
that the States currently have to en-
sure that children, the elderly and the
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disabled are cared for in the hospitals.
Reducing these funds, as I have men-
tioned, will likely hurt children if addi-
tional funding is not put back into the
Medicaid Program to care for these
children.

Without the additional funding in the
Medicaid Program, States will be
forced, or may be forced, to cut back
on services to children, and I estimate
that to be $7 billion to $10 billion. It
may be more.

The Budget Committee made a good
start by allotting $3.2 billion a year
over the next 5 years to the Finance
Committee to cover children’s health,
to cover those eligible for Medicaid and
to strengthen Medicaid. Let’s be real-
istic what the $3.2 billion a year can
and cannot do.

I think it is important my colleagues
understand the Congressional Budget
Office is coming in with very conserv-
ative estimates on the number of chil-
dren who will be served under various
congressional proposals. For example,
CBO estimated the Medicaid 12-month,
continuous eligibility proposal will
cost $14 Dbillion if implemented by
every State. That alone is almost all of
the money in the budget resolution.
CBO has also told us they estimate the
cost for a child-only insurance policy
to be somewhere between $1,000 and
$1,200 a year. If true, the average $3.2
billion a year in the budget would only
cover about 3 million kids, far short of
the 5 million targeted in the resolution
and still 5 million short of those who
need to be taken care of.

Or, if you look at it another way, the
Federal share of Medicaid costs for a
child is about $860 on average this year.
According to the Employee Benefit Re-
search Institute, there are 4.7 million
uninsured children whose parents make
less than 125 percent of the Federal
poverty level. That is $19,500 for a fam-
ily of four. We, who make $134,000, con-
tinually complain about how hard it is
to maintain two homes here and there
and pay for all the things we pay for.
Can you imagine what a family making
less than $20,000 can do?

By simple calculation, to cover those
kids under Medicaid would cost $4.2 bil-
lion, about $1 billion more a year than
is included in the budget resolution,
and that is just some of the kids. This
still would leave the vast majority of
children of working parents above the
125 percent of poverty level uncovered.

While $16 billion is a substantial
start, and I commend my colleagues, as
I have just shown, it is just not enough
to do the whole job.

Some will point out our original bill
called for $20 billion in spending. They
will ask, why is more than an addi-
tional $4 billion needed? Are you say-
ing that this is a $36 billion problem,
and, if that is so, why didn’t you ask
for that originally?

These are fair questions. Let me an-
swer them.

The short answer to this concern is
that we need these resources to help
the next generation of Americans to be
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healthy adults. The fact is that the $16
billion in the budget resolution is not
enough. When Senator KENNEDY and I
originally introduced the CHILD bill,
we set a spending limit of $20 billion
for services and $10 billion for deficit
reduction. We hoped to target up to 5
million families not on Medicaid—I
said not on Medicaid—and that is im-
portant.

We are also cosponsors of the Chafee-
Rockefeller-Jeffords CHIPS bill, which
is estimated to cost at least $15 billion,
perhaps even more. This Medicaid bill
is targeted to help 5 million kids, al-
though there are already about 3 mil-
lion of Medicaid-eligible children who
are not enrolled. So we see these two
bills as compatible—the CHIPS bill im-
proves basic Medicaid, and our bill
would be added on top of that.

There is, obviously, a close connec-
tion between the two. That is why, in
our amendment, we decided to divide
the money equally between each of the
two committees, Labor and Finance, to
work out an integrated approach. So to
make wild comments that this bill is
going to mandate this, mandate that,
take away the powers of the States,
when the original Hatch-Kennedy bill
does not do that, is irrelevant to this
debate, because if we adopt the Hatch-
Kennedy amendment, we will have
enough money to make a real dent in
these problems.

The fact is that $16 billion is a good
start, but let’s not kid ourselves, it is
not enough, especially combined with
the Medicaid cuts in the resolution,
and that is why our amendment should
be adopted.

I understand that the Senator from
New Hampshire and others are opposed
to my CHILD bill. Most of his rea-
soning is wrong, though, but we will
debate that at a more appropriate time
when we actually get to fleshing out a
CHILD bill.

This is not a vote on the CHILD bill.
Our amendment intends that the
money be used for the same purposes as
those outlined in the bipartisan budget
agreement. That is, for one or both of
the following: Medicaid, including out-
reach activities providing continuous
12-month eligibility, restoring eligi-
bility for disabled children losing SSI
under the welfare bill, and, this is also
part of the budget resolution, a manda-
tory capped State grant program to fi-
nance health insurance for uninsured
children. That grant program will be
designed by the Labor and Finance
Committees. We hope it will be like the
CHILD bill, but it may not be. But we
are going to work to try and make it
what we said we would do.

Under our amendment, $18 billion in
program funding will go to the Labor
Committee. Will the Senator yield me
1 more minute?

Mr. KENNEDY. I want to yield to
two other Senators and make a brief
comment myself. I do not know where
we are on time. I want to take 1
minute to respond to the Senator from
New Hampshire and then yield to my
colleagues.
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Mr. HATCH. May I have 1 more
minute to finish my remarks?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I yield 5 minutes
more to the Senator from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield another 2
minutes, and I will take the last 3 min-
utes and yield to my colleagues.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, under our
amendment, $18 billion in program
funding will go to the Labor Com-
mittee and $2 billion to the Finance
Committee to be added to the $16 bil-
lion already in the budget resolution.
That means that each committee will
get $18 billion to work on complemen-
tary programs to help the poor and the
near poor. We will have to work out
the legislative language. I hope it will
be like the CHILD bill that we have
worked so long and hard to make a pos-
sibility. But what we are voting on
today, if and when we do, is the right
to have enough funding moneys to take
care of these kids who are the poorest
of the poor families not on Medicaid
who cannot do it otherwise.

Of all the criticisms of our bill, I am
perhaps most dismayed by the charge
that this bill creates an entitlement. In
sharp contrast to last year’s Kennedy-
Kerry bill which was an entitlement, I
succeeded in persuading my cosponsor
TED KENNEDY, one of the most liberal
Members of the Senate, to agree to the
following provision:

NONENTITLEMENT.—Nothing in this title
shall be construed as providing an individual
with an entitlement to assistance under this
title.

Don’t words mean anything any-
more?

Moreover, not only does this bill
make clear it is not an individual enti-
tlement program, participation is
clearly voluntary on the part of the
States. In fact, even if an individual is
eligible under the State’s own eligi-
bility criteria, section 2822(d) of the
bill ensures that there is not a require-
ment for any subsidy to the individual
should there be insufficient program
funds available. This can be contrasted
with programs such as Medicare or
Medicaid, which guarantee we will pay
for the services of every eligible bene-
ficiary. In fact, the bill states specifi-
cally that.

Some have interpreted the language
that states:

Shall ensure that children’s policies are
available to all eligible children in the State
and that each eligible child has the oppor-
tunity to enroll for coverage under such poli-
cles.
as an entitlement.

It is true that a State that chooses to
participate by negotiating a contract
with one or more insurers must make
sure that children in the State can get
that policy. What good is health insur-
ance availability if those who need it
don’t have at least the opportunity to
get it? However, there is no require-
ment that the State subsidize that pol-
icy in any way unless the State choos-
es to do so by the eligibility criteria it
sets. And there is no requirement that
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the insurance policy be available to
nonsubsidized children at the price ne-
gotiated by the State for the subsidy
program.

To be fair, some may object to this
provision, but it is in no way an enti-
tlement. Again, the State chooses
whether or not to participate, as does
any individual insurer.

Finally, the point has been made
that the bill would increase Federal
mandatory spending by $20 billion over
the next 5 years. That is true. This pro-
vision was inserted to made certain
that the revenues generated by the
companion legislation (S. 526) which
increases the tobacco excise tax would
be used to fund the CHILD bill and not
for some other program. If there is a
better way to write that language to
make clear it is not an entitlement, I
am open to suggestions.

I find it curious that many of my col-
leagues have been arguing against the
fact that my bill calls for mandatory
spending, calling the mandatory nature
of that spending the equivalent of an
entitlement.

Yet, the budget resolution we debate
today includes funding for a mandatory
capped grant program to States.

If ‘“‘mandatory’ equals ‘‘entitle-
ment”’—which I believe it does not—
then the bipartisan budget agreement
establishes a new entitlement.

But we all know that is not the case.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

The Senator from New Hampshire is
my friend and my colleague. However,
as 1s sometimes seen around here,
someone misstates what is in the bill
and then differs with it. That is what
has happened here.

When I was listening to the Senator
from New Hampshire describe the bill,
I did not recognize it, because this is
not an entitlement. No individual will
ever be able to receive any kind of ben-
efit on the basis of an entitlement.
Participation is voluntary for the
States and it is authorized for just 5
yvears. It is completely funded, and it
provides the kind of flexibility to the
States that will allow them to build on
what thy are currently doing.

Let us not lose sight of what the
issue is before the Senate this after-
noon: Will we support the Hatch-Ken-
nedy bill that will provide the re-
sources to ensure the sons and daugh-
ters of working families in this coun-
try? That is the issue. You can talk
about other kinds of issues all you
want, but every American understands
this one. When you come right down to
it, this is the issue.

We are providing the opportunity. We
are saying, ‘“‘Let us stand up for the
children of working families and pay
for it with a tobacco tax, which is basi-
cally a user fee.” That is the way to
address this issue, by building upon the
agreement that has been spelled out
here. Covering the Medicaid children
will make a difference, but let’s build
on that and cover the children of work-
ing families.
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I yield to the Senator from Rhode Is-
land. I see that he wants to speak
about this issue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts has 2 minutes
remaining.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I will yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Rhode Is-

land.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, it is
our turn.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I stand cor-
rected.

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator HAGEL has

been waiting for a while.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. No problem. The
understanding is Senator DOMENICI has
the time next.

Mr. DOMENICI. Can I inquire, how
much time is left on the amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah has 20 minutes remain-
ing; the Senator from New Mexico has
17 minutes remaining.

Mr. DOMENICI. How much time
would the Senator like?

Mr. HAGEL. Five minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield up to 10 min-
utes to the Senator from Nebraska, and
I want to take that off the resolution,
Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I rise
today to voice my strong support for
Senate Concurrent Resolution 27. I
want to begin by applauding the dedi-
cation of the Budget chairman and all
those who have worked so diligently
over the last few months to craft a
budget that makes some sense and for
bringing this balanced budget to the
floor.

I want to speak in more global terms
about this budget issue. I have not
been around here very long. It seems to
me that if we continue this ‘““‘what if”’
theory and ‘‘one more amendment”
theory to budgeting, we will never get
there.

The fact is, at least in this humble
freshman Senator’s opinion, that the
real challenge to this country over the
next few years, well into the next cen-
tury, 1is 1like this: It is the
prioritization of our resources. If we
are going to do that, then we are going
to have to have some framework that
makes some sense, that disciplines this
Congress, disciplines this body. We
have been an undisciplined Congress
for 30 years, and what Chairman
DOMENICI and the President and the
leadership on the Democratic and Re-
publican sides in the House and the
Senate, and all those who have been
part of this process have brought to
this floor is something that makes
sense.

This is a historic budget. We have
not been able to craft this kind of a
budget for more than 30 years. We
should not forget this point as we de-
bate this budget.

Is this a perfect budget? No. I think
it is a good budget. Over the years, Mr.
President, like many of my colleagues
and most Americans, I was running my
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own business and paying taxes. Like
most Americans, I was doubting wheth-
er this Congress had the will and the
discipline to ever balance the budget.
Now we have an opportunity to do
what many thought would never hap-
pen, and that is to pass a balanced
budget.

What also makes this budget signifi-
cant is it cuts taxes. I, like many of my
colleagues, know how difficult it was
to craft such a budget. I also know,
like in my campaign last year and the
campaigns of others, that people said
you can’t cut taxes, you can’t cut
spending and balance the budget. Well,
we can. That is what this is about.

Mr. President, there is a reason that
more Americans believe in Santa Claus
than believe we can actually balance
the budget. We are at a crossroads in
governance. We are at a crossroads in
leadership. If we allow the further ero-
sion of confidence of the American pub-
lic in this body, this Congress, trust
and confidence to do the right thing, to
balance the budget, then it may be
some time in getting it back.

I don’t doubt the sincerity of my col-
leagues, Senators HATCH, KENNEDY, and
others. I applaud what they are doing.
But if we continue to proceed with
amendment after amendment after
amendment, I don’t know what we
would do at the end of the day. These
are issues that should be debated in the
appropriate forums. If we are not care-
ful, we will undo a very delicate bal-
ance in coming to this budget agree-
ment.

I will support this budget, but I will
not support any of the amendments
that are being offered. This budget is
too important to our Nation and the
future of our children to place it at
risk with various amendments, regard-
less of how well-intentioned.

I urge my colleagues to defeat the
amendments offered today and to sup-
port this balanced budget that so many
people have worked so hard to craft
and make work. This does include tax
relief, spending cuts, and balancing the
budget, putting this country on a re-
sponsible fiscal plane over the next few
years. Until we bring some stability to
our financial responsibilities and our
fiscal responsibilities starting right
here, then we will pay consequences for
that.

I urge my colleagues to support Sen-
ate Concurrent Resolution 27.

I yield the remainder of my time.

Thank you, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks time?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Rhode Island.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island is recognized.

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

I want to thank the Senator from
New Jersey for yielding me time.

I want to commend Senator KENNEDY
and Senator HATCH for their leadership
on this critical issue. I rise in support
of their amendment.

Let us be very clear. What we are
talking about today is providing health
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care for the children of the working
families of this country. And despite
the budget agreement’s impressive
commitment of resources to Medicaid,
particularly for children’s health care,
it is not sufficient to cover all the chil-
dren in this country. The Senator from
Utah was very eloquent and accurate
in describing the vast gap that is still
left despite the resources being made
available to Medicaid.

And why is it important that we pro-
vide health care for all of our children?
Because every day we learn from med-
ical science the critical—the critical—
role of good health care in the develop-
ment of children. Prenatal care, early
infant care from zero to 3, and contin-
uous health care for children are crit-
ical factors in providing for the intel-
lectual and social development of chil-
dren.

If children do not have that health
care, if we do not allow these young
people access to high quality health
care, we are incurring a huge cost to
society and a huge limitation on their
potential and their ability to con-
tribute to society.

Just last week, we celebrated the
passage of the IDEA, the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act. Part
of it was a further commitment of sig-
nificant Federal resources for special
education. I wonder how much we
could save in that account if we had a
fully funded comprehensive health care
program for all the children in this
country. I think it would be signifi-
cant.

There is something else that is also
very clear, and it is why this bill is so
compelling in its logic. It is very clear
that smoking is the No. 1 public health
threat to this country.

One out of five deaths in this society
are attributed to smoking. And, sadly,
3,000 teenagers a day are turning to
that habit. This legislation, the pro-
posed amendment, recognizes the need
for good health care for all of our chil-
dren, and the way to fund that health
care is through an increase in the tax
on cigarettes.

It is sound fiscal policy. It represents
a pay-as-you-go strategy. Also, it rep-
resents a further deficit reduction be-
cause part of these funds will be ap-
plied to reducing the deficit. In effect,
it is consistent with the very, very core
of what we are about here today—pro-
viding access to good health -care,
sound policies for public health, and
being fiscally responsible by reducing
the deficit.

And there is something else worth
pointing out today. Many of the oppo-
nents of this legislation will point to
the dire consequences of increasing the
tax on cigarettes to the tobacco indus-
try and certain regions of the country.
But let me share with you what the
cigarette companies themselves are
contemplating.

Weeks ago, when there was discus-
sion of a possible settlement for some
of the liability claims, most financial
analysts conceded that the companies
would routinely raise the price of ciga-
rettes by 50 cents a pack, causing a
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slight decline in their number of cus-
tomers—which some would consider a
sound business decision. And I do not
think there can be anyone on the floor
of this body claiming an increase in the
price of cigarettes by the companies as
an unfortunate tax on low-income
Americans. In effect, this tax is not
only sound policy for funding this par-
ticular program, but also would not
lead to the horrendous consequences
which are being conjured up on this
floor.

One of the opponents said that it is a
regressive tax, because the richest
smoker in America would pay the same
as the poorest smoker in America. I
can guarantee you, the richest smoker
in America has a health insurance pol-
icy. I cannot make that same guar-
antee for the children of this country.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment. It is sound public health
policy. It recognizes that we must
make an investment in our children for
our own productivity as a Nation and
for their own ability to seize all the op-
portunities of this country. The
amendment also is sound fiscal policy
because the cigarette tax pays for the
program and reduces the deficit. I do
not think we can ask for more in this
budget.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I share
the deep concern of my colleagues for
the approximately 10 million children
in our country who are currently lack-
ing health insurance coverage. It is dis-
tressing that such a large number of
our children lack access to primary
and preventative care. I find it even
more disconcerting that recent reports
indicate that about 3 million of these
children are Medicaid eligible, but are
not enrolled in this program.

However, after spending a consider-
able amount of time reviewing the pro-
posal by my colleagues, Senators
HATCH and KENNEDY, I sincerely believe
that it is not the best solution.

There are several fundamental rea-
sons why I can not support this pro-
posal. First, I can not support a meas-
ure which would impose new unfunded
mandates on the States and will place
unfair burdens and excessive costs on
our State governments. Second, I can
not endorse a proposal which is cre-
ating another highly bureaucratic fed-
eral entitlement program.

Also while I do have some concerns
about provisions contained in the bal-
anced budget agreement and I am con-
tinuing to review this plan, I believe
that if enacted, many portions are
worthwhile and will be beneficial to
the American people, particular in pro-
viding tax relief and imposing spending
controls. However, I believe the Hatch-
Kennedy proposal would jeopardize
some of the most valuable parts of this
piece.

The Republican leadership has
worked hard to ensure that this agree-
ment contains an appropriate amount
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of tax relief for America’s working
families. The Kennedy-Hatch proposal
shatters this agreement by lowering
the net tax cut in the budget agree-
ment from $85 billion to $55 billion over
the next 5 years.

This proposal also fails to recognize
that the budget agreement provides $16
billion for expanding health care insur-
ance for low-income insured children.
These additional funds will allow us to
provide grants to the States to finance
health care services to approximately 5
million children who currently lack
coverage. Thus, about 5 million of the
approximately 10 million children who
are currently lacking coverage will
now have access to health care under
the bipartisan balanced budget pro-
posal.

Now, my colleagues may argue this
still leaves approximately 5 million
children without coverage. However,
we must remember that about 3 mil-
lion of these children already qualify
for Medicaid services but are not en-
rolled in this program. Therefore, I be-
lieve that we should first focus our ef-
forts toward a bipartisan solution for
developing innovative outreach pro-
grams to reach these 3 million children
and their families, educate them about
the Medicaid program, and get these
children access to health care. This is
an achievable goal for the near-term
which we all agree should and can be
achieved in the near future.

I have written the General Account-
ing Office and requested that they con-
duct a thorough analysis of the 3 mil-
lion Medicaid eligible children who are
not enrolled in this program. This
analysis should provide Congress with
a thorough profile of who these kids
are, where they are located geographi-
cally and what their family environ-
ment is like. This detailed study will
enable Congress with the necessary
tools to develop the appropriate com-
munity outreach strategies and na-
tional education programs which will
address this problem and assist in get-
ting these children enrolled in the pro-
gram and finally having access to very
important health care services.

Providing access to health care for
uninsured children has been a priority
for me since coming to the Senate. In
fact, I offered legislation in the 103d
Congress which attempted to address
this problem and provide access to
health care for many of our Nation’s
uninsured children. This issue still re-
mains a high priority for me in the
105th Congress. Currently, I am devel-
oping legislation which will con-
centrate on developing new innovative,
strategic outreach programs to educate
qualifying families about the current
Medicaid program. In addition, it will
incorporate creative solutions for cre-
ating an environment which provides
low and moderate income families with
access to health care for their children.

I sincerely believe that we must con-
tinue to work together to develop a bi-
partisan solution to this problem and
find a way to provide access to health
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care for our Nation’s uninsured chil-
dren. I look forward to working with
my colleagues in developing an afford-
able and equitable solution to this
problem. However, I simply can not
support this extremely expensive plan,
which unravels the tax cut agreement
between the administration and Con-
gress, and creates another highly bu-
reaucratic Federal entitlement pro-
gram.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I intend
to vote for the Hatch-Kennedy amend-
ment. It is paid for by a 43-cent-per-
pack increase in the Federal excise tax
on cigarettes. We must do everything
we can to discourage smoking and to
advance good health policy. In my
view, this does both.

However, in doing so, I want to be
very clear about my order of priorities
in terms of addressing the children’s
health crisis in this country. If the
Hatch-Kennedy amendment fails, and
we do not get any additional spending
for children’s health initiatives above
and beyond the $16.8 billion already in-
cluded in this budget resolution, I in-
tend to place all of my energies behind
strengthening the very cornerstone of
our Federal efforts to provide health
insurance to poor children—the Med-
icaid Program.

My first priority will be to work in
the Finance Committee to enact the
Chafee-Rockefeller-Jeffords-Breaux bill
which provide incentives—not man-
dates—to encourage States to expand
their Medicaid programs to cover all
children aged 18 and under, up to 150
percent of poverty. Through this vol-
untary Medicaid expansion, which now
has the support of a majority of the
members of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, we can strengthen the system
already in place across the country to
reach up to 5 million more children.
This is the most cost-effective way to
proceed, does not create any new enti-
tlement programs, and is a Kknown
quantity in every State.

What am 1 saying here? Let us
strengthen the foundation before we
build the building. In an environment
of scarce resources, we must first work
to reach the very neediest children
through the Medicaid Program before
we create other programs with poten-
tially overlapping objectives. I would
have a very different view if we had un-
limited resources, but we do not.

I would now like to recognize Sen-
ators ROCKEFELLER and JEFFORDS to
get an indication of their priorities.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President,
as a cosponsor of the Hatch-Kennedy
bill, I am extremely hopeful that this
amendment will pass. If this amend-
ment passes it will enable us to come
very close to achieving universal cov-
erage for all of America’s children.

However, like Senator CHAFEE, if the
Hatch-Kennedy amendment fails, then
we simply must target our efforts in
the Finance Committee at strength-
ening the Medicaid Program to achieve
health care coverage for the children
who should be our most urgent pri-
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ority. The Medicaid Program has a
proven track record in providing cost
effective care and it has served as a
vital safety net for millions of working
families. Because of past bipartisan
legislation that delinked the Medicaid
Program from the welfare program, the
vast majority of children on Medicaid
have at least one working parent. In
other words, these are children in fami-
lies who are struggling to avoid wel-
fare, play by the rule, pay taxes—but
they are the ones who don’t get health
insurance for their children through
their jobs and cannot afford it on in-
comes where ends barely meet.

So I look forward to working with
Senator CHAFEE, Senator JEFFORDS,
Senator BREAUX, and the majority of
my colleagues on the Finance Com-
mittee who have already signed on to
our bill, to expand coverage for mil-
lions of children in the most cost-effec-
tive, targeted way possible through the
Medicaid Program.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, the
children of America need our help.
Nearly 10 million children have no
health insurance. Many of these chil-
dren live in families with working par-
ents who simply do not make enough
money to afford health insurance.

In order to help address this national
problem, I have cosponsored both the
Hatch-Kennedy CHILD Act and the
Children’s Health Insurance Provides
Security [CHIPS] Act. The CHILD Act
would establish a State health insur-
ance grant program and the CHIPS Act
encourages States to provide uniform
Medicaid coverage up to 150 percent of
poverty for children of all ages. The
combination of these two bills provides
an integrated approach to ensuring
that our Nation’s uninsured children
have health care coverage and does so
in a way that is completely consistent
with the policy language in the budget
agreement.

I have serious concerns, however,
that $16 billion is an insufficient
amount to meet the health insurance
needs of the 10 million uninsured chil-
dren. I, therefore, will support raising
an additional $20 billion through a cig-
arette tax. I believe using an increased
cigarette tax as the revenue source is
especially appropriate since it will
have the added health benefit of help-
ing to deter children from starting to
smoke in the first place.

If the Hatch-Kennedy amendment
does not pass, I will continue to work
with my colleagues to develop a multi-
faceted approach that has as its first
priority the strengthening of the exist-
ing Medicaid Program.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, of the 71
million children in our country some 86
percent have health coverage provided
by private insurance or Medicaid. This
is an impressive statistic. But it masks
a problem. There are some 3.2 million
children in families whose incomes are
too high to qualify for Medicaid and
too low to afford private insurance.

This is a problem that ought to be
fixed. No child should be without
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health care because his family can’t af-
ford to purchase coverage.

The basic task we face in fixing this
problem is to provide health insurance
to these currently uninsured children
without jeopardizing the private insur-
ance system that provides care to the
rest of our children. The Finance Com-
mittee has the responsibility of decid-
ing how to do this. As chairman of that
committee I intend to report legisla-
tion that will address this problem.

The issue before us is how much
money to dedicate to this activity. The
budget agreement allocates some $16
billion to solve this problem. President
Clinton supports this amount. The
House of Representatives supports this
amount. I believe this is the right place
to start.

This budget agreement before us is a
delicate compromise of many com-
peting interests. I think it would be
unwise for us to jeopardize this agree-
ment by asking for more.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I support
the Hatch-Kennedy Child Health Insur-
ance bill, but I reluctantly must oppose
their budget amendment.

I am pleased that the President has
secured over $16 billion to address the
serious problem of children who lack
health insurance coverage in this Na-
tion. I believe that the funding allotted
under the budget resolution for child
health can and should be applied for
the Hatch-Kennedy child health bill.

Mr. President, as a member of the
Senate centrist budget group, I realize
how difficult it can be to work across
party lines to craft a budget plan. I was
pleased to be a member of the Chafee-
Breaux centrist group that crafted a
fair and balanced budget plan. The
budget plan that the centrists put to-
gether again this year is very similar
to the bipartisan budget resolution we
are considering today. I support this
budget resolution and am concerned
that the Hatch-Kennedy amendment
would put the entire budget plan in
doubt.

Although I will vote against this
amendment, I believe we must enact
legislation this Congress that expands
health insurance coverage for children.
The Hatch-Kennedy Child Health In-
surance and Lower Deficit Act is at the
forefront of the proposals that Con-
gress should pursue.

The growing problem of children who
lack health coverage is extremely trou-
bling. A recent study drawn from U.S.
Census Bureau data show that during
1995-96, there were 23 million children
who did not have health insurance for
all or part of the period. Surprisingly,
9 out 10 of these children lived in
households where one or both parents
worked. Although Wisconsin has the
second best rate of insurance for our
children, 23 percent, or over 330,000 kids
were uninsured for at least 1 month
over the 2-year period. This situation is
unacceptable.

Helping families obtain health insur-
ance coverage for their children is the
next logical step to build on the suc-
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cess of the recent Health Insurance
Portability and Accountability Act. It
is an effort that is long overdue. The
Hatch-Kennedy bill should serve as the
model for the plan crafted during the
remaining budget process and I will
support Senator HATCH and Senator
KENNEDY in their efforts.

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, how
much time remains on both sides on
the amendment itself?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. At the
present time, there are 20 minutes re-
maining in regard to the Senator from
Utah; and the Senator from New Mex-
ico has 17 minutes.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I know
there are some others who would like
to speak on our side. But I really think
everybody knows what is involved
here. I am prepared to yield back the
balance of my time if the other side is
and go to a vote, let this thing be re-
solved at this particular juncture any
way Senators decide to do it.

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, both
Senator MIKULSKI and Senator
WELLSTONE are on the floor and want
to address this issue. But I want to join
in the observation of the Senator from
Utah that I would hope that after they
had a chance to speak on this that we
might move ahead.

This is an important issue. We want
the Senate to be able to express itself.
We would like to move ahead if we
have that opportunity. But we will not
do that, I guess, at this time.

Mr. HATCH. I am prepared to yield
back.

Mr. DOMENICI. I do not think we are
going to do it at this point.

It is our turn for a speaker. We get a
chance to speak on our side now. That
is correct, is it not, I say to Senator
LAUTENBERG?

How much time would the Senator
like?

I yield 5 minutes off the resolution to
the Senator from Washington.

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

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, yester-
day afternoon, less than 24 hours ago,
in introducing this resolution, the dis-
tinguished minority manager of the
bill, the Senator from New Jersey, had
behind him a long and detailed chart
from which he read all of the initia-
tives of his party, all of the spending
programs of his party, that were a part
of this budget resolution and were the
justification for Members of his party
who favored those spending programs
to vote for and to support this resolu-
tion.

Mr. President, some of those pro-
posals were also Republican proposals
with which a number of us on this side
of the aisle agree. Many of them how-
ever were not. Many of them represent
Government spending with which we
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disagree, which we think is wasteful,
money that we think ought to be re-
turned to the people of the United
States. Nevertheless, we support the
budget resolution and those spending
programs because this resolution also
provides tax relief for the American
people and does overall reduce the rate
of growth in Government spending.

As a consequence, Mr. President, this
is not a Republican budget resolution
here today. This is a resolution the
outlines of which were agreed to by the
Republican leadership in both Houses,
by the Democratic leadership in this
body and the President of the United
States. We have before us an amend-
ment, however, that totally and com-
pletely breaches that set of agree-
ments. It adds $30 billion in taxes on
the backs of the American people. It
adds $20 billion in spending programs
on to the backs of the American peo-
ple, in spite of the fact that the resolu-
tion itself includes $16 billion for
health care for young people in our so-
ciety.

I have a copy of the amendment, Mr.
President. Nothing in the amendment
talks about tobacco taxes or child
health care. It simply is three pages of
increased spending and increased taxes
—nothing more and nothing less.

It is a total breach of the agreement
made by the Democratic leadership, a
total breach of the agreement made by
the President of the United States. And
bluntly, Mr. President, those of us on
this side of the aisle, who felt con-
strained to agree to this budget agree-
ment because it was bipartisan, expect
the support for the resolution in its
original form without increased taxes
and without increased spending to be
supported as eloquently and as strong-
ly on the other side of the aisle as it is
on this side of the aisle.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks time?

Ms. MIKULSKI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Ms. MIKULSKI. I believe the Senator
from New Jersey was prepared to yield
me 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no objection.

Mr. DOMENICI. We have no objec-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Thank you very
much, Mr. President.

I wish to rise to express my strong
support for the Kennedy-Hatch amend-
ment on children’s health. I cannot
think of any more important issue that
faces our country. The health of our
children must be a national priority.
This amendment will make sure that
that happens. It will expand health in-
surance to cover America’s uninsured
children. Our country has failed to
meet the health care needs of these
children. And we all know the statis-
tics. More than 10 million children do
not have health insurance; that is one
out of every seven children.
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In my own home State of Maryland,
I am deeply concerned about what the
situation is. One in five children is un-
insured. Almost 200,000 children in
Maryland alone lack health insurance.

Most of the uninsured children are
from families with parents who get up
and work every day. These are families
who are doing the right thing to be
able to support their family and yet
they also want to be able to ensure
that their children have health care,
where parents are working 40 hours a
week, often at what I call the varicose-
vein jobs. They get up, they stand on
their feet, they are the checkout
woman at a grocery store, clerk, or
they are some man out there working
as a part-time landscaper assistant,
sweating, breaking his back, and in
very difficult circumstances, to put
food on the table, a roof over their
heads. But they live in fear every time
one of their children has the sniffles,
that those sniffles could lead to pneu-
monia and they do not have health
care.

I have had grown men who were vet-
erans, who were so upset that they had
health care and their children did not.
They support veterans’ health care,
and so do I. But those very same dads
would say, ‘“‘Let me be a dad. And let
me be able to support my own chil-
dren.”

I am reminded of a case in southern
Maryland where the dad is a self-em-
ployed carpenter. His youngest child
has a heart disease. He is making
$40,000 a year. But in order to get
health insurance, it will cost $9,000 a
year. That is almost one-fourth of their
family income. The wife stays at home
to care for this child, to be the backup,
to make sure that that health condi-
tion does not deteriorate into a perma-
nent cardiac disability. Should they go
without health insurance? Should the
mom go back to work? They should not
have these melancholy choices to
make.

That is why we support health insur-
ance for our children, and not only for
the children who are acutely ill but we
want to have health insurance for chil-
dren so they can be immunized by the
time they are two, have early detection
and screening as they get ready to go
into kindergarten or elementary school
to make sure they are learning ready,
that they know whether they need eye-
glasses or they need hearing aids or
whether they have undetected juvenile
diabetes, all these kinds of things.

I can think of no more important
health investment than to have a
healthy start for children. And I want
to bring to the attention of my col-
leagues, at the fantastic, bipartisan
President’s summit on voluntarism,
one of the goals established by Colin
Powell, one of the five goals to get our
kids ready for the future is to make
sure they have a healthy start.

I say to my colleagues, this amend-
ment would be a very important step in
being able to do that.

I thank the Senate for its attention.
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I yield back such time as I might not
have consumed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI. How much time does
the Senator want?

Mr. NICKLES. Eight minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 10 minutes to
the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, first,
let me compliment my colleague from
New Mexico for his leadership in put-
ting this budget together. And I will
make a speech a little later about the
entire budget package. But I have a
strong feeling, if this amendment
should pass, we are not going to have a
budget package. Maybe I will not have
to give that speech.

I was going to compliment my col-
leagues from New Mexico and from
New Jersey and the majority leader of
the Senate and the minority leader of
the Senate, because they worked for
hours, for weeks, they worked for a
long time with the administration to
put together a budget package.

I will tell you I do not think every-
thing in this budget package is perfect,
but I am absolutely certain if we pass
an amendment that increases taxes $30
billion and increases spending $20 bil-
lion over what is already in this pack-
age, we do not have a deal. We just
killed the budget. There will not be a
budget agreement. I believe that very
strongly. I will be involved with sev-
eral people trying to make sure that
we do not do it.

This deal is not very good from many
people’s perspective because it does not
cut taxes very much. A net tax cut of
$85 billion when we have total taxes in
that period of time of over $9 trillion is
not much. I argue it is better than
nothing, but $85 billion of almost $10
trillion is not much. You reduce that
to $565 billion, and I will say it is not
worth it.

I am a little bit bothered by my col-
leagues when I hear there is bipartisan
agreement. Yesterday, we had an
amendment on the floor to increase
spending and taxes by $15 billion,
again, breaking the budget deal. We
had eight Democrats vote for that or
vote to sustain the budget package. Ev-
erybody else said, ‘‘No we want another
$15 billion more in spending and $15 bil-
lion in more taxes.”

Now it looks like almost all the
Democrats are going to jump on and
say we want more money for this pro-
gram. Senator HATCH and Senator KEN-
NEDY put together a good program. We
do not care that the Budget Committee
and the negotiators put in $16 billion;
we are going to double it. We want $20
billion on top of it. It does not matter
what you already did; we want more. It
is like whatever that program is, hey,
we are for more. The original bill that
Senator HATCH and Senator KENNEDY
had only had $20 billion. The com-
mittee put in $16 billion. I do not know
why they did not high five each other
and say, ‘“Hey, we won,” and I would
probably be on the sideline saying,
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“Yes, they did. They got 80 percent of
what they are looking for.” I will say I
lost because I do not think we should
have a new mandate.

This is mandatory. It is mandatory
under the Hatch-Kennedy bill, too. I
heard people say it is not. I will be
happy to read the language, and I know
we are not adopting the Hatch-Ken-
nedy bill, but we are debating it. We al-
ready have $16 billion, and now we are
coming along with an amendment that
says put another $20 billion on top,
adding to it so now we will have $36 bil-
lion for this program. No one in their
wildest dream would have said we
should have $36 billion to try to solve
this problem, which I will be happy to
debate.

Do we want to make sure that kids
have insurance? Make sure they have
access to health care? You bet. I have
four kids. I want to make sure my kids
have health care. I want to make sure
your kids have health care. Is the solu-
tion a Federal mandate? I want to
make sure kids have plenty to eat. Are
we going to mandate a Federal pro-
gram for that? I want to make sure
kids have a warm home. Are we going
to mandate everything? Government is
big enough to give you everything you
want. It is big enough to take every-
thing you have. We are approaching
that.

A young child born today is already
inheriting a debt of about $20,000. If we
do not change the way we are doing our
business now, a young person born
today will spend 84 percent of their
lifetime earnings paying taxes and pay-
ing for entitlements, working for Gov-
ernment—84 percent, if we do not start
living within our means and start bal-
ancing the budget.

So, first thing right out of the hop-
per—we have a budget bill that pur-
portedly is to balance the budget with-
in a few years; it has some fiscal dis-
cipline—the first thing we do, we had
an amendment yesterday to increase
spending another $15 billion and in-
crease taxes $15 billion. Almost all the
Democrats voted for it despite the so-
called bipartisan budget, and now we
have an amendment that says increase
taxes $30 billion, increase taxes $20 bil-
lion, and I understand we are only
going to get maybe a few Democrats
who will vote against that amendment.
Just break the deal. What deal?

I absolutely tell you, Mr. President,
if this amendment passes, there are
going to be other amendments that
say, ‘‘Hey, if taxes are on the table,
maybe this $85 billion is not sac-
rosanct. I do not think that is enough.”

Last Congress we had $245 billion
that we passed and we balanced the
budget. I thought that was a lot better
tax package. We had real things in
there for American families and it
helped the economy. I would like it to
be bigger than $85 billion. I will not be
satisfied with $55 billion. My guess is
there will not be a majority in this
body satisfied with $556 billion, so if
people want to kill this budget package
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in the name of saying, ‘‘Hey, no matter
what you did, Budget Committee, in
putting $16 billion in, we will double it
because we are for kids and against to-
bacco.” I do not care that much about
tobacco. Somebody wants a different
tax, a different time, do it on the Fi-
nance Committee when we have the
reconciliation bill before us, and they
can say, ‘I do not like this, raise the
tobacco tax.” They can have that
amendment. It can be in order, and
then you are playing with real bullets,
then you are talking about something
that is real.

All this is, this budget resolution, if
one turns to the budget resolution, all
that says is we want to spend $2 billion
more in the Finance Committee, $18
billion more in the Labor Committee,
and we want to raise taxes $30 billion.
That is all it says, and it directly vio-
lates the so-called budget deal.

So we will find out before too long,
are we for a budget package? Do we
want to balance the budget? Or do we
want to play games, and say, ‘‘I do not
care, I am more for kids than you, so I
want to increase it.”

How much is needed? We have heard
the statistics. There are 10 million kids
uninsured. How long are they unin-
sured? A study was done that found
that the majority of kids had insurance
within 4 months. Well, we just elimi-
nated half of the problem. Most of the
kids have insurance within 4 months.
People change jobs, people move, peo-
ple have different reasons, but for
whatever reason, a lot of those kids
will have insurance within a short pe-
riod of time. Of that 9.8 million group,
about a third, over 3 million, already
are eligible for insurance, they just
have not signed up. Does that mean
they will not get health care? No, my
guess is, if they have an accident, they
might go to Children’s Hospital or
something, they will be covered, and
they already have vaccinations and so
on, but for whatever reason, there is a
program and now we come up with a
bigger program, but they are already
eligible.

What about the group above 200 per-
cent of poverty? For that group, a fam-
ily of four that makes over $32,000 a
year, they make enough money to pro-
vide kid care, health care for their
children, they are just not doing it. We
will make them do it? We will come up
with big subsidies? What about the 3
million people that maybe are between
the 100 percent of poverty and 200 per-
cent of poverty? About 3.5 million kids
fall in that category. Half of them will
have insurance within 4 months. But
you still have maybe 2 million children
that are chronically uninsured. Mr.
President, $16 billion is more than ade-
quate to cover that chronically unin-
sured child, more than adequate.

Yet we are saying $16 billion is not
enough, make it $36 billion. We will
match you and double it, so now we
have $36 billion. If you look at the cost
of kid care, in many cases it is $600,
$700, $800, up to $1,000. A population of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

children between 100 percent of poverty
and 200 percent of poverty, 3.5 million,
most have insurance within 4 months,
so you are only talking a couple mil-
lion. You can do that for a couple bil-
lion a year. We have more than that in
the $16 billion. Yet, no, we are coming
up now with $36 billion. No, I do not
think so. I do not think that is a solu-
tion. It may be good politics.

Looking a little bit at the substance,
we do not have the legislative language
of the Hatch-Kennedy bill, but the
Hatch-Kennedy bill, if someone reads
it, one, they will find out it is a man-
date. It mandates the Federal Govern-
ment shall give money to the States.
That is not optional. It is a mandate.
Then looking at the subsidy, the sub-
sidy for the group of nearly poor, not
the Medicaid poor, the subsidy for this
group is much more generous from the
Federal Government standpoint than it
is for Medicaid. Now, if we revamp and
improve this program, we have Med-
icaid—Medicaid is a Federal-State pro-
gram. It is supposed to be 50-50 cost
shared, but in some cases the Federal
Government is up to 70 percent or
more. Under the Hatch-Kennedy bill,
the Federal contribution is only 40 per-
cent of whatever the State was putting
in. If the State put in 50 percent, the
State’s share would be 25 percent. In
many States the Federal share would
be 90 percent. You have a lot of States
right now that are only paying like 22
percent of Medicaid costs. The Federal
Government is picking up 75 percent.
Under the Hatch-Kennedy bill in a lot
of States the Federal Government
would be paying 90 percent. So we will
have greater subsidies for the income
eligibility between 100 percent and 200
and 300 percent, a greater share of Fed-
eral for the lowest income. That abso-
lutely makes no sense, absolutely
makes no sense whatever.

Then to say you can do this in the Fi-
nance Committee, and then we will
come up and double the program in the
Labor Committee absolutely makes no
sense. It is like, wait, we do not work
together so we will have the Finance
Committee solve this problem and then
we will come over here and have the
Labor Committee solve this problem
and give both committees enough
money to solve it. That makes no
sense.

Mr. President, I hope we will have
colleagues on both sides who will be
fiscally responsible and say let’s work
to balance the budget and work for
America’s kids. We are not solving
America’s children’s problems by sad-
dling them with another great big,
open-ended, expensive entitlement pro-
gram that can only explode in the fu-
ture, wreck the budget deal, and to-
tally destroy the budget package. I do
not think that is good for kids. I think
it is a disaster for children. I think if
this amendment should pass, we will
not have a budget deal and the real los-
ers will be America’s children.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from Or-
egon.
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Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I think
it is clear what some of the opponents
of the Kennedy-Hatch legislation are
trying to offer the Senate. They are
saying that the Kennedy-Hatch bill, a
health insurance program for vulner-
able kids that pays for itself, is a bad
idea. I submit that even Joe Camel
would have a tough time selling that
proposition. The fact of the matter is
this is a program that pays for itself,
that is fiscally disciplined.

In my State, close to 100,000 kids
without health insurance are going to
be in a position to get help as a result
of this tobacco tax. I think it is impor-
tant that the record be set clear on
this.

Now, this morning, Mr. President,
the New York Times carried an article
that said that the States are going to
lose revenue as a result of the Ken-
nedy-Hatch legislation and that this
should be opposed on the grounds that
the States need this revenue. The fact
of the matter is that attorneys general
across this country are rushing to file
lawsuits on behalf of their States in
order to recoup some of the costs to
State coffers for health care costs.
That is the reality. The fact of the
matter is States are losing vast sums
right now as a result of our current
policies.

Without the Hatch-Kennedy legisla-
tion, I am of the view we are going to
have children grow up sicker, they will
be sicker adults, they are going to die
sooner, and health costs in America are
going to increase. This is an important
piece of bipartisan legislation.

Mr. President, I close by paying a
special compliment to my colleague
from Oregon, Senator SMITH. He has
been subjected to very intense criti-
cism at home by the tobacco lobby. I
know a bit about what it is like to be
attacked by them. They sued me per-
sonally when I was a Member of the
House subcommittee that investigated
their practices.

I want to make sure that people
know that Senator SMITH has hung in
there on behalf of better health care
for America’s youngsters.

This proposal is right. It is fiscally
responsible. It is compatible with a
balanced budget approach.

I hope my colleagues will reject the
arguments that have been advanced
against this legislation.

As I said earlier, I think even Joe
Camel might have some difficulty sell-
ing the argument that a fully funded
proposal that will help our kids is a
bad idea.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to Senator CRAIG.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I thank
my chairman for yielding.

Mr. President, I join what I hope is a
majority of the Senators on this floor
in opposing Hatch-Kennedy. I am not
going to argue the merits of it one way
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or the other. I don’t think that is the
issue this morning. The issue is that a
budget deal gets broken—a budget deal
that has been woven together in a bi-
partisan format that gives both sides
some recognized need and that pro-
duces a budget that is good for the
American people.

All of us are concerned about child
health care, or there wouldn’t be $16
billion in this budget agreement for
children without health care. Therein
lies the issue.

I think it is important to note that,
while my colleague from Oregon just
talked about an analysis that said
States would lose money, it is very
likely they would lose money, and that
is, in fact, one of the analyses. It could
cost them up to $6.5 billion over 5
years.

Again, it is against the very direc-
tion that we want to head in; that is,
empowering the States to take care of
their own needs instead of handing
them a new Federal mandate and a new
program from the top down, telling
them what to do and how to do it. We
do that, in essence, by stealing away
from them the very revenue base that
they have been using for these pur-
poses.

This would directly hurt the health
and educational programs in 16 States
that earmarked part of their tobacco
tax for this purpose.

This doesn’t include the cost of the
mandate included in the amendment
that will be added on. According to the
whip’s office, there are 30 State man-
dates in the proposal.

Therein is a substantial basis for the
objection.

This Congress has in a bipartisan
manner expressed its desire and con-
cern about the health needs of the un-
insured young people of this country.
That is what the debate ought to be
about.

My guess is that this Congress will
work its will as the courts will work
their will when it comes to the ques-
tion of tobacco, when it comes to the
question of: Should it be limited, and
in what form ought it be limited? But
let us not break a budget deal. For this
is exactly what will happen with this
issue.

So I hope that we will resolve it in
staying with our agreement. We think
it is a good one and that this one sim-
ply disrupts what is an extremely valu-
able part of the total program.

If we are moving toward empowering
the States and the individuals to care
for their own and their citizens, then
Hatch-Kennedy goes directly against
that thrust and prescribes again an-
other very large, federally controlled,
mandated program that is cross-grain
or cross-directional to what we have
been attempting to do all along.

So when you look at all of the as-
pects that are incorporated in this leg-
islation, it is not precedent setting. It
is returning to the past. It is stepping
backwards into a large, federally con-
trolled bureaucracy that in the end
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probably doesn’t produce the kind of
health care that our citizens would
want or that our citizens would expect
of their way of life or their system of
government.

I yield the floor.

Several Senators
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
yield 4 minutes to the Senator from
Minnesota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized for 4
minutes.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. President, in 4 minutes it is dif-
ficult to really make a major argument
on the floor of the Senate. Let me just
try to pick up on a couple of comments
that I heard made in the last 15 min-
utes of the debate.

One of my colleagues has argued that
we have to think about the future and
we have to think about reducing the
debt to our children in the future. I
think all of us agree with that.

Then another colleague talked about
the budget agreement—the budget
agreement that ‘‘is a deal, is a deal, is
a deal.” The debate seems a little bit
too abstract for me as a Senator from
Minnesota.

I would like to ask colleagues to con-
front the fierce urgency of now. The
fierce urgency of now for too many
children in our country is as follows: A
child with poor vision, with no health
care coverage and not able to get any
assistance cannot see the blackboard
and, in all likelihood, will not be able
to do well in school and have a chance.

The fierce urgency of now is that a
child who is suffering from asthma and
spending too much time in the emer-
gency room—I have met children like
this in Minnesota—though we have
done a good job of covering many chil-
dren with our own separate health care
plan, a child who suffers from asthma
with extreme attacks, unable to be
able to see a physician, winding up in
the emergency room too often, misses
too much time from school, and he or
she will not have the same chance to
do well as all of our children.

In the fierce urgency of now, I think
that we ought to look at, as opposed to
all of these abstractions, a child who
has an abscessed tooth coming to
school because her family can’t afford
dental care. I have met children like
this. That child who is in so much pain
and discomfort cannot do well in
school. She doesn’t have the same
chance as our children.

This budget agreement has been
much lauded, and Senators have
worked hard on it. But the fact of the
matter is, using a conservative esti-
mate, we are only covering half the
children who are without health care
coverage.

This amendment is the right thing to
do.

I will not talk about the tobacco in-
dustry. I will not talk about why the
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tax makes good public-policy sense to
me. But I want to say the fierce ur-
gency of now is that this is compelling,
and, if it is so compelling that our chil-
dren should have the coverage, and, if
it is so compelling that all the children
in our country should have good health
care coverage, it seems to me then that
it doesn’t make a lot of sense to ap-
plaud and celebrate a budget agree-
ment that only covers half those chil-
dren.

This bipartisan effort of Senator
HATCH and Senator KENNEDY is so im-
portant. This speaks to the goodness of
our country. There is nothing that we
could do that would be more important
than to support this amendment.

I hope my colleagues will do so.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
yield 4 minutes to the Senator from
Arkansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas is recognized for 4
minutes.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, first
of all, I want to compliment my good
friends and colleagues, Senators HATCH
and KENNEDY, for producing what I
think is a very good solution to an in-
creasing, growing problem. I confess
that I intended to offer legislation
similar to this in the early part of the
year, but I like this better than the
idea for my own bill.

We can debate and make all kinds of
sophisticated arguments about why
this is wrong and the impact on the
budget and so on. I remind my col-
leagues that Winston Churchill once
said that you can tell more about a na-
tion by the way they treat their elder-
ly and the conditions of their prisons
than any other two things. He should
have added children to that.

I went to the dedication of a new $51
million Federal prison in my State this
past Monday. All I could think about
was the $16 million annual cost of that
which would, indeed, produce a lot of
jobs. But I also thought about how
early intervention would have saved
every one of those youngsters in that
prison. Our priorities are so skewed. If
we had that $51 million, or if we had
that $16 million a year we spend on
every inmate, if we had it spent on
children at the ages of zero to 3, or zero
to 50, whatever age you take, you can
send people to Harvard for what we pay
to keep people in prison. It is because
of our neglect. If you ask the ordinary
citizen on the street, ‘“What do you
think is most important for your chil-
dren?”’ the first thing is education and
the second thing is their health care.
Anybody who doesn’t understand that
in this body is out of touch with Amer-
ica.

I remember as a poor country lawyer
in a town of 1,200 people—this is a per-
sonal story—my daughter had a condi-
tion that was very rare and could have
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been fatal—would have been fatal. We
just happened to have a pediatrician
who knew the greatest pediatric neuro-
surgeon in the world at Boston General
Hospital. I had just made a $22,000 fee.
So Betty and I were able to go. She had
complications. We spent 6 weeks in
Boston and used up my $22,000. But dur-
ing the course of that, having her in
the hands of the best pediatric neuro-
surgeon in the world, Betty asked me
one day, ‘“What do poor people do?” 1
said, “I will tell you what they do.
They watch their children die.”

Here is an opportunity for the Senate
to do itself proud, for the Congress to
do itself proud. You can make all the
arguments you want to against this be-
cause this “t” is not crossed and the
“i” isn’t dotted. If we picked out some
little flaw in every bill we voted on, we
would never pass anything.

There are a couple of things in this
bill that are not terribly pleasing to
me. But providing health care for 10
million children in this country who do
not have it, you can’t find a more noble
undertaking by a political body.

Mr. President, children without
health care was, is, and will remain the
shame of this great Nation until we
deal with it.

So I plead with my colleagues in the
Senate to please America and do some-
thing that is really noble and laudable
and worthwhile and will pay the rich-
est dividends we have ever received.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
noted—since we have all been engaged
in such a serious conversation—a little
article from ‘‘The Hill”’ about polling
and budgets. It might interest Sen-
ators. If I shared it with them, they
might be reassured. For those who be-
lieve in politics, however, this fact may
be very interesting. Seventy-four per-
cent of the people polled think that
news about the budget deal is more in-
teresting than news of Donald Trump’s
marital failures. Only 10 percent re-
sponded that they were more inter-
ested in Donald Trump’s marriage fail-
ures.

So we have a winner here.

Mr. President, I would like very
much to ask my friend, Senator LAU-
TENBERG, if he is prepared to yield back
time on the amendment. I will then be
prepared to yield and offer a second-de-
gree amendment.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. We are prepared
to yield any time that remains on the
amendment.

Mr. HATCH. I understand that we
still have 20 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah now has 18 minutes re-
maining on his time.

Mr. HATCH. Could we make a few
closing remarks?

Mr. DOMENICI. There is going to be
plenty of time for remarks. But if the
Senator would like to do that, fine.
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Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the views of the chairman of
the Budget Committee. He obviously
has available to him other kinds of
measures that he intends to pursue.
What I would like to do is take a final
3 minutes, and then I would welcome
the possibility of yielding remaining
time, if that is agreeable.

Mr. DOMENICI. How much does the
Senator from Utah want?

Mr. KENNEDY. If we have the 20
minutes, I would like to speak very
briefly. We have the 20 minutes. Then I
will speak then we will yield the time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair observes that the Senator from
Utah has 18 minutes.

Does the Senator from Utah yield
time to the distinguished Senator from
Massachusetts?

Mr. HATCH. I yield 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, we
find that we have had a good discussion
and a debate about this measure.

Those of us who favor this measure
have been trying to convince the Mem-
bers of the Senate what the great ma-
jority of the American people already
understand. This is a proposal that will
cover the sons and daughters of work-
ing families that are on the lower two
or three rungs of the economic ladder.
This is something that the American
people overwhelmingly support, and we
pay for it with a modest increase in the
tobacco tax of 43 cents per pack of
cigarettes. This is supported across the
country—North, South, East, West, Re-
publicans, Democrats, independents. A
majority of smokers all across the
country favor this proposal. Rarely
have we seen an issue that has such
support. We have given life to that pro-
posal with this amendment to the
Budget Act.

There have been comments about
how this is drafted. This is drafted as
other amendments have been drafted
over the history of budget acts. It is
consistent with our objective.

We have placed in the RECORD the
Joint Tax Committee report that justi-
fies our proposal in recognizing that
more than $30 billion will be raised. We
have allocated $20 billion to go to the
States, effectively as a block grant, to
provide for those children whose par-
ents are working and who need this
kind of coverage because they are mak-
ing $18,000, $19,000, $20,000, or $25,000 and
they are unable to afford coverage for
their children. We commend the fact
that the budget agreement adds some
$16 billion for children. But we also rec-
ognize that Medicaid has been cut $14
billion. Half of all those who are in
Medicaid are children. We are not pre-
pared to say that half of those cuts,
dollar for dollar will necessarily affect
children, but that $16 billion that is
supposed to go for children is going to
be diminished significantly given these
cuts. We believe there will be more
than 3 million children who currently
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have no health care who will be cov-
ered by the $16 billion, but we are still
not reaching the core group of children
who are the sons and daughters of
working families.

This is the issue before us. We know
there are parliamentary measures that
will be taken, and parliamentary issues
raised to prevent us from having a
straight up-and-down vote on the pro-
posal.

Every Member of the Senate under-
stands this proposal. The American
Academy of Pediatrics understands
this proposal. ‘“‘America’s pediatricians
strongly urge support for the Hatch-
Kennedy budget amendment to in-
crease tobacco taxes to help finance
children’s health care.”

The American Association of Retired
Persons understands this proposal.
They care about their grandchildren:
“AARP believes that the Hatch-Ken-
nedy proposal is an important step in
improving access to health care for
children.”

The National Council of the Churches
of Christ in the U.S.A., comprised of
the 33 national member communions of
the National Council of Churches sup-
port it. They write, ‘“We in the reli-
gious community will continue to hold
Congress to a high standard as to what
is required for the common good. Pro-
viding for the health care of children is
simply basic social morality.”

The list goes on; 150 organizations in-
cluding the Parent-Teachers Associa-
tion, and many others support this
measure.

Mr. President, this is ultimately a
choice and a decision about whether we
are going to support covering children
who are uninsured or whether we are
going to be for big tobacco. That is the
issue. We have chosen the tobacco tax
for health reasons, Mr. President. If
you increase that kind of tax, you are
going to discourage children from
smoking and you are going to close a
gateway to drug use and other kinds of
substance abuse.

Second, we want to make sure that
that industry and the users of tobacco
are going to pay their fair share of the
health care costs; $68 billion a year, ac-
cording to OTA, is paid by the common
taxpayers because of smoking.

We are saying that the tobacco in-
dustry ought to bear its fair share in
covering poor children. That is the
issue.

Finally, Mr. President, we heard a
great deal yesterday about the Amer-
ican Medical Association. Here is the
letter from the American Medical As-
sociation that says:

On behalf of 300,000 physician and medical
students members of the American Medical
Association, I am writing to express our sup-
port of your and Senator Orrin HATCH’s ef-
forts, as well as those of other Congressional
leaders, to improve the health of American
children. We also commend you for financing
your legislation by a 43-cent increase in the
Federal cigarette tax. The AMA is com-
mitted to eradicating the public health crisis
caused by smoking and our House of Dele-
gates policy strongly supports increasing the
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Federal tobacco excise tax for health care
needs.

Mr. President, from a medical stand-
point, this is right. It is right in terms
of fairness and equity. There is not a
parent in this country, not a single
parent in this country, who does not
believe that all children ought to have
a healthy start. That is what our
amendment does, and I hope it will be
accepted.

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I have
not felt really great about taking on
some of my colleagues and irritating
people on my side of the aisle. I always
try to support the leadership in every-
thing. And, I think I have a very good
reputation for doing that.

But there occurs in all of our lives—
at times—issues that transcend the ev-
eryday important issues we face in the
Senate on a daily basis, and this is one
of them. Regardless of what happens
here today, this issue is not going to go
away. I think it is time for people to
wake up and say, hey, look, this is an
idea whose time has come.

We must take care of these kids who
cannot take care of themselves. The
problem in this body, and the problem
with the Federal Government, is that
oftentimes we provide programs for all
kinds of people who can take care of
themselves, but will not. Yet, we do
not take care of people who truly can-
not take care of themselves, but would
if they could.

Children’s health care should not be
a political issue. This is not a Demo-
crat issue. It is not a Republican issue.
I admit that when I first read the Ken-
nedy-Kerry bill, I could not support
that bill as drafted. The bill provided a
new Federal bureaucracy along with
$50 billion in new entitlement spend-

ing.

That bill provided extensive Federal
mandates along with extensive Federal
accountability and review provisions
imposed on the States. It was simply
unacceptable and provided far too
much Federal intervention.

I do not mean to find fault with my
colleague, the Senator from Massachu-
setts, because he too has taken a stand
on this issue and has been willing to
come to the center in a bipartisan way
to work with me to resolve these prob-
lems. But that bill was totally unac-
ceptable to me and I know it would
have not garnished nearly the support
my bill has received.

My bill is substantially different
than the Kennedy-Kerry bill. My bill
provides a block grant funding mecha-
nism to the States which are given
maximum flexibility to administer the
program. The States set their own eli-
gibility standards. And, the program is
strictly voluntary. No new massive
Federal or for that matter State bu-
reaucracy is necessary since my bill
builds on existing State programs or
private sector initiatives.

There is no funding mechanism be-
cause we already have a system in
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place to collect the excise tax on to-
bacco products. We would make those
tax revenues available to the States
much like we make matching funds
available to the States through the
Medicaid program. States would not
have to hire massive new numbers of
bureaucrats. The States basically oper-
ate the program in a manner con-
sistent with existing children’s pro-
grams or in ways that best meet the
needs of the citizens.

States will have the flexibility to
contract with health insurance compa-
nies to develop new and innovative in-
surance products for children. In spite
of some of the comments that have
been made by those who oppose my
bill, States can contract with private
health insurers and/or health care pro-
viders such as community health cen-
ters to carry out the mission of this
program.

I want to give States even more flexi-
bility in implementing the CHILD bill.
I am open to further suggestions and
refinements in the bill. In that respect,
I have challenged my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle alone with the
Nation’s Governors to help me in that
effort. If there is a better way of doing
this, then I am willing to discuss other
proposals and make construction
changes to the bill.

My willingness to improve my bill
extends to the funding mechanism as
well. I ask my colleagues to show me a
better way of funding this program. I
cannot think of a more just way of
funding the program than with an in-
crease of 43 cents on the tobacco tax.
In 1955, a pack of cigarettes cost 23
cents. The excise tax was 8 cents or 34
percent. Today a pack of cigarettes
costs $1.80 to $2.30. The excise tax
today is 24 cents, under 10 percent.

Does it not seem fair and reasonable
to ask the tobacco industry to help fi-
nance this program particularly in
view of the health implications of to-
bacco use? The fact of the matter is
that tobacco use is the single largest
preventable cause of death. It is the
largest preventable cause of illness in
our society.

Four out of five lung cancer victims
in our country get cancer due to smok-
ing. There are 51 million smokers in
our country, 3 million of whom are
teenagers. And, everyday 3,000 more
teenagers begin to smoke, half of whom
will become nicotine addicts by the
time they are 18 years of age.

As my colleagues know, currently
the so-called global settlement nego-
tiations are on-going between the to-
bacco companies and the States regard-
ing the litigation against tobacco man-
ufacturers. I have had the opportunity
to review the arguments on both sides
of the issue and I note that arguments
have been made against any increases
in tobacco prices on the belief that
States will lose revenues.

It seems to be that we should be
spending more time worrying about the
health of our citizens than the tobacco
revenues going into State treasuries
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particularly when these revenues are
marginal in comparison to health care
costs States assume from smoking re-
lated illnesses.

Now, look, we can put this issue off
and we can play procedural games, but
this issue is not going to go away. I
think virtually everybody in the Sen-
ate has strong feelings about this issue
although there are legitimate dif-
ferences of viewpoint.

Of all the arguments made against
my bill, I think the one that is particu-
larly false is that my bill creates a new
entitlement. I am perhaps more dis-
mayed by that charge because my bill
specifically states that no new entitle-
ment is establish by this legislation.

I succeeded in persuading my cospon-
sor, Senator KENNEDY, to agree to the
nonentitlement provision in this bill
which clearly states that: Nothing in
this title shall be construed as pro-
viding an individual with an entitle-
ment to assistance under this title.
Moreover, State participation is to-
tally voluntary.

There is nothing in the bill that
would establish an entitlement to the
CHILD Program, but yet that has been
one of the principal arguments against
the measure. I guess any bill that has
real winning power could be called an
entitlement program. Any good pro-
gram that actually works I guess
should be called an entitlement even
though these programs have to face the
authorization and appropriations proc-
ess which the CHILD bill is also subject
to face.

It is unbelievable this these kinds of
arguments have been made. This is a
voluntary program designed to be at-
tractive to States. Does that make it
an entitlement program? Does that
somehow convert it into an entitle-
ment program? It seems to me there
are legal and programmatic distinc-
tions between entitlement programs
such as Medicare and the child develop-
ment block grant program.

I remember when the Child Develop-
ment Block Grant Program came be-
fore the Senate. Many Senators includ-
ing those in my party were opposed to
it. Ironically, that bill passed the Sen-
ate unanimously and almost everybody
claims credit for it because it has been
a successful block grant program for
the States. The States set their own
standards which is precisely what my
bill provides. I think we ought to wake
up and do what is right here.

Look, it is a fair characterization to
say that this is a choice between Joe
Camel and Joey. I am not just saying
that because it is cute and gimmicky.
I say that because it is true.

I think the industry that causes
much of the illnesses has an obligation
to be of some help here. This is not a
broad-based tax. The only people who
pay this tax are those who smoke ciga-
rettes and use tobacco products.

In all candor, I trust my colleagues
will keep this in mind. This issue is not
going to go away. I understand that the
leadership is going to file an amend-
ment to my amendment. Fine. We will
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look at their amendment and see what
it is. I hope it is a constructive amend-
ment that will get us to what we are
trying to do.

However, these arguments that $16
billion is all that is needed are simply
inaccurate. My bill is something we
ought to do. These are the children
who come from families of the working
poor. It is very difficult for them to
help themselves. I think of the billions
of dollars we spend on people who can
help themselves but will not. If we can-
not do this, then what can we do?

I am prepared to yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield me 2 minutes?

Mr. HATCH. I reserve the remainder
of my time.

Mr. DOMENICI. I have a Senator who
wants to speak.

Mr. FORD. I just need 2 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 2 minutes to
the Senator.

Mr. FORD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GREGG). The Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, let me just
make a couple of points if I may.

Under the previous bills, not in this
bill but I understand are included in
this, they sunset the program at the
end of 5 years. Now, in the budget pro-
gram 5 years is fine which when you
get in reconciliation is 10, and under
the b-year program the reason they
sunset it is because they run out of
money. The cost is greater than the in-
come. So this is a budget buster in
more ways than one. The cost goes well
beyond the income. So it is a budget
buster.

You talk about whether this is an en-
titlement or not. All you have to do is
read what the distinguished Senator
from New Hampshire was trying to ex-
plain here this morning. It is section
2802. If the State accepts, they shall,
they shall, they shall, they shall. And
every child in the State shall have.
You shall contract with an insurer that
says certain things. So I hope States
understand it is in the cover of chil-
dren. I hope my record is as good as the
next one.

I hope we can work this out—I under-
stand what is coming next—but, after
today, at least we can keep a budget
together that we agreed on. I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
yield off the bill as much time as the
majority leader desires.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I thank the
distinguished chairman of the com-
mittee for yielding this time and for
the outstanding work he has been
doing.

We have before us a budget resolu-
tion that has been in the making for 4
months. A lot of hard work went into
it, a lot of give-and-take. It is truly a
bipartisan agreement. It is not a Demo-
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cratic package, and it is certainly not
a Republican package. It is one that we
came to agreement on. There are provi-
sions in it that I don’t agree with.
There are changes that I wanted to
make until the very end, and some I
would like to make at this very mo-
ment. But we entered into an agree-
ment, House and Senate, Republican
and Democratic leadership, working
with the Budget Committee leaders
and the administration, specifically
the President of the United States. We
came to a budget agreement. We shook
hands. Now we have this budget resolu-
tion to implement that agreement.

The House spent a very long day yes-
terday and they stuck with their com-
mitment. They kept the faith. They
passed the budget resolution that will
carry out the budget agreement. It
took them until 3:30 this morning. One
amendment that was offered, which
was very attractive, was one that I
would like to vote for, to put more
money in transportation. I think we
should take more money out of the
highway trust fund and put it in the
roads and bridges of America, and so do
many of the leaders in the House on
the Republican side. But, no, they
fought off a very powerful, very impor-
tant chairman by a vote of 216 to 214.
The amendment was defeated. They
kept their word. The leadership worked
all night to keep their word, to stick
with the agreement. And they did it
and they passed a budget resolution.

Just yesterday, here in the Senate, 1
worked with Senator DASCHLE, Senator
DOMENICI worked with Senator LAU-
TENBERG, and we resisted amendments
that would break us out of the agree-
ment. Senator DoDD from Connecticut
had an amendment he felt compelled to
offer and was very serious about. But
with some nine Democrats and most
Republicans, we defeated that amend-
ment.

Senator ALLARD, the Senator from
Colorado, had an amendment. I voted
against his amendment. I didn’t want
to. I am proud of this new, fine Senator
from Colorado, and I agreed with what
he was trying to do. But, no, I kept my
word. I kept the faith.

Now, my colleagues, this is a show-
stopper. This takes us outside the
budget agreement. Remember, in the
agreement is $16 billion for child health
care. I thought that was excessive, but
we came to an agreement. We do need
to make sure that, for some children
who are not covered in America, there
is a way for them to be covered. We
said: Finance Committee, here is $16
billion to address this problem, and we
believe there are ways that can be
found to get that done.

I care about children in America. I
am a parent. I am from a State where
there are children who are not covered
and should be. But we have a program
here that we have agreed to, $16 billion,
and the committee will work with
that, and I hope and think they will
come up with many innovative ideas of
how we can make sure these children
are covered.
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That is why we are here now. We
have an agreement we are committed
to, that addresses this problem. Now
we have an amendment that will take
us, clearly, outside the parameters of
the agreement. We must defeat this
amendment. We must have bipartisan
support against this amendment, or
how am I going to be able to stand up
here and vote against some of the
amendments that will be offered from
my side of the aisle that will take some
of the spending out of our agreement
and put it in more tax cuts? I would
like to do that. I want to do that. The
American people are overtaxed and
overworked, for what they get back, in
terms of being able to keep their own
money. But I am prepared to say no,
we have to stick with this agreement.

Paragraph 3 of the bipartisan agree-
ment between the President and the
leadership of the Congress reads:

Agreed upon budget levels are shown in the
tables included in this agreement, including
deficit reduction levels, major category lev-
els of discretionary, mandatory, and tax re-
ceipt levels.

This amendment would change those
agreed-to budget levels. Like yester-
day’s amendment by Senator DoODD of
Connecticut, the pending amendment
would break our bipartisan agreement
with the President by increasing spend-
ing and taxes beyond the levels in this
agreement.

By the way, I thought the original
Kennedy-Hatch bill just provided for
$20 billion. We have $16 billion in this
package. If you add $20 billion on top of
that, now it is $36 billion. The Ken-
nedy-Hatch amendment would create
$20 billion of new entitlement spending
above and beyond what is already in
this resolution.

The sponsors of the amendment
claim the amendment would increase
the tobacco tax. That is not true. It is
false. The budget resolution cannot tell
the Finance Committee which taxes to
raise and which to cut. The practical
effect of this amendment on taxes is
not to raise a specific tax. It is, in-
stead, to reduce the size of the net tax
cut by $30 billion, to only $55 billion
over b years. That is not enough to do
what we have committed to do—some
tax credits for families with children,
some capital gains tax rate cuts for
Americans who are entitled to it and
deserve that opportunity, some modi-
fication of the estate taxes. And it puts
an additional squeeze on the Presi-
dent’s education program. We cannot
do what we have committed to do with
this change.

I am a party to the bipartisan agree-
ment with the President that we en-
tered into and we outlined in para-
graph 2 of the agreement. I am going to
keep the faith on this amendment and
other amendments. We are going to
stick with our budget resolution agree-
ment. I have talked to the President,
because the President is in on this. He
has made it clear he supports the con-
cept of Kennedy-Hatch. But he is also
committed to me that he is going to
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work to try to get Democrat votes for
our second-degree amendment and
against making this change in the
budget resolution. That is what I have
been told by the President of the
United States. If anybody doubts that
here on the floor or in the news media,
call the White House and check it.

I signed in on the deal and I have
taken criticism for it. The President
signed in on the deal, and he is going to
take some criticism for it. He already
has. But this is clearly a deal-buster. If
this amendment should be adopted
right at the gate, the wheels will come
off of this thing. They will come off.
And I only have two options: One, offer
second-degree amendments, and if we
have to, we may go through a series of
them, and let me assure you, each one
will get hairier and more difficult for
Senators to vote against, more uncom-
fortable.

Or the other one is to say, look, we
had a deal. Is the deal off? We can pull
this down. We have a little work we
can do. We can go back to the
comptime-flextime bill, to give the
working men and women of America an
opportunity to make some decisions,
taking time to be with their children.
We can go onto the chemical weapons
implementing legislation. Maybe we
can go to other bills, like product li-
ability. That is pending. We could take
that up. Or national missile defense.
We have other things we could be
doing.

But we should, instead, vote for the
second-degree amendment. It is a very
responsible and reasonable amend-
ment. I urge Senators on both sides,
vote for the second-degree amendment
we are going to offer. Let us move on
and complete our work on this today,
on this whole resolution, so we can get
to conference, meet tomorrow, and
pass this budget resolution on Thurs-
day or Friday.

The amendment we will offer as a
second-degree amendment will allow us
to adhere to our bipartisan budget
agreement with respect to health care
for our children. This amendment ac-
complishes this by wiping out the in-
creases and decreases in the dollar
amounts which have been proposed by
our colleagues in the Kennedy-Hatch
amendment. It allows us to stick with
the balanced budget plan now before us
and to provide health care for kids.

I think that is the responsible thing
to do. I would prefer to even give some
direction, maybe even have a vote like
they did in the committee, saying what
we should do is having 100 percent de-
ductibility of the self-employed. That
would be a major help. There are all
sorts of things we can do. But we
should not break out of the agreement
here. We should not mandate a new
program at this point, on the budget
resolution. We should not raise taxes
when there are other options that are
as good or better.

So, my friends, I just want to sum up
by saying I think we have come a long
way. A lot of time has been invested in
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this, a lot of effort. We need to be able
to get this budget resolution done so
we can go on to the reconciliation bill
and the appropriations bills. If we do
not defeat this amendment and if we do
not pass this budget resolution today
or tomorrow, in our effort to get a bal-
anced budget, with spending restraint
and some tax relief for working Ameri-
cans, and some reform in Medicare that
will save the program on out well after
the turn of the century, we will have
made a terrible mistake today.

So I urge my colleagues, when we get
to the vote, that we vote for the sec-
ond-degree amendment and we move on
to other issues in this area.

Several Senators addressed
Chair.

Mr. KENNEDY. Would the Senator
yield? Can I ask the majority leader a
brief question?

Mr. LOTT. Surely.

Mr. KENNEDY. I just ask the major-
ity leader whether he will permit us to
have an opportunity to vote on the
children’s insurance program? Is it the
position of the majority leader that we
will not be able to have a vote on the
children’s insurance program? Is that
the thought?

Mr. LOTT. It is my intention that
this amendment not be added to the
budget resolution. Now, there are a lot
of different ways we can do that. We
can have second-degree amendments
adopted, or we can defeat the Senator’s
amendment on a straight up-or-down
vote. But I would have to have assur-
ances from your leadership and from
the White House, from the President,
that in fact it is going to be defeated.
If that does not occur, then our only
other option would be to pull down this
budget resolution and move on to other
issues.

You know, the Senator has made his
case here today.

Mr. KENNEDY. Right.

Mr. LOTT. I knew he would take the
opportunity, the first opportunity that
came along, to do that. That is fine.
But I think he has to understand this is
a very carefully crafted budget agree-
ment which we really spent 42 months
putting together. We cannot allow this
amendment in this form to be added to
the budget resolution. So we will find a
way, hopefully, to accomplish that.

Mr. KENNEDY. I just had two just
quick questions. It is going to be an in-
teresting meeting here, because I lis-
tened to the Senator, our majority
leader, speak about how the President
is supporting his position when the
Vice President is on his way up here to
vote for our position. So, sometime
they might get together.

Mr. LOTT. Maybe they will get to-
gether someday; and this would be a
good day for them to be together.

Mr. KENNEDY. I just want to say
this. When the amendment is offered
by the majority leader, we are going to
urge everyone on our side to support it.
Because we, as right from the begin-
ning, have supported the $16 billion to
take care of those needy children on

the

S4809

Medicaid. So I would certainly urge all
of our supporters to support it. Then I
hope we will have an opportunity to
come back on and have a vote on what
we have offered here, to build on that.
So that makes it—if the Senator wants
to have a reaffirmation for that which
has been agreed on, I hope we could get
to an early vote on it, because we
would have every intention, then, to
come back in and have a vote on our
particular measure.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if I can re-
claim our time, I would certainly like
to have a reaffirmation of our support
of what was in the budget agreement,
that we worked through very carefully.
I agreed to what was in there reluc-
tantly.

If we then come along and vote for
the Senator’s amendment, we have un-
dercut, we have broken out of the
agreement, and we will reverse the af-
firmation we just voted on. That does
not make any sense.

So, I yield the floor at this time so
the second-degree amendment can be
offered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I rise
to address the concerns that have been
raised today on the floor. This is not
the first time we have had differences
of interpretation on this agreement,
and it will not be the last.

This has not been an easy process for
anybody on either side of the aisle. I
know that the majority leader and I
have attempted to work through dis-
agreements dispassionately, to keep
our cool, and to recognize there are
going to be honest differences of opin-
ion on how we should proceed. I just
hope we have learned some lessons
from the way this budget agreement
was handled, and Republicans and
Democrats will make a commitment to
not repeat this kind of process so we
can avoid the pitfalls we are now expe-
riencing.

The fact is, when this agreement was
negotiated, we had a handful of Sen-
ators in a room making decisions for
the rest of us. While I agree with the
end product, I have no qualms about
disagreeing with the way we got there.

Now we have to make decisions with
regard to whether or not amendments
are consistent with this budget agree-
ment. The terms of the agreement call
for the leaders to seek to produce sup-
port for the agreement by a majority of
Democrats and Republicans and to pur-
sue remedial action against provisions
deemed to be inconsistent. The agree-
ment says, in other words, that we are
going to support this agreement and
try to encourage a majority of our col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to
support it and to oppose amendments
that are inconsistent with it.

Yesterday, on a couple of occasions, I
joined with the majority leader to op-
pose what I considered to be incon-
sistent amendments. I am told we have
over 26 Democratic amendments. As I
review those Democratic amendments,
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almost all of them, in my view, are in-
consistent. But that issue is, obviously,
going to be subject to debate and dis-
agreement for as long as this resolu-
tion is on the floor.

I believe that this amendment is con-
sistent with the budget agreement for
three reasons. First, it deals with an
issue that is already addressed in the
budget. Expanded health coverage for
children is in this resolution. The
budget negotiators acknowledged on
policy grounds the value of extending
child coverage and this budget includes
funding to cover 5 million uninsured
children. How is it inconsistent to say
we are going to add additional children
to the ranks of children to whom we
have already committed in this budget
agreement?

Second, the Kennedy-Hatch amend-
ment would alter the revenue numbers
by raising a fee on tobacco, but it
would not remove one single tax pro-
posal agreed to by the negotiators and
memorialized in the letter from the
majority leadership.

Those elements of the budget agree-
ment are untouched: the higher edu-
cation deduction; the HOPE scholar-
ship credit; the capital gains tax reduc-
tion; estate tax reform; the $500-per-
child tax credit—every one of those ini-
tiatives are still in the budget. This
amendment doesn’t affect any of those
measures.

It should be noted that the details of
the tax provisions were Kkept inten-
tionally vague, oftentimes at Repub-
lican insistence. They didn’t want to
specify the details of the proposals. As
vague as those provisions are, they are
not affected at all by this amendment.

Third, the XKXennedy-Hatch amend-
ment does not worsen the deficit. In
fact, it helps to reduce it.

So, Mr. President, based on deficit re-
duction, based upon how this amend-
ment affects the tax package, based
upon the fact that this policy is al-
ready incorporated in the budget, I find
it very difficult to understand how this
amendment is inconsistent with the
budget agreement. It happens to be en-
tirely consistent with 1 of the 10 lead-
ership bills that I proposed on the very
first day of Congress. It happens to be
a piece of legislation that the entire
caucus feels very, very strongly about.

I hope we can find a way to work
through this disagreement, but I will
tell you this: If it means bringing down
the budget resolution, as some of our
colleagues have threatened, then so be
it—so be it. That isn’t my first choice.
I would like to find a way not to avoid
these kinds of confrontations. I would
like to find a way to resolve this dis-
pute. But if it means dropping this
agreement, then let’s do it, let’s go
back to the drawing board, or let’s fig-
ure out another way to do this. But I
have to tell you, again, this debate
highlights the point I have been trying
to make about the problems with the
process that produced this budget
agreement.

I hope we can find a way, in spite of
our differences on this amendment, to
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keep the budget agreement intact and
to resolve to find a better way to get
these kind of agreements in the future.
Whatever we do, let us remember how
important this matter is, not just to
Democrats, not just to some Repub-
licans, but to a lot of children who are
counting on this legislation passing
sometime this Congress.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Has time been yield-
ed back on their side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Both
sides have time remaining.

Mr. DOMENICI. I did not hear the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Both
sides have time remaining.

Mr. DOMENICI. How much time do I
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico has 15 minutes,
14 seconds.

Mr. DOMENICI. I would like to use 3
minutes and then yield back the re-
mainder of my time, if that is satisfac-
tory.

Mr. HATCH. How much time do we
have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah has 2 minutes, 46 sec-
onds.

Mr. DOMENICI. I am prepared to
yield back my time. Is the Senator pre-
pared to yield back his time? I am pre-
pared to yield back mine, but I won’t
yield back mine until he yields his and
I have the floor.

Mr. HATCH. I am prepared to yield
back my time. I might add, I am pre-
pared to accept the Senator’s amend-
ment.

Mr. DOMENICI. I did not hear the
Senator.

Mr. HATCH. I am prepared to accept
the Senator’s amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI. I understand that; I
heard that statement made by our col-
league.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mr. HATCH. I yield back the remain-
der of my time.

AMENDMENT NO. 307 TO AMENDMENT NO. 297
(Purpose: The Bipartisan Budget Agreement

of May 15, 1997, as implemented in this res-
olution, would spend $16 billion over five
years (to provide up to 5 million additional
children with health insurance coverage by
2002). The funding could be used for one or
both of the following, and for other possi-
bilities if mutually agreeable: (1) Medicaid,
including outreach activities to identify
and enroll eligible children and providing
12-month continuous eligibility; and also
to restore Medicaid for current disabled
children losing SSI because of a new, more
strict definition of childhood eligibility;
and (2) A program of capped mandatory
grants to States to finance health insur-
ance coverage for uninsured children. The
resources will be used in the most cost-ef-
fective manner possible to expand coverage
and services for low-income and uninsured
children with a goal of up to 5 million cur-
rently uninsured children being served)

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN-
ICI] proposes an amendment numbered 307 to
amendment No. 297.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 3, line 3, increase the amount by 0.

On page 3, line 4, increase the amount by 0.
On page 3, line 5, increase the amount by 0.
On page 3, line 6, increase the amount by 0.
On page 3, line 7, increase the amount by 0.
On page 3, line 11, increase the amount by
On page 3, line 12, increase the amount by
On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by
On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by 0.
On page 4, line 5, increase the amount by 0.
On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by 0.
On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by 0.
On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by 0.
On page 4, line 12, increase the amount by
On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by
On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by
On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by
On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by
On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by

On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by

On page 5, line 1, reduce the amount by 0.
On page 5, line 2, reduce the amount by 0.
On page 5, line 3, reduce the amount by 0.
On page 5, line 4, reduce the amount by 0.

On page 5, line 5, reduce the amount by 0.
On page 23, line 8, increase the amount by

On page 23, line 9, increase the amount by
On page 23, line 15, increase the amount by
On page 23, line 16, increase the amount by
On page 23, line 22, increase the amount by
On page 23, line 23, increase the amount by
On page 24, line 5, increase the amount by
On page 24, line 6, increase the amount by
On page 24, line 12, increase the amount by
On page 24, line 13, increase the amount by
On page 39, line 22, reduce the amount by
On page 39, line 23, reduce the amount by
On page 40,

line 16, reduce the amount by

On page 40, line 17, reduce the amount by
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On page 41, line 7, reduce the amount by 0.

On page 41, line 8, reduce the amount by 0.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, first,
parliamentary inquiry. Under the rules
prevailing for this bill, each side has a
half hour on this amendment, is that
correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair. I
yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. President, let me just read this
amendment:

The Bipartisan Budget Agreement of May
15, 1997, as implemented in the resolution,
would spend $16 billion over five years (to
provide up to 5 million additional children
with health insurance coverage by 2002). The
funding could be used for one or both of the
following, and for other possibilities if mutu-
ally agreeable: (1) Medicaid, including out-
reach activities to identify and enroll eligi-
ble children and providing 12-month contin-
uous eligibility; and also to restore Medicaid
for current disabled children losing SSI be-
cause of a new, more strict definition of
childhood eligibility; (2) A program of capped
mandatory grants to States to finance
health insurance coverage for uninsured
children. The resources will be used in the
most cost-effective manner possible to ex-
pand coverage and services for low-income
and uninsured children with a goal of up to
5 million currently uninsured children being
served.

The remainder of the amendment
strikes the additions and subtractions
from the resolution that are included
in the Hatch-Kennedy amendment.

Mr. President, let me just speak for a
couple of minutes. First, I listened at-
tentively, I say to my fellow Senators,
to the explanation of the minority
leader of the Kennedy-Hatch amend-
ment. Frankly, I normally I have
great, great esteem for the leader, and
I respect him almost every time he
speaks on the floor. But let me suggest,
I would be willing to submit to arbitra-
tion by any three intelligent people
that you want to pick, and ask them if
this amendment, the amendment that I
have just tried to modify, the Hatch-
Kennedy amendment, does not violate
the agreement.

The parties to the agreement agreed
that they would fight against amend-
ments that are inconsistent with the
agreement. Mind you, what do you
think we argued for 3 months over? We
argued one thing: What is the level of
net new tax cuts that are going to be
available? We compromised and the
President compromised. The distin-
guished minority leader now comes
along and tells the Senate, “‘It’s not in-
consistent to take $30 billion of that
$85 billion.” Now, I am not good
enough with percentages, but could
somebody figure that out

Mr. GORTON. More than a third.

Mr. DOMENICI. More than a third,
and just whack it out of there and say,
“That’s not inconsistent’’? I cannot be-
lieve there could be anything more in-
consistent with the agreement than
that.

If that is not enough, let’s take the
next one. We agreed in this agreement
that many of the things the President
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wanted he would not get and many of
the things he wanted he would get, and
the one thing he wanted, and most Re-
publicans wanted, was to cover chil-
dren that are not covered. So we
agreed, I say to my fellow Senators, on
$16 billion, and I just read to you, not
the budget resolution because it can’t
do that, but the agreement between the
President of the United States and the
leaders and what it said about covering
children, and $16 billion that was not in
any program was put in the budget in
compromise with the President of the
United States.

I do not think it matters much
whether something is so patently in-
consistent as that. It is not going to
change any votes, but I do not want the
record of this Senate to go by with
even such a distinguished Senator as
the minority leader suggesting that
this amendment is not inconsistent
with the budget agreement. It is impos-
sible that anybody could get any dic-
tionary and look up the word ‘‘incon-
sistent” and apply it to these two sets
of facts and not conclude that this is
inconsistent.

There is nothing precluding these
two distinguished Senators and their
cosponsors from offering inconsistent
amendments, and when I am finished
they are probably going to stand up
and say they didn’t agree not to submit
inconsistent amendments, unless they
want to try to continue on with some
illogical idea that it is not incon-
sistent.

But the point of it is not what their
rights and privileges are, the point of it
is what we agreed to after all those
months. I suggest, Senator KENNEDY
has already told us—I yield 5 addi-
tional minutes—that perhaps the Vice
President is standing by to come up
here and vote. I hope not, I say to the
leader. I hope not. I have no idea
whether he is or is not. But, frankly,
had I the slightest suspicion that the
Vice President himself would come
here and vote inconsistent with the
agreement that the President signed, I
would have asked that the Vice Presi-
dent sign the agreement. That is what
we should have done, for he feels not
bound by it, I assume.

He can come up here and vote abso-
lutely inconsistent with it and break a
tie, if that occurs, and I doubt that
that is going to occur. He can feel com-
fortable and the President can say—I
don’t know what. Maybe he will say, ‘I
don’t control the Vice President.” Do
you think he might say that, I say to
the leader? Maybe that is what he will
say. Or maybe he will say, ‘“‘I'm sorry,
Senator HATCH and Senator KENNEDY
have more sway over me than you do,
Mr. President, for you’re telling us
that you support our position.”” What is
the Vice President saying? You support
the President? The President signed
this agreement. This is not just some
little piece of paper floating around.

Anybody that knows about this Sen-
ator, I have been through so many
budgets, so many that I am hoping this
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is the last one, I say to the leader, be-
cause it might be balanced. But I tell
you, never have we worked harder to
get something bipartisan that is sup-
ported by the President of the United
States.

Let me tell you, this language that
the distinguished minority leader read
from that is included in this agree-
ment—there are 10 covenants. I say to
my good friend, Senator GORTON, at
one point there were 20. So it is not as
if they were just all of a sudden agreed
to. There were 20.

We said, “You know, that’s too many
agreements. It’s too hard to enforce an
agreement with so many covenants.”
We spent 3 days arguing about those. In
fact, one time the majority leader said,
“Why don’t you go and solve that and
don’t bother me.” We did. So we left,
and in a couple days we came back and
got it boiled down to 10 covenants as
part of this agreement. It clearly says
things inconsistent with this, the
President and the Democratic leader-
ship will use everything within their
power to see that those Kkinds of
amendments are defeated.

I am going to take another 3 or 4
minutes beyond the time I have just re-
served and talk about a couple of other
things.

My good friend, Senator HATCH, I say
to the Senator, if you desire to raise
taxes on cigarettes—what is the
amount you would like to do it in your
bill?

Mr. HATCH. Forty-three cents.

Mr. DOMENICI. If you would like do
raise it——

Mr. HATCH. Plus the equivalent for
others.

Mr. DOMENICI. Thirty, forty, sixty
cents, you go to the Finance Com-
mittee. You are a distinguished mem-
ber. You sit very, very high up in se-
niority on that Finance Committee.
There is nothing in this budget agree-
ment—nothing—that says you cannot
try to raise cigarette taxes in that
committee. You just propose it. You
can raise cigarette taxes right there in
that committee. You do not need very
many votes. There is nothing that pre-
cludes you from it.

Let me tell you, the irony of it all is
that if the Kennedy-Hatch amendment
passes, you will have the exact same
difficulty getting the cigarette tax
through as if you did not have this
thing, because there is nothing in this
amendment that you propose here
today that says the Finance Com-
mittee of the United States is bound to
vote in a cigarette tax—mothing.

I said once—I will say it again—ciga-
rette taxes are not mentioned in the
amendment. The distinguished Senator
from Massachusetts got up and said, we
have drawn it like amendments have
been drawn forever. You are right. And
the interpretation and the efficacy is
as it has exactly been forever. That for-
everness has meant it is not binding, it
is not binding on anyone. To the extent
that you want to put a statement with
this, it is hortatory. It is giving your
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views and talking to the American peo-
ple about what you would like to see
happen. But it is not binding, never has
been binding. We have never had this
kind of situation where you could
make it binding.

Now, having said that, I do not be-
lieve anybody in this country should
believe that the President of the
United States, the Democrats who were
at the table with him, his three nego-
tiators, Senator DOMENICI, FRANK LAU-
TENBERG, JOHN KASICH, and JOHN
SPRATT—Members of the House, the
last two—I do not think anybody
should believe that we ignored a need
in our society, to wit: to cover young
children who are not covered. We did
not. I can say with as much certainty
and integrity and sincerity as Senator
HATCH has said, we intend to cover
them. We intend to cover those who are
in need. We said it in disagreement;
and there is $16 billion in there.

Incidentally, for Members who might
be interested how this money gets
spent—and I draw no inferences from
it—but the distinguished Senator, Sen-
ator KENNEDY, does not sit on the Fi-
nance Committee. All the $16 billion
that is in this agreement goes to the
Finance Committee because they have
Medicaid, which is one of the major
programs. It is interesting, with the
amendment, the committee that the
distinguished Senator from Massachu-
setts sits on will get $18 billion to
spend. So now we will split the respon-
sibility, $18 billion to his committee,
to the committee he serves on, and $18
billion for the Finance Committee.
And, again, it seems to me there is lit-
tle need for that.

So I close by saying I have offered an
amendment that clearly says and un-
equivocally says we have provided for
the children who do not have insurance
in this country, and how we provided it
is contained in the budget resolution.

I believe any Senator voting for that
ought to be held to saying, ‘“We voted
for it. That’s what we are getting.
That’s what the agreement says. And
we are not going to vote to turn right
around and destroy the very agreement
that created that right.”

I want to assure everyone, if this
budget agreement falls apart, and I
know on this one—I think I know what
I am talking about—there is little as-
surance that this body is going to ap-
prove $16 billion for child health care,
little assurance, because clearly there
are all kinds of ideas on how we ought
to do it, and it will take a few years for
those to pan out. We said, ‘“‘OK, Mr.
President, even though you don’t know
how you’re going to do it, we’ll put it
in there for you.” That is the very
truth about the $16 billion.

Mr. President, I want everyone to
know—and I want to state for the other
side—at the expiration of the time on
this amendment, I will claim the floor
back as the floor manager, and unless
you intend to let us vote on the
Domenici substitute, I will perfect the
tree with another amendment, so we
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will get a vote on it, and we will get a
vote on it before anything else happens
here in the Senate in terms of this
budget resolution.

I yield the floor at this point.

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. HATCH. Will the distinguished
minority manager yield me time?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I yield such time
as the Senator from Utah needs to
make his presentation.

Mr. HATCH. I thank my colleague.

I think that the Democratic leader
has made a very compelling case. The
amendment we are offering does not
break the budget agreement.

He summarized three points basi-
cally.

No. 1, our amendment, just like the
Domenici amendment, embodies no
new health care program but builds on
the existing monies in the budget reso-
lution.

No. 2, although our amendment al-
ters the revenue numbers by raising
the tax on tobacco there is no excise
tax in the body of the text. It is my un-
derstanding that such language would
not be in order. I think it would also
raise serious constitutional questions
about a tax originating in the Senate.
I think my colleagues understand that

point.
No. 3, as I am pleased to recognize, as
Senator DASCHLE has noted, our

amendment does not worsen the def-
icit. In fact, it lowers the deficit.

You would think that my colleagues
on both sides of the aisle would be in-
terested in doing supporting this lan-
guage, especially on a balanced budget
resolution. Keep in mind, although this
budget resolution claims to balance the
budget, the U.S. Government will still
have a $6 trillion national debt. The
Hatch-Kennedy amendment would re-
duce that debt by $10 billion more over
the next 5 years.

Frankly, for these reasons I believe
that our amendment is fully consistent
with the budget resolution as described
by the distinguished Budget Com-
mittee chairman.

Let us not use as an excuse to avoid
an important vote on a major public
health problem that we are somehow
trying to break the agreement on the
budget resolution. My amendment
helps the budget. And, in the end, we
will be helping 10 million uninsured
children who otherwise will not have
the help we can provide them today.

Let me also be very candid here with
respect to the strategy. We all know
that if we do pass this amendment, it
will probably have to be included in the
reconciliation bill. If we do not pass
the Hatch-Kennedy amendment today,
I understand—and I believe it is prob-
ably accurate—that it will take 60
votes to do it on a reconciliation bill. I
am not saying we cannot get the 60
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votes, but naturally we would like to
be able to have it in the budget resolu-
tion so that we do not have to have
that hurdle.

If I have some advice for my col-
leagues on my side of the aisle, I would
suggest you acknowledge that $16 bil-
lion is not enough, especially when
you, in a sense, rob Peter to pay Paul.
We will end-up taking DSH moneys
that were to be used for the poor and
using many of them for a new program
of children’s health.

At that, the $16 billion will not take
care of more than what the Chafee-
Rockefeller-Jeffords-Breaux bill pro-
vides. It will take care of maybe 3 mil-
lion kids who are eligible for Medicaid
but are not enrolled, but it does not
take care of the 7 million kids who are
not eligible for Medicaid but can’t af-
ford health insurance.

So those who believe that they are
doing the right thing by upholding this
so-called budget agreement when, in
fact, my amendment does not break
the agreement, may be making it even
more difficult to pass legislation that
would help poor children in working
families.

One of my colleagues said, you have
won Senator HATCH because you got $16
billion in the budget resolution. I
admit that I am very pleased with this
result and that it is a step in the right
direction. And, in fact, that money
would probably not be there in the
budget resolution had it not been for
the efforts of those Senators who sup-
port the CHILD legislation as well as
other proposals.

I commend my colleagues on the
Budget Committee for doing providing
the $16 billion. Unfortunately, that
amount will not provide the necessary
financial commitment needed to en-
sure those children most in need.

Senator DOMENICI’S substitute
amendment to my amendment essen-
tially strikes out all the moneys raised
in my bill for children. In effect, the
substitute amendment is what is al-
ready contained in the budget resolu-
tion for children’s health—and nothing
more.

Frankly, if you look at that amend-
ment, basically it says on page 3, line
3, where we had increased the amount
by $16 billion, it strikes out $16 billion;
page 3, line 4, it strikes out the money;
there on page 3, line 5, it strikes out
the money; there on page 3, line 6, it
strikes out the money there, right on
down through the whole amendment.

So all they are saying is they are
going to limit new spending for chil-
dren’s health to $16 billion, whether
that is adequate or not. I think we
have made better than a good case that
it is inadequate. I think we made a
case that every Senator in this Cham-
ber ought to be able to support.

It is time to resolve this problem. We
are going to have to resolve it. You
know, the odds have been very heavily
against us from the start on this thing
in the budget context. But I hope that
those who are supporters of the Hatch-
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Kennedy bill will stand up, and I hope
that there are others who may be sup-
porters who will think this through
and realize that it is a good amend-
ment to support.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
yield 10 minutes to the Senator from
Massachusetts.

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, with
all due respect, I think the position of
the chairman of the Budget Committee
is to deny us an opportunity to get a
vote on our particular measure.

I listened with great interest to what
he said. He said that, ‘I think three
mature adults would be able to look at
this amendment and make a judgment
that it’s inconsistent with the budget
agreement.”” We have more than that
number here that are prepared to vote
on that issue. We think that at least
100 adults ought to be able to vote on
that issue and make a judgment. We
have tried to address the concerns that
were raised concerning the consistency
of our amendment with the overall
budget agreement, and we did address
them earlier.

I want to point out that the budget
resolution is the right vehicle for this
measure and I am sure that the Mem-
bers are aware of this. I listened and
watched how the Senator from New
Mexico was looking over at the Sen-
ator from Utah saying with great fan-
fare, ‘““You can raise these issues at any
time. You’re a member of the Finance
Committee.” Of course, as the Senator
from New Mexico knows, measures
dealing with raising a tax must begin
in the House of Representatives, not in
the Senate Finance Committee.

So to raise the tobacco tax, we need
to amend the revenue bill. The Con-
stitution requires tax bills to originate
in the House, the reconciliation bill
created by the budget resolution will
probably be the only revenue measure
considered this year.

We ought to understand substance of
this debate. This is not a case where we
will be able to address this tomorrow,
next week or 2 months from now—this
is it. For the parents of children that
need health insurance, this is the op-
portunity. Now is the moment. Today
is the day in the U.S. Senate. Unless
we provide for the tax in the budget
resolution, we will not have an oppor-
tunity to offer the amendment later.
This budget is not only the right place
for this amendment, it is the only
place for this amendment. That is why
this debate is so important.

We were prepared to vote a few mo-
ments ago, and we are prepared to
move now to reach some conclusion.

Given the reasons I outlined, I urge
that we support the Domenici amend-
ment. What that will do is restate what
is in the budget agreement, which is
the $16 billion in the restoration in
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terms of Medicaid. We agree with that.
We would not council our Members not
to vote for that. We agree with that.
We hope we will have an opportunity
after that amendment is completed to
vote on our amendment.

As 1 understand, the Senator from
New Mexico will ask for recognition
and he will put in another amendment.
He can do that. That amendment will
be accepted and we will be right back
to a point where we can offer our
amendment again. We can do that
again and again and again and again
and again. The question then becomes,
why can we not have the vote on this
particular measure? Why can we not go
ahead and have the vote on this meas-
ure? We believe very sincerely that it
is not inconsistent with the budget res-
olution.

The Senator from New Mexico has
not told us about how this would re-
duce the possibility of a capital gains
tax. He has not stated that our amend-
ment will eliminate the possibility of
increasing the estate tax exemption.
He has not said it will compromise our
opportunity to do something about
IRA’s or the education tax. He has not
said this will cut back on the issue of
spending cuts, because, as he knows,
the final amount as mentioned in the
reported $138 billion, will be included
in the first downpayment and installa-
tion. None of this is altered or changed
by our amendment.

Mr. President, we have to come back
to the issue here. The issue is whether
the Senate of the United States will go
on record this afternoon in saying we
will provide a very modest increase in
the cost of cigarettes, 43 cents a pack,
that will convey direct health benefits
to millions and millions of children
discouraging them from smoking and
providing $20 billion over the next 5
years to help States pay for children’s
health coverage. States can then make
the decision as to whether or not they
want to participate. It will also provide
a $10 billion deficit reduction.

That does not do violence to the
budget agreement. This is not an
amendment that says we want this
coverage, now you find the revenues.
We are not taking the revenue out of
any particular area. This amendment
is self-funded. It is probably one of the
few, or only, self funded initiatives
that will be offered this session. Maybe
others will come down.

That is the issue. I hope the leader-
ship would not deny us the opportunity
for the Senate to express its will. It is
10 minutes to 2:00. We were scheduled
to debate from 9:30 to 11:30. We had
speakers ready to speak and we were
ready to vote at 11:30, and now at 10
minutes to 2 o’clock we are told we will
have one underlying vote and maybe
another. I think the message that will
come out of this debate is that the Re-
publican leadership refuses to let the
Senate of the United States vote on a
children’s health care issue. I think
that would be very unfortunate—unfor-
tunate to the children and unfortunate
to the parents.
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I do not see why we should be denied
the opportunity to let the Senate work
its will. We are completely within our
rights in offering it. We are within our
rights to expect we would have a reso-
lution. This is a matter of enormous
importance and it has overwhelming
support of the American people.

Mr. HATCH. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. KENNEDY. I am happy to yield
to the Senator.

Mr. HATCH. I have been listening to
the Senator and I think anybody who
understands the parliamentary situa-
tion knows we can get a vote. It may
take a few days, but we can get a vote.
I do not want to have that kind of a
confrontation, but if that is the way it
is, then that is the way it is. I am pre-
pared to accept the Domenici amend-
ment and probably some of the future
amendments, and I am prepared to
vote.

That still does not resolve the prob-
lem that the distinguished Senator and
I have been trying to solve, am I right?

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct. We have made our case.
We have strong support on both sides
of the aisle. All we want to do is get
the Senate to work its will on an issue
involving the coverage of health care
for children which will be paid for with
a cigarette tax.

Mr. HATCH. May I ask my colleague
another question? Is it not correct that
all we are saying here is that we would
like to have a vote, win or lose, on our
amendment today? If we win, that
makes it easier for us to go through
the process. Naturally, any good legis-
lator should want to do that if you
really believe in what you are doing. I
have to say both of us believe in what
we are doing.

That is true, is it not?

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is cor-
rect. This will be the most important
vote in this Congress on children’s
issues. This vote we are about to either
have an opportunity to conduct or be
denied that opportunity, will be the
most important vote in this Congress.
There is no question about that.

Mr. HATCH. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. KENNEDY. I am happy to yield
to the Senator.

Mr. HATCH. I normally would not
get this argumentative, but, to be hon-
est with you, I have heard some of the
worst arguments against this bill that
I have ever heard in any Senate pro-
ceeding.

This morning I read a New York
Times article, ‘‘Citing Lost Cigarette
Revenue, GOP Fights Child Insurance.”
I could not believe what I read:

Republican senators today attacked a chil-
dren’s health insurance bill, saying the high-
er Federal tax it would put on tobacco would
cost the states more than $1 billion in rev-
enue annually by cutting cigarette sales.

The measure, proposed by Senators Orrin
G. Hatch, Republican of Utah, and Edward
M. Kennedy, Democrat of Massachusetts,
calls for raising the current 24-cents-a-pack
Federal tax to 67 cents to pay for subsidized
insurance for children of the working poor.
The sponsors of the bill intend to offer it on
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Wednesday as an amendment to the budget
resolution.

Here is where it is interesting:

The Republican Policy Committee, an arm
of the leadership, today called the spon-
soring Senators’ intentions ‘‘admirable’ but
misguided, ‘‘because states depend to a great
degree on excise tax revenue.” The com-
mittee estimated that decreased smoking re-
sulting from the tax increase would cost
states and localities $6.5 billion over five
years.

“Even if one believes that decreased de-
mand for tobacco is positive from a societal
view, it still has negative fiscal aspects for
the States,” the committee said.

Let me tell you, that is really some-
thing. I had just heard about this re-
cent policy analysis put out by the Re-
publican Policy Committee about the
“unforeseen effects’” of the tobacco
tax. I was not exactly proud to be a Re-
publican under those circumstances. I
am sure some of my colleagues wish I
were not today.

But I am going to be because I be-
lieve in the Republican Party and I be-
lieve in what we stand for and I believe
in taking care of kids. I believe in help-
ing those who cannot help themselves.

Let’s start taking the money away
from those that can but won’t help
themselves.

As my colleagues may be aware, on
April 23, the Republican Policy Com-
mittee issued a report entitled, ‘“The
Complex Problem of Insuring Unin-
sured Children.”” This report, revised
on May 1, noted that this is the first in
a series of RPC papers devoted to this
issue. We can only hope that this most
recent May 16 piece of tortured logic is
the last of this series unless more com-
pelling analyses are forthcoming.

Here is the point that is entirely
missed. It would be a great thing for
the public health of this country and
particularly for the health of young
Americans if tobacco tax revenues
dropped substantially because tobacco
is the single greatest preventable
threat to our Nation’s public health.

No one should be so protective of
lower tobacco taxes because the taxes
might raise more revenues, any more
than the public would support appoint-
ing Dr. Kevorkian as a Surgeon Gen-
eral in an attempt to achieve Medicare
savings.

I look forward to economists study-
ing in detail the analyses of the May 16
RPC paper. It seems to me that the to-
bacco companies would have liked to
have been able to have included this
somewhat mysterious line of reasoning
in their public comments to the FDA
rules pertaining to the regulation of
tobacco sales to minors.

I wonder how much of the supposed
$6.5 billion in lost revenues to States
that they say will happen comes in the
form of illegal sales that are quite lit-
erally poisoning and hooking our
youth. I also want to know what Gov-
ernors publicly take the position that
State tobacco revenues are more im-
portant than the public health. I doubt
many of the 20-plus attorneys general
involved in lawsuits to recover State
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Medicaid funds attributable to to-
bacco-related illnesses would agree
that a decrease in tobacco consumption
is a bad idea.

It seems to me that the title of the
May 16 report, ‘“‘Unforeseen Effects of
the Much-Touted Tobacco Tax Should
Be Changed,” frankly, it would be bet-
ter titled, “The World Turned Upside
Down.” I will be interested to know
what the experts on the Joint Tax
Committee and other groups, how they
will view this RPC analysis.

If I were not just a humble country
lawyer from out West, I would almost
get the feeling that somebody told the
analysts at the RPC to trash the to-
bacco tax in any way possible. I have
been around here for 20 years, better
than 20 years. I have been trashed by
more gifted analyses than this.

Let me close this portion of my
thoughts by saying that if I could get a
list of Senators who are withholding
support of our amendment due to the
reasoning contained in the RPC docu-
ment, I would immediately enter into
discussions with my cosponsors. I
think it is probably safe to say that if
this is what it takes to attract more
supporters to our measure, we can
probably shift some of the funds
marked for Federal deficit reduction to
indemnify the States from potential
revenue losses to any decrease in to-
bacco uses.

Who are these Senators? Senator
KENNEDY and I would like to talk to
you.

Now the Republican Policy Com-
mittee is implying that it is more im-
portant to preserve tobacco excise
taxes than the health of our children
because we will get people, especially
children, to quit smoking in the proc-
ess. We know that every time smoking
goes up 10 percent, 7 percent of the kids
will never touch a cigarette.

Are we to sacrifice people’s health
and lives to preserve tobacco excise
taxes? Would we rather have excise
taxes than healthy citizens in our
States? Those who argue this way seem
to want to maintain big tobacco reve-
nues at the expense of the life and
health of our citizens.

Now, I find this appalling because all
Senator KENNEDY and I are offering is
legislation that will result in good
health for smokers and which will help
children. The arguments of the oppo-
nents are logically flawed. Their inter-
est in maintaining State tax revenues
at a certain level is more important to
them than the health and welfare of
the citizens in our States.

When it gets to the point that we are
so ideologically constipated that we
place the preservation of State tobacco
revenues above the welfare of our
American citizens, then we need to
rethink our philosophy. I have to say I
would have been willing to sit down
and discuss this matter with anybody,
reasonably, on how to handle this.

I have to admit that I am probably
irritating everybody around here. But I
am irritated, too. If you want to play
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this game, we can just have one vote
after another from here on in until the
end of the process, and we will finally
get our vote. If it means day and night,
I will be here. I have done it before. I
can do it again.

All T want is some consideration for
our side. In all honesty, I don’t think
we have had much. We are talking
about kids here. We are talking about
the poorest of the poor kids not on
Medicaid, and about Medicaid Kkids,
too. We are talking about doing some-
thing right—doing something for peo-
ple who cannot help themselves and
doing it by raising money from the in-
dustry that is causing a lot of the trou-
bles.

I also have to tell you that 72 percent
of all adults in this country think this
is the right thing to do. And even 50
percent of all smokers think it is the
right thing to do.

There isn’t a better tax cutter in this
body or one more zealously devoted to
it than ORRIN HATCH. Don’t tell me
about raising taxes, or cutting taxes.

I have been for every tax cut I can
get. I was one of the few who voted
against the 1986 tax increase in the
Reagan years and the Bush tax in-
crease when it came up. I voted against
that even though I was brought down
to the White House and asked to vote
for it. I sincerely told the President I
couldn’t do it.

So I have the credentials on tax cut-
ting. I was one of the original supply-
side proponents and went all over this
country to 36 States for then-Governor
Reagan arguing for tax cuts.

Here we have something that could
be done to rectify some of the problems
of our society without a cost to 80 per-
cent of American taxpayers—only
about 20 percent would pay this—and
you would think the whole world was
coming to an end.

I really believe that if big tobacco
were smart, they would come and say
we ought to do this. People out there
would respect them, and there would be
more of an interest in trying to work
out their difficulties with them.

I have to say that I am getting a lit-
tle frustrated. This is an important
issue. It shouldn’t be treated trivially.

So we will just see what happens. Un-
less I can be shown some better way of
getting this amendment considered and
having an up or down vote on it, then
we are just going to keep fighting this
battle until we get that vote.

I am open to the suggestions of my
colleagues. I am open to sitting down
with them to talk to them and see
what can be done. But until then, this
is the way it is going to be here.

We may lose here today. But, if we
do, it won’t be for the lack of trying,
and it won’t be the last time we try ei-
ther. It isn’t going to end, even if it is
right up to the end of the Congress. 1
just want to notify everybody now. I do
not want any arguments next year that
somebody is going to be hurt by this
debate because I have notified this
body that I plan to press the issue.

I want to thank my colleague from
Massachusetts for yielding to me.
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I yield back to my friend from Massa-
chusetts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HELMS). The Senator from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I will
take maybe 3 minutes.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr.
how much time do we have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts has 1 minute
40 seconds remaining on the amend-
ment.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I yield the time
to the Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Three minutes from
the bill.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I yield 3 minutes
from the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I just
want to commend my friend from Utah
for presenting what is the real issue be-
fore the U.S. Senate at this moment,
and for making such a convincing case
in support of this amendment which
will provide health insurance for chil-
dren.

Mr. President, I am having trouble
understanding why our majority leader
is not willing to let us vote on health
insurance for children financed by a
cigarette tax. I am just wondering why
he is hesitating. What are we afraid of?
Why can’t the Senate decide by a ma-
jority vote whether our national pri-
ority is to children or to tobacco com-
panies? Why can’t we vote on whether
the Senate stands with children or
with Joe Camel and the Marlboro Man?

I think we ought to move ahead and
have a vote. That is what the regular
order would be. We don’t take any sat-
isfaction in just urging the Senate to
accept the amendment of the Senator
of New Mexico. The only thing we are
trying to do is get a vote on our par-
ticular amendment. I certainly hope
that cooler heads of leadership will at
least permit us the opportunity to do
S0.

Mr. President, my time has expired. I
urge all of my colleagues to vote in
favor of the amendment of the Senator
from New Mexico because it is a re-
statement of what is in the budget res-
olution bill—$16 billion for needy chil-
dren. We are in strong support of that
proposal.

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. HATCH. I ask unanimous consent
that I be allowed 30 seconds.

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

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I also
suggest that everybody vote for this
amendment. That is fine with me. We
will just vote for it. I am prepared to
take it, but if not, then let’s vote, and
we will go from there.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, could
you tell me the time on the Domenici
second-degree amendment?

President,
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
for the sponsor is 16 minutes 51 sec-
onds.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield myself up to
5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five
minutes is yielded to the Senator from
New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
would like to make just two argu-
ments.

The first one is somewhat in response
to my friend, Senator HATCH, for whom
I have great respect.

Mr. President, I think it is incon-
sistent with the facts of the agreement
between the President and the Con-
gress for any Senator to stand up here
on the floor and talk to the American
people as if their proposal is the only
one that is going to take care of chil-
dren in America. That is not true,
whether it come from my distinguished
friend, the senior Senator, Senator
HATCH, or from whomever. The state-
ment should be that they think they
have another way to do it. But to try
to look out there and say to America
this is a serious issue, it is about kids,
as if to say the agreement we made
with the President isn’t about kids.

So we are not going to stand here and
let that occur without telling the
American people that that just isn’t so,
no matter how or under what cir-
cumstance my good friend, Senator
HATCH, desires, or speaks it on the
floor of the Senate. We are just as
much about kids as his proposal is. For
him to stand here and imply that that
isn’t the case is just not fair.

We believe in the agreement with the
President, although we would do it a
different way. We wouldn’t send the
money to the Labor and Health and
Human Services Committee. We would
send it to the Finance Committee. But
we believe we took care of the kids who
are going to be uninsured during the
next 5 years of this budget agreement.

So I just want in my first observa-
tion to say, yes, this is about kids. Yes,
it is about uninsured kids in America.
And, yes, we cover them. If we want to
talk about another issue, a cigarette
tax, which this amendment does not
guarantee—in fact, there is every rea-
son to believe that, if you adopt it, the
Finance Committee of the U.S. Senate
and the Ways and Means Committee of
the U.S. House need not adopt it.

So to make like that is the issue,
like something in this amendment is
going to get you cigarette taxes—
which I am not against, incidentally, I
am not against them—but that just
isn’t what the amendment does. You
can talk about some bill you have in
mind, but this is a budget, not a bill.

My last point is this. I defy anyone—
and I urge my good friends who would
like to take the position that this
amendment is not inconsistent with
this agreement. I would like them to
do just one thing. I ask my friend, Sen-
ator HATCH, to do just one thing: Just
get the bipartisan agreement when you
have a moment. Look at item No. 1. I
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will read it to you. ‘“The elements of
this bipartisan agreement provide for
deficit reduction amounts that are es-
timated to be the result in the bal-
anced budget by 2002.”

It proceeds then to say that there is
a tax—a summary of the agreement. It
is in a chart form. The agreement then
proceeds to say that the majority lead-
er, the minority leader, the President
of the United States—as I indicated,
maybe not the Vice President, because
maybe he is not bound by the Presi-
dent—but it says that this agreement,
as contained in this piece of paper,
these numbers, governs and that any-
thing that will be offered that is incon-
sistent will be opposed.

I say to Senator HATCH that his
amendment takes this agreement, this
one right here, and it changes two of
the numbers right off the bat—the $85
billion on the tax cuts is changed by
his amendment. In fact, it is reduced
by $30 billion. Excuse me. The Presi-
dential initiatives, a line here, $31 bil-
lion, you have altered that by adding
$20 billion.

So now I don’t believe anybody ought
to be taking the point that the major-
ity leader of the U.S. Senate, or minor-
ity, or our whip, or myself as chair-
man, that when we say this does break
the agreement, I cannot conceive how
anybody could say that they have an-
other interpretation that says it
doesn’t. That makes it a very impor-
tant event.

Would Senator NICKLES like to speak
for a few moments?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I want
to echo the comments made by my col-
league from New Mexico. This is even
more important than the budget agree-
ment.

You are only, in the Senate, as good
as your word. There is a document that
says we are going to have net tax cuts
of 85. This makes net tax cuts 55. There
is an addendum that says there is
going to be a kid care initiative that
costs 16. This amendment makes that
kid care initiative 36.

This is not the agreement. If people
on the other side are now saying this is
consistent with the agreement, that is
not the case. And it really does unravel
this deal. It is beyond me.

I would like to think that people
would have more credibility in their
word and would say, ‘I will always tell
you the truth.” If people are going to
say this doesn’t break the deal and the
Vice President is going to come down
and say this is consistent with the
deal, then we don’t have a deal. Some
people are just evidently quite happy
to break it up and make sure that we
don’t have a deal.

I will go further to say that this is
consistent with the deal. I can cer-
tainly have an amendment to cut dis-
cretionary spending by $20 billion and
increase the tax cut by $30 billion. I
would like to offer that amendment.
Tell the majority leader, I would like
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to offer that amendment. I think we
spent too much money on the discre-
tionary side, and I think we didn’t cut
taxes enough. It wasn’t my intention
to offer that amendment because it
would be inconsistent with the deal.

I want a balanced budget. I want
some tax relief. But this amendment, if
it passes, tells me there won’t be a
budget. It tells me that people who
“negotiated in good faith’ can say that
this is consistent. Frankly, that both-
ers me more than the amendment. It
bothers me a lot. You have to be as
good as your word.

There is a package here that says
here is the agreement. It says kid care,
$16 billion. It didn’t say 36. It said net
tax cuts 85. It didn’t say net tax cuts
55. I do not want to go to my constitu-
ents and say it was going to be 85 but
now it turned out to be 55. But, boy, we
got gypped. We didn’t do what we said
we were going to do.

We ought to at least try to do what
we said we were going to do, but yet we
have not been here 1 day and people are
undermining this agreement and,
frankly, making allegations that this
is consistent with the package when it
absolutely is not.

If this amendment should pass, this
is one Senator who will not be sup-
portive of this package. And it bothers
me because I want to balance the budg-
et. I want to provide some tax relief. I
want us to help save Medicare, and I
think the net result is the passage of
this amendment says there will be no
budget package this year.

I hope people are aware of this when
they cast this vote. I hope they do not
think this is just a free vote. I hope
they do not think the rest of the people
are going to run over on this side and
put this budget resolution together and
pass a net tax cut of 55. I do not think
that will be the case. I do not think it
will happen. So I hope people will rec-
ognize we are not talking about trivial,
little things, that we have legislation
in here that encompasses the Hatch-
Kennedy bill, but we do have language
that says we are going to have a net
tax cut of 55. There is a $30 billion tax
increase.

If somebody wants to raise taxes—
and I hear my colleagues talk about
this—if they want to raise taxes on to-
bacco, very easily they can wait until
the reconciliation bill comes in the
Chamber. The reconciliation bill, con-
sistent with the budget package, will
have a net tax cut of $85 billion. If they
want to have an amendment to that
tax cut that says they want to raise
cigarette taxes and cut other taxes,
that is consistent with the package;
they can do that. They cannot come in
and say, we want to spend an extra $20
billion in kid care that is not con-
sistent with the package, but they
could do that. And then they will be
playing with the real bill. They are
talking about real bullets. They are
talking about taxes.

If they want to raise cigarette taxes
and cut other taxes, I might support
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them. I might help them draft it. But
they cannot come in and say, hey, we
are going to change the net side of this
tax cut as this amendment proposes to
do from 85 to 55. They cannot do it. It
is not consistent. It is a deal-breaker.
This says the agreement is not worth
the paper it is written on. And if the
President is going to come down here
and endorse it by his vote, or his effort,
his presence, that means we have a real
credibility problem. We have a real
credibility problem.

This amendment is not consistent
with the agreement, and I do not think
anybody should make that allegation.
This is a budget-breaker. This amend-
ment basically says we do not want a
budget this year.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. KENNEDY. If the Senator from
New Jersey will yield 3 or 4 minutes, 5
minutes.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I yield 5 minutes
to the Senator from Massachusetts
from the resolution itself.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is yielded 5 minutes.

Mr. KENNEDY. As Senator HATCH
and I have pointed out, this is basically
budget neutral. I included earlier in
the RECORD the assessment of the Joint
Economic Committee, and what we
have demonstrated is that the expendi-
tures that will be used in order to pay
for the program will be raised by the
increase in the cigarette tax.

The opponents of this amendment
cannot have it both ways. You cannot
spend half the morning saying we are
against the increase in the cigarette
tax and then in the afternoon say, well,
this is going to somehow diminish the
whole budget agreement in terms of
revenue.

That is what they have been saying.
That is what opponents have been say-
ing.

The fact is, as everyone in this body
understands, this is revenue neutral.
This is revenue neutral. I have said if
they can come in and find out where
our amendment is going to reduce the
capability of the Finance Committee
and the Ways and Means Committee to
affect the estate taxes, capital gains,
IRA’s, student assistance, let them
make that case. You cannot do it. You
cannot do it. I listened to the rhetoric,
and it still does not stand.

Mr. President, the real issue I think
is whether we in the Senate, on the one
vehicle that can make the difference,
are going to have an increase in the to-
bacco tax and have a children’s health
insurance program. That is what we
are talking about. That is what we are
talking about.

I have increasing frustration with
why the majority leader and the chair-
man of the Budget Committee are re-
fusing to let us do so. We can make up
our own minds. The case has been set.
People have listened to the debate. Let
them make up their own minds on it.
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It is our position that when it says in
this budget agreement if bills, resolu-
tions or conference reports are deemed
to be consistent—I think our minority
leader had indicated how it is con-
sistent, because the budget points out
we are taking $16 billion to look at the
Medicaid. We are looking at those indi-
viduals who are just above the Med-
icaid, the working poor, looking at
those children. A child is a child. We
should not say, OK, it is all right, it is
consistent with that. If you are going
to be below a certain level of poverty,
it will be 85 percent above the poverty,
and say, well, that is completely incon-
sistent. The American people are not
going to buy that. The American peo-
ple are not buying that. That is an ab-
solute phony, fake argument.

This is consistent because it is look-
ing after needy, poor children—that is
the issue—paid for by a cigarette tax.
If you do not want that and want to op-
pose it, at least say let us go ahead and
vote and take that position. But we
have been on it now since 9:30 this
morning. It is 2:30. We are denied the
opportunity to let the overwhelming
majority of the American people have
a vote on it.

Seventy-five percent of the American
people support this. And if they are
watching television today, they are
saying, why can’t the Senate of the
United States at least vote it yes or
no? We are being denied that. Quite
frankly, the children who have been de-
nied that health insurance, unable to
get it, have been very patient. Their
parents have been very patient. They
are very Dpatient every single night
when they are concerned about those
children. They are spending all night,
all day, every day. We can certainly be
patient, too, if the parliamentary proc-
ess is going to deny us that oppor-
tunity. The majority has the right of
recognition, and they can put on an-
other amendment; we are supporting
this. Then they put on another. But
eventually that slot is going to open up
and Senator HATCH and I are going to
be here to fill it.

That is where we are, Mr. President.
We just cannot understand why here,
after all these hours, with this issue
and debate, somehow some Members on
that side are saying, if you pass a small
health insurance program for needy
children, 10 million children, that is
paid for, it is going to end the whole
budget deal. That is what they are say-
ing. They are saying, if you provide
enough money for 10 million children,
the world is going to come to an end.
We are ending the budget deal. We will
never get to a balanced budget.

Mr. President, they cannot be such
strong defenders of Joe Camel.

That is where we are, Mr. President.
I hope we can move ahead. We are
going to try to point this out all the
way along the line, but I hope we can
move ahead and get to some judgment.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.
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Mr. DOMENICI. How much time
would the Senator like?

Mr. GRAMM. Why not give me 5 min-
utes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield up to 10 min-
utes to the Senator off the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is yielded up to 10
minutes.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, in all of
this passion, in all of our efforts to
vilify cigarettes and talk about taxing
them, I think we have really forgotten
a fundamental fact, and that is that we
already have more money in this budg-
et than we need to buy an insurance
policy for every child in America for
whom we are seeking to provide health
coverage.

Let me go back and try to remind
people of what this whole debate is
about. What this whole debate is about
is that the President, after looking at
various statistical estimates, con-
cluded that if you look at every family
in America with income up to 300 per-
cent of the poverty level, and I remind
you, for a family of four that is $48,000
a year of income—I say to our distin-
guished majority leader from Mis-
sissippi, that is higher than the per
capita income and family income of his
State—that if you look at families up
to 300 percent of poverty, there are as
many as 10 million children in America
who are not covered by either Medicaid
or private health insurance.

Now, what the President has done is
set the goal, recognizing that 3.3 mil-
lion of these children already are or
will be qualified for Medicaid—they
just had not signed up—the President
set out a goal of coming up with a pro-
gram that helps 5 million more chil-
dren to get private health insurance.

I would like to remind my colleagues
that the cost of a private health policy
for a child, looking at various data
that is available, averages about $500
per child for a fairly standard policy—
lower with a higher deductible, higher
with a much lower deductible, but basi-
cally $500 per child. We could go out
and buy an insurance policy for all 5
million children in America that we
want to cover, and we could do it for
less than the $16 billion that is in this
bill.

So why should we pass an amend-
ment—unless we just get some pleasure
from spending money, why should we
pass an amendment to raise it up to $36
billion, which would allow us to buy
three policies for every child in Amer-
ica that we are trying to help. What
could possibly be the purpose of such
an amendment? What is the purpose of
the Kennedy amendment when he
started out saying we need $20 billion?
The President started out with a pro-
gram that was less than $10 billion. We
ended up with a budget that was $16
billion. But the amendment does not
say we will take it to $20 billion. The
amendment says take it to $36 billion.

Now, is there no limit on the amount
of money that we want to spend? If we
already have in the budget enough
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money to buy an insurance policy for
every child in America that we are try-
ing to target here, even up to families
that make $48,000 a year, where 82 per-
cent of those families already have pri-
vate health insurance policies that
cover their children, is that not
enough? Isn’t one insurance policy
enough? Why should we have in this
bill enough money to buy three insur-
ance policies?

That is what the debate here is
about. If we simply want to say how
much we want to deal with this prob-
lem, maybe this amendment has some
relevance. But the plain, honest-to-God
truth is, it is going to be hard in any
rational manner to spend the $16 bil-
lion we have already provided. If we
just simply went out and bought every
child in America that qualifies in this
5 million children problem that the
President has defined, we have more
than enough money already to do it.

Why do we want to add $20 billion
more? Could we not use that money for
some better purpose? Could we not let
families keep the money and invest it
in their own children and their own fu-
ture?

So I just want to remind people, in
all of this passion about how we want
to pound our chest and say how much
we care about children, we have al-
ready have enough money in this reso-
lution to buy an insurance policy for
all 5 million of the children that the
President has targeted and that we
have agreed to. We clearly could do the
job for much less than we have already
committed to spend. But the point is,
why spend three times as much as is
required to simply buy the insurance
policies? There is no logical reason for
doing it. All we are doing is bidding
with each other for spending money.

I would like to note, finally, two ad-
ditional things. No. 1, I am not for this
budget agreement, and I am going to be
in the Chamber when this amendment
is disposed of telling people why I am
not for it. But I am not going to vote
for the Kennedy amendment to try to
kill this budget agreement. And I hope
there is nobody on our side of the aisle,
if this vote turns out to be very close,
who is going to cast a vote for the Ken-
nedy amendment thinking, by doing
that, they are going to kill all the bad
things in this budget agreement that
we are not for. I have never found that
I was smart enough to game the sys-
tem and end up where I wanted to be on
that basis.

So we are going to have an oppor-
tunity on final passage to vote ‘“‘no’ if
we are going to be against it. I am
going to offer amendments that
present another vision. But what I
want to urge my colleagues to do is to
look at this amendment and see we al-
ready have more than enough money to
buy the children’s insurance policies
that we need. So let us stay with the
amount we have in the bill. As chair-
man of the subcommittee that is going
to be instrumental in trying to put the
bill together, I would attest that we
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can cover all 5 million children with
the $16 billion we have.

Finally, let me say that it is discour-
aging to see a budget deal that com-
mits to $16 billion of brand new pro-
grams, little baby elephants that are
just going to grow, and we cannot pay
the bills we already have in Medicare
and Medicaid and Social Security. But,
even for many of our Members, the $16
billion is not enough. The ink is not
even dry on the budget deal and here
we are, talking about busting it big
time. It has to be very discouraging.

Defeating this amendment, it seems
to me, is the reasonable thing to do,
unless you really believe that it is just
important that you be able to say to
people: Not only did I want to insure
people, but I wanted enough money to
do it several times over so we can do it
just as inefficiently as we wanted to
and still reach everybody. Unless that
gets you something at home, don’t
waste this $20 billion. Don’t vote to
raise taxes and spend this money. We
already provide the funds necessary to
serve the children we seek to serve.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
HELMS). Who yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield off the bill as
much time as the distinguished major-
ity leader desires.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator for yielding me that time. We
don’t want to go over everything that
has been said two or three times this
afternoon, but let me again make it
very clear, if the Kennedy health care
proposal had been in this budget agree-
ment, I would never have agreed to it.
I would have never signed on to it. This
is a new entitlement program. It is
money on top of what is in the budget
agreement. As a matter of fact, I agree
with the Senator from Texas, what he
just said, the $16 billion was more than
I thought was necessary. But it is in
the agreement and the Finance Com-
mittee is already working, I am sure,
on ways to deal with those children
that might, in fact, be uninsured or not
covered. They have the opportunity to
do that. And there is enough money in
here to do it.

But, now the Senator comes in here
and makes all kinds of threats about
how we will go on and on and on today,
until we get a vote—I guess he pre-
sumes to put this in there. And then
the argument is made that this does
not change the agreement.

Would it change the agreement if an
amendment is offered to cut spending,
which I think should happen—there is
not enough spending restraint in this
agreement—and add it to tax cuts? I
would be inclined to vote for that,
want to vote for that. That would be
the right thing to do. But that would
clearly change the makeup of this
agreement.

So, to now say that this does not
change it, that it is revenue neutral,
when in fact it adds a tremendous

(Mr.
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amount of money to the area of child
health care—the Senator from Massa-
chusetts wants a Government takeover
in this area. That is what really is at
stake here. He knows this clearly is be-
yond what was included in the agree-
ment and it would completely unravel
it. What will come out of this is we will
reach a point where we will not have a
budget resolution. I think that would
be a real tragedy. But I want to make
it clear, I am opposed to this amend-
ment, No. 1, because I think it violates
what we agreed to, but, also, I am op-
posed to the Kennedy-Hatch approach
here. I think it costs too much money.
I don’t think it is the answer to the
problem.

The Finance Committee can work on
this and come up with solutions that
will get the job done for those children
who do in fact have a problem. So I do
not think it is fair to imply we are not
concerned about this area and we can-
not deal with this problem. It is just
the Kennedy-Hatch proposal is not the
be-all and end-all. There are other pro-
posals out there: 100 percent deduct-
ibility or 80 percent deductibility of
the cost of this health care is one way
to go, with more flexibility for the
States. Why, the States are already
using that flexibility to make sure
children are covered. In the State of
Utah already the Governor, with lim-
ited flexibility, has been able to make
sure that a third of the children that
were not covered are in fact covered.
That was pointed out in a Wall Street
Journal article in April of this year.

Mr. GREGG. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. LOTT. I am glad to yield.

Mr. GREGG. The Senator points out
the State of Utah already has a pro-
gram where they are attempting to
cover uncovered children, as do 32
other States.

Mr. LOTT. Yes.

Mr. GREGG. Under the language in
the bill presented by the Senator from
Utah and the Senator from Massachu-
setts, that program would essentially
be overridden. That program would no
longer exist, because the eligibility re-
quirements are strict, those required
under the Kennedy bill are so strict
that the Utah program would no longer
fit in it and therefore could no longer
function.

This bill would eliminate that Utah
program, along with 33 other States. Is
the Senator aware of that?

Mr. GRAMM. Including New York.

Mr. LOTT. I was not aware that it
was actually that restrictive, but I
know the Senator, who is a former
Governor, knows what the States al-
ready have been doing and is familiar
with the specifics of this proposal and
how it would make it even more dif-
ficult to provide the coverage that is
needed.

Mr. HATCH. Will the distinguished
majority leader yield?

Mr. LOTT. I will yield, yes.

Mr. HATCH. I think it should be
pointed out to the majority leader that
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our bill does not interfere with the in-
novative programs in Utah and many
other States which are doing so much
to help children get health care.

I think it is important to underscore
that even with the great Caring pro-
gram, there are still 56,000 kids in Utah
who are not covered. This is in spite of
the Utah Governor’s substantial efforts
as well. And I might add that through-
out the country similar efforts are oc-
curring.

If the Senators believe that the lan-
guage of my bill is not clear on this
point, I am open to suggestions on
what we can do here.

But I think that a much larger point
bears repeating. The budget includes a
reduction in spending of about $14 bil-
lion for Medicaid. Clearly, everyone
recognizes that most of the reductions
will probably come from the dispropor-
tionate share program, or DSH. There
are not many other offsets within the
Finance Committee.

At the same time, the budget in-
cludes $16 billion in new money for
children’s health care initiatives. It
seems reasonable to assume that the
Medicaid reductions will come from
DSH—which, after all, is a program for
the poor—and the increase will be
given back to the poor in the form of
Medicaid improvements or a manda-
tory grant program.

So it looks to me like a fairly good
percentage of the $16 billion in new
money will end up being taken from
another program serving poor children
and seniors.

Don’t get me wrong. I think it is a
wonderful thing for the budget to in-
clude the $16 billion.

But if you analyze the numbers, you
will see that that amount probably will
cover the 3 million kids who currently
qualify for Medicaid but are not en-
rolled, and maybe even a few more. But
I doubt it will even cover 5 million in
a meaningful way, as the budget docu-
ment suggests.

And that still leaves 5, 6, or 7 million
kids who are not covered.

All T am saying is this. We are not
interfering with any of those 33 State
programs. This bill does not interfere
with them. In fact, it builds on existing
State efforts.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if I could
regain my time—

Mr. HATCH. If I may just finish? I
apologize for taking so much time, but
let me make this point, since my State
was mentioned and since I think the
statements were not completely accu-
rate.

Under our bill—which as Senator
NICKLES pointed out earlier is not even
the subject of our amendment today—
participating States would use Federal
grants to help working parents with in-
comes too high for Medicaid buy pri-
vate health insurance or purchase care
through a Community Health Center
for their children.

So Utah could use the Federal funds
under the CHILD bill to supplement
the current privately supported Blue
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Cross/Blue Shield Caring program for
children, which serves over 1,000 chil-
dren. This program provides a base on
which to greatly expand subsidized pri-
vate health insurance coverage.

And I know this is true, because I am
one of those who helped get that pro-
gram up and running.

I might also add, just for my good
friends and colleagues, the distin-
guished majority leader and the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire, the Utah
program has endorsed the Hatch-Ken-
nedy bill. I think that is just some-
thing that needs to be said.

Mr. LOTT. What the Senator from
Utah is trying to do, along with the
Senator from Massachusetts, is man-
date how this problem should be ad-
dressed and add more money beyond
what is needed to get the job done, and
to put it in the budget resolution. We
had lengthy discussion about how to
deal with this. Meeting with the Presi-
dent’s representatives, talking with
the President, we came up with what
we thought was a reasonable com-
promise in terms of the amount of
money, $16 billion, without the Govern-
ment takeover provisions, without the
Federal mandates. I have information
here that indicates there are five new
major Federal mandates included in
this bill, which will, in fact, complicate
the job of insuring the children.

We have an adequate amount of
money. We are saying to the Finance
Committee and the Members of the
Senate, in a subsequent vote that we
will have on a reconciliation bill, that
there is an area where we need to help
children who are not covered. We have
the funds to do it. And for them to
come up with proposals.

They will be able to do that. But, no,
the Senator is saying: Do it our way
and do it with an additional $20 billion.
Clearly, this is not going to get
through the process. It just cannot, be-
cause we will not have a budget agree-
ment if this is included in there. I do
not mean that as any sort of threat. I
just mean, if we start down that trail
there are going to be other amend-
ments offered that then—look, if the
agreement we shook hands on is going
to be wiped out here with this amend-
ment, where does it stop? There are
other amendments pending out there.
There are amendments I would like to
vote for. I intended, on our side, to op-
pose them because they were not part
of the agreement. I would like us to
have a disaster fund set up in advance.
The Senator from Texas has an amend-
ment on that. I do not think there are
adequate tax cuts in this agreement. I
think we should have more.

If we are going to start doing that,
we will wind up with at great big mess
on our hands and no budget agreement.
That is what is at stake here. Over the
insistence that we do it the way the
Senator from Massachusetts says, to
add another $20 billion above what we
agreed to and what is necessary, we are
going to threaten to take down a
multitrillion-dollar budget agreement
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that gets us to a balanced budget, that
has some reforms in it, some restraint
on spending—not nearly enough—and
some tax cuts, and not nearly enough
in that area either. I don’t think it is
worth jeopardizing a multitrillion-dol-
lar agreement that the President
signed on to.

If he has changed his mind, if he has
walked away from this, I think he owes
me, you know, the right to know if
that is the case. I expect that before
the day is out we are going to have
some votes. We are going to see wheth-
er the Democrats are going to live up
to holding this package to the way we
agreed to it or not. If you are not, then
how am I going to be able to do that?

I have taken the flak, I have kept my
word. This clearly will defeat the whole
purpose of the agreement and what has
already been approved in the House of
Representatives last night in the wee
hours of this morning, and what came
out of the Budget Committee on a 17-
to-4 vote.

Now we are going to rewrite it here
on the floor, mandating it has to be
done this way. I just think it is abso-
lutely the wrong thing to do, Mr. Presi-
dent, and we intend to resist it all the
way.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator
yield 5 minutes on the bill?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I will yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWNBACK). The Senator from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, this
debate is reaching the ridiculous. To
say that one-third of 1 percent—that is
what we are talking about in the total
budget agreement—the majority lead-
er—this is going to take the budget
deal down. We are talking about one-
third of 1 percent spending, over the
next 5 years; over one-third of 1 per-
cent, paid for.

They say ‘‘Oh, that is going to bring
it down because it is inconsistent with
the budget agreement.”

Look, Mr. President, I am reading
from the budget agreement under
‘‘children’s health, paragraph 2. The
funding that is in the program here can
be used for this purpose:

A program of capped, mandatory grants to
States to finance health insurance coverage
for uninsured children.

That is what our bill is. That is what
our bill is. It is a capped grant to the
States for uninsured children. It could
not be any more specific than what is
included in the budget agreement. That
is what some of the $16 billion could be
for. So we say: Well, let us add it for
some of those who are the sons and
daughters of working families that do
not make sufficient kind of income to
be able to do it. Now, when the major-
ity leader gets up—all we are looking
for is a vote. We are voting. It is quar-
ter to 3 now, and we are being denied a
chance to vote on this issue. He re-
fuses. He says if this goes through, this
one-third of 1 percent on an issue that
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relates to a grant to States to finance
coverage for uninsured children—that
is a good statement of what our bill is
all about, included in the budget agree-
ment, and he is trying to say this is so
far removed—it is difficult for me to be
able to accept.

Finally, just on this point, I listened
to my friend from Texas talk about the
problems, how easy it is to cover all of
these children. It is interesting, Texas
has 1.4 million uninsured children 18
years of age or younger; nearly 1 in 4
children, 23 percent, is uninsured. It is
the second-highest percentage and the
second-highest total number in the
country. Texas would receive, under
our legislation, $2.6 billion to insure
uninsured children with this particular
program, an average of $655 million a
year for the uninsured children.

This is supported by close to three-
quarters, 74 percent, of the State of
Texas.

I respect my colleague from Texas
saying, ‘“Well, there really isn’t a prob-
lem out there,” but there is a problem
out there. There is a problem across
the country. All we are saying, all Sen-
ator HATCH is saying, is this is paid for;
it is an issue of covering children
which is paid for with a tobacco tax.

Can we not in the U.S. Senate say,
let us, on this issue, go forward with a
vote? Evidently, we are being denied
this. It is suggested that if we dare to
go forward with a vote and we possibly
are able to convince Republicans, as
well as Democrats, that this is a na-
tional priority, a priority for families
in America to provide insurance for un-
insured children of the neediest fami-
lies, that suddenly the whole economy
and the Nation is in danger. This is a
simple choice between children and the
tobacco industry, Mr. President. That
is what we are faced with. It seems to
me we ought to be able to decide on
children this afternoon.

Mr. GREGG addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. How much time
does the Senator from Illinois—do we
want to alternate?

Mr. DOMENICI. I would like to alter-
nate. How much time does the Senator
want?

Mr. GREGG. Ten minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 10 minutes off
the resolution to Senator GREGG.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recognized
for up to 10 minutes.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I rise
again to recall some of the comments I
made earlier, but also to address a cou-
ple of other issues that have been
raised here.

First off, I think it is good that the
Senator from Massachusetts has fi-
nally admitted—I suspect maybe over
the active opposition of his colleague
from Utah—that this is a mandated
program. He calls it a ‘“‘capped man-
dated program,” I call it an unfunded
mandated program, but the fact is, we
finally got it out in the open. This is a
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brand new major entitlement, and it is
a mandated entitlement. There is noth-
ing discretionary about this, nothing
at all discretionary about this.

As I said earlier, if this is discre-
tionary, this has the same relationship
of being discretionary as my golf game
has to Tiger Woods’. The simple fact is,
it has no relationship to discretionary.

Let’s talk about a couple specific
events that occurred relative to the
States that get stuck with this pro-
gram, because they are all going to get
stuck with this program. Under section
2802, States lose almost all flexibility
in designing health care programs for
kids—almost all flexibility. Under sec-
tion 2802, programs like the one we
have in New Hampshire, which I de-
scribed earlier which is covering in its
demonstration period up to 50 percent
of the kids we are trying to target
without additional public costs, and we
will get to the 100 percent as we de-
velop a plan under the proposal in this
budget agreement, which gives us the
additional money to do that, but that
plan will be wiped out. And there are 33
other States in this country that have
initiatives going forward to address
these targeted youth, targeted chil-
dren, which programs would be put at
dramatic risk, if not be wiped out.

I suggest the interpretation of the
amendment of the Senator from Utah
is inconsistent with the amendment’s
language itself. The amendment states
very clearly—very clearly—that States
must comply with the Medicaid cri-
teria for supplying health care, and al-
most in every State, these initiatives
that are going forward do not comply
exactly with the Medicaid criteria as
for insurance purposes. So flexibility is
denied.

Not only does that happen, as I men-
tioned earlier, this amendment is just
the ultimate in the Federal Govern-
ment coming in and taking over an en-
tire sector of health care. It is a na-
tionalization of health care for, basi-
cally, kids and, thus, creating a tre-
mendous movement from the private
sector to the public sector with costs,
as kids will move out of private-sector
coverage on to public coverage.

Not only does that occur, but this
amendment specifically states that
waivers are rejected now. I have to tell
you, as a former Governor, it is hard to
get waivers, but one of the good things
that this President has done is that he
has loosened up the waiver process, and
Secretary Shalala has been receptive
to States that come forward with ideas
relative to Medicaid and have asked for
waivers. I suspect Utah and I suspect
Massachusetts—I know Massachusetts,
and I know New Hampshire and New
Mexico have all participated in this
waiver process to try to deliver better
health care using imaginative and cre-
ative ideas that the State health agen-
cies develop. But do you know what
this amendment says? It says, ‘“‘Tough
luck, States. From here on out, we give
no waivers at all”’—the ultimate regu-
latory dictatorial action; the ultimate
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excess of the Federal regulatory struc-
ture.

This is a power grab, pure and sim-
ple, an attempt to move the issue of
how you finance health care for kids in
America to the Federal level and, as a
result, it is an outrageous—an out-
rageous—new mandated program. It is
nice we finally have an admission of
that after all the denial we heard ear-
lier, which I found incredible, but fi-
nally we have an admission that this is
a mandated program.

The practical effect of creating this
program will be it is going to cost an
additional $20 billion on top of the $16
billion already in the budget for this
targeted population which can be
taken care of, as so appropriately pre-
sented by the Senator from Texas, with
the $16 billion, which obviously can be
taken care of because the President
signed on to it and it is his No. 1 pri-
ority. This is such an insult to the
President to bring this forward in this
manner, because they are essentially
saying the President didn’t know what
he was talking about when he said he
could take care of this problem with
$16 billion.

They are saying we need $36 billion
to do it. The reason they need $36 bil-
lion, and $36 billion is an extraor-
dinarily low estimate, is because they
have a nationalization plan. That is
what they are planning, they are plan-
ning to have all the kids today who are
in working families who have low in-
comes but who happen to be covered by
health insurance moving off that pri-
vate sector on to the public sector.
There will be a stampede of employers
essentially saying, ‘“We’re no longer
going to cover you, you have to be cov-
ered by the public sector.” That is why
the price is going up. That is why they
need all this extra money.

It is not going to give any child any
more coverage of any significant na-
ture. All it is going to do is allow the
Federal Government to take over the
program and allow the taxpayers to
pick up a large percentage of the costs
which is presently being picked up by
the employer.

It is truly an outrage for us—after we
have been down this road for the last 40
years of seeing Federal programs that
have not worked when the Federal
Government has federalized them, pro-
grams where the States have been de-
livering services, and suddenly the Fed-
eral Government comes in and federal-
izes it and we see they do not work,
and in an attempt to address that just
a year ago, we tried to reverse the situ-
ation with welfare, for example, and
move the programs back to the
States—for us to have proposed before
us a program which says essentially
the Federal Government knows best,
States are going to be written out of
the process, and we are going to create
a huge new cost to the taxpayers of
this country so that some bureaucrats
here in Washington can control the def-
inition of how kids are delivered health
care and in the process wipe out the
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coverage that is occurring in the pri-
vate sector and the capacity of States
to have flexibility, it is just a public
policy initiative which is totally incon-
sistent with what has been the flow of
events in this country from a stand-
point of knowing what works and what
does not work in the last few years.

We have this one other issue that
keeps being thrown in our face: We
have a choice between tobacco and
children. That is not the choice. The
choice is between whether or not we
want to mnationalize health care or
whether we want to let the States con-
tinue to participate in the process.
There is no choice on coverage here.
The President has demanded, and we
have put in because we believe it is ap-
propriate, $16 billion to cover kids, to
cover the targeted population. That is
a fait accompli; it is done. The extra
$20 billion demanded in this amend-
ment, which is going to be paid for by
a tobacco tax increase, has nothing to
do with coverage. What it has to do
with is federalization, nationalization
of a program. So this does not have
anything to do with a choice between
kids and tobacco. The kids have al-
ready won. We have already in this bill
taken care of that issue.

Now, if the other side were honest
about this, they would allow us to di-
vide the question. They would allow us
to divide the question, and let’s have a
vote on the tobacco tax increase, inde-
pendent of this brand new major enti-
tlement. But they are not going to let
us divide the question. I will move to
divide the question. It will be objected
to.

I am happy to have an up-or-down
vote on tobacco tax increases. As Gov-
ernor, I increased tobacco taxes. I do
think it is an area we should leave to
the States, because I do think it is a
revenue source most States like to use.
I know my State of New Hampshire
right now has another tobacco tax pro-
posal on the table to pay for kinder-
garten. If this goes through, I suspect
the projected income from that tax in-
crease to pay for the kindergarten pro-
gram will be severely restrained.

These two have been joined together
in order for somebody to have a nice
little phrase they can put on television
at night, but it has no relationship to
reality, substance or the manner in
which this bill is structured and the
way it will deliver services, because we
have, in the bipartisan budget agree-
ment—well, the President has in the
bipartisan budget agreement, with the
support of the leadership of the Con-
gress, committed to caring for these
kids and making sure they have insur-
ance.

All this plan does is create a brand
new huge bureaucracy which is going
to, once again, federalize the system,
write the States out of the process,
eliminate the private sector effort in
the area and give a Federal bureauc-
racy new lateral control over an ele-
ment of the economy or an area of the
economy where the States are making
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progress and where with the underlying
budget proposal problem will be gen-
erally solved.

So it is about as misdirected a pro-
posal as I have seen in recent times,
probably not since the Clinton health
care plan have I seen a more mis-
directed proposal, and I believe that
was appropriately rejected and I hope
this proposal will be appropriately re-
jected.

I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
yield the Senator from Illinois 5 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized for up
to 5 minutes.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I have
been listening to this debate, and it re-
minds me of a lesson I learned in poli-
tics many years ago. The teacher was a
fellow who was my boss at the time in
Illinois in the Illinois State Senate by
the name of Cecil Partee. He was presi-
dent of the senate. He was an African-
American Senator from the city of Chi-
cago. He used to say, when it comes to
political decisions, you will always
hear a good reason for a decision, but
you may not hear the real reason.

We have heard a lot of good reasons
from the other side as to why they
might oppose the Hatch-Kennedy pro-
posal, but very few of them are willing
to articulate the real reason that they
oppose it. Some have said it is a man-
date, a Federal mandate. You hear the
word over and over and over again. I
went through the legislation again, and
I have to tell you, they should read it
more closely. This is voluntary. Each
State will decide whether to partici-
pate and under what terms they will
participate. There is no Federal man-
date, there is an opportunity here for a
State to address a problem, a problem
which I think both Democrats and Re-
publicans would agree is a serious na-
tional health problem: 10.5 million un-
insured children in America. These are
kids who do not get the appropriate
medical care, the children of working
families, families that, unfortunately,
do not have health care benefits that
many of us enjoy. These kids deserve
the same level of protection, and it
would be voluntary for each State to
determine whether or not they want to
participate in the program.

Then, of course, there is this argu-
ment that this is not part of the budget
agreement. Senator KENNEDY made a
point very well a few minutes ago that
the actual budget agreement before us
has a specific reference in every type of
program. So if these so-called good rea-
sons—the mandate and going outside
the four corners of the budget agree-
ment—are not the real reason, what is
the real reason for the opposition to
the Hatch-Kennedy amendment? I
think the real reason is very obvious.
This is the last gasp of the tobacco
lobby to stop a 43-cent-a-pack tax on
cigarettes. They know what is going to
happen.
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When you raise the price of ciga-
rettes, as has been demonstrated in
Canada and so many other countries,
children are less inclined to start
smoking. They cannot afford it. Look
what this means in terms of the impact
upon our public health. Increasing the
Federal tax by 43 cents a pack is going
to mean 16.6 million fewer smokers, 5.3
million fewer children dying pre-
maturely and 835,000 children’s lives
saved.

It is going to mean a lot fewer sales
for tobacco companies, too. That is
what this is about. They know that if
we put this Federal tax in place, kids
will stop smoking, they are less likely
to be addicted to the product, and,
down the line, they will not be the
steady customers the tobacco industry
needs to stay in business.

It is no accident that over 80 percent
of smokers today started smoking be-
fore the age of 18, over half before the
age of 16. When they are immature and
make a rash decision to start using
chewing tobacco or spit tobacco or
cigarettes, they become addicted to
nicotine, an addiction which will claim
one out of three of them in terms of
lives lost.

So that is what this debate is about.
It is about a tax which an industry is
fighting. They will not come out and
say it on the floor because, quite hon-
estly, it is not a popular thing to say.
Overwhelmingly, the public supports
an increase in the cigarette tax. I will
tell you that 76 percent of the women,
69 percent of Independent voters, 67
percent of Republican voters, 79 per-
cent of Democrat voters understand
that this tax is a reasonable, revenue-
raising measure to pay for an impor-
tant national priority.

I think it is time to blow through
this smokescreen from the tobacco
lobby. As they say in the ads here:
Take your pick, Senator. Who are you
going to stand with, Joe Camel or a lit-
tle boy named Joey who is uninsured?
This is an easy choice for me. It should
be for every Member. I think the Sen-
ate owes Senators HATCH and KENNEDY,
because of their leadership, a clear
vote on this issue. I think with that
clear vote, we will say definitively that
the real reason for the opposition to
this amendment is not a good reason,
that we in fact are going to give to
each State the opportunity to partici-
pate in a program to insure their chil-
dren. We will pay for it with a tax on
tobacco products.

Frankly, let me add this, too. For
those who say, why do you keep pick-
ing on tobacco? Why do you zero in on
cigarettes so much? Take a look at this
chart.

In 1993, cigarettes killed more Ameri-
cans than AIDS, alcohol, car accidents,
fires, cocaine, heroin, murders, and sui-
cides combined. This is not just an-
other issue. This is the No. 1 public
health issue in America. With this bill
we not only insure the children who
need the insurance, we attack a prob-
lem which is claiming lives every sin-
gle day.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Will the Senate have the courage to
rally behind this Hatch-Kennedy bill? I
certainly hope so. And for good reason
we can stand up and say to the people
of America, we are protecting your
children, not just with insurance, but
also with a tobacco tax which discour-
ages children from taking up tobacco
habits.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New Mexico yield me 3
minutes?

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 5 minutes off
the bill.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, it is inter-
esting to listen to those who are now so
interested in tobacco and kids. They
say, ‘“Will you support Joe Camel or
Joey?”’ For months and months and
months we have had a bill here that
would embrace all of FDA regulations,
that would do everything to prevent
kids from smoking. Nobody wants to
get on it. Nobody wants to help. We get
rid of Joe Camel. We get rid of the
Marlboro Man.

All you want is an issue. You do not
want to solve the problem. So, yes, we
can get emotional about kids. I have
voted for 22 long years for kids. I am a
grandfather with five grandchildren,
and I am not going to do anything to
harm them. They do not smoke. I do.
That is my business. I am an adult.
They are underage.

So why can’t adults make a decision
and let us go ahead and try to accom-
plish those things that will stop youth
from smoking? Do you think a 43-cent-
a-pack increase is going to stop kids
from smoking? They will just find
cheap tobacco and bring it in here and
reduce the price of cigarettes. You
want to do away with the program? Let
them grow tobacco from fence row to
fence row. Tobacco gets so cheap you
cannot raise it, and cigarettes go to a
quarter a pack. They are using Kkids
here and not trying to solve a problem.

That is what irritates me. I am from
a tobacco-growing State. It is $3 billion
every year to my farmers. And 69 per-
cent of those farmers have other jobs.
It is a husband, wife, and family in-
come. But you do not want to do that.
You want to try to eliminate all that.
You do not want to try to stop kids
from smoking. You want to stomp up
here—‘‘Every day 1,000 more will die.”

Those are your words.

Mr. DURBIN. That is right.

Mr. FORD. Where in the world have
you been to try to stop it? Nowhere.
You just want to increase the tax on a
pack of cigarettes, on a pack of ciga-
rettes to stop kids from smoking. That
is it. That is what you are saying. But
there is a bill here to get rid of it. No
one wants to join in that effort.

So it is kind of tough for me, coming
from a tobacco State, trying to do
what everybody here is talking about,
except let the adults have a choice. I
think that is what it ought to be. But,
no, we want to add the tax on. We want
to reduce by 35 percent—I heard the
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Senator from Massachusetts say it is
only one-third of 1 percent of the budg-
et. It reduces 35 percent of the tax cut.
That is a pretty healthy hunk.

One State gets $29 million under this
bill of the so-called Kennedy-Hatch.
And it is $1.4 billion additional taxes to
that State. So they do not come out
ahead. How do they come out ahead?
They have to match if they voluntarily
accept it. Under this bill, they have to
match. And they are mandated—man-
dated—on what they do once they ac-
cept it.

I do not understand. People talk
about trying to save kids. You have an
opportunity to do it. But, no, they
want the issue. They want the issue.
Bigger Government, less tax cuts, but
they do not want to get at the real root
of the thing and try to begin to work.

For months now—month after month
after month—you refuse to join with
some of us, even from tobacco States,
that want to stop kids from smoking.
All you want to do is make an issue out
of it and say, I want to choose between
Joe Camel and Joey. That is not true,
because I have given every Senator
here an opportunity to put Mr. Joe
Camel where he belongs, and the Marl-
boro Man.

I have made my choice. I want the
adults to have a choice and kids not to
smoke. But all you want to do is have
another issue and pound and pound and
pound here to try to unravel a balanced
budget amendment on the backs of the
children on the basis you want to make
a choice between Joe Camel and Joey.
I have made my choice. I am for Joey.
I have been for him for 22 years. But
you act like I cannot join in trying to
help reduce the ability of children to
smoke. It is there.

So I just want everyone to know that
if you want—want—to help Joey, help
me get rid of Joe Camel. This does not
get rid of Joe Camel. This does not get
rid of the Marlboro Man. It just in-
creases the cost of smoking to the
lower income, just increases the cost to
the lower income and unravels a bal-
anced budget. One-third of 1 percent—
you reduce 35 percent of the tax cuts in
this bill.

I hope my 5 minutes are up. I am be-
ginning to sweat.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-
LINS). The Senator’s time has expired.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield up to 10 min-
utes to the Senator from Louisiana.

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

Mr. BREAUX. I thank you, Madam
President.

I am not for Joe Camel, but I am for
this budget agreement. I think that the
question before the Senate today is,
are we willing to run the risk of unrav-
eling an agreement that has been en-
tered into by Republican Members
working in good faith with Democratic
Members working in good faith with
this administration to try to do some-
thing that we have not been able to do
for many years?

We shut the Government down in the
last Congress because we could not
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agree on a budget. You talk about af-
fecting children. When you shut down
all the services of the Government, you
affect young people, you affect chil-
dren, you affect senior citizens, and
you affect every aspect of our society.
We did that in the last Congress be-
cause we could not come together and
agree on a budget that was balanced in
terms not only of spending but of how
we spend the money that we are allo-
cated to spend.

We have a historical agreement in
front of us that breaks that pattern of
not being able to work together, by
coming together and saying, yes, there
are Democratic priorities and, yes,
there are Republican priorities, and
both sides have to give.

It is really interesting that the peo-
ple who have said that they cannot
support this agreement—I respect their
positions; they are good citizens, they
are good Congress men and women,
they are good Members of the Senate.
But if you look at where the opposition
is coming from, it is not from the cen-
ter, it is not from the mainstream, it is
from more liberal Members and more
conservative Members. Again, I respect
their positions. But what we have been
able to put together is a budget agree-
ment that can work.

There will be all kinds of efforts to
try to change that agreement. I am
concerned those efforts will do damage
to the overall agreement. Generally,
when things sound so simple, they gen-
erally do not work, and this sounds so
simple: Let’s insure more children, and
do it by raising the tax on a product
that many people do not like. If it
sounds so simple it is too good to be
true, generally it is.

I think what we are neglecting to
focus in on is what this agreement al-
ready has in it. This fragile agreement
already has about $16.8 billion in it
right now without this amendment to
insure more children who are currently
uninsured. That is a major achieve-
ment.

Should we insure every child? Of
course. But we cannot do it all at once.
This agreement insures 5 million more
currently uninsured children in this
country. $16.8 billion is already in this
budget package for that purpose. 1
know that you know certainly the
folks who support increasing it right
now—I mean, their intentions are good
intentions. I agree with their inten-
tions. The question is not should we do
it? The question is how we do it, how
we do it in the context of the other pri-
orities we have as a nation and as a so-
ciety.

Just this week, I think yesterday, in
the other body, our friends on the other
side of the Capitol, some said, ‘“Well,
we ought to spend more money for
highways.”” There is no question about
that. We need more transportation,
better transportation, we need mass
transportation, we need highways, we
need to fix the bridges that are crum-
bling down that when they fall they
kill people, highways that kill people

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

every year, 40,000 deaths on highways,
much of it as a result of inadequate
highway systems in this country.

Should we improve highways? Of
course. Should we spend more money
on highways? Yes. The question is how
we go about getting there. This budget
provides a blueprint, a map, a way to
get from here to there that has been
agreed to by Republican leaders, by
Democratic leaders, and by the admin-
istration.

I just say that we have a plan of ac-
tion. I suggest that we support that
plan of action, and, in doing so, we are
going to have to be called upon to say
no to some ideas and concepts that I
have no disagreement with. Of course
we want to do this. Of course I want to
move in that direction.

Again, the question today is not
whether we should do it, but how we go
about doing it. I suggest that the frag-
ile package that is before us is the
proper approach to solving the problem
of uninsured children in this country.
Five million more insured under this
budget package is a major, major
achievement. We should be proud of it.

Should we discontinue our efforts? Of
course not. We should continue to work
and to expand. There will be ways of-
fered in the respective committees in
order to achieve those goals. But I sug-
gest that this is not the right approach
at this time.

I think that one of the concerns I
have is that if the whole entire budget
agreement begins to unravel and fall
apart we run the risk of doing a great
deal more damage, not just to one seg-
ment of our population, but to the en-
tire country. We did that in the last
Congress. It was not a proud moment
for this body nor the other body.

I think we have come a long way
since then. Let us not go back to those
days. I suggest that we should stick
with the budget package. That is the
right thing to do.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I
thank Senator BREAUX for his remarks.
I think he has offered kind of a calming
set of remarks for us. Somebody ob-
serving, whom I have great trust in,
sent me a little note to say thank Sen-
ator BREAUX for being so calm in his
response.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. FORD. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that Pat Sellers, a
congressional fellow assigned to Sen-
ator DASCHLE, be granted floor privi-
leges for the duration of the debate on
Senate Concurrent Resolution 27.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President,
how much time do I have remaining on
the substitute?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 17 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield the floor.

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Will the distinguished
Senator from New Mexico yield?
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Mr. DOMENICI. I yield 5 minutes off
the bill to the distinguished Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. HATCH. Thank you, Madam
President. I thank my friend from New
Mexico.

Madam President, I listened to the
earlier remarks of the Senator from
New Hampshire, and I believe that my
colleague has either misread or
mischaracterized many aspects of the
CHILD bill.

Let me set the record straight.

First, despite what the Senator from
New Hampshire and other Senators
may have alleged here, nothing in this
bill mandates any State to participate.

Let’s go through some of the other
erroneous accusations that have been
made by those who oppose the bill.

First, they said it created an entitle-
ment program. This totally ignores the
fact that the bill states explicitly
““Nothing in this title shall be con-
strued as providing an individual with
an entitlement under this title.”

Moreover, the States themselves es-
tablish eligibility criteria for this vol-
untary block grant program. The bill
explicitly provides that participating
States need not provide subsidies to
otherwise subsidy-eligible children,
even according to their own criteria, if
funds are not adequate. Funding for
the program is automatically reduced
if revenues are insufficient to cover
costs including the cost of deficit re-
duction.

Some have said this bill creates new
mandates on States. Participation in
this program is purely voluntary for
States. The program maximizes State
flexibility and merely establishes rea-
sonable requirements for States choos-
ing to participate to assure that Fed-
eral funds meet program objectives, in
the same way as such other health
block grant programs as the substance
abuse block grant, the maternal and
child health block grant, and the pre-
ventive services health block grant op-
erated.

There is nothing new about this. This
is the way you write a grant program.

Then, opponents of the bill said it
mandates the Medicaid benefits pack-
age. The facts are that the States
choosing to participate in the program
are expected to provide the benefits for
children that the State already pro-
vides under the State Medicaid pro-
gram. We advanced this proposal recog-
nizing the importance of potential sen-
sitivity of this issue and have indicated
our willingness to modify this section
if better ideas emerge. And we will cer-
tainly do that.

Medicaid benefits include services
that are particularly critical for chil-
dren such as broad coverage for preven-
tive benefits. Children meeting the
State eligibility requirements in fami-
lies that receive insurance through em-
ployer-based plans are eligible for sub-
sidies to cover the employee coinsur-
ance and copayment attributable to
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the children and such employer-based
plans need not comply with the Med-
icaid package of benefits. The limits on
cost sharing under Medicaid are not
mandated.

Another claim that has been made
here today, on more than one occasion,
is that the CHILD bill eliminates any
future Medicaid waivers.

The fact is that, first, if a State
chooses not to participate in the
CHILD Program, the law will have ab-
solutely no effect on its ability to re-
ceive a Medicaid waiver. In other
words, the provision will only affect
participating States.

If a State chooses to participate in
the CHILD Program, it must not cut
back on the existing Medicaid eligi-
bility requirements for children. We
did this to assure that States use pro-
gram funds to cover additional chil-
dren, rather than replace existing
State funding responsibilities under
Medicaid.

This has nothing to do with Medicaid
managed care and expanded Medicaid
coverage, the two major subjects of
Medicaid waivers.

Another claim that has been made is
that the bill mandates abortion fund-
ing for teens because the program re-
quires benefits the equivalent of those
under Medicaid.

As a Senator who is proud of his pro-
life voting record, I would never do
anything to advance the cause of those
who wish to expand abortion coverage.
I do not believe that my bill would
cover abortions. As an appropriated
program, the CHILD bill would be sub-
ject to annual appropriations and
would fall under the Hyde amendment
prohibitions relating to abortion serv-
ices.

I know that some of my colleagues
are disappointed in having to consider
this amendment today. Some believe it
would break the budget deal. Others
are fearful of a tax increase. My pur-
pose is simple: I am exercising my
rights as a Senator to amend this budg-
et and increase funding for children.

Why can’t we just get a vote on this
one way or the other?

Let me just say that I worked with
the chairman of the Budget Committee
for many years when I was on the
Budget Committee. I know that he
worked very hard in achieving this
budget agreement, and I commend him
for it. In fact, I admire him for it. I was
not part of that negotiating team. But
I am still a U.S. Senator who should be
allowed to have a vote on his amend-
ment.

As I understand the situation, we are
now in the process of allowing Senators
who were not part of the Budget Com-
mittee or part of the budget negoti-
ating team to review what the leader-
ship of the Congress and the adminis-
tration have agreed upon. Our job
today is to review this deal, use our
judgment and decide whether we sup-
port this agreement.

What it comes down to is that the
sponsors of this amendment believe it
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improves the budget package. We get
$10 billion more in deficit reduction
under our amendment. And we help
about 5 million more kids who aren’t
helped.

For the life of me, I cannot under-
stand what is the matter with that.
What is so difficult about that? Why
can’t we help these kids?

I agree that the $16 billion in the bill
is a good provision. I feel good about
that.

But much of that money—as much as
$14 billion—will be in effect taken from
other existing programs for seniors and
kids that are important—such as the
disproportionate share hospital pro-
gram.

So what we are doing here is taking
moneys that have been used to help the
poor and other people and put it an-
other category to help the poor.

Well, I am happy to have the $16 bil-
lion in additional funding for Kkids, and
the recognition that there is a problem
here. But that still will only solve the
problems probably for the 3 million
kids who qualify for Medicaid and who
the CHIPS bill is designed to help.

But I keep asking myself, ‘“What
about the 7 million kids who weren’t
covered?”’ Perhaps there will be enough
funding to cover some of them. But
there are at least 5 million, probably 6
million—and maybe as high as 7 mil-
lion—who are not taken care of.

That is all we are trying to do here.

And we are recommending a block
grant to deal with the problem, a block
grant just like the many other health
and social services block grants that
have worked very well through the
years.

I understand that one of the Kkey
areas of concern relates to the benefit
package. Having been through the vic-
torious battle over the flawed Clinton
health care proposal in 1993-94, I know
full well all the baggage that a Wash-
ington-dictated benefit package car-
ries.

When I introduced the CHILD bill, I
stated my willingness to work with the
Governors and others to see whether an
alternative to the Medicaid benefit
plan would be acceptable to all parties.
I remain willing to do so. I think Sen-
ator KENNEDY as well has said that he
is aware that this is a sensitive issue
which needs to be addressed.

Perhaps an explanation of why I
agreed to the Medicaid package will be
helpful to everyone here.

First, there was the practical con-
cern of moving the legislative process
forward that I felt argued against an
endless series of ‘‘reinventing-the-
wheel”” type meetings to come up with
a benefits package. I have been through
that before. As you can appreciate, this
would have touched off a time-con-
suming siege by the various medical
provider specialty groups arguing that
their specialty merited inclusion.

Second, on the merits, while I remain
open to be persuaded otherwise, I am
unaware of a children’s health insur-
ance model clearly superior to the cur-
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rent Medicaid standard with its chil-
dren’s early and periodic screening, di-
agnosis, and treatment—EPSDT—com-
ponent. As you know, the general
standard of EPSDT is that medically
necessary services be provided. On its
face, it is difficult to fault this prin-
ciple.

While I understand the view that
EPSDT is too generous compared with
other health insurance plans as imple-
mented by the States and interpreted
by the courts, I think it incumbent
upon those who make this criticism to
specify precisely what services should
not be included in the benefits pack-
age.

I am open to that. Such a dialog, if
grounded in specifics, could only have a
salutary effect on the refinement of the
CHILD bill and perhaps for the Med-
icaid Program as well.

I expect that the Governors will have
something to say about this topic after
they develop their principles for child
health insurance which we expect to
see at the end of the month. I plan to
hear what they have to say and con-
tinue to work with them.

We have to keep in mind that our
amendment addresses the problem of
children from poor families where par-
ents work but just do not earn enough
money to provide for health insurance.
We ought to be ashamed not to solve
this problem, when we solve so many
other problems that are a lot less im-
portant than this one.

I don’t see why we should have this
big donnybrook or why we should be
fighting so vigorously over this. We
ought to just do it.

And we can do it—fully funded—by
asking the one community that many
experts acknowledge has caused $50 bil-
lion to $100 billion in unnecessary costs
annually to help pay for the problem.

With that, I will be happy to yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I yield 5 minutes
to the Senator from Massachusetts off
of the resolution.

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, we
have said since early today that we are
prepared to move ahead with a vote, if
we are unable to get the assurances
that we would go ahead with the vote
on the underlying amendment, the
amendment of the Senator from New
Mexico, which we are supporting.

I would just say to my friends that
have spoken recently that we are in
strong support of that amendment be-
cause that will provide the $16 billion
to take care of some of the neediest
children. But there is also the $14 mil-
lion deficit that is going to be basically
traded off against that. That rep-
resents the $14 billion on Medicaid. And
half of all the Medicaid recipients are
children. So it will be diminished in a
very substantial degree.
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We heard again somewhat that this is
spoiling the budget agreement. As I re-
iterated, this is one-fifth of 1 percent of
the total budget over the period of the
next 5 years. It is difficult for me to be-
lieve that one-fifth of 1 percent affect-
ing one-fifth of 1 percent of our econ-
omy is going to be a budget buster,
particularly when it is paid for. As we
indicated, it is paid for. And, as I indi-
cated in the former part of the debate,
many of those who have spoken in op-
position complain about it being paid
for because it is going to increase the
cigarette tax. But I want to say that
those who wondered about whether this
was really relevant in the budget
agreement, as I have mentioned, under
the children’s health proposal they
talk about that how that $16 billion for
the 5 years could be spent. They said it
could be spent in one of the following
ways, or it mentioned other possibili-
ties. It said one of the ways is a pro-
gram cap of mandatory grants to
States. That is what our program is. It
caps grants to States to finance insur-
ance coverage for uninsured children.

So, Madam President, we believe that
we should be entitled to a vote.

Again, I am really amazed that it has
taken this long a time to get to a vote
with all of the kinds of complex issues
that we have to debate and talk about
here on the budget resolution. This is a
very simple issue. Are we going to put
the interests of children of working
families, those that are on the bottom,
second, third, fourth rung of the eco-
nomic ladder—are we going to side
with them on a selfsustaining financed
program of health insurance through
the States based upon what the States
are doing through the private sector
with the discretion of the State mak-
ing those judgments or are we going to
side with the tobacco interests?

That is the issue. That is the ques-
tion. It is not very difficult. We hope
for those reasons—plus I thought the
excellent statement that was made by
the minority leader in terms of how he,
too, believes that this is entirely ap-
propriate—that we could move ahead
and get some action.

I thank the Chair. I withhold the bal-
ance of the time.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN
Chair.

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

Who yields time?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Madam Presi-
dent, I yield 5 minutes off the resolu-
tion to the distinguished Senator from
California.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the distin-
guished floor leader. I very much ap-
preciate the 5 minutes.

Madam President, I have watched
this debate now for the last couple of
hours from my office. I think it is an
important debate. In a sense it is a
bellwether debate.

I think the case which the pro-
ponents for the Hatch-Kennedy legisla-
tion have made is very clear and a
strong case. Probably no State would

addressed the
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be more helped by the Hatch-Kennedy
legislation than my own State, the
State of California.

I had the privilege of working with
the Senator from Louisiana as our
Democratic leader, and the Senator
from Rhode Island, Senator CHAFEE, as
a Republican leader on the centrist co-
alition. Over a period of about a year
and a half in that work I have come to
the conclusion that the only way to
balance the budget is in a bipartisan
way; that if it is a Democratic budget,
Republicans vote against it; and, if it is
a Republican budget, Democrats vote
against it. Therefore, it has always
seemed to me that the only way you do
this is to sit down and work the num-
bers out together and come up with a
plan.

What do you know, Madam Presi-
dent, that has happened. And it has
happened because of the distinguished
chairman and ranking member of the
Budget Committee. It has happened be-
cause of the President. It has happened
because of the majority and minority
leaders of both sides of this great
House giving their imprimatur to the
process and participating. After 4 or 5
months of discussions there is an
agreement.

It is not everything that everybody
wants, but if you believe, as I do, that
the only way to balance this budget is
to do this, then this becomes a very
significant debate. I would like to vote
for Hatch-Kennedy. It would help my
State. We have—let me give you the
exact figure—1.7 million uninsured
children in California. This is a big
deal. I would like to vote for it.

If this bill is taken down, though, it
is a major commitment and statement
that this body cannot work together,
that both sides of this body cannot
solve what is a critical problem facing
this Nation. Every week, I have a
meeting of constituents, about 100, 125
people, who just happen to come by the
office, and I show them a small pie of
outlays in the year 2003, that if we do
not do something, what happens. The
result of the small pie is that you have
almost 75 percent of the outlays of the
Federal Government consumed by net
interest on the debt and entitlements.
And by then, you could eliminate all
discretionary spending and you cannot
solve the problem.

Well, we have not gone the whole
way, but this bill before this House
goes a major way in solving the prob-
lem.

I stood with the President in Balti-
more. I said I would support this, as did
a number of people on our side. The
Senator from Louisiana was there. We
stood and we remarked how close the
numbers in this budget bill are to the
numbers of the centrist coalition. So
we felt in some way that our year and
a half, or whatever it has been, I say to
the Senator from Louisiana, has been
worthwhile.

I am very concerned. I am very con-
cerned that this bill will be taken down
if this amendment is successful. I
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would like to vote for this amendment.
So I am looking for a way, and I hope
that both the minority leader and the
majority leader might in some way
hear this, that there might be a time
when we could have a separate vote
agreed to on Hatch-Kennedy and move
ahead with this budget reconciliation
bill at this time.

Mr. BREAUX. Will the Senator yield?

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I would be happy
to yield to the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. BREAUX. I congratulate the
Senator for making this point, that
every budget we have had in the past
and been signed into law is necessarily
a compromise. There are a lot of things
that a lot of people would like in this
legislation that are not there. I know
the Senator from California has talked
about additional children being cov-
ered. I support that effort. I mentioned
the highway bill. We need money for
transportation. We have talked about
needing more money for schools, to try
to fix schools that are falling down
around the country. The point is, and I
think the Senator from California is
making it, that we have to deal with
an agreement that has the chance of
passing, if the $16 billion for more child
care that is in this budget now ever has
a chance to become law.

I would say, as one member of the
Senate Finance Committee, we are
going to look at exactly what the es-
sence of this amendment does in the
Senate Finance Committee. There is no
problem with us considering this ap-
proach and voting on it and adding it
to later legislation coming down the
pike. So this does not mean this is
over. We can continue to look at this
suggested means in future legislation.

I thank the Senator.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the Sen-
ator from Louisiana very much. It has
been a very special privilege for me to
work with the Senator on the centrist
coalition.

I am not in the leadership of this
body, but I would be hopeful that the
leadership would hear this. I think this
budget agreement—on our side, we
have said every time we have had the
debate on the balanced budget amend-
ment, we do not need an amendment to
the Constitution. Let us just sit down
and do it. Well, we make a mockery of
our own statements if we do not sit
down and do it right now. And we have
that opportunity to do it in this
agreed-upon compromise.

So I would be hopeful that it might
be possible to put together some guar-
antee both for the Senator from Utah
and the Senator from Massachusetts,
who have worked so hard, both of
them. I have never seen the chairman
of the Judiciary Committee as pas-
sionate as he has been in the Chamber
in the last 2 hours. He obviously be-
lieves. The Senator from Massachu-
setts has a long history—the Kasse-
baum-Kennedy bill, other bills, his
chairmanship and his ranking status
on the Labor Committee. I think we
know his commitment and we know he
will be there for
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working families and for children at
any time. I hope there can be some ap-
preciation in this body for the need to
have an agreement to honor the agree-
ment that was made and to once and
for all say to the American public we
have come together as two political
parties. We have balanced this budget
by the end of b years, and we can all be
proud of working together.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. So I say to the
leadership, please do something. Let us
get another time to consider the
Hatch-Kennedy bill so that we can
move on and be very proud of this
body.

I thank the Chair for its indulgence.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I
say to Senator FEINSTEIN, just about
the time this Senator feels like he is
not being heard, the hard work that
you put in on the budget was not worth
it, something very pleasant happens,
and I thank the Senator very much.

Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair.

Mr. DOMENICI. Would the Senator
like 10 minutes off the bill?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is recognized for
10 minutes.

Mr. NICKLES. Madam President, I
would like to make a couple comments
about where we are, and I also wish to
thank our colleague from California, as
well as Louisiana, in saying there is an
agreement; we ought to abide by it.

I was looking at the budget agree-
ment. There is one enclosure which
says children’s health, and it says 5-
year expenditure, $16 billion. It is en-
closed. It says we want to provide
health care, $16 billion, 5 years, to pro-
vide health care for 5 million children
by the year 2002. That is in the agree-
ment. It is included.

So for somebody to say that it was
included in the agreement to add an-
other $20 billion, to make this $16 bil-
lion $36 billion, is absolutely not the
case. It really loses credibility, and it
makes a lot of us wonder whether we
can trust the White House, whether we
can trust our colleagues in trying to
implement a 5-year deal if we could not
trust them basically for a day, not to
mention we are trying to make obliga-
tions for the next 5 years.

I am a little shaken. I will absolutely
say I have wanted to support this deal,
hope to support this deal, but when I
hear some of the people who have nego-
tiated it say it is within the context of
the budget agreement to have $36 bil-
lion for child care, a new additional
child care entitlement, when the provi-
sion clearly added to the budget resolu-
tion was $16 billion, not $36 billion,
there is a difference. There is a big dif-
ference.

Now, I want to make a few comments
concerning the underlying bill that
Senator HATCH and Senator KENNEDY
are promoting and maybe respond to
some of the statements that were made
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and maybe challenging some provisions
of this bill.

I do not support the bill. I think the
underlying bill that individuals are
trying to promote—that is not what we
are voting on. We do not have bill lan-
guage added to this budget resolution.

A budget resolution, for the informa-
tion of colleagues and the public, is not
a law. It is a guideline. It says spend so
much money, tax so much money. This
amendment spends $20 billion more and
it raises taxes $30 billion more, both of
which are inconsistent with the agree-
ment, both of which, frankly, are out-
side the scope of the agreement.

Now, should we pass it? I would say
no. Should we pass the so-called Hatch-
Kennedy bill? I would say no. I would
tell my colleagues from Utah and Mas-
sachusetts, I think they did very well
in this budget negotiation. They got 16
out of 20—that is 80 percent—for a new
program, a new entitlement program
when we are trying to balance the
budget. I think they should be high-
fiving each other and saying, hey, we
won; we got 80 percent of what we
want. We stuffed those people who real-
ly wanted to hold the lid on new pro-
grams. We beat them. But instead of
saying, hey, we got 80 percent, we are
happy, they came back and said, we are
going to double our offer. We are not
satisfied with 16. The original bill that
they introduced was 20, but now they
want 36. I just find that to be grossly
fiscally irresponsible.

Now I want to talk a little bit about
the substance of the underlying bill. I
heard my colleague say that, well, it is
not an entitlement. And I have stated
repeatedly that it is an entitlement.
Let us look at the bill. If you look at
page 19, it says ‘‘budgetary treat-
ment.” ‘““‘Authority in advance rep-
resents an obligation of the Federal
Government to provide payments to
the States.”

An obligation. It does not sound like
it is discretionary to me. An obligation
for the Federal Government to provide
payments to the States.

Now, in the first place, maybe I
should ask, the tobacco taxes envi-
sioned, are those discretionary? I do
not think so. All the States would have
to pay into the program; all the States
would be paying additional taxes. That
is not discretionary. I don’t think any-
body has made that allegation.

Page 19 says there is an obligation of
the Federal Government to pay to the
States. I mentioned earlier that the
Federal mix of this is much more gen-
erous than under Medicaid, that the
Federal Government would be paying,
in many cases, 80 to 90 percent of the
cost of this program, not 50-50, not
splitting the cost with the States. The
Federal Government paying 4 to 1, 5 to
1 what the States are paying.

Now, sure, a State is going to opt out
of that. If Uncle Sam is going to be
paying 90 percent of the cost of the pro-
gram, more generous than Medicaid,
the States are going to opt out. First,
the States have to pay the taxes and
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then you create a new entitlement pro-
gram. The Federal Government is
going to pay up to 90 percent of the
cost of the program, and you say, oh,
the States do not have to participate.
They have to pay the taxes and then
Uncle Sam will pay 90 percent of the
costs, and the States are going to say,
no, I don’t think so. And then you look
at the underlying provisions of the bill;
what do the States have to do. If this is
such an optional program, you need to
look at page 6, ‘“‘Requirements for
Qualifying Children’s Direct Benefit
Option.”

Page 7. ‘“The States shall insure.”
Paragraph 2: States shall insure, each
participant shall insure, shall insure,
shall provide, States may not, and on
and on. States may not allow imposi-
tion of cost sharing; States may not
enter into a contract, on and on. There
are something like 30 ‘“‘States shall” or
‘““States may not” in this provision.
This is not optional. All kinds of man-
dates, telling the States what to do
with this program, including saying,
States, you do not get another Med-
icaid waiver. Most States have Med-
icaid waivers pending. This says, ‘‘No
more. Need not apply. Cannot do.”

They don’t want to touch on the
issue of abortion, because I heard my
colleague say this bill does not man-
date abortion. I just disagree. I think
people are entitled to their own opin-
ion, but I don’t think they are entitled
to their own facts. If my colleagues
would look at page 5 in the bill: For
purposes of this title, qualifying chil-
dren policy is a policy for an eligible
child that provides coverage for med-
ical care for such child that is the
equivalent of medical assistance avail-
able for State child assistance avail-
able under title XIX of the Social Secu-
rity Act.

If this is available for a State plan, if
abortion coverage is available in Med-
icaid under a State plan, then it must
be provided under this plan.

I know I heard my colleagues say,
wait a minute, this is covered by Hyde
language, and we don’t pay for abor-
tion under Hyde language. That is not
what this says. This says, if abortion is
a benefit under a State plan—and you
have a lot of States, 14 States, includ-
ing some of the biggest States, New
York and California, for example, they
have State-paid-for Medicaid coverage
of abortion; 14 States have it. The Fed-
eral Government does not pay for it.
But remember, Medicaid is a Federal-
State program and some States have
mandated State program benefits. In
this case, the State pays for abortion
coverage.

This bill says that if the State pro-
vides this benefit, they have to provide
the same benefits they provide under
the State Medicaid plan. It does not
say Federal Medicaid plan. It doesn’t
say only Federal Medicaid benefits. It
says State Medicaid benefits. So you
have 14 States that now have State-
paid-for abortion coverage that would
have to have it under this plan. It is in
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the bill. It is on page 5, line 19 through
25.

So I just make that point. I want to
be very factual. This bill leaves a lot to
be desired. We should not set up a new
entitlement and have the Federal Gov-
ernment paying 80 or 90 percent of the
costs of Medicaid coverage for Kkids
when we do not pay that much for the
lowest income. This is a higher level
than for the lowest income level. We
are going to have a greater subsidy for
this group than we are for the lowest
group? I don’t think so.

What we have is we have the situa-
tion now where we find ourselves,
where we have the $16 billion entitle-
ment—I think it should be discre-
tionary under the underlying bill—$16
billion to provide health care for kids
that, for whatever reason, do not have
insurance.

I might review that scope because 1
have heard people say, wait a minute,
we are going to provide health care for
10 million kids. Let us look at that
scope. Madam President, 3.3 million of
those Kkids already are eligible. They
have health care. They are eligible for
Medicaid. They qualify. About a third
of them have incomes above 200 percent
of poverty. If they are a family of 4, if
they have an income of $32,000 or more,
we should not be buying them insur-
ance. That is not the Federal Govern-
ment’s role. So you have about 3.5 mil-
lion between 100 percent of poverty and
200 percent of poverty. You have 30-
some-odd States that already have cov-
erage for kids in excess of the Medicaid
eligibility standard, Medicaid eligi-
bility standards going up to 133 percent
of poverty. Thirty-some-odd States, 39
States, have Medicaid coverage in ex-
cess of Federal mandates. We are going
to preempt those in this case, and we
are going to provide a very expensive
Federal mandate on the States to pro-
vide that coverage for that 3.5 million,
which, I might mention, half of those
kids will have insurance within 4
months.

So, really, the chronically uninsured
population is probably around 2 mil-
lion. The underlying bill provides $16
billion. It starts out at a couple of bil-
lion and grows to 2.5 billion, 3.5 billion,
almost 4 billion over that period of
time. That is enough, maybe more than
enough, to provide ample coverage for
the chronically uninsured child.

What we do not need to do is say:
Here is $16 billion—the original Hatch-
Kennedy bill had $20 billion—so they
have $16 billion. They have 80 percent
of what they are looking for. Then they
want to, maybe—I don’t know what the
purpose is—to say now we want $20 bil-
lion on top of our $16 billion, we want
$36 billion, even though in the bill they
originally introduced, they wanted $20
billion. Now the demand is for $36 bil-
lion—certainly a budget buster. Cer-
tainly a deal breaker.

If we have a deal that says new kid
care entitlement is $16 billion, and we
are going to have an amendment and
just make it $36 billion; if we are going
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to have a deal that says net tax reduc-
tion is going to be 85, and then all of a
sudden it turns into 55, then we don’t
have a deal. That means maybe we can-
not trust people. If we cannot trust
people, that does not speak very well
for this institution.

I urge my colleagues, if and when we
get to an up-or-down vote on the
Hatch-Kennedy bill, I urge them to
vote ‘‘no’’. First, because it is a deal
breaker, and, second, I urge them to
vote ‘‘no’’ because this is not good pol-
icy and we do not need to do it twice.
We do not need to try to solve this
problem on uninsured kids both in the
Finance Committee and the Labor
Committee and give equal amounts of
money for both to solve this problem.

I ask unanimous consent for an addi-
tional minute.

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

Mr. NICKLES. So, Madam President,
I—

Mr. HATCH. Reserving the right to
object, I didn’t hear the request.

Mr. NICKLES. I asked the Senator
from New Mexico for an additional
minute.

Mr. HATCH. Oh, sure.

Mr. DOMENICI. What’s the dispute? I
give you 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for an additional
minute.

Mr. NICKLES. He said 5.

Mr. DOMENICI. I said 5.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 1
sorry, 5 minutes.

Mr. NICKLES. Madam President, to
conclude, a couple of points. A deal is
a deal. If we are going to break the
deal, if we are going to be amending
what the size of the tax cut is, if people
want to do that, then I am going to
have an amendment. This amendment
cuts the size of the tax cut by $30 bil-
lion. I am going to have an amendment
to increase the tax cut by $30 billion. If
this amendment spends $20 billion
more, I am going to have an amend-
ment to spend less money someplace
else.

In other words, this bill unravels the
whole package and people will find out
this is not the easiest package to craft.
There is no question it unravels the
package, if one would just look at the
budget package we already have. So I
urge my colleagues, if for no other rea-
son, to vote ‘‘no”’.

Also, likewise, I urge them to vote no
on the substance. Somebody said some-
thing about, wait a minute, because
you are trying to defend tobacco—that
is hogwash. If my colleagues want to
have an amendment to raise tobacco
prices, let them do it. But let’s not be
doubling the size of the new entitle-
ment program before the new entitle-
ment program even starts. Let’s not
more than double it in the name of fis-
cal austerity. It is ridiculous. When the
tax package comes out, if people want
to, on the reconciliation bill, if they
want to have an increase in the to-
bacco tax, so be it. If we offset it with

am
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another tax reduction, maybe I will
support it. But let’s not do it in this
package. This, in my opinion, would be
a Kkiller amendment and certainly
should be defeated. I yield the floor.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I would
like to clarify some issues raised today
on the Senate floor by a colleague of
mine. Specifically, these issues had to
do with a paper entitled ‘““Unforeseen
Effects of the Much Touted Tobacco
Tax’’ published on May 16, 1997 by the
Senate Republican Policy Committee,
of which I am chairman.

My colleague made several state-
ments about the analysis but failed to
address the substance of the paper’s ar-
gument: That the $6.5 billion loss in
state revenue over the next five years
will hinder states’ ability to provide
services to their citizens. This loss of
revenue will pressure states to accept a
new program that includes many man-
dates and additional costs that will yet
further strain their budgets. Finally,
this substantial incursion to a state
revenue source establishes a dangerous
precedent for further such incursions
by the federal government.

It is a principle of the Republican
party that the federal government
should not place an unfunded mandate
on the states, regardless of the reason.
If the end is so laudable, then the fed-
eral government should provide the
means for delivering it. In the last Con-
gress, a proposal to prevent unfunded
mandates was given the Republican
party’s highest priority. Introduced as
the first bill in the Senate, S.1, passed
(86-10) with all Republicans supporting
it, and sent to the President who
signed it.

The program debated today violated
that principle by not only leaving
states with an unfunded liability, but
reducing their revenues for their own
priorities. In short, the program being
debated not only would increase states’
spending but decrease their revenues at
the same time.

The paper put out by the Republican
Policy Committee made that clear.
The fact that my colleague chose to ig-
nore it and the underlying problem of
the program’s approach, does not
change the program’s impact and
should not diminish our concern that
the states be treated fairly and hon-
estly by the federal government.

Several Senators addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

Mr. LOTT. I ask unanimous consent
all first-degree amendments in order to
Senate Concurrent Resolution 27 must
be offered by the close of business on
Wednesday, May 21.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Is there objection?

Mr. KERRY. Reserving the right to
object.

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

Mr. LOTT. I further ask unanimous
consent all amendments be subject to

the
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second-degree amendment as provided
under the Budget Act.

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

Mr. LOTT. I now ask for the vote to
occur on Domenici amendment No. 307,
and it be considered a first-degree, and,
following that vote, the Senate proceed
to vote on or in relation to amendment
No. 297, with 4 minutes of debate to be
equally divided, all without inter-
vening action.

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

Mr. LOTT. Thank you, Madam Presi-
dent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I
ask for the yeas and nays on the
Domenici amendment, which we just
agreed is a first-degree amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, could
I inquire of the manager, is that imme-
diate? Is there any intervening time, or
is that immediate?

Mr. DOMENICI. This is immediate.
There are 4 minutes after this Domen-
ici amendment before the vote on
Hatch-Kennedy, or in relation to,
which probably means a table, but you
understand that.

Mr. KERRY. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

The result was announced, yeas 98,
nays 2, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 75 Leg.]

YEAS—98

Abraham Faircloth Lott
Akaka Feingold Lugar
Allard Feinstein Mack
Ashcroft Ford McCain
Baucus Frist McConnell
Bennett Glenn Mikulski
Biden Gorton Moseley-Braun
Bingaman Graham Moynihan
Bond Gramm Murkowski
Boxer Grams Murray
Breaux Grassley s

Nickles
Brownback Gregg R

: eed

Bryan Harkin X

Reid
Bumpers Hatch

Robb
Burns Helms

: Roberts
Byrd Hollings Rockefell
Campbell Hutchinson Roghe eller
Chafee Hutchison 0
Cleland Inhofe Santorum
Coats Inouye Sarbanes
Cochran Jeffords Sessions
Collins Johnson Shelby
Conrad Kempthorne Smith (NH)
Coverdell Kennedy Smith (OR)
Craig Kerrey Snowe
D’Amato Kerry Specter
Daschle Kohl Stevens
DeWine Kyl Thomas
Dodd Landrieu Thurmond
Domenici Lautenberg Torricelli
Dorgan Leahy Warner
Durbin Levin Wellstone
Enzi Lieberman Wyden
NAYS—2

Hagel Thompson

The amendment (No.
fied, was agreed to.

307), as modi-
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AMENDMENT NO. 297

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FAIRCLOTH). There are 4 minutes of
debate equally divided on the amend-
ment.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
move to table the Hatch-Kennedy
amendment and ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 4 minutes equally divided on the
amendment.

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. HATCH. I will take a minute and
then the distinguished Senator from
Massachusetts will take the other.

I have to say, this was a constructive
debate. I think we all learned a lot
about children’s health and more im-
portantly about the political process.

You know, it is tough work trying to
spend money for Kids.

I have been accused of being a Demo-
cratic pawn here today.

So I find it amusing that several of
our ‘‘yes” votes have been quietly con-
verted to ‘‘noes” this afternoon by
some of the biggest and best lobbyists
there are. And I am not speaking of the
tobacco industry.

There is no way of knowing, but I
think we would have won this one if we
had it at the scheduled time at 11:30.
We will leave that discussion for a
later date.

How much time does this Senator
have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 19 seconds.

Mr. HATCH. Let me just end it this
way.

I think the President and the people
in the White House have caved here,
people who we had every reason to be-
lieve would be supportive of kids’
health.

Let me say, the Washington Post
framed the issue in its editorial page
just yesterday. They said, ‘‘This is a
vote against the harmful effects of to-
bacco, in favor of children’s health, in
favor of State decision-making, and in
favor of fiscal discipline. How many
times do they get one like that? They
ought to vote aye.”

I hope Senators will vote against the
motion to table, and in favor of our
amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Excuse me, I say to
Senator KENNEDY.

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I
think we made a great deal of progress
in this debate. We knew it would be an
uphill battle because we knew the
power of the tobacco industry. And we
intend at the next available oppor-

S4827

tunity to offer this proposal again. And
we shall offer it again and again until
we prevail.

It is more important to protect chil-
dren than to protect the tobacco indus-
try. Every child deserves a healthy
start. We who support this amendment
are not afraid to debate it on its mer-
its. We are willing to stand to be
counted for our children. We are will-
ing to stand for our children’s health.
And we are willing to stand in favor of
the single most important means of re-
ducing teenage smoking—the tobacco
tax.

On both of those issues, this will be
the most important vote of the year.
We will stand with children. And I hope
our colleagues will stand with us.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, most
people in the United States think the
best thing we can do for kids and for
children is to balance the budget of the
United States. If my motion to table
does not prevail, the chance of getting
a balanced budget for our children and
grandchildren then is out the window
because this amendment that they
have offered is a total breach of an
agreement between our President,
Democrats, and Republicans. It is as
simple as that.

Unless you vote to table it, you are
voting to accept an amendment that
kills the balanced budget, under the ru-
bric of helping children.

We have covered uninsured children
in this bill to the tune of $16 billion.
And there are few among us that think
that is an insufficient amount to cover
the uninsured children in the United
States. I hope you will support the mo-
tion so we can get on with getting this
job done.

It has been an interesting debate. I
thank Senator KENNEDY and Senator
HATcH for the way they conducted
themselves, although on occasion we
all got a little bit too heated up, ac-
cording to my wife who is watching
this on television. She said, in par-
ticular, Senator KENNEDY and Senator
DOMENICI, if we talk a little lower our
faces would not get so red.

I yield the floor.

Mr. President, I yield 1 minute to the
leader.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I will be
brief because I know everybody knows
what the issue here is now. We are
ready to vote. I want to urge my col-
leagues to vote to table the Kennedy-
Hatch amendment. This is a deal
breaker.

I have had occasion now to again
talk to the President. And his press
representative has gone out and said,
while he supports the concept of what
is in this amendment—he recognizes
it—it is a deal breaker, and this
amendment should be defeated.

We have money in the agreement, $16
billion, for child care that the Finance
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Committee is going to be able to take
and work with and come up with a
proper solution. That is the way we
should go. We should not add this on
this resolution because the net result
would be this whole resolution and
agreement would come unglued.

I urge my colleagues to vote to table
this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to lay on the table the amendment.
The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 55,
nays 45, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 76 Leg.]

YEAS—55

Abraham Ford McCain
Allard Frist McConnell
Ashcroft Gorton Murkowski
Bennett Gramm Nickles
Bond Grams Robb
Breaux Grassley Roberts
Brownback Gregg Roth
Burns Hagel
Campbell Helms Santlorum

N essions
Cleland Hollings
Coats Hutchinson Shellby
Cochran Hutchison Smith (NH)
Collins Inhofe Snowe
Coverdell Kempthorne Stevens
Craig Kohl Thomas
Domenici Kyl Thompson
Enzi Lieberman Thurmond
Faircloth Lott Warner
Feinstein Mack

NAYS—45

Akaka Durbin Levin
Baucus Feingold Lugar
Biden Glenn Mikulski
Bingaman Graham Moseley-Braun
Boxer Harkin Moynihan
Bryan Hatch Murray
Bumpers Inouye Reed
Byrd Jeffords Reid
Chafee Johnson Rockefeller
Conrad Kennedy Sarbanes
D’Amato Kerrey Smith (OR)
Daschle Kerry Specter
DeWine Landrieu Torricelli
Dodd Lautenberg Wellstone
Dorgan Leahy Wyden

The motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 297) was agreed to.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr President, I
would like to rise to explain my vote
on the Hatch-Kennedy amendment.
The budget resolution under consider-
ation is a fragile compromise. Support
from the President, Republicans and
Democrats was achieved after months
of negotiation.

One of the key provisions in this
agreement of great importance to me
is the additional $16 billion for health
care coverage of children. This funding
will be used to cover an additional 5
million children. Connecticut alone is
estimated to have 85,000 uninsured chil-
dren 18 years and younger. The new
funding will go a long way to bring
health care to those kids.

The Hatch-Kennedy amendment was
a good faith effort to go farther and I
agree—we should go farther. Over 10
million American children lack insur-
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ance and more each month go uncov-
ered. For these children and their par-
ents health is not just a blessing, it is
an economic necessity.

The amendment sponsors also said
much about tobacco today with which
I agree. According to the CDC, smoking
is the leading cause of preventable
death in the United States. Smoking is
up among teenagers and this rise ulti-
mately will translate into many pre-
mature deaths from smoking-related
diseases. I have no hesitancy to sup-
port an increase in tobacco taxes.

But the vote I cast today was not on
children’s health coverage. It was not
on a tobacco tax. The vote I cast today
was on whether to make substantial
changes in critical elements of an ardu-
ously negotiated bipartisan budget
agreement. On this issue, the issue of
whether to risk the resolution, I dis-
agreed with the sponsors of the amend-
ment.

I felt that the amendment threatened
to undo the careful balancing and
months of negotiation represented by
the budget compromise. In the end, the
effort to increase spending, threatened
the children’s health care coverage
that we had achieved through negotia-
tions.

I hope that we will return to the
issue of children’s health coverage, but
at this time the wiser course is to
move forward in support of the resolu-
tion in front of the Senate. Com-
promise is never perfect, but perfection
is rarely possible.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I have
had several people—I think under the
previous order I was to be recognized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Texas is recognized to offer an amend-
ment.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a unanimous-consent
request.

Mr. GRAMM. Yes.

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Senator.

Mr. GRAMM. If I may, I have several
other people who have asked me to do
the same thing so maybe I should begin
by asking unanimous consent that I
might recognize Senator HOLLINGS to
offer an amendment, Senator INHOFE to
offer an amendment, Senator KERRY
from Massachusetts to offer an amend-
ment, and then I had BoB KERREY who
was going to do an amendment very
briefly that has been accepted, and
then let me go ahead and recognize my
colleagues from South Dakota and
from Virginia to offer amendments,
and I would ask unanimous consent
that I might do that without losing the
floor and that then I might be able to
offer an amendment that has been
agreed to, and then bring up the
amendment that will be debated.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Will the Senator
yield for a unanimous-consent request
just to get someone in the Chamber in-
cluded in the Senator’s list.
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I have a unanimous-consent request
to get someone in the Chamber on the
list.

Mr. GRAMM. I would be happy to in-
clude it.

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

Several Senators addressed
Chair.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 302, 303, 304, 305, AND 306

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
Texas. I ask unanimous consent
amendments 302, 303, 304, 305, and 306 be
called up and set aside.

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

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
HOLLINGS] proposes amendments numbered
302, 303, 304, 305, and 306.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendments be dispensed with.

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

The amendments are as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 302

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
that the Highway Trust Fund should not
be taken into account in computing the
deficit in the budget of the United States)
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing:

SEC. . HIGHWAY TRUST FUND NOT TAKEN INTO

ACCOUNT FOR DEFICIT PURPOSES.

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying this budget resolution
assume that the receipts and disbursements
of the Highway Trust Fund—

(1) should not be included in the totals of—

(A) the Budget of the United States gov-
ernment as submitted by the President
under section 1105 of title 31, United States
Code; or

(B) the Congressional Budget (including al-
locations of budget authority and outlays
provided in the Congressional Budget);

(2) should not be—

(A) considered to be part of any category
(as defined in section 250(c)(4) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 900(c)(4))) of discre-
tionary appropriations; or

(B) subject to the discretionary spending
limits established under section 251(b) of the
Act (2 U.S.C. 901(b));

(3) should not be subject to sequestration
under section 251(a) of the Act (2 U.S.C.
901(a)); and

(4) should be exempt from any general
budget limitation imposed by statute on ex-
penditures and net lending (budget outlays)
of the United States government.

AMENDMENT NO. 303
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
that the the Airport and Airway Trust
Fund should not be taken into account in
computing the deficit in the budget of the
United States)
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. . AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND NOT
TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT FOR DEFICIT
PURPOSES.
It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying the budget resolution

the
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that the receipts and disbursements of the
Airport and Airway Trust Fund—

(1) should not be included in the total of—

(A) the Budget of the United States gov-
ernment as submitted by the President
under section 1105 of title 31, United States
Code; or

(B) the Congressional Budget (including al-
locations of budget authority and outlays
provided in the Congressional Budget);

(2) should not be—

(A) considered to be part of any category
(as defined in section 250(c)(4) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 900(c)(4))) of discre-
tionary appropriations; or

(B) subject to the discretionary spending
limits established under section 251(b) of the
Act (2 U.S.C. 901(b));

(3) should not be subject to sequestration
under section 251(a) of the Act (2 U.S.C.
901(a)); and

(4) should be exempt from any general
budget limitation imposed by statute on ex-
penditures and net lending (budget outlays)
of the United States government.

AMENDMENT NO. 304
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
that the Military Retirement Trust Funds
should not be taken into account in com-
puting the deficit in the budget of the
United States)
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing:

SEC. . MILITARY RETIREMENT TRUST FUNDS
NOT TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT FOR
DEFICIT PURPOSES.

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying this budget resolution
assume that the receipts and disbursements
of the retirement and disability trust funds
for members of the Armed Forces of the
United States—

(1) should not be included in the totals of—

(A) the Budget of the United States gov-
ernment as submitted by the President
under section 1105 of title 31, United States
Code; or

(B) the Congressional Budget (including al-
locations of budget authority and outlays
provided in the Congressional Budget);

(2) should not be—

(A) considered to be part of any category
(as defined in section 250(c)(4) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 900(c)(4))) of discre-
tionary appropriations; or

(B) subject to the discretionary spending
limits established under section 251(b) of the
Act (2 U.S.C. 901(b));

(3) should not be subject to sequestration
under section 251(a) of the Act (2 U.S.C.
901(a)); and

(4) should be exempt from any general
budget limitation imposed by statute on ex-
penditures and net lending (budget outlays)
of the United States government.

AMENDMENT NO. 305
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
that the Civil Service Retirement Trust

Fund should not be taken into account in

computing the deficit in the budget of the

United States)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT TRUST

FUNDS NOT TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT
FOR DEFICIT PURPOSES.

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying this budget resolution
assume that the receipts and disbursements
of the retirement and disability trust funds
for civilian employees of the United States—

(1) should not be included in the totals of—

(A) the Budget of the United States gov-
ernment as submitted by the President
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under section 1105 of title 31, United States
Code; or

(B) the Congressional Budget (including al-
locations of budget authority and outlays
provided in the Congressional Budget);

(2) should not be—

(A) considered to be part of any category
(as defined in section 250(c)(4) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 900(c)(4))) of discre-
tionary appropriations; or

(B) subject to the discretionary spending
limits established under section 251(b) of the
Act (2 U.S.C. 901(b));

(3) should not be subject to sequestration
under section 251(a) of the Act (2 U.S.C.
901(a)); and

(4) should be exempt from any general
budget limitation imposed by statute on ex-
penditures and net lending (budget outlays)
of the United States government.

AMENDMENT NO. 306

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
that the Federal Unemployment Com-
pensation Trust Fund should not be taken
into account in computing the deficit in
the budget of the United States)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION TRUST

FUND NOT TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT
FOR DEFICIT PURPOSES.

It is the sense of the Senate that the as-
sumptions underlying this budget resolution
assume that the receipts and disbursements
of the Federal Unemployment Compensation
Trust Fund—

(1) should not be included in the totals of—

(A) the Budget of the United States gov-
ernment as submitted by the President
under section 1105 of title 31, United States
Code; or

(B) the Congressional Budget (including al-
locations of budget authority and outlays
provided in the Congressional Budget);

(2) should not be—

(A) considered to be part of any category
(as defined in section 250(c)(4) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 900(c)(4))) of discre-
tionary appropriations; or

(B) subject to the discretionary spending
limits established under section 251(b) of the
Act (2 U.S.C. 901(b));

(3) should not be subject to sequestration
under section 251(a) of the Act (2 U.S.C.
901(a)); and

(4) should be exempt from any general
budget limitation imposed by statute on ex-
penditures and net lending (budget outlays)
of the United States government.

Mr. INHOFE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

AMENDMENT NO. 301

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I make
the same request, that amendment 301
be called up and set aside.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. INHOFE]
proposes an amendment numbered 301.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
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AMENDMENT NO. 301

(Purpose: To create a point of order against
any budget resolution for fiscal years after
2001 that causes a unified budget deficit for
the budget year or any of the 4 fiscal years
following the budget year)

At the appropriate place, add the fol-
lowing:
SEC. . BALANCED UNIFIED BUDGET AFTER 2001.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subsection (b), it shall not be in order in the
Senate to consider any budget resolution or
conference report on a budget resolution for
fiscal year 2002 and any fiscal year thereafter
(or amendment or motion on such a resolu-
tion or conference report) that would cause a
unified budget deficit for the budget year or
any of the 4 fiscal years following the budget
year.

(b) EXCEPTION.—This section shall not
apply if a declaration of war by the Congress
is in effect or if a joint resolution pursuant
to section 258 of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 has
been enacted.

(c) WAIVER.—This section may be waived
or suspended in the Senate only by the af-
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Mem-
bers, duly chosen and sworn.

(d) APPEALS.—Appeals in the Senate from
the decisions of the Chair relating to any
provision of this section shall be limited to 1
hour, to be equally divided between, and con-
trolled by, the appellant and the manager of
the concurrent resolution, bill, or joint reso-
lution, as the case may be. An affirmative
vote of three-fifths of the Members of the
Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall be re-
quired in the Senate to sustain an appeal of
the ruling of the Chair on a point of order
raised under this section.

(¢) DETERMINATION OF BUDGET LEVELS.—
For purposes of this section, the levels of
new budget authority, outlays, new entitle-
ment authority, and revenues for a fiscal
year shall be determined on the basis of esti-
mates made by the Committee on the Budget
of the Senate.

AMENDMENT NO. 309

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk, and I ask that
it be temporarily set aside per the
unanimous consent request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
KERRY] for himself, Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr.
WELLSTONE, Ms. MIKULSKI, and Mrs. MURRAY,
proposes an amendment numbered 309.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 309
(Purpose: To empower local communities to
provide essential interventions in the lives
of our youngest children ages zero to six
and their families so children begin school
ready to learn)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND IN
THE SENATE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In the Senate, revenue
and spending aggregates may be changed and
allocations may be revised for legislation
that provides funding for early childhood de-
velopment programs for children ages zero to
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six provided that the legislation which
changes revenues or changes spending will
not increase the deficit for—

(1) fiscal year 1998;

(2) the period of fiscal years 1998 through
2002; or

(3) the period of fiscal years 2002 through
2007.

(b) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.—

(1) ADJUSTMENTS FOR LEGISLATION.—Upon
the consideration of legislation pursuant to
subsection (a), the Chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget of the Senate may file
with the Senate appropriately revised alloca-
tions under section 302(a) and 602(a) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and revised
functional levels and aggregates to carry out
this section. These revised allocations, func-
tional levels, and aggregates shall be consid-
ered for the purposes of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 as allocations, functional
levels and aggregates contained in this reso-
lution.

(2) ADJUSTMENTS FOR AMENDMENTS.—If the
chairman of the Committee on the Budget
submits an adjustment under this section for
legislation in furtherance of the purpose de-
scribed in subsection (a) upon the offering of
an amendment to that legislation that would
necessitate such a submission, the chairman
shall submit to the Senate appropriately re-
vised allocations under sections 302(a) and
602(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974
and revised functional levels and aggregates
to carry out this section. These revised allo-
cations, functional levels, and aggregates
shall be considered for the purposes of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as alloca-
tions, functional levels and aggregates con-
tained in this resolution.

(¢) REPORTING REVISED ALLOCATIONS.—The
appropriate committee shall report appro-
priately revised allocations pursuant to sec-
tions 302(b) and 602(b) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 to carry out this section.

Mr. KERRY. I ask the amendment be
set aside per the unanimous consent re-
quest.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 310

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. DOR-
GAN] for himself, Mr. DASCHLE, and Mr. HOL-
LINGS, proposes an amendment numbered 310.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 310
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
on Social Security and balancing the budget)

At the appropriate place in the resolution,
insert the following:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON SOCIAL SECU-
RITY AND BALANCING THE BUDGET.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) This budget resolution is projected to
balance the unified budget of the United
States in fiscal year 2002;

(2) Section 13301 of the Budget Enforce-
ment Act of 1990 requires that the deficit be
computed without counting the annual sur-
pluses of the Social Security trust funds; and
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(3) If the deficit were calculated according
to the requirements of Section 13301, this
budget resolution would be projected to re-
sult in a deficit of $108.7 billion in fiscal year
2002.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the assumptions under-
lying this budget resolution assume that
after balancing the unified federal budget,
the Congress should continue efforts to re-
duce the on-budget deficit, so that the fed-
eral budget will be balanced according to the
requirements of Section 13301, without
counting Social Security surpluses.

Mr. DORGAN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be tempo-
rarily set aside.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Vir-
ginia.

AMENDMENT NO. 311

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER]

for himself and Mr. BAUCUS, proposes an
amendment numbered 311.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 311

(Purpose: To ensure that transportation
revenues are used solely for transportation)

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing new title:

TITLE IV—TRANSPORTATION REVENUES

USED SOLELY FOR TRANSPORTATION
SEC. 401. READJUSTMENTS.

Levels of new budget authority and out-
lays set forth in function 400 in section 103
shall be increased as follows:

(1) for fiscal year 1998, by $0 in outlays and
by $0 in new budget authority;

(2) for fiscal year 1999, by $770,000,000 in
outlays and by $3,600,000,000 in new budget
authority;

(3) for fiscal year 2000, by $2,575,000,000 in
outlays and by $4,796,000,000 in new budget
authority;

(4) for fiscal year 2001, by $3,765,000,000 in
outlays and by $5,363,000,000 in new budget
authority; and

(5) for fiscal year 2002, by $4,488,000,000 in
outlays and by $5,619,000,000 in new budget
authority;

SEC. 402. HIGHWAY TRUST FUND ALLOCATIONS.

(a) ALLOCATED AMOUNTS.—Of the amounts
of outlays allocated to he Committees on Ap-
propriations of the House and Senate by the
joint explanatory statement accompanying
this resolution pursuant to sections 302 and
602 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974,
the following amounts shall be used for con-
tract authority spending out of the Highway
Trust Fund—

(1) for fiscal year 1998, $22,256,000,000 in out-
lays;

(2) for fiscal year 1999, $24,063,000,000 in out-
lays;

(3) for fiscal year 2000, $26,092,000,000 in out-
lays;

(4) for fiscal year 2001, $27,400,000,000 in out-
lays; and
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(5) for fiscal year 2002, $28,344,000,000 in out-
lays;

(b) ENFORCEMENT.—Determinations regard-
ing points of order made under section 302(f)
or 602(c) of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 shall take into account subsection (a).

(c) STATUTORY IMPLEMENTATION.—AS part
of reauthorization of the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991, provi-
sions shall be included to enact this section
into permanent law.

Mr. WARNER. I ask that the amend-
ment be laid aside, and I ask the man-
agers if the Senator from Virginia can
follow the Senator from Florida [Mr.
MACK].

Mr. KERRY. Reserving the right to
object.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. We reserve the
right to object.

Mr. DOMENICI. I do not want to
agree to that. I have to get a better un-
derstanding.

Mr. WARNER. I thought that was the
understanding, having discussed it——

Mr. DOMENICI. I have to look at it a
little more carefully and see where we
are going this evening.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I hope the man-
ager will give us——

Mr. DOMENICI. He is going to have a
chance to have his amendment; there is
no question.

Mr. President, may I be recognized
for a moment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from New
Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. I do not think any
Senators ought to be worried about
having to get to the floor now to offer
their amendments. Under the unani-
mous-consent request, we said they had
to be filed by the close of business
today. You can just file them.

They have to be offered in the Cham-
ber. OK. So I say to Senators, I am
going to get us many as I can, and then
I will want later——

Mr. GRAMM. Why don’t we do the
people on the floor. If others appear,
let us do it, but that will run into
hours. Let us let everybody on the
floor file their amendment if they want
to.

Mr. KERREY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ne-
braska.

AMENDMENT NO. 312

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. KERREY],
for himself, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. ROBB, Mr.
FRIST, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. ROTH, and Mr.
BINGAMAN, proposes an amendment num-
bered 312.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
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AMENDMENT NO. 312
(Purpose: To express the Sense of the Senate
on the need for long-term entitlement re-
forms)

At the appropriate place, add the fol-

lowing:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE SUPPORTING
LONG-TERM  ENTITLEMENT RE-
FORMS.

(a) The Senate finds that the resolution as-
sumes the following—

(1) entitlement spending has risen dramati-
cally over the last thirty-five years.

(2) in 1963, mandatory spending (i.e. enti-
tlement spending and interest on the debt)
made up 29.6 percent of the budget, this fig-
ure rose to 61.4 percent by 1993 and is ex-
pected to reach 70 percent shortly after the
year 2000.

(3) this mandatory spending is crowding
out spending for the traditional ‘‘discre-
tionary’ functions of government like clean
air and water, a strong national defense,
parks and recreation, education, our trans-
portation system, law enforcement, research
and development and other infrastructure
spending.

(4) taking significant steps sooner rather
than later to reform entitlement spending
will not only boost economic growth in this
country, it will also prevent the need for
drastic tax and spending decisions in the
next century.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the Sense
of the Senate that levels in this budget reso-
lution assume that—

(1) Congress and the President should work
to enact structural reforms in entitlement
spending in 1997 and beyond which suffi-
ciently restrain the growth of mandatory
spending in order to keep the budget in bal-
ance over the long term, extend the solvency
of the Social Security and Medicare Trust
Funds, avoid crowding out funding for basic
government functions and that every effort
should be made to hold mandatory spending
to no more than seventy percent of the budg-
et.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, this
amendment addresses the need to keep
the budget in balance over the long
haul. The budget resolution we are con-
sidering today will bring us into bal-
ance by 2002. I support that budget res-
olution, that budget effort. But after
that work is done, there is some addi-
tional work and very difficult work
that we need to do.

There are four sets of numbers that I
want to bring to my colleagues’ atten-
tion. The first set of numbers deals
with where we are headed in terms of
how much of the budget goes to discre-
tionary spending and how much goes to
mandatory spending, that is entitle-
ments and interest on the debt. In 1963
our budget was approximately 70 per-
cent discretionary, 30 percent manda-
tory spending. At the end of this budg-
et agreement, it will be over 70 percent
mandatory and less than 30 percent dis-
cretionary spending. And about 10
years beyond that it will be nearly 100
percent mandatory spending.

What my amendment says is we
ought to fix it at 70 percent, we ought
to do what we can to fix it at 70 per-
cent, that at some point we have to
stop the movement toward this budget
becoming 100 percent mandated spend-
ing.

The second set of numbers, Mr. Presi-
dent, illustrates that this problem is
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not caused by liberals; it is not caused
by conservatives. It is caused by a very
difficult demographic fact, and that de-
mographic fact is the baby boom gen-
eration: 77 million people born between
the years 1945 and 1965.

Third, today we have 133 million
Americans who are working; they are
supporting about 39 million bene-
ficiaries in the Social Security pro-
gram. In 2030, when a baby born today
will be 33 years of age, there will be 163
million workers, a 20-percent increase,
but there will be more than a doubling
of number of people who will then be
beneficiaries, 80 million. We need to ad-
dress the difficult policy issues behind
these numbers sooner rather than
later.

Let me give you my last set of num-
bers, Mr. President, and then I will be
finished. I have heard lots of people
come to the floor and talk about the
need to take care of our children and
make sure that we are investing in our
children.

In 1996, 29 percent of our population
is under the age of 20. In 2030, 24 per-
cent of our population will be under
the age of 20. So again, in 33 years, a
relatively short period of time, we are
going to go from 79 million people
under the age of 20 to 83 million people
under the age of age 20. But in the over
65 category we will go from 13 percent
to 20, from 34 million to 68 million, a
doubling of that population.

This amendment simply says to un-
derstand the growth of mandatory pro-
grams and get that growth under con-
trol, it is the sense of the Senate that
we make every effort we can to hold
mandatory spending below 70 percent
of the Federal budget and that we
make the structural reforms necessary
to make that happen.

I appreciate very much the Senator
from Texas allowing me to do this, and
I appreciate very much both the Sen-
ator from New Mexico and the Senator
from New Jersey agreeing to accept
this as part of this budget resolution.

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I rise in
support of the amendment from the
Senator from Nebraska which ex-
presses the Sense of the Senate that
adjustments in Federal benefit pro-
grams should be considered by the Sen-
ate. I commend my colleague from Ne-
braska for his work on this important
effort.

Mr. President, this amendment rec-
ognizes the fact that we face an explo-
sion in entitlement spending over the
near horizon, not just because we
promised too much to too many, but
principally due to simple demo-
graphics. Our people are living longer
and the great baby boomer generation
is getting closer to retirement.

In 1940, the average woman in Amer-
ica who retired at age 65 received social
security benefits for 13.4 years. By 1995,
women—and men—were living much
longer. And the average woman retir-
ing in 1995 will receive 19.1 years of So-
cial Security—or nearly 6 more years
of benefits—because the retirement age
still remains at 65.
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In 1950, seven workers supported each
social security beneficiary, Mr. Presi-
dent. By 1990 there were just five work-
ers per beneficiary. And by the year
2030, there will be fewer than three
workers per beneficiary.

We all know the statistics. By the
year 2012, if no changes are made, enti-
tlements and interest on the debt will
consume every single dollar the Fed-
eral Government takes in. This stifles
our ability to invest in our Nation and
protect some of our most vulnerable
citizens.

And it doesn’t have to be, Mr. Presi-
dent. Small steps today can save bil-
lions tomorrow. Billions of dollars of
debt we will not leave to our children—
the baby bust generation, as Pete
Peterson calls those who will inherit
our debt.

Mr. President, this amendment pro-
poses that we work to enact structural
reforms which will successfully re-
strain the growth of mandatory ex-
penditures. In my view, the Senate
should consider such reforms as using
the most accurate measure of cost-of-
living available, extending the civil
service retirement age for future Gov-
ernment workers, extending the mili-
tary retirement age for future enlist-
ees, gradually tracking Medicare eligi-
bility with Social Security eligibility,
and extending the retirement age for
Social Security.

So I urge my colleagues to support
this amendment. Otherwise, the day
will surely come when we will have to
explain to our children why, when we
could have made a difference, we failed
to enact entitlement reform.

These kinds of choices are never easy
politically—but they just get tougher
as the problem becomes more acute.
Now is the time to act if we are going
to act responsibly.

With that, Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. Without objection, the amend-
ment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 312) was agreed
to.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
have a unanimous-consent request, if I
may. I ask unanimous consent that
Nick Minshew, a fellow in the office of
Senator WELLSTONE, be granted floor
privileges for the day.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 291

Mrs. MURRAY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Washington for an amendment.

Mrs. MURRAY. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to call up my amendment—it is at
the desk—No. 291 on domestic violence.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Washington [Mrs. MUR-
RAY] for herself and Mr. WELLSTONE, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 291.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 291

(Purpose: To express the sense of the
Congress concerning domestic violence)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . SENSE OF CONGRESS ON FAMILY VIO-
LENCE OPTION CLARIFYING AMEND-
MENT.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress
lowing:

(1) Domestic violence is the leading cause
of physical injury to women. The Depart-
ment of Justice estimates that over 1,000,000
violent crimes against women are committee
by intimate partners annually.

(2) Domestic violence dramatically affects
the victim’s ability to participate in the
workforce. A University of Minnesota survey
reported that V4 of battered women surveyed
had lost a job partly because of being abused
and that over Y2 of these women had been
harassed by their abuser at work.

(3) Domestic violence is often intensified
as women seek to gain economic independ-
ence through attending school or training
programs. Batterers have been reported to
prevent women from attending these pro-
grams or sabotage their efforts at self-im-
provement.

(4) Nationwide surveys of service providers
prepared by the Taylor Institute of Chicago,
Illinois, document, for the first time, the
interrelationship between domestic violence
and welfare by showing that from 34 percent
to 65 percent of AFDC recipents are current
or past victims of domestic violence.

(5) Over Y2 of the women surveyed stayed
with their batterers because they lacked the
resources to support themselves and their
children. The surveys also found that the
availability of economic support is a critical
factor in poor women’s ability to leave abu-
sive situations that threaten them and their
children.

(6) The restructuring of the welfare pro-
grams may impact the availability of the
economic support and the safety net nec-
essary to enable poor women to flee abuse
without risking homelessness and starvation
for their families.

(7) In recongition of this finding, the Com-
mittee on the Budget of the Senate in con-
sidering the 1997 Resolution on the budget of
the United States unanimously adopted a
sense of the Congress amendment concerning
domestic violence and Federal assistance.
Subsequently, Congress adopted the family
violence option amendment as part of the
Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996.

(8) The family violence option gives States
the flexibility to grant temporary waivers
from time limits and work requirements for
domestic violence victims who would suffer
extreme hardship from the application of
these provisions. These waivers were not in-
tended to be included as part of the perma-
nent 20 percent hardship exemption.

(9) The Department of Health and Human
Services has been slow to issue regulations
regarding this provision. As a result, States
are hesitant to fully implement the family

finds the fol-
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violence option fearing that it will interfere
with the 20 percent hardship exemption.

(10) Currently 15 States have opted to in-
clude the family violence option in their wel-
fare plans, and 13 other States have included
some type of domestic violence provisions in
their plans.

SEC. 2. SENSE OF CONGRESS.

It is the sense of Congress that the provi-
sions of this Resolution assume that—

(1) States should not be subject to any nu-
merical limits in grading domestic violence
good cause waivers under section
402(a)(7)(A)({ii)) of the Social Security Act
(42 U.S.C. 602(a)(T)(A)({ii)) to individuals re-
ceiving assistance, for all requirements
where compliance with such requirements
would make it more difficult for individuals
receiving assistance to escape domestice vio-
lence; and

(2) any individual who is granted a domes-
tic violence good cause waiver by a State
shall not be included in the States’ 20 per-
cent hardship exemption under section
408(a)(7) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
608(a)(7)).

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, my
amendment seeks only to clarify the
support of this body for the family vio-
lence option, adopted during consider-
ation of the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation
Act. The family violence option allows
States to waive victims of domestic vi-
olence and abuse from punitive work
and education requirements, without
being penalized. States would not be
required to include these individuals in
their 20-percent hardship exemption.

The family violence option amend-
ment, which I joined with Senator
WELLSTONE in offering to the welfare
reform legislation, was intended to
give States the flexibility to ensure
that victims of domestic violence and
abuse do not become victims of welfare
reform. The amendment was adopted
and accepted as part of the final con-
ference report.

At the time, it was clear to many of
us that there is a direct relationship
between domestic violence and pov-
erty. Many women and their children
become trapped in violent situations
based on their economic dependency.
For many women and their children,
welfare offers the only way out of a
violent and dangerous environment. To
create arbitrary obstacles to this as-
sistance simply ensures that women
and children will be trapped. This was
obvious to many of us, but a recent re-
port from the Taylor Institute made
our case more solid. This report re-
viewed previous studies on domestic vi-
olence and abuse and made some star-
tling conclusions regarding the number
of women who are receiving welfare
and who have been abused by their
partner. I can tell my colleagues that
this number alone could well exceed
the 20-percent hardship exemption.

Giving States the flexibility that
they need to address this crisis is abso-
lutely necessary if the true objective is
welfare reform. Any effort to move peo-
ple from welfare to work must address
the obstacles facing those victims of
abuse and violence.

Many States have attempted to in-
clude a family violence option in their
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welfare reform implementation plans.
However, because there appears to be a
general lack of congressional intent on
this option, my amendment is nec-
essary to assist those States who are
trying to do the right thing. The States
need to know that they will not be pe-
nalized for exempting victims of do-
mestic abuse and violence from the
mandatory work and training require-
ments.

For many victims, simply finding a
job can place them and their children
in great danger. Giving an employer
their home phone number or address
exposes them to their abuser. Placing
their child in unsecured day care ex-
poses the child to the abuser. Victims
of domestic violence and abuse cannot
simply utilize most day care options.
Once they leave their abuser they sub-
ject themselves and their child to the
risk of retaliation. How can we say to
a victim of domestic violence that they
must find a job knowing that we are
placing them and their children in
harms way?

Helping and guiding abused women
and children off of welfare involves
much more than job training. Many of
these women are already employed or
have been employed in the past; but
their abuser is the obstacle that traps
them into a life of poverty. States
must be able to meet these needs with-
out jeopardizing the overall success of
their welfare reform plans.

I ask my colleagues for not just their
support, but their help as well. Please
vote yes on this amendment to prevent
women and children from being trapped
in a violent situation simply because
they cannot meet certain requirements
that have nothing to do with improv-
ing their lives. I know that none of my
colleagues would have supported plac-
ing obstacles in the way of women try-
ing to leave a violent home.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Did the
Senator from Washington wish her
amendment set aside?

Mrs. MURRAY. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
AMENDMENT NO. 313

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Min-
nesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I send an amend-
ment to the desk and I ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from  Minnesota [Mr.
WELLSTONE] proposes an amendment num-
bered 313.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I ask unanimous
consent that reading of the amendment
be dispensed with and the amendment
be temporarily set aside.

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

The amendment is as follows:
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AMENDMENT NO. 313

(Purpose: To ensure that this resolution as-
sumes increases in funding for Headstart
and EarlyStart, child nutrition programs,
and school construction, and that this ad-
ditional funding will be paid for by reduc-
ing tax benefits to the top 2 percent of in-
come earners in the United States as well
as by reducing tax benefits that are com-
monly characterized as corporate welfare
or tax loopholes)

On page 3, line 3, increase the amount by
1,650,000,000.

On page 3,
2,190,000,000.

On page 3,
3,116,000,000.

On page 3,
4,396,000,000.

On page 3,
5,012,000,000.

On page 3, line 11, increase the amount by
1,650,000,000.

On page 3, line 12, increase the amount by
2,190,000,000.

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
3,116,000,000.

On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by
4,396,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
5,012,000,000.

On page 4,
5,400,000,000.

On page 4,
1,601,000,000.

On page 4,
2,539,000,000.

On page 4,
4,141,000,000.

On page 4,
6,543,000,000.

On page 4, line 12, increase the amount by
1,650,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
2,190,000,000.

On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by
3,116,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
4,396,000,000.

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by
5,012,000,000.

On page 21, line 25, increase the amount by
1,101,000,000.

On page 22, line 1, increase the amount by
1,690,000,000.

On page 22, line 8, increase the amount by
2,039,000,000.

On page 22, line 9, increase the amount by
2,616,000,000.

On page 22, line 16, increase the amount by
3,541,000,000.

On page 22, line 17, increase the amount by
3,796,000,000.

On page 22, line 24, increase the amount by
5,843,000,000.

On page 22, line 25, increase the amount by
4,312,000,000.

On page 26, line 6, increase the amount by
400,000,000.

On page 26, line 7, increase the amount by
400,000,000.

On page 26, line 14, increase the amount by
500,000,000.

On page 26, line 15, increase the amount by
500,000,000.

On page 26, line 22, increase the amount by
500,000,000.

On page 26, line 23, increase the amount by
500,000,000.

On page 27, line 5, increase the amount by
600,000,000.

On page 27, line 6, increase the amount by
600,000,000.

On page 27, line 13, increase the amount by
700,000,000.

On page 27, line 14, increase the amount by
700,000,000.

line 4, increase the amount by
line 5, increase the amount by
line 6, increase the amount by

line 7, increase the amount by

line 4, increase the amount by
line 5, increase the amount by
line 6, increase the amount by

line 7, increase the amount by

line 8, increase the amount by
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On page 38, line 14, decrease the amount by
700,000,000.

On page 38, line 15, decrease the amount by
2,700,000,000.

On page 40, line 17, decrease the amount by
5,000,000,000.

On page 41, line 7, decrease the amount by
5,012,000,000.

On page 41, line 8, decrease the amount by
16,364,000,000.

On page 43, line 21, increase the amount by
1,101,000,000.

On page 43, line 22, increase the amount by
440,000,000.

On page 43, line 24, increase the amount by
2,039,000,000.

On page 43, line 25, increase the amount by
1,366,000,000.

On page 44, line 2, increase the amount by
3,541,000,000.

On page 44, line 3, increase the amount by
2,546,000,000.

On page 44, line 5, increase the amount by
5,843,000,000.

On page 44, line 6, increase the amount by
4,312,000,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 314

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
send another amendment to the desk
on behalf of myself and Senator BINGA-
MAN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from  Minnesota [Mr.
WELLSTONE], for himself, Mr. REED, Mr.
BINGAMAN, and Mr. MOYNIHAN, proposes an
amendment numbered 314.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 314
(Purpose: To ensure that the provisions in
this resolution assume that, before funds
are spent on unjustified tax benefits and
tax loopholes commonly known as cor-
porate welfare, Pell Grants for needy
studnets should be increased)

On page 3, line 4, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 3,
$1,600,000,000.

On page 3,
$1,600,000,000.

On page 3,
$1,500,000,000.

On page 3, line 12, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
$1,500,000,000.

On page 4,
$1,600,000,000.

On page 4,
$1,600,000,000.

On page 4,
$1,500,000,000.

On page 4,
$1,300,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by
$1,500,000,000.

On page 21, line 25, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

line 5, increase the amount by

line 6, increase the amount by

line 7, increase the amount by

line 5, increase the amount by

line 6, increase the amount by

line 7, increase the amount by

line 8, increase the amount by
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On page 22, line 1, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 22, line 8, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 22, line 9, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 22, line 16, increase the amount by
$1,500,000,000.

On page 22, line 17, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 22, line 24, increase the amount by
$1,300,000,000.

On page 22, line 25, increase the amount by
$1,500,000,000.

On page 43, line 21, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 43, line 22, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 43, line 24, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 43, line 25, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 44, line 2, increase the amount by
$1,500,000,000.

On page 44, line 3, increase the amount by
$1,600,000,000.

On page 44, line 6, increase the amount by
$1,300,000,000.

On page 44, line 6, increase the amount by
$1,500,000,000.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I ask unanimous
consent that the amendment be tempo-
rarily laid aside.

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

The Chair recognizes the Senator
from Florida.

AMENDMENT NO. 315

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Florida [Mr. MACK] for
himself, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr.
FRIST, Mr. D’AMATO, Mr. DEWINE, Mrs.
BOXER, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. REID,
Mr. BREAUX, and Mr. SPECTER, Proposes an
amendment numbered 315.

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 315
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
that the Federal commitment to bio-
medical research should be doubled over
the next 5 years)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. = . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING
THE NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF
HEALTH.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(1) heart disease was the leading cause of
death for both men and women in every year
from 1970 to 1993;

(2) mortality rates for individuals suffering
from prostate cancer, skin cancer, and kid-
ney cancer continue to rise;

(3) the mortality rate for African American
women suffering from diabetes is 134 percent
higher than the mortality rate of Caucasian
women suffering from diabetes;

(4) asthma rates for children increased 58
percent from 1982 to 1992;

(5) nearly half of all American women be-
tween the ages of 656 and 75 reported having
arthritis;

(6) AIDS is the leading cause of death for
Americans between the ages of 24 and 44;

(7) the Institute of Medicine has described
United States clinical research to be ‘‘in a
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state of crisis” and the National Academy of
Sciences concluded in 1994 that ‘‘the present
cohort of clinical investigators is not ade-
quate’’;

(8) biomedical research has been shown to
be effective in saving lives and reducing
health care expenditures;

(9) research sponsored by the National In-
stitutes of Health has contributed signifi-
cantly to the first overall reduction in can-
cer death rates since recordkeeping was in-
stituted;

(10) research sponsored by the National In-
stitutes of Health has resulted in the identi-
fication of genetic mutations for
osteoporosis; Lou Gehrig’s Disease, cystic fi-
brosis, and Huntington’s Disease; breast,
skin and prostate cancer; and a variety of
other illnesses;

(11) research sponsored by the National In-
stitutes of Health has been key to the devel-
opment of Magnetic Resonance Imaging
(MRI) and Positron Emission Tomography
(PET) scanning technologies;

(12) research sponsored by the National In-
stitutes of Health has developed effective
treatments for Acute Lymphoblastic Leu-
kemia (ALL). Today, 80 percent of children
diagnosed with Acute Lymphoblastic Leu-
kemia are alive and free of the disease after
5 years; and

(13) research sponsored by the National In-
stitutes of Health contributed to the devel-
opment of a new, cost-saving cure for peptic
ulcers.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that this Resolution assumes
that—

(1) appropriations for the National Insti-
tutes of Health should be increased by 100
percent over the next 5 fiscal years; and

(2) appropriations for the National Insti-
tutes of Health should be increased by
$2,000,000,000 in fiscal year 1998 over the
amount appropriated in fiscal year 1997.

Mr. MACK. I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be set aside.

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

Mr. ABRAHAM addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Michigan.

AMENDMENT NO. 316

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. ABRAHAM]
for himself, Mr. KyL, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr.
ASHCROFT, Mr. SESSIONS, and Mr. COVER-
DELL, proposes an amendment numbered 316.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 316
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
that, to the extent that future revenues ex-
ceed the revenue aggregates contained in
this resolution, those additional revenues
should be reserved for deficit reduction and
tax cuts only)

SEC. SENSE OF SENATE ON ECONOMIC
GROWTH DIVIDEND PROTECTION.
(a) FINDINGS.—
The Senate finds that with respect to the
revenue levels established under this resolu-
tion:
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(A) According to the President’s own
economists, the tax burden on Americans is
the highest ever at 31.7 percent.

(B) According to the National Taxpayers
Union, the average American family now
pays almost 40 percent of their income in
state, local, and federal taxes.

(C) Between 1978 and 1985, while the top
marginal rate on capital gains was cut al-
most in half—from 35 to 20 percent—total an-
nual federal receipts from the tax almost tri-
pled from $9.1 billion annually to $26.5 billion
annually.

(D) Conversely, when Congress raised the
rate in 1986, revenues actually fell well below
what was anticipated.

(E) Economists across-the-board predict
that cutting the capital gains rate will re-
sult in a revenue windfall for the Treasury.

(F) While a USA Today poll from this
March found 70 percent of the American peo-
ple believe that they need a tax cut, under
this resolution federal spending will grow 17
percent over five years while the net tax cuts
are less than 1 percent of the total tax bur-
den.

(b) SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the sense of the
Senate that with respect to the revenue lev-
els established under this resolution, to the
extent that actual revenues exceed the reve-
nues projected under this resolution due to
higher than anticipated economic growth,
that revenue windfall should be reserved ex-
clusively for additional tax cuts and/or def-
icit reduction.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be set aside.

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

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the patient Senator
from Texas.

AMENDMENT NOS. 317, 318, 319 AND 320

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, having
been patient, I want to send four
amendments to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] pro-
poses amendments numbered 317, 318, 319,
and 320.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendments be dispensed with.

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

The amendments are as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 317
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
to address emergency spending)

At the end of title III insert the following:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON DISASTER AS-

SISTANCE FUNDING.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) emergency spending adds to the deficit
and total spending;

(2) the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990 ex-
empts emergency spending from the discre-
tionary spending caps and pay-go require-
ments;

(3) the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990 ex-
pires in 1998 and needs to be extended;

(4) since the enactment of the Budget En-
forcement Act, Congress and the President
have approved an average of $5.8 billion per
year in emergency spending;

(5) a natural disaster in any particular
State is unpredictable, but the United States
is likely to experience a natural disaster al-
most every year.

The
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(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the functional totals un-
derlying this concurrent resolution on the
budget assume that—

(1) the Congress should consider in the ex-
tension of the Budget Enforcement Act pro-
visions that budget for emergencies or that
require emergency spending to be offset;

(2) such provisions should also provide
flexibility to meet emergency funding re-
quirements associated with natural disas-
ters;

(3) Congress and the President should ap-
propriate at least $5 billion every year with-
in discretionary limits to provide natural
disaster relief;

(4) Congress and the President should not
designate any emergency spending for nat-
ural disaster relief until amounts provided in
regular appropriations are exhausted.

AMENDMENT NO. 318

(Purpose: To hold nondefense discretionary
spending for fiscal years 1998 through 2002
to the levels proposed by President Clinton
in his fiscal year 1997 budget request for
these same years, saving $76 billion, and
using these savings to increase the net tax
cut from $85 billion to $161 billion, allowing
full funding of the $500 per child tax credit
and full funding of the capital gains tax
cut)

On page 3, decrease the amount on line 2 by
$2,800,000,000.

On page 3, decrease the amount on line 4 by
$14,200,000,000.

On page 3, decrease the amount on line 5 by
$22,000,000,000.

On page 3, decrease the amount on line 6 by
$23,200,000,000.

On page 3, decrease the amount on line 7 by
$14,800,000,000.

On page 3, decrease the amount on line 11
by $2,800,000,000.

On page 3, decrease the amount on line 12
by $14,200,000,000.

On page 3, decrease the amount on line 13
by $22,000,000,000.

On page 3, decrease the amount on line 14
by $23,200,000,000.

On page 3, decrease the amount on line 15
by $14,800,000,000.

On page 4, decrease the amount on line 4 by
$10,400,000,000.

On page 4, decrease the amount on line 5 by
$15,100,000,000.

On page 4, decrease the amount on line 6 by
$16,800,000,000.

On page 4, decrease the amount on line 7 by
$5,400,000,000.

On page 4, decrease the amount on line 8 by
$3,700,000,000.

On page 4, decrease the amount on line 12
by $2,800,000,000.

On page 4, decrease the amount on line 13
by $14,200,000,000.

On page 4, decrease the amount on line 14
by $22,000,000,000.

On page 4, decrease the amount on line 15
by $23,200,000,000.

On page 4, decrease the amount on line 16
by $14,800,000,000.

On page 35, decrease the amount on line 9
by $10,400,000,000.

On page 35, decrease the amount on line 10
by $2,800,000,000.

On page 35, decrease the amount on line 15
by $15,100,000,000.

On page 35, decrease the amount on line 16
by $14,200,000,000.

On page 35, decrease the amount on line 21
by $16,800,000,000.

On page 35, decrease the amount on line 22
by $22,000,000,000.

On page 36, decrease the amount on line 2
by $5,400,000,000.

On page 36, decrease the amount on line 3
by $23,200,000,000.



May 21, 1997

On page 36, decrease the amount on line 8
by $3,700,000,000.

On page 36, decrease the amount on line 9
by $14,800,000,000.

On page 41, increase the amount on line 7
by $14,800,000,000.

On page 41, increase the amount on line 8
by $77,000,000,000.

On page 43, decrease the amount on line 14
by $10,400,000,000.

On page 43, decrease the amount on line 15
by $2,800,000,000.

On page 43, decrease the amount on line 21
by $15,100,000,000.

On page 43, decrease the amount on line 22
by $14,200,000,000.

On page 43, decrease the amount on line 24
by $16,800,000,000.

On page 43, decrease the amount on line 25
by $22,000,000,000.

On page 44, decrease the amount on line 2
by $5,400,000,000.

On page 44, decrease the amount on line 3
by $23,200,000,000.

On page 44, decrease the amount on line 5
by $3,700,000,000.

On page 44, decrease the amount on line 6
by $14,800,000,000.

AMENDMENT NO. 319

(Purpose: To ensure that the discretionary
limits provided in the budget resolution
shall apply in all years)

On page 45, strike line 10 through the pe-

riod on line 18.

AMENDMENT NO. 320

(Purpose: To ensure that the 4.3¢ federal gas
tax increase enacted in 1993, which for the
first time dedicated a permanent gas tax
increase to general revenues, will be trans-
ferred to the Highway Trust Fund, pro-
viding about $7 billion per year more for
transportation infrastructure and reducing
other spending by an equal amount, mak-
ing the transfer deficit neutral)

On page 18, line 8, increase the amount by
$6,931,000,000.

On page 18, line 9, increase the amount by
$6,931,000,000.

On page 18, line 16, increase the amount by
$7,052,000,000.

On page 18, line 17, increase the amount by
$7,052,000,000.

On page 18, line 24, increase the amount by
$7,171,000,000.

On page 18, line 25, increase the amount by
$7,171,000,000.

On page 19, line 7, increase the amount by
$7,292,000,000.

On page 19, line 8, increase the amount by
$7,292,000,000.

On page 19, line 15, increase the amount by
$7,414,000,000.

On page 19, line 16, increase the amount by
$7,414,000,000.

On page 35, line 9, decrease the amount by
$6,931,000,000.

On page 35, line 10, decrease the amount by
$6,931,000,000.

On page 35, line 15, decrease the amount by
$7,052,000,000.

On page 35, line 16, decrease the amount by
$7,052,000,000.

On page 35, line 21, decrease the amount by
$7,171,000,000.

On page 35, line 22, decrease the amount by
$7,171,000,000.

On page 36, line 2, decrease the amount by
$7,292,000,000.

On page 36, line 3, decrease the amount by
$7,292,000,000.

On page 36, line 8, decrease the amount by
$7,414,000,000.

On page 36, line 9, decrease the amount by
$7,414,000,000.

On page 43, line 14, decrease the amount by
$6,931,000,000.
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On page 43, line 21, decrease the amount by
$7,052,000,000.

On page 43, line 24, decrease the amount by
$7,171,000,000.

On page 44, line 2, decrease the amount by
$7,292,000,000.

On page 44, line 5, decrease the amount by
$7,414,000,000.

Mr. GRAMM. Under the unanimous-
consent request, the first amendment
is a disaster amendment that has been
accepted by Senator DOMENICI. I do not
think that will require much debate.
The amendment that we will debate
and we will vote on is the amendment
having to do with taxes. And so what I
would like to do is to set aside the
other two amendments and go ahead
and begin the debate on the amend-
ment on taxes.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 318

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I want
to make an opening statement now
about the budget before I turn to the
amendment on taxes. Let me begin by
congratulating those who have put the
budget agreement together. I have had
an opportunity in both the House and
the Senate to work on many budgets. I
understand the difficulty of putting a
budget agreement together. And I
think when so many people have done
so much work, it is incumbent on
someone who opposes that final prod-
uct to say why. So what I would like to
do is to go ahead and explain why I am
not for this budget, what I believe is
wrong with the budget, and then con-
sider an amendment which corrects to
a significant degree not everything
that I find objectionable in the budget,
but certainly as a movement toward
the vision that I have for the future of
the country and what we would like
that future to be.

Let me begin by going through a cou-
ple of charts which I think will save
time for the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator suspend for one moment.

The clerk will report the amendment.

The Senator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 318.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, let me
start by going through the budget that
is before us and outlining the concerns
I have about it. I would like to discuss
it in some detail. Let me say in ad-
vance the two points I hope to make.
No. 1, that this does not balance the
Federal budget, and neither the coun-
try nor the Congress should be deceived
about that, nor should this change our
behavior in being vigilant about spend-
ing.

Second, I want to make the point
that this does not save Medicare, that,
quite the contrary, it simply engages
in a bookkeeping entry on Medicare
that makes it look better in the short
run, but we are adding five new or ex-
panded Medicare benefits which clearly
will add to the financial insolvency of
the system.
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Having gone through that, then I will
turn to the amendment. First of all, let
me talk about deficits. When this budg-
et debate started, based on a re-esti-
mation of the economy due to stronger
economic output and stronger perform-
ance, what was required to balance the
Federal budget when this budget de-
bate started was $339 billion of deficit
reduction. When the President and con-
gressional negotiators met for the first
time, that was the level of deficit re-
duction that was required, as compared
to current law, to balance the Federal
budget. In other words, if we had sim-
ply not had a budget and left every law
in place, not repeal any law, not pass a
new law, and kept discretionary spend-
ing at its current level, it would have
taken $339 billion of deficit reduction
to balance the Federal budget.

I would like to first go through how
this budget balances the budget in 2002.

On Thursday night 3 weeks ago, when
we reached an impasse in the budget
negotiations, the Congressional Budget
Office came forward with the glorious
news that, due to a change in the esti-
mation they had made, the Federal
Government could expect to collect
$225 billion of additional revenues over
the next 5 years. That $225 billion of
additional revenues that the Congres-
sional Budget Office decided to project
for the future represents 66 percent of
all deficit reduction required to bal-
ance the budget that is before us; 66
percent of the deficit reduction simply
comes from the fact that the Congres-
sional Budget Office, 3 weeks ago, de-
cided to change the estimate about the
future performance of the economy and
tax collections, based on the very
strong quarter of economic growth we
are in.

Mr. President, $28 billion of the def-
icit reduction in the budget before us
comes from an assumption that the
measure of inflation will be lower in
the future, and that $28 billion of sav-
ings that comes from an assumption
about the Bureau of Labor Statistics
changing the measure of inflation rep-
resents 8 percent of the deficit reduc-
tion needed in the budget before us.

Mr. President, $77 billion of the def-
icit reduction in the budget before us
comes from the assumption that, with
a balanced budget, the economy will be
even stronger, and that represents 23
percent of the deficit reduction in this
budget.

So, when we total all this up, 97 cents
out of every dollar of deficit reduction
in the budget before us comes not from
changing policy, not from constraining
entitlements, not from cutting discre-
tionary spending, but from assuming—
from assuming—that revenue collec-
tions will rise in the future, from as-
suming that inflation will be lower in
the future, from assuming that the
economy will be stronger in the future.
So, before this budget ever does any-
thing, it assumes 97 cents out of every
dollar of the projected deficit for the
next 5 years away. Only 3 cents out of
every dollar of deficit reduction in this
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budget represents a change in policy.
In fact, that is a whopping total of $9
billion of deficit reduction in this
budget that comes from changing Gov-
ernment policy.

In fact, every penny of that deficit
reduction comes from assuming that
we are going to sell to radio and tele-
vision stations, and to nonbroadcast
users, spectrum, and that spectrum is
going to bring $26 billion into the
Treasury. In fact, the last year where
all this $9 billion of savings is needed,
it is assumed to bring in $14.8 billion.
Last year, we sold spectrum to fund in-
creased spending of $2.9 billion. We es-
timated it would bring that. When it
was sold, it brought $13.6 million. In
other words, for every $200 we thought
we were going to get by selling spec-
trum, we got $1. But we still spent
every dollar of the $2.9 billion we as-
sumed.

So the first point I want everybody
to understand—and it is important
that they understand it because some-
one might believe that we have put the
deficit behind us by making hard
choices here—the truth is, 97 cents out
of every dollar of deficit reduction in
this budget, as compared to current
policy and current law, comes from
simply assuming the economy is going
to be stronger in the future and that
prices are going to be lower in the fu-
ture. And, of course, no one knows
what is going to happen in the future.

Next, I would like to go through and
show you a startling fact, which is, not
only does this budget not reduce the
deficit, but in reality it raises the def-
icit by $71 billion over the next 4 years
as compared to what would happen if
there were no budget. Let me try to ex-
plain this. I know it is a little com-
plicated, but, if you look at this, I
think you can see it.

Under current law, with current
spending, if we simply continue to do
exactly what we are doing now, with no
budget, the deficit next year would be
$76 billion. But, under this budget, with
policy changes, we are adding $14 bil-
lion, much of it in new spending on dis-
cretionary accounts and 13 new manda-
tory and entitlement spending pro-
grams. So actually, by passing this
budget today as compared to current
policy, we are raising the deficit for
the coming year by $14 billion, from $76
to $90 billion.

In 1999, if we simply continue current
policy, the deficit would be $77 billion,
according to the Congressional Budget
Office. But we are going to add $13 bil-
lion to the deficit, so it will actually be
$90 billion.

In the year 2000, we are raising the
deficit from $70 to $83 billion, by $13
billion. In the year 2001, continuing
current policy would produce a deficit
of $22 billion, but we are going to raise
it by another $31 billion. We are going
to more than double it, so the deficit
would be $563 billion. And the first and
only deficit reduction due to policy
change in this budget is $10 billion in
the year 2002, in a new century, under
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a new President. Until we reach that
point, nothing in this budget lowers
the deficit by a penny, and, in fact, this
budget raises the deficit by a total of
$71 billion in those 4 years.

Let me turn to some other points.
Probably the most startling thing that
people will come to understand about
this budget is that it spends so much
money that the first thing we have to
do in this budget is waive the spending
limit set in the 1993 budget. Let me re-
mind my colleagues and anybody at
home who might be watching this de-
bate, in 1993 we had a Democrat Con-
gress and we had a Democrat Presi-
dent. They passed a budget where they
increased spending and increased taxes.
But they set a spending cap in that
budget, and that cap said, by 1998, we
would spend no more than $546.4 billion
on discretionary accounts. That was in
the President’s budget. The Congress
actually lowered that a little to $545.9
billion the next year.

Under this budget deal, we are going
to spend $553.3 billion. So the first act
of this new budget is to bust the budget
law that is currently in effect, and we
are going to have to waive a point of
order at some point that I am going to
raise so that we can spend $7.4 billion
more than we set out, in the 1993 budg-
et, to spend in 1998. This is a partisan
point, but it is very relevant. This is
going to be the first time in history
that a Republican Congress is going to
vote to bust the budget set by a Demo-
crat Congress so we can spend more
money.

We have had a lot of discussions
about what this budget does and does
not do with regard to spending. I am
sure, as people who follow the debate
know, we have all kinds of ways of con-
fusing this debate. We have what we
call a current service baseline, where
you cut relative to what you would
have spent. So, for example, if you are
going to buy a new shotgun and you
come home and your spouse looks at
you funny because you already own 20
shotguns, you say, ‘‘Look, honey, I was
going to spend $1,200, but I only spent
$1,000, so I saved $200.” It is that kind
of baseline under which people talk
about this budget saving money.

But let me talk about things you
know something about. Do you remem-
ber the Contract With America? Well, 1
remember it. I think the American peo-
ple remember it. The Senate and the
House have forgotten it. But we wrote
a budget called the Contract With
America, and we all ran for office on it,
at least people on this side of the aisle
did. We passed that budget in 1995, and,
as compared to that budget for the
years 1998 through the year 2002, this
budget we are voting on here today will
raise spending by $212 billion on discre-
tionary nondefense programs, basically
social programs, above the level con-
tained in the Contract With America
budget that was adopted in 1996. So
however you want to define spending,
the one thing we know is, compared to
the budget that we adopted 2 years ago
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for the same years, we are increasing
spending by $212 billion, basically on
nondefense discretionary social pro-
grams.

We voted on a budget right here on
the floor of the Senate a year ago that
set spending totals for 1997 and 1998,
through the year 2002. As compared to
the budget we voted on just last year,
the budget before us today spends a
whopping $189 billion more in the same
years on discretionary social programs
than we spent in the budget we adopted
on this very floor only a year ago at
this time. As compared to the Presi-
dent’s budget that he offered last year,
this budget spends an additional $76
billion on social programs, and, as
scored by the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, this budget actually spends slight-
1y more than the President asked for in
this year’s budget.

In reality, the 1 year that really mat-
ters is the year that this budget will
set out in detail, that is, the 1998 budg-
et as compared to our 1996 budget. This
will spend, in 1 year, $38 billion more
than the Contract With America; as
compared to the budget we adopted
last year, it will spend $23 billion more;
as compared to the budget the Presi-
dent submitted last year, it will spend
$3 billion more, simply on discre-
tionary programs. But that is just dis-
cretionary programs.

This budget will create or fund 13
mandatory and entitlement programs
that will either be created new or will
be expanded or will represent new bene-
fits. I remind my colleagues that every
one of these mandatory programs in
these entitlement programs is a little
baby elephant that is set to grow in the
future. We just adopted, by unanimous
consent, an amendment of our dear col-
league from Nebraska that said to us,
listen, we need to be alert about the
growth of entitlements and maybe we
ought not to let these programs con-
sume more than 70 percent of the budg-
et. We all supported the resolution. But
you need to realize that the budget be-
fore us has 13 new spending programs
or additions or additional funding to
mandatory and entitlement programs
that do not exist under current law.

Let me go over what those are: envi-
ronmental reserve fund. We have five
new or expanded Medicare benefits. I
am going to come back to Medicare.
We increase Medicaid funding for the
District of Columbia and Puerto Rico.
We increase Medicare funding in terms
of reducing copayments at the very
time we cannot pay for Medicare as it
now exists. We restore welfare benefits
for immigrants and refugees and
asylees. We expand the Food Stamp
Program. We expand a welfare-to-work
grant. We expand child health care and
barely avoided raising it by another $20
billion.

So, basically, there are two reasons
that I am not for this budget, and I
didn’t come here today to argue
against it thinking I was going to con-
vince anybody. This is a wonderful po-
litical deal. It is a wonderful political
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deal because it allows everybody to get
what they want. It allows President
Clinton, in his own words, to have the
largest expansion in social programs
since the 1960’s. It allows Republicans
to talk about having a tax cut. And it
allows both parties to claim they are
balancing the Federal budget. But in
reality, if it sounds too good to believe
that we are having the largest increase
in social spending since the sixties and
we are cutting taxes and balancing the
budget at the same time, the reason is
that it is too good to be believed. In re-
ality, it is not true.

The two points I want to make are
these: First, we are not balancing the
budget here; we are simply assuming
the budget is balanced. It may be that,
based on a strong economic perform-
ance in the last quarter, the future pic-
ture of the economy is changed for 5
years. It may be that this is going to
be, by far, the longest and strongest re-
covery in American history. But the
probability is that that is not true, and
it is not sound policy to set out the fi-
nancial plan for the whole country
based on those kinds of assumptions. I
do not think it would be quite as far-
fetched as assuming you could pay
your bills because you are going to win
the lottery, but, basically, for anybody
to believe that we are balancing the
budget based on policy decisions that I
already demonstrated are not true, it
is important that the Congress, it is
important that the country not let its
guard down and understand that all we
have done in this budget is assume the
deficit away, and it may or may not be
gone.

I raise this concern because in the
supplemental appropriations that we
dealt with last week, we added another
$6.6 billion to these spending totals, so
that we have, in reality, already busted
this budget which has not yet been
adopted. These spending totals that I
talked about of being $189 billion above
last year’s budget in this budget, we
have already added to that by passing
a supplemental last week, which adds
another $6.6 billion to the deficit.

The second and final point I want to
make about the budget is it is very im-
portant that nobody believe that this
budget solves the Medicare problem.
What does this budget do about Medi-
care? First, it says we are going to
lower reimbursement for doctors and
hospitals. We have done that a dozen
times. It has never worked, and it has
never worked because, like all wage
and price controls, people find ways to
get around it. Yet, while we know it
has never worked in the past, we have
it in this bill because we have agreed to
take, in essence, the President’s policy
in Medicare.

But that is not the worst part of it.
The claim that this budget saves Medi-
care for 10 years is not just based on
that unachieved and unachievable sav-
ings by simply reducing payments to
hospitals and doctors; it is based on
taking the fastest growing part of
Medicare and taking it out of the Medi-
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care trust fund and funding it in gen-
eral revenue. Home health care, which
is the fastest growing part of Medicare,
is taken out of the trust fund under
this budget agreement and is funded
out of general revenue.

Virtually every person on my side of
the aisle, when this was discussed 6
months ago, said, ‘“Well, that’s fraudu-
lent.” That is equivalent to having a
bunch of debt on your credit card and
you go to the bank and borrow money
and pay part of it off and then you say,
“Well, look, I'm out of debt.”

As I said when this was suggested by
the President, “Look, I can do you bet-
ter, I can make Medicare solvent for
100 years. Take hospital care out of the
trust fund.” But does that change any-
thing? Does that solve anything?

So here we are engaging in a shell
game which is totally fraudulent, tak-
ing the fastest growing part of the
trust fund out, not counting it, paying
for it out of general revenues and
claiming we save Medicare for 10 years
when Medicare is going to cause a $1.6
trillion drain on the Federal Treasury
in the next 10 years.

The terrible tragedy of this is we
were on the verge of getting a bipar-
tisan consensus to really reform Medi-
care. I am afraid that by accepting this
budget deal we are going to take the
pressure off Congress, because if Medi-
care is solvent for 10 years because we
have taken the fastest growing part of
it out and hidden it in general reve-
nues, is there a problem? Why should
we all cast tough votes that could cost
us our jobs if we can tell people there
is no problem?

Do not believe this balances the
budget. It simply assumes the budget is
balanced. We have assumed it was bal-
anced on many other occasions, and it
has not been balanced, I am afraid.
Just like a family budget, assuming
you win the lottery normally does not
work. The way you balance your budg-
et sitting around your kitchen table is
by saying no. There is no ‘“‘no’ in this
budget. There is no ‘“‘no’’ here. There is
no ‘‘no” to anybody. There is nothing
in this budget that really represents
any kind of fundamental change in pol-
icy. What this budget is is a wonderful
political document, but I am afraid
that this political document is going to
induce us to spend more, it is going to
induce us not to deal with Medicare,
and America is going to be the loser.

Let me turn to my amendment, and
let me say this is a controversial
amendment. Some are going to say this
is a deal-breaker amendment and, in a
sense, if you want to argue that, you
can. But let me talk about the amend-
ment.

First of all, I have a chart up here,
and I want people to understand what
has happened to the Federal budget in
the last 10 years. If you look at 1987
and then you look at 1996 and you ad-
just for inflation, real spending on de-
fense has gone down by 27 percent, real
spending on entitlements has gone up
by 38 percent, and despite all of the
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protest from the President and from
Members of Congress, nondefense dis-
cretionary spending, the fundamental
general Government, social programs,
general Government operating ex-
penses, are up over 10 years by 24 per-
cent. So all of Government has grown
dramatically in the last 10 years except
defense.

What has happened to family income
in the last 10 years? If you take the av-
erage family income of America and
you adjust it for inflation and take out
taxes and payroll taxes and look at
what the average working family in
America had to spend in 1987 and what
they had to spend in 1996—we do not
have the figure for this year yet—basi-
cally what happened to the American
family, as compared to the American
Government during this same 10 years,
was Government grew and grew rap-
idly, but here is what happened to the
average family:

After taxes, after inflation, the in-
come of the average working family in
America fell, after-tax income from
$28,302, 10 years later, 10 years of work-
ing and struggling and often both the
husband and the wife where families
are blessed with two parents in the
household, 10 years later, that average
family is making $27,737 after taxes. So
in 10 years where Government has
grown, in 10 years where we have not
said no to Government, working fami-
lies have actually seen their spendable
income after taxes decline from $28,302
to $27,737.

My amendment is very simple. My
amendment says, let’s go back to the
budget that President Clinton sub-
mitted last year. I remind my col-
leagues that in the budget he sub-
mitted last year, it provided funding
for not only last year but this year and
every year to 2002. When we voted on
our budget, the President said his
budget for 1997 provided the education
funding, housing funding, the medical
care funding that America would need
through the year 2002. Various Mem-
bers of the Senate stood up and spoke
on behalf of this budget.

Senator LAUTENBERG said:

It makes critical investments in education
and training. It provides increased funding
for programs like Head Start, title I, safe
and drug-free schools.

The President said:

This budget funds my priorities.

One year later, for the same years,
the President says, ‘“Well, you know I
said last year I had enough money for
all those things, but actually now, I
need $76 billion more for the same 5
years than I said I needed last year.”

So here is what my amendment does.
My amendment goes back and takes
the President’s last year’s budget for
1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002 and says,
“OK, Mr. President, we are going to
give you everything you said last year
you needed to spend in these years, and
then we are going to take the $76 bil-
lion of savings and we are going to give
them back to families by cutting taxes
and by guaranteeing that families will
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get the $5600 tax credit per child that we
promised in our budget and guaran-
teeing that we will get full capital
gains tax cut.”

If you vote for this amendment, what
do you say? You are going to hear
many ways of saying what you are say-
ing is, ‘“You are cutting Government
spending below the President’s re-
quested level, below the budget; you
are breaking the deal.” In reality, what
you are saying is, ‘“We are giving the
President everything he said he needed
last year,” but we are saying more
than that. We are saying, rather than
spending another $76 billion in Wash-
ington on behalf of all these families,
we are going to give that money back
to them and let them spend it them-
selves. That is what this is about.

The question you have to answer on
this amendment is this: Can we spend
this money on behalf of American fam-
ilies better than they can spend it? By
letting families keep $500 more per
child, for every working family in
America, can they take that money
and invest it in education, housing, nu-
trition, and health care better than we
can spend it on their behalf? Do we
know their interests better than they
do?

Let me say, I do not think so. I know
the Government, and I know the fam-
ily, and I know the difference. I believe
that the biggest problem in America,
in terms of finances, is that Govern-
ment is spending too much and fami-
lies are spending too little. We are lit-
erally starving the only institution in
America that really works, and that is
the family. How can it make sense for
Government to grow year after year
after year when the family budget has
declined in real terms on an after-tax
basis for the last 10 years? Shouldn’t
we take this $76 billion more than the
President asked for last year and let
families spend it instead of letting the
Government spend it?

Now, if we adopt this amendment, we
are going to change the budget, we are
going to have $76 billion less of Govern-
ment spending, basically on social pro-
grams. I am not saying there are not
some good programs in there, but I am
saying this, that if you take all $76 bil-
lion of new discretionary spending and
you let American families look at it
and say, ‘“Would you rather have us
spend this for you or would you rather
spend it yourself?”’ the vast majority of
working families would say, ‘I would
rather spend it.”

In fact, if you just ask taxpayers,
who paid for it, I would not doubt that
95 percent of them would say, ‘“Yeah, I
think probably I can spend it for my
family a little better than you can
spend it for me.” So that is what this
is about.

This does not raise the deficit. It just
simply says, instead of giving the
President $76 billion more to spend
than he asked for last year, since he
said last year he could fund the Gov-
ernment and do everything he wanted
to do for $76 billion less, and now this
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yvear he wants more. They discovered
this magic money out there where the
Congressional Budget Office decided
that we were going to collect all this
revenue. So the President said, ‘‘Liook,
I need more spending.” Now, that is
one argument. It is a legitimate argu-
ment. I just do not happen to agree
with him. I am saying, let us give it
back to families. After all, that is
where the money is coming from. Let
families spend it. This is our vision.
This is the Republican vision. It is
America’s vision.

A budget is about choosing between
two competing visions. The budget be-
fore us is a clear vision: more Govern-
ment. The budget before us is a budget
that says, more Government is in the
interest of the American people. The
President may say the era of big Gov-
ernment is over, we may parrot those
words, but this budget does not say the
era of big Government is over. This
budget says the era of big Government
is permanent and it is expanding.

What my amendment says is, let us
let families spend this new money in-
stead of giving it to the Government to
spend.

I know this is a controversial amend-
ment. I hope my colleagues will sup-
port it. I do not suffer under any delu-
sions, but I wanted to show my colors
on this amendment. I want people to
know there are at least a few people in
the Senate who have not forgotten
what we promised.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Will the
yield?

Mr. GRAMM. I will be happy to.

Mr. ASHCROFT. I say to the Sen-
ator, in this budget negotiation there
seemed to be an impasse, and then all
of a sudden it appeared there was a
substantial additional block of money.

Now, is that money the result of peo-
ple working more and paying more
taxes?

Mr. GRAMM. Well, I hope that is
what it is. But all we know is that the
Congressional Budget Office came up
with this estimate, that because of the
strong economy that we have had in
the last quarter, that looking into the
future, we were going to collect $45 bil-
lion a year off as far as the eye could
see. Now, to the extent they are right,
it is coming because families are pay-
ing more taxes.

Mr. ASHCROFT. And people are
working hard?

Mr. GRAMM. They are working hard-
er. They are working longer.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Instead of reward-
ing people who work harder by letting
then keep more of what they are earn-
ing, the approach is to take more of it
and spend more on Government?

Mr. GRAMM. Basically what hap-
pened was that they said, ‘“Well, now
that we’ve got all this money, let’s let
Government spend more of it.”” The
President is actually asking for—and
we are giving him—$76 billion more to
spend for the same years that he said
last year he had enough, but now be-
cause of this bird’s nest on the ground,
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this new discovery of revenues, what is
happening is we are getting ready to
let the Government spend $76 billion
more, but never once apparently did
anybody say, ‘‘Hey, maybe with this
new money we ought to let families
spend it.”” What my amendment says
is, look, give the President everything
he asked for last year, but do not go up
another §76 Dbillion simply because
there is more money there. Let us give
it back to working families.

Mr. ASHCROFT. To the people who
have to earn it and pay the taxes.

Mr. GRAMM. The person who earned
it will end up keeping more of it be-
cause with this we will guarantee that
we have enough money—unlike the
current bill which has a net tax cut of
$50 billion—to fund a $5600 tax credit for
every child in a working family in
America, which costs $105 billion, and
capital gains tax cuts and changes in
death duties. The problem is, we have
$188 billion of promises and a $50 billion
net tax cut. It is like trying to pour 188
pounds of sugar into a 50-pound bag.
What we are doing here is, we are rais-
ing the tax cut by not letting Govern-
ment spend this money so families can
spend it.

Mr. ASHCROFT. It seems to me that
what you have proposed is giving the
President everything he asked for when
he asked for it last year, before he saw
this potential of a bigger pie. Certainly
he knows how to ask largely and how
to ask to meet the need. He certainly
has no reticence about asking. With
the additional potential for resources,
when people earn more and develop
more for this country, we ought to let
the people have some of what they earn
instead of saying, we will take that and
spend it on Government, even if it
means we have to adjust our—it occurs
to me they are having to adjust their
ambition bigger and bigger. The harder
and harder the American people work,
the idea is, the more the Government
can spend as a result of it.

Mr. GRAMM. When they are work-
ing, they are not doing it so the Gov-
ernment can spend it. I think they are
doing it so they can spend it.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Of course they are.

Mr. GRAMM. The tragedy is, 10 years
ago, after taxes and being adjusted for
inflation, the average working family
made over $28,000 a year, $28,300. And 10
years later, after inflation and taxes,
they are making $27,700. The average
working family has less to spend today
than they did 10 years ago. Govern-
ment spending has grown every year
for 10 years. And now, rather than let-
ting working families keep more of
what they earn, we are letting Govern-
ment grow more.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Is it fair to say
then, Government has taken the raise
that people would have anticipated in
the last 10 years, and they took it and
spent it?

Mr. GRAMM. Yes. Again, if you be-
lieve that Government can spend it
better than families, if you believe—
some of our colleagues do—if you be-
lieve that Government knows what is
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better for families, that Government is
a good steward of their money, you
might want to say, ‘“Well, these fami-
lies might waste it. If we gave them
this $600 tax credit, a family of four
getting to keep $1,000 more to invest in
their children and family, their future,
they might make bad decisions,” and
leave it here with President Clinton
and the trustworthy Congress, if you
believe that this is a bad amendment.

Mr. ASHCROFT. If you believe that
you may want to make a downpayment
on a bridge someone wants to sell you
in Brooklyn.

It is pretty clear to me, Government
has not been the most efficient or ef-
fective way to deploy resources.

I want to thank the Senator. I thank
him for yielding for this point of clari-
fication.

I find very appealing the idea that we
would let the American people, when
they earn more, keep more. Families
would rather spend it on themselves
rather than send it here in hopes that
something would happen with it here
that might benefit their families.

I commend the Senator.

Mr. GRAMM. I thank the Senator.

Let me conclude and yield the floor,
because I know others want to speak.

This is a pretty simple amendment.
It says that we are giving the Govern-
ment $76 billion more than the Presi-
dent said that he needed last year for
these same years to do everything he
wants to do from child health care to
education.

Much of this spending increase oc-
curred when we discovered miracu-
lously—and I hope in fact we discov-
ered it instead of making it up—that
the future looked brighter. What I am
saying is, do not give this additional
$76 billion to Congress and the Presi-
dent. Give it back to families and let
them invest it in their future and their
children.

I believe this amendment represents
a different vision than the budget be-
fore us. I think it represents a vision
that believes that the future is going
to be brighter if we have more oppor-
tunity and more freedom. What free-
dom is more basic than the right of
families to spend their own money?
Should Government grow every year
even if working families see their budg-
ets declining? I do not think so. So, as
a result, I have offered this amend-
ment. I want people to know that there
is support for having Government
tighten its belt a little so that families
can loosen their belt a little. That is
what the amendment is about.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. FAIRCLOTH addressed the
Chair.

Mr. GRAMM. I yield to the Senator
so long as he might speak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.
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AMENDMENT NO. 321
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
that a nonrefundable tax credit for the ex-
penses of an education at a 2-year college
should be enacted)

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. First, I would like
to send an amendment to the desk and
ask for it to be considered and that it
then be temporarily set aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
FAIRCLOTH] proposes an amendment num-
bered 321.

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that further
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with and that the amendment be set
aside.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of title III, add the following:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING TAX
CREDIT FOR WORKFORCE EDU-
CATION AND TRAINING AT VOCA-
TIONAL SCHOOLS AND COMMUNITY
COLLEGES.

It is the sense of the Senate that, any leg-
islation enacted pursuant to this resolution,
contain a tax credit for expenses of work-
force education and training at vocational
schools and community colleges.

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, I
rise today to speak on education. I usu-
ally don’t agree with the President on
policy. However, this is one occasion
where I do agree. The President in this
year’s State of the Union Address, pro-
posed that billions be spent on edu-
cation in his ‘“‘Call to Action for Amer-
ican Education.” One of the principles
in this plan is his hope scholarship pro-
posal. President Clinton proposes 2
years of a $1,500-a-year for college tui-
tion, enough to pay for the typical
community college.

I agree that we should give every
adult American the opportunity to ob-
tain the first 2 years of higher edu-
cation. On January 21, I introduced S.
50 which provides for a $1,500-a-year tax
credit for students attending two-year
schools. S. 50 has the cosponsorship of
the majority leader, Senator LOTT, and
Senators CONNIE MACK, LARY CRAIG,
HARRY REID and JIM JEFFORDS. Just
last week, at the Republican National
Committee annual dinner, House
Speaker NEWT GINGRICH listed voca-
tional training as one of the four top
priorities for our budget resolution.

S. 50 will encourage workers in all
age brackets to pursue an education
beyond high school without incurring
the costly expenses of attending a 4-
year college. By improving the training
and skills of our workers, we will cre-
ate better jobs in manufacturing and
technology throughout the United
States. There is nothing more impor-
tant to Kkeeping competitive in the
global marketplace.

As State commerce secretary for
North Carolina, I attracted more than
500,000 jobs into North Carolina by
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strengthening our community college
systems and offering custom training
of workers in specific skills. In the past
8 years, North Carolina has been
among the top three States in new-
plant locations and gained a toehold in
the film industry which now invests
$2.5 billion a year in my State.

As we begin to see the impact of
changes made to welfare in the last
Congress, more people will be off of
welfare and looking for work. This bill
would provide the job skill training
needed for these individuals to find
gainful employment. Senator LOTT un-
derstands the importance of vocational
training. So does Speaker GINGRICH. As
discussions proceed in the budget reso-
lution, let us please find money, within
that $35 billion set out for education,
to help community colleges. Commu-
nity colleges help people find real jobs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is set aside.

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Thank you.

AMENDMENT NO. 318

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, I
would like to now speak very briefly on
Senator GRAMM’s amendment.

I think he has just reached to the
heart of Government spending, and he
did it very succinctly. There is $76 bil-
lion more that the President discov-
ered he needed because by some mathe-
matical manipulation we decided we
had $76 billion more to spend. We dis-
covered $76 billion; we spend $76 billion.
Now, if we had discovered $176 billion,
guess how much the President would
have needed? $176 billion.

I just want to say that I strongly
support the amendment of the Senator
from Texas. I intend to speak on it fur-
ther later. But I at this moment enthu-
siastically support it and will continue
to speak on it at a later time when we
have time.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. GRAMM. I yield the Senator
from Missouri additional time.

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

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President,
thank you.

AMENDMENT NO. 322
(Purpose: To add enforcement mechanisms
to reflect the stated commitment to reach

a balanced budget in 2002, to maintain a

balanced budget thereafter, and to achieve

these goals without raising taxes)

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Missouri [Mr.
ASHCROFT], for himself, Mr. GRAMM, Mr.
COVERDELL, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. HELMS and
Mr. FAIRCLOTH, proposes an amendment
numbered 322.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with and that the amendment be set
aside.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of title II, add the following:
SEC. .BALANCED BUDGET REQUIREMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—It shall not be in order in
the House of Representatives or the Senate
to consider any concurrent resolution on the
budget (or amendment or motion thereto, or
conference report thereon) or any bill, joint
resolution, amendment, motion, or con-
ference report that would cause—

(1) total outlays for fiscal year 2002 or any
fiscal year thereafter to exceed total receipts
for that fiscal year, unless three-fifths of the
whole number of each House of Congress pro-
vide for a specific excess of outlays over re-
ceipts by a rollcall vote:

(2) an increase in the statutory limit on
the level of the public debt in excess of the
level set forth in section 101(5) of this resolu-
tion with respect to fiscal years 1998 through
2002 and for fiscal years after 2002 as set for
fiscal year 2002 unless three-fifths of the
whole number of each House provide for such
an increase by a rollcall vote: or

(3) an increase in revenues unless approved
by a majority of the whole number of each
House by a rollcall vote.

(b) WAIVER.—The Congress may waive the
provisions of this section for any fiscal year
in which a declaration of war is in effect.
The provisions of this section may be waived
for any fiscal year in which the United
States is engaged in military conflict which
causes an imminent and serious military
threat to national security and is so declared
by a joint resolution, adopted by a majority
of the whole number of each House, which
becomes law.

(c) DEFINITION.—In this section:

(1) TOTAL RECEIPTS.—The term ‘‘total re-
ceipts’ includes all receipts of the United
States Government except those derived
from borrowing.

(2) TOTAL OUTLAYS.—The term ‘‘total out-
lays” includes all outlays of the United
States Government except for those for re-
payment of debt principal.

(3) INCREASE IN REVENUES.—The term ‘‘in-
crease in revenues’ means the levy of a new
tax or an increase in the rate or base of any
tax.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is set aside.

AMENDMENT NO. 323
(Purpose: To limit increases in the statutory
limit on the debt to the levels in the reso-
lution)

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I
send another amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. ASHCROFT]
proposes an amendment numbered 323.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with and that the amendment be set
aside.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 45, strike line 2, and insert the
following: ‘‘exceed; or

‘(3) any bill or resolution (or amendment,
motion, or conference report on such bill or
resolution) for fiscal year 1998, 1999, 2000,
2001, 2002 that would increase the statutory
limit on the level of the public debt in excess
of the level set forth in section 101(5) of this
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resolution with respect to fiscal years 1998
through 2002 and for fiscal years after 2002 as
set for fiscal year 2002.”.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is set aside.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr.
yield the floor.

AMENDMENT NO. 318

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time on the Gramm amendment?

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. I say to Senator
GRAMM, let me compliment you on the
expression of your philosophy this
evening. I think you have heard me a
couple times. I think perhaps it is a
question of how much can we do and
get it done? But I have a vision of the
United States that I would explain to
you in a way that is very new to me.

I did not grow up with this vision. I
came to this place. I had been a public
servant, and I kind of liked the idea so
I said I will run for the Senate. I guess
it was because in my State we had so
few Republicans then that they looked
around and said, well, that young guy
just lost a race—thank God, it is the
only one I ever lost—he is as good as
any, why not ask him to run. So I ran.
I came here as the first Republican in
38 years.

I was here for about 3 years when an
announcement came that the King of
Spain—remember the young man, King
Carlos of Spain, a magnificent transi-
tion figure in Spanish modern times.
He had been a king, well-taken care of,
no idea, as I thought, of freedom be-
cause he lived under a dictator, right,
for all these years. Then, all of a sud-
den the dictator goes away, and they
say, ‘“You are in charge, King.”

Then they said, “Why don’t you come
over and talk to the Congress.” So he
came over here. I remember sitting in
my office as if it were yesterday, and I
said, “I don’t know whether I ought to
g0.” As you already know, I like to
work. I was sitting around my desk, in
my early years, thinking it was far
more important to call to New Mexico
or write a letter to my constituents.
Then something said, ‘““You know, New
Mexico has a lot of Spanish people in
it. You know a lot of them. Maybe you
ought to go because he might say
something about the culture and you
may learn something.”” Well, Senator
GRAMM, I went. He gave an eloquent
speech. I learned nothing about the
Spanish culture. I knew more about
that than what he talked about up
there—he may know more than I—that
he alluded to.

He said something very intriguing
that I had trouble with and I did not
believe it for a while. He said all sig-
nificant human achievement occurs
when a man or a woman is free. I wrote
that down and took it back to my of-
fice, and I said how could that be true?
Michelangelo was a great achiever, and
I ticked off in my mind a number of
others that I had heard of in history
that achieved a lot, and there was not
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any freedom around to speak of. I was
wrong. There was very little freedom,
but the great achievers were made free
by selection. Somebody with a lot of
money said, “I want to make this tal-
ented person free and I would like them
to achieve.”

Frankly, I got a picture of history in
my mind right then, but the reason the
world had achieved so little until we
had more and more freedom of individ-
uals was just that. There were not
enough people free to be enterprising,
to be innovative, because society did
not let them be free. So what I ended
up concluding was a different image of
the United States where I concluded
that we have been superachievers be-
cause we have been compared to the
rest of the world. In history, we made
more and more people free, we got rid
of slavery, we made them free. As we
moved along, we did civil rights and we
made more people free.

I began to understand as I worked
here that there was something else and
that was if you worked and made a
profit in your business or a good salary
in your work that freedom was to be
measured by how much you had of that
money and that achievement in wealth
to use in whatever way you wanted. I
came to the conclusion, once again,
that our greatness in achievements,
and our achievements are everywhere,
was because we were leaving people
with resources that they earned, to be
free and take a chance. Some failed but
many succeeded.

Now, my 25 years here has not dimin-
ished that idea one bit. In fact, I be-
lieve that I can even make a case. You
know how hard I work for the mentally
ill. One day we had an exchange on the
floor and tonight I am apologetic be-
cause I said to you, ‘It is too bad you
do not know anything about the men-
tally ill,” and you said, ‘“Yes, I do,”
and you told me about somebody in
your family. So I was not being fair
that day. I was being very arrogant.

But I can make an argument that if
mentally ill people is how I think of
freedom as the achievement mecha-
nism for America collectively, if a
mentally ill person can be cured of the
devil in them, which people used to
think is some kind of a devil that is a
disease, you can cure 3 million people,
America has more of a chance for even
more achievement, because you never
can tell which people you make free
are going to be achievers.

So you see, you have a notion here in
your budget, your visionary budget,
that you would like to leave more
money in the hands of individuals. If I
read you right, it is essentially to be
free, it might even be free to make
mistakes. I have talked to you about
that, and you said sure, sometimes you
just have to let people make mistakes,
but let them make it while they are
trying to do their thing with their re-
sources.

You probably had a much earlier vi-
sion and a more profound under-
standing because you are an economist
and
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you understand capitalism so well, but
I have been pleased to learn from you.
Capitalism is the essence, when cou-
pled with freedom, is the essence of op-
portunity because the capital works to
achieve and the individual works to
achieve, and when you marry them up
you have an economy that is just hell
bent for success and growth, and when
you squeeze it, there are a lot of ways
to squeeze.

People wonder whether regulations
have anything to do with freedom. We
do not explain it very well. It has a lot
to do with freedom because the extent
to which you are regulated, you have
taken a bit of freedom away from
someone or something.

Now we would both agree in a demo-
cratic capitalist society you cannot be
free to do everything and anything. We
pride ourselves on having laws, but
what people do not understand is if you
have regulations that are $50 billion
more than they need to protect the
public, you have taken away $50 billion
worth of freedom somewhere in this
country to grow and prosper and ener-
gize. So I understand that and I under-
stand when you tax people in the wrong
way and when you tax them too much
the very same thing happens.

In fact, I believe you, with your ex-
pertise as a Ph.D. in economics, can
probably find times in our economic
history when we taxed things so wrong-
ly that you could actually prove that
we went in the wrong direction. I am
reminded of one, when in a fit of lu-
nacy we put a big tax on these little
boats. What happened? It was amazing,
like you and I told them, but they said,
“No, no, we are taxing these rich peo-
ple that own boats.” Well, within 18
months we had our friends down here
from those States saying, ‘“‘Our work-
ers are out of jobs because the people
who own the boats decided you are tax-
ing them so much they do not get the
boats anymore.” It took a long time
but we finally repealed that. To be hon-
est, people have to have a degree of
freedom or they will not buy a boat
they want. They will say if you tax me
too much I will go without, and there
go workers and businesspeople.

My problem is, Senator, that I do not
believe with President Bill Clinton in
the White House that we can get that
budget, that consent of yours, that we
could get it adopted and implemented.
I think we almost tried something like
this, you and I together, maybe even a
little more, and we did not get any-
where. That does not mean you should
ever stop trying what you are doing
and expressing your vision, but frank-
ly, T do not believe we can get it. I
think you will know later this evening
how many votes you will get for your
proposal, and it is a little bit of an in-
dication of what I felt when I started
working this year. One of my better
friends said they would finally say to
the Senators who might not have been
there, they said, ‘‘DOMENICI said to me
last year unless we have some Kkind of
assurance out of the White House I am
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not sure I want to do a totally Repub-
lican budget because I am not sure we
are getting anywhere.”

We are having a great exercise in
doing what you and I are doing on the
floor and maybe making some sense to
a few million but we do not get it done,
so I will not even take time to go
through how much more we would have
to reduce various programs so that
Senators might know. I will just say
that there would be a substantial re-
duction in the discretionary accounts
of our country almost across the board
and almost every one if your amend-
ment was adopted over what we agreed
to with the President.

I am firmly convinced, Senator
GRAMM, that if we produced appropria-
tions bills at those levels, I do not
think we can get there because I do not
think we can get that kind of agree-
ment out of either case, and if we were
to adopt them, I believe you would
have a veto and we would be back as we
have been before. So I chose as one who
probably does not understand as deeply
as you do what economic freedom is,
but I think I have shown you today in
the few minutes on the floor that I
think I am getting it. It has taken me
65 years, but I think I am getting it. I
think what we did is the best we can
do.
Frankly, I am going to say what I
said before on the previous Kennedy-
Hatch amendment. I believe it violates
the budget agreement that we entered
into, except I would not expect Senator
PHIL. GRAMM to read the agreement and
say it does not. I think you would read
it as the absolute man that you are and
you would say, right upfront, it does.
You would not try to make some argu-
ment that, well, it does not because it
is this or that. It just does.

Frankly, when I find amendments
that do that, I hope you understand I
am obligated to resist them if I feel
comfortable and confident we are going
to get there under the budget that you
do not like. I totally appreciate every
reason you give. I think it is better
than not having a budget this year and
I think, also, Senator, that unless we
have some great experience that I do
not contemplate, understanding what I
can about the tea leaves, that we will
actually balance before 2002, because
we have used such economic assump-
tions that are so conservative that I
believe we are going to be off again
each year $40 billion or $50 billion, just
as we have been the last 3 or 4 years
when the economy helped this curve.

Now, if we had a recession that lasted
3 years, all bets are off, but I assume
even in the budget you propose we
would be off the mark, there, too, if we
had a recession for 3 years and we take
into account what you economists do
when you do multiple years of eco-
nomic assumptions. You build the po-
tential for recession into being a more
conservative versus a more generous
set of economic assumptions. That is
what I have learned from the CBO as to
how they build a recession into their
numbers.
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Now, if anybody wants to ask how
much more various programs will prob-
ably be reduced under Senator
GRAMM’s proposal, I will look it up and
go over and talk to you and see if I am
right, but I believe you, again, are will-
ing to stand up and say it would be sub-
stantial compared to this budget be-
cause you find enough savings in your
approach to then use those savings and
add on to the tax cuts that we have.

Fellow Senators, I hope you under-
stand that I have not for 1 minute this
evening on the floor been critical of
PHIL GRAMM and those who feel like he
does. It is just that most of us who will
be supporting this budget feel the same
way, most of the Republicans who sup-
port the basic budget, feel the same.
They think there are two ways to get
there and that the bipartisan approach
is more apt to be successful because it
is more apt to happen. It will not nec-
essarily be more successful as an in-
strument in accomplishing a vision,
but it probably will occur.

With that, I say to the Senate, my
instructions from our leader are that
we not take any longer time than you
need and perhaps my ranking member,
and then we would proceed to a vote as
soon as possible.

I yield the floor.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I want
to thank Senator DOMENICI.

Let me simply reiterate a couple
points I made early on. First of all, I
am not claiming for a minute that even
though we are spending $76 billion
more than the President asked for last
year—I am simply trying to take us
back to a budget that last year he
thought was adequate. There is no
doubt about the fact that $76 billion is
going to do a lot of things for a lot of
people.

I am not claiming there will not be
programs that would have benefited
with the $76 billion that will not be los-
ers under my amendment. What I am
saying is that I believe that working
families can spend the $76 billion bet-
ter than the Government can spend it,
and that is really the choice that my
amendment proposes.

Let me also say to Senator DOMENICI
that I am a firm believer in the old Jef-
ferson adage that good men with the
same facts often disagree. I think one
of the good things about the Senate
when we follow our rules—and some-
times we do not always do that here,
we have certainly done it here today, I
think—is that we can talk about what
we believe in and what we want to hap-
pen, but the fact that people disagree
with us does not in any way diminish
their belief or say that we are nec-
essarily right and they are wrong. Our
system is a system of competing vi-
sions.

I say going back to the point about
freedom. I am very concerned when av-
erage working families find the Federal
Government taking the amount of
their income that is taken today in
payroll taxes and income taxes. I am
also concerned that if we do not do
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something about Medicare and if we do
not do something about Social Secu-
rity, in 25 years the average taxpayer
in America will be sending about 50
cents out of every dollar they earn to
Washington, DC. And I think you reach
a point where the tax rate is so high
that it does infringe on your freedom.

Are we still the same America that
Senator DOMENICI grew up in and that
I grew up in if the Federal Government
is taking 50 cents out of every dollar
earned by the average family 25 years
from now? That is the future that we
are looking at if you do not dramati-
cally change Government policy.

My objective today is simply to offer
an alternative. I am not for the under-
lying budget. It is clear that the adop-
tion of my amendment would dramati-
cally change that budget. And I want
to change it, which is why I have of-
fered the amendment. I don’t deceive
myself into believing that this is a ma-
jority view today. But I do believe it is
a majority view in the country. And I
believe that it will ultimately be a ma-
jority view here in American Govern-
ment.

It is obviously a question that we all
have to ask ourselves. When you have a
divided Government, what are the
functions of the two parties? Are the
functions of the two parties to try to
get together and make an agreement?
Or are the functions of the two parties
basically delineated as presenting two
competing visions for the future, and
then letting America choose the clear-
er vision, presenting competing ideas
and letting America choose the supe-
rior idea?

These are obviously things that peo-
ple have contemplated, thought about,
and prayed over for many years in the
U.S. Senate.

I choose today to offer an alternative
to the budget because this budget does
not represent the vision that I believe
in. This budget does not produce the
America that I want produced. I be-
lieve that it is unwise in the America
of 1997 to give the Government another
$76 billion to spend on discretionary
programs when that money could go to
hard-working American families to
spend on their children and invest in
their future.

But it is really a choice between two
competing alternatives with the over-
lay that Senator DOMENICI talked
about of where we are with the Demo-
crat President.

My objective in offering this amend-
ment—and I thank the Senator for his
kindness—was to simply give people an
opportunity to know that there is an
alternative, that there are people who
believe that this budget does not move
us in the right direction, and that the
right direction is less Government and
more freedom. I think the fundamental
way we find less Government and more
freedom is by having Government
spend less so that people can spend
more.

I don’t think anybody is in doubt
about where they stand on this amend-
ment.
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So I yield the floor.

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-
LINS). The Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Madam Presi-
dent, I listened with interest to the dis-
cussion that was going on regarding
the amendment that we are now con-
sidering. It is a surprise. I shouldn’t
say that. It is not a surprise. But there
is an anomalous difference between
where we were when we were talking
about Hatch-Kennedy and the response
from those who were opposed when
they were talking about how incon-
sistent it was with what we had.

We had an agreement. I use the term
“hammered out” because ‘‘hammered
out” seems like it was really tough.
And it was tough to get this agree-
ment. It took a lot of giving, it took a
lot of review, and a lot of hard think-
ing to get the consensus that we ar-
rived at.

It was said that it is ‘‘inconsistent.”
How can you do it after all the work
that was done with the President and
“we,” and Senator DOMENICI and ‘‘L,”’
and the people from the House, the
chairman of the Budget Committee and
the ranking member of the Budget
Committee sitting there night after
night for something like 6 weeks, long,
long days? Finally we get this agree-
ment. And there was shock almost, and
people were horrified by the notion
that Senators HATCH and KENNEDY
wanted to provide another $20 billion
for children’s health and tax tobacco
and cigarettes to do it. The debate was
I would say fairly long, fairly arduous
at times, and fairly strong in terms of
the exchange.

But here we have now a proposal
after we labored so hard to get non-
defense discretionary up to a point
that was acceptable.

Once again I do not want to go
through the whole litany of what the
budget consensus constitutes—some
give and take, and some got taken. But
we are at this point now when suddenly
we are talking about increasing the net
tax cuts for the first 5 years from $85
billion to $161 billion by taking it out
of nondefense discretionary. I hope
that this wouldn’t get a lot of consider-
ation when it comes time to vote.

I heard my good friend and distin-
guished chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee say that President Clinton isn’t
the kind of President under which you
could do something like this, the
thought or the inference being, ‘“Well,
this is too good. This is too positive.”

Madam President, I am not an econo-
mist by profession, though my degree
from Columbia is in economics. But I
learned economics the hard way. I
started one of America’s great compa-
nies, modestly I say. And I started one
of America’s greatest industries, the
computing industry. My name is in the
hall of fame in Dallas, TX, for having
been a member of information proc-
essing pioneers. So I learned it by
doing it. I also learned it by reading.
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I remember the days of a very pop-
ular President, President Reagan.
Under his leadership, about which peo-
ple were so euphoric, the tax cut that
was then introduced was in present
terms something like $12.8 trillion.
That was supposed to be evidence of
how good the supply side would be and
what eventually would trickle down
into the economy which would stimu-
late things, and everybody would be
kind of happy thereafter.

But what we saw instead was the in-
credible growth in the debt in this soci-
ety of ours with annual deficits just
booming, and total debt skyrocketing.
We are finally working our way out of
it. And the reference is that this Presi-
dent wouldn’t permit it. When this
President took over the debt, the an-
nual deficit was $290 billion. It is pro-
jected to be $67 billion, now the third
projection by the Congressional Budget
Office, that neutral body that is tar-
geting their sights on what is accurate,
and what is honest and what is fair.
They have changed their mind three
times in the last 6 or 7 months.

People are working at more new jobs
created than in almost any period I
think—I will say almost in any period
of history. Unemployment is at a his-
toric low. Inflation is at a very stable
rate. All signs are pretty darned good.

We ‘“hammer out’ this agreement la-
boring all those hours, people getting
angry at one another at times but fi-
nally agreeing. I shouldn’t put the
focus on ‘‘angry.” Once in a while ten-
sion would creep in. But essentially it
was a debate or a negotiation con-
ducted with the best of intentions. The
chairman of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee and I, it is fair to say, worked
very well together, as did our col-
leagues from the House. We were deter-
mined to try to solve the problem and
not get the temperature up too high.

We are here now. After all of that,
and after the discussion we had
throughout the day today about the
violation of the consistency of the
budget agreement, and now we are
looking at what I think is a gross vio-
lation—if one can term it a violation—
about changing not only the non-
defense discretionary but increasing
the tax cutoff over which there was
much labor.

A lot of people on this side did not
want to see a major tax cut. As a mat-
ter of fact, many of them didn’t want
to see any tax cut. But it was under-
stood that in the context of an agree-
ment you sometimes do things that
you wouldn’t otherwise do. If you are
working alone you can do anything you
want. If you own the company you can
do anything you want. If you are the
CEO you can do almost anything you
want. But when you get here we have
to depend on the good will and the good
judgment of others in order to arrive at
agreement. Thus, we are faced with
what I think is a difficult but neverthe-
less honorable consensus that was ar-
rived at.

The notion that we might change it
at this late hour, change it by taking
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away nondefense discretionary, which I
frankly think is underfed in some
ways. Defense discretionary in my view
is overfed in some ways. I just hope
that our colleagues when it is time to
vote—and I hope that will be soon—will
reflect on the inconsistency factor that
was considered so delicate and so es-
sential before to maintain consistency
that we will maintain consistency
here, and that this amendment will be
defeated.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President,
we are going to try to do a little busi-
ness even before we vote.

Senator GRAMM has another amend-
ment that we are going to take up
shortly that is acceptable, and Senator
BROWNBACK has one that has been
agreed to.

But I would like to announce to the
Senate that what we are going to try
to do is to vote at 6:30, and Senator
GRAMM has indicated that we will try
to do that and work on that together.
I would like then to ask unanimous
consent that when that vote is finished
Senator STROM THURMOND be allowed
to speak for 10 minutes, Senator ROB-
ERT BYRD be allowed to speak for up to
20 minutes thereafter, and Senator
MOSELEY-BRAUN has an amendment to
send up. We are not going to take an
amendment to debate it until it is on
the list. We are putting amendments
on lists and agreeing to tell people that
they can take them up.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I do not know if
there is an exchange of lists or not.
Was something missed in the mechan-
ics process?

Mr. DOMENICI. I was just trying to
make it kind of orderly so everybody
would know.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I agree to that.
But if it were very orderly, then Sen-
ator MOSELEY-BRAUN would be heard
right now. But I certainly want to
defer, if she doesn’t mind.

Mr. DOMENICI. That isn’t true. But
anyway I am not going to argue about
it.

Would Senator GRAMM agree by
unanimous consent to set his amend-
ment aside temporarily while Senator
BROWNBACK offers an amendment that
will be accepted, and then we will re-
turn to the Senator from Texas?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request?

Mr. GRAMM. Reserving the right to
object, I wanted to ask a question.

We are finished with the debate on
the tax amendment. We had a sense of
the Senate about how we fund disasters
in the future, which I thought had been
agreed to. What I would like to do, if
we can set it up by unanimous consent,
is deal with that one, and then debate
and vote on the tax amendment. But I
would be happy to let Senator BROWN-
BACK go with his amendment and then
come back. If we can dispose of the
sense-of-the-Senate resolution, I would
like to get it finished.
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Mr. DOMENICI. He is in order under
the ©previous agreement. Senator
GRAMM’s amendment was up next. And
the amendment that he is referring to
we thought we would accept. But I un-
derstand that the minority is not going
to accept it.

So I would think the amendment
would be in order and would be the
next item after we dispose of the
amendment that is pending.

Did Senator BOND have something?

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. BOND. Madam President, I have
two amendments that I would like to
file and have set aside. Both of them
are sense-of-the-Senate amendments. I
ask unanimous consent that the pend-
ing business be set aside so that I may
introduce and set aside two amend-
ments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Missouri?

Mr. DOMENICI. No objection.

Mr. CONRAD. Reserving the right to
object, I will not object. But I would
like to get the attention of the chair-
man and the ranking member.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. I would like to get the
attention of the chairman and the
ranking member for a moment.

I do not want to get in the way of the
Senator from Missouri to have his
amendments considered. I would like
to get in the queue in terms of being
able to make a presentation on the
budget tonight. I understand that the
chairman and ranking member were
entering into agreements with respect
to that.

Mr. DOMENICI. I want to include the
Senator. I told the Senator a while ago,
and I would like to see if we could do
one thing first and then see what we
can fit in. But I would like to ask
unanimous consent that at 6:30 we pro-
ceed to vote on or in relation to the
pending Gramm amendment and no
other amendments be in order to the
Gramm amendment prior to the vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to——

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Reserving
the right to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I thank the
Chair. All day now I thought there was
agreement that I would follow Senator
GRAMM after his amendments, one
amendment and one sense-of-the-Sen-
ate resolution. Upon the conclusion of
those activities, then we would take up
the matter of my amendment. I have
patiently waited all day. I obviously
would have no objection to the state-
ment Senator THURMOND would like to
make and Senator BYRD, but certainly
I would like my amendment to be the
next amendment taken up at the con-
clusion of the vote on Senator GRAMM.

Mr. DOMENICI. I think we have a
misunderstanding. We thought we were
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accommodating Democrats by not hav-
ing amendments for a while because
they have some event. But if that is
not the case, then what we are going to
do is follow some kind of order here. If
we can get this one agreed to, we will
vote at 6:30. Then I would ask that the
next amendment be the second Senator
GRAMM amendment, and then, Senator,
that your amendment be in order
thereafter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest propounded by the Senator from
New Mexico?

Mr. CONRAD. Reserving the right to
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. DOMENICI. We will get the Sen-
ator next.

Mr. CONRAD. Can I get included in
this train so when the train leaves the
station, I am on board?

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes. Might I just
ask, we have already asked that the
train start with Senator THURMOND,
who has 10 minutes, Senator BYRD who
has up to 20 minutes to speak—15 to
speak. Let us leave it up to 20, and now
I would ask, how long would the Sen-
ator like to take?

Mr. CONRAD. Twenty.

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator be al-
lowed to speak for 20 minutes. It is my
understanding that if we agree to that,
the sequence would be we finish the
Gramm amendment and vote on it at
6:30. If we can get any work done in
here in the meantime, we will and take
your last, second amendment, and then
when the Senator has finished——

Mr. LAUTENBERG. If I may inquire
of the chairman.

Mr. DOMENICI. Sure.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Why are we
doing two Gramm amendments in a
row? As far as I know, there was no un-
derstanding. I would be happy to hear
what the unanimous-consent agree-
ment was, just to refresh my memory.

Mr. GRAMM. There was a unanimous
consent.

Mr. DOMENICI. We can do that. I
just have been telling Senator GRAMM
for a long time—he had three. We ac-
cepted one. We thought this other one
was going to be accepted, and we were
going to debate one. I think we waste
more time if we argue the point than
go ahead.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. You told Senator
GRAMM what you told him, and I told
Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN what I told
her and somehow or other there is a
miscue.

Mr. DOMENICI. Do you mind wait-
ing?

Mr. GRAMM. We had a unanimous-
consent request whereby I had stopped,
and we had about 20 people come over
and do all kinds of things.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. That is true.

Mr. GRAMM. And I asked unanimous
consent that they might be recognized
for that purpose. But then that I would
be re-recognized to deal with these two
amendments. Now, I am not trying to
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hog the floor. I thought that the
amendment that had to do with paying
for disaster was going to be accepted.
Senator DOMENICI said he was for it. I
thought people would just take it.
Now, all of a sudden, there is some op-
position to it. I think we can deal with
it very quickly. Why don’t I just set a
time limit on it of 10 minutes and then
we can either voice vote it or we can
have a rollcall vote.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Why don’t we do
this. If we vote on the present Gramm
amendment, the one that is being pre-
sented at this time, why don’t we vote
on that and give us a chance to take a
look at the other one. And I appreciate
the misunderstanding of the Senator
from Texas because there was some
confusion. He was gracious about ac-
cepting these UC’s, and I absolutely
agree with that.

I thought we were in the process of
alternating sides. But I would ask the
indulgence of the Senator from Illinois.

Would the Senator from Illinois
agree to having a vote on the Gramm
amendment that is presently pending,
and give us a chance to review the
other one and consider it for 10 min-
utes, if that is OK. Then I would pro-
pound a unanimous-consent agreement
to do just that, or do we just have an
understanding to proceed that way?

Mr. DOMENICI. I think we have
enough understanding to do that.

Mr. BOND addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. BOND. May I ask the status of
the unanimous consent request that
began this whole process?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are several unanimous-consent re-
quests that are pending.

The Senator from Missouri made a
unanimous-consent request that we set
aside the amendment currently pend-
ing.

Mr. BOND. For the purpose of pre-
senting two amendments which I would
then ask be set aside simply to comply
with the filing requirement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Missouri?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BOND. I thank the Chair. I thank
my colleagues.

AMENDMENT NOS. 324 AND 325

Mr. BOND. I send two amendments to
the desk, one a sense-of-the-Senate res-
olution regarding protection of chil-
dren’s health on behalf of myself, Mrs.
MURRAY, Mr. GORTON, and Mr.
ASHCROFT, reflecting on the dispropor-
tionate share of hospital payments; a
second sense-of-the-Senate resolution
on behalf of myself, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr.
ABRAHAM, Mr. REID, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr.
GRAHAM, Mr. GREGG, and Mr. SESSIONS,
asking that the Senate reestablish
linkage between the revenues deposited
into the highway trust fund and trans-
portation spending from the trust fund.
I send these to the desk and ask they
be filed and I ask that they may be set
side.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will first read the amendments.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND] pro-
poses amendments numbered 324 and 325.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendments be dispensed with.

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

The amendments are as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 324
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
regarding the protection of children’s health)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE
PROTECTION OF CHILDREN’S
HEALTH.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) Today’s children and the next genera-
tion of children are the prime beneficiaries
of a balanced Federal budget. Without a bal-
anced budget, today’s children will bear the
increasing burden of the Federal debt. Con-
tinued deficit spending would doom future
generations to slower economic growth,
higher taxes, and lower living standards.

(2) The health of children is essential to
the future economic and social well-being of
the Nation.

(3) The medicaid program provides health
coverage for over 17,000,000 children, or 1 out
of every 4 children.

(4) While children represent %2 of all indi-
viduals eligible for medicaid, children ac-
count for less than 25 percent of expenditures
under the medicaid program.

(5) Disproportionate share hospital (DSH)
funding under the medicaid program has al-
lowed States to expand health care coverage
to thousands of uninsured pregnant women
and children. DSH funding under the med-
icaid program is essential for current and fu-
ture coverage of these uninsured popu-
lations.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the provisions of this res-
olution assume that the health care needs of
low-income pregnant women and children
should be a top priority. Careful study must
be made of the impact of medicaid dispropor-
tionate share hospital (DSH) reform pro-
posals on children’s health and on vital
sources of care, including children’s hos-
pitals. Any restrictions of DSH funding
under the medicaid program should not dev-
astate current State medicaid coverage of
children and pregnant women, or hinder
health care coverage expansion opportuni-
ties for these uninsured populations.

AMENDMENT NO. 325

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
concerning the Highway Trust Fund)

At the appropriate place in title III, insert
the following:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING
HIGHWAY TRUST FUND.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) there is no direct linkage between the
fuel taxes deposited in the Highway Trust
Fund and the transportation spending from
the Highway Trust Fund;

(2) the Federal budget process has severed
this linkage by dividing revenues and spend-
ing into separate budget categories with—

(a) fuel taxes deposited in the Highway
Trust Fund as revenues; and

(B) most spending from the Highway Trust
Fund in the discretionary category;

(3) each budget category referred to in
paragraph (2) has its own rules and proce-
dures; and
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(4) under budget rules in effect prior to the
date of adoption of this resolution, an in-
crease in fuel taxes permits increased spend-
ing to be included in the budget, but not for
increased Highway Trust Fund spending.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that—

(1) in this session of Congress, Congress
should, within a unified budget, change the
Federal budget process to establish a linkage
between the fuel taxes deposited in the High-
way Trust Fund, including any fuel tax in-
creases that may be enacted into law after
the date of adoption of this resolution, and
the spending from the Highway Trust Fund;
and

(2) changes to the budgetary treatment of
the Highway Trust Fund should not result in
total program levels for highways or mass
transit that is inconsistent with those as-
sumed under the resolution.

Mr. BOND. I ask they be set aside.

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

The Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I
really do not like the Senate to be in
the state of confusion that it is in. This
kind of makes me feel as if I am not
doing my job here. So could we start
over and see if I could straighten mat-
ters out so that at least I do not feel
embarrassed about having everybody
talking at the same time.

I would like for the rest of the
evening if somebody here in the man-
agement side of this could invent some
streamlined method of letting people
introduce these amendments that are
nothing more than conforming UC re-
quests that said you have to file them
tonight. Maybe you have a code word
for it and we just say this is X amend-
ment and we will get it done so people
do not have to read them. And if you
get a unanimous-consent that kind of
does that for us, we would both appre-
ciate that, I assume.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Absolutely.

Mr. DOMENICI. Having said that, I
want to ask that by unanimous con-
sent, any unanimous consent that I
heretofore received in the last 20 min-
utes be set aside.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Now I ask unani-
mous consent that a vote occur on Sen-
ator GRAMM’s amendment and the one
that has been debated, either on it or
related to it, at 6:30.

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

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Reserving the
right for the moment, I intend to pro-
pose to table the Gramm amendment
and do not want to be excluded from
that or precluded by it.

Mr. DOMENICI. You are not.

Now, Madam President, let me ask
further that immediately after that,
Senator BROWNBACK be recognized to
offer an amendment which is going to
be accepted and has been agreed on
both sides.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. And I have unan-
imous consent that Senator KOHL be
permitted to introduce an amendment
for 2 minutes.
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Mr. DOMENICI. It is one of these
code amendments.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. It has the code.
The code is zip.

Mr. DOMENICI. All right. That will
be the next item of business. OK.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest of the Senator from New Mexico
that the Senator from Kansas be recog-
nized following the vote on the Gramm
amendment?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Reserving
the right——

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator is next.
I am going to come right to her.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. All right. Now, I say
to the Senator from Texas, would you
mind taking your second amendment
and setting it aside and let Senator
MOSELEY-BRAUN go and then you follow
her?

Mr. GRAMM. That would be fine.

Mr. DOMENICI. OK. So thereafter,
Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN would be rec-
ognized for her amendment, and then
Senator GRAMM for his second amend-
ment that everybody knows about. We
might be able to work it out. And then
when they are completed, that we then
stack the votes until 9 o’clock and that
subsequent to the debate on those
amendments, they would be set aside
and the following three Senators would
be permitted to speak on the floor of
the Senate: Senator BYRD, 15 min-
utes——

Mr. BYRD. When would that be?

Mr. DOMENICI. That would probably
be—I am just going to guess with the
Senator, but I am thinking it would be
like quarter of 8.

Mr. BYRD. Quarter of 8. I could have
had my speech made.

Mr. DOMENICI. I know. We are just
not as good at putting things together.

Would the Senator want to do that
sooner?

Mr. BYRD. I will only need 12 or 15
minutes.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Reserving
the right to object, I was not clear
whether or not the Senator’s request
included a request to stack votes on
these amendments. I would have to ob-
ject to that, to stack the votes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I did not hear the
Senator.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I would ob-
ject to the stacked votes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I will tell you the
leader wanted the votes stacked, so if
you do not want to accept it, I will
stand here on the floor and speak until
9 o’clock. I do not know why we could
not agree to stack the votes.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I also have to re-
serve the right to consult with our
leader to see if we could not make that
a little bit later than 9 so that we
can

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I
would ask that all my unanimous-con-
sent requests be vitiated and we pro-
ceed to a vote, except the one that we
will vote at 6:30 on Senator GRAMM’S
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amendment. And then we will stand
around here and try to work it out.

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

AMENDMENTS NOS. 326, 327, AND 328

Mr. McCAIN. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. DOMENICI. I will be pleased to
yield.

Mr. McCAIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to send to the desk three amend-
ments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DOMENICI. No objection.

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

Mr. McCAIN. I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the amendments.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN]

proposes amendments numbered 326, 327, and
328.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendments be dispensed with.

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

The amendments are as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 326

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
regarding truth in budgeting and spectrum
auctions)

At the appropriate place in the resolution,
insert the following:

SEC. .SENSE OF THE SENATE.

(a) The Senate finds that:

(1) The electromagnetic spectrum is the
property of the American people and is man-
aged on their behalf by the Federal Govern-
ment;

(2) The spectrum is a highly valuable and
limited natural resource;

(3) The auctioning of spectrum has raised
billions of dollars for the Treasury;

(4) The estimates made regarding the value
of spectrum in the past have proven unreli-
able, having previously understated and now
overstating its worth;

(5) Because estimates of spectrum value
depend on a number of technological, eco-
nomic, market forces, and other variables
that cannot be predicted or completely con-
trolled, it is not possible to reliably estimate
the value of a given segment of spectrum;
therefore,

(b) It is the Sense of the Senate that as
auctions occur as assumed by this Resolu-
tion, the Congress shall take such steps as
necessary to reconcile the difference between
actual revenues raised and estimates made
and shall reduce spending accordingly if such
auctions raise less revenue than projected.

AMENDMENT NO. 327

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
with respect to certain highway dem-
onstration projects)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. .HIGHWAY DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) 10 demonstration projects totaling $362
million were listed for special line-item
funding in the Surface Transportation As-
sistance Act of 1982;

(2) 1562 demonstration projects totaling $1.4
billion were named in the Surface Transpor-
tation and Uniform Relocation Assistance
Act of 1987;

(3) 64 percent of the funding for the 152
projects had not been obligated after 5 years
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and State transportation officials deter-
mined the projects added little, if any, to
meeting their transportation infrastructure
priorities;

(4) 538 location specific projects totaling
$6.23 billion were included in the Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of
1991;

(5) more than $3.3 billion of the funds au-
thorized for the 538 location specific-projects
remained unobligated as of January 31, 1997;

(6) the General Accounting Office deter-
mined that 31 States plus the District of Co-
lumbia and Puerto Rico would have received
more funding if the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act location-spe-
cific project funds were redistributed as Fed-
eral-aid highway program apportionments;

(7) this type of project funding diverts
Highway Trust Fund money away from State
transportation priorities established under
the formula allocation process and under the
Intermodal Surface Transportation and Effi-
ciency Act of 1991;

(8) on June 20, 1995, by a vote of 75 yeas to
21 nays, the Senate voted to prohibit the use
of Federal Highway Trust Fund money for
future demonstration projects;

(9) the Intermodal Surface Transportation
and Efficiency Act of 1991 expires at the end
of the Fiscal Year 1997; and

(10) hundreds of funding requests for spe-
cific transportation projects in Congres-
sional Districts have been submitted in the
House of Representatives.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that—

(1) notwithstanding different views on ex-
isting Highway Trust Fund distribution for-
mulas, funding for demonstration projects or
other similarly titled projects diverts High-
way Trust Fund money away from State pri-
orities and deprives States of the ability to
adequately address their transportation
needs;

(2) States are best able to determine the
priorities for allocating Federal-Aid-To-
Highway monies within their jurisdiction;

(3) Congress should not divert limited
Highway Trust Fund resources away from
State transportation priorities by author-
izing new highway projects; and

(4) Congress should not authorize any new
demonstration projects or other similarly-ti-
tled projects.

AMENDMENT NO. 328
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
that the revenues generated under legisla-
tion described in section 207 should not be
appropriated before the enactment of legis-
lation to reauthorize and reform the Na-
tional Rail Passenger Corporation)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING AM-
TRAK.

It is the sense of the Senate that any reve-
nues generated to finance an intercity pas-
senger rail fund under section 207 of this res-
olution shall not be appropriated to the Na-
tional Rail Passenger Corporation until such
time as legislation has been signed into law
to reauthorize and reform the National Rail
Passenger Corporation.

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, if all
this has come apart, I would like to re-
mind the Chair that when I recognized
Senator DORGAN and the cast of thou-
sands here, in that unanimous-consent
request was the request that we first
consider, we deal with two amend-
ments of mine, one that I thought was
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agreed to and one that I knew was
going to be somewhat controversial. I
just simply want to reaffirm, if all
these other deals are off, that that
unanimous-consent request is still
there, and that after this vote the
pending business would be my amend-
ment.

Now, I am perfectly willing to let the
Senator from Illinois go before me, but
if that is not going to work out, I want
to go ahead and claim the right that I
had under that unanimous-consent
agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. I concur with that.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I wonder if we
can just take a minute to confer with
our leader.

AMENDMENT NO. 318

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Have the yeas
and nays been ordered on the Gramm
amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have not been ordered.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I move to table
the Gramm amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
a sufficient second on the motion to
table.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. And the yeas and
nays are ordered. Is that correct?

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. The time has come
for a vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have been ordered. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion to
table the amendment. The clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Idaho [Mr. KEMPTHORNE]
is necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 68,
nays 31, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 77 Leg.]

YEAS—68
Akaka Feingold Lott
Baucus Feinstein Lugar
Bennett Ford Mikulski
Biden Frist Moseley-Braun
Bingaman Glenn Moynihan
Bond Gorton Murkowski
Boxer Graham Murray
Breaux Grassley Reed
Bryan Hagel Rei
X eid

Bumpers Harkin R

X obb
Byrd Hollings N
Chafee Inouye Roberts
Cleland Jeffords Rockefeller
Cochran Johnson Sarpanes
Collins Kennedy Smith (OR)
Conrad Kerrey Snowe
D’Amato Kerry Specter
Daschle Kohl Stevens
DeWine Landrieu Thompson
Dodd Lautenberg Torricelli
Domenici Leahy Warner
Dorgan Levin Wellstone
Durbin Lieberman Wyden

NAYS—31

Abraham Campbell Faircloth
Allard Coats Gramm
Ashcroft Coverdell Grams
Brownback Craig Gregg
Burns Enzi Hatch
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Helms McCain Shelby
Hutchinson McConnell Smith (NH)
Hutchison Nickles Thomas
Inhofe Roth Thurmond
Kyl Santorum

Mack Sessions

NOT VOTING—1
Kempthorne

The motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 318) was agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the motion was agreed to.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I move to lay
that motion on the table.

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President,
may we have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. The Senator from
West Virginia has the floor.

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I pro-
pound a parliamentary inquiry. There
was some confusion about the unani-
mous-consent requests that were made
just before the vote and as to whether
or not some of those requests have
been agreed to and remain to be ful-
filled. That is my question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is uncertain whether a unani-
mous-consent agreement was reached
with respect to the amendment of the
Senator from Kansas to go next.

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, our
other distinguished President pro tem-
pore is on the floor, and we have a very
good attendance. I ask unanimous con-
sent, notwithstanding any previous
order, I might proceed at this time for
not to exceed 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from West Virginia?

Mr. KYL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, I wonder if our colleague from
West Virginia would simply permit me
to offer an amendment.

Mr. BYRD. And have it laid aside?

Mr. KYL. Exactly.

Mr. BYRD. I have no objection.

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. BUMPERS. Reserving the right
to object, and I shall not object, I
would like to make the same request of
the Senator from West Virginia in
order to offer three amendments.

Mr. BYRD. I have no objection.

Mr. GRAMS addressed the Chair.

Mr. BYRD. I retain my right to the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia has the floor.

Mr. GRAMS. Reserving the right to
object, and I will not object, I also just
would like to offer an amendment and
lay it aside.

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that all Senators
presently on the floor who have amend-
ments which they wish to offer so they
will be properly offered, I ask that they
be allowed to offer them.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from West Virginia that all Senators
who wish to offer amendments be per-
mitted to do so under the terms of the
unanimous-consent request?

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President,
reserving the right to object, I say to
Senators, before we leave here to-
night—and we are going to come back
and vote at 9—we hope by that time to
have a unanimous-consent arrange-
ment so Senators will not have to each
stand up and send those amendments
to the desk. Madam President, I say to
Senator BUMPERS, we hope to have that
done, but if he wants to do it now while
he is on the floor, fine.

Mr. BUMPERS. It will take 10 sec-
onds.

Mr. DOMENICI. I have no objection
to the Senator’s request.

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. It is very gen-
erous of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia to propound this request. I cer-
tainly do not object, but understand, I
say to my colleagues, that the amend-
ments then should go up immediately.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request? Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NOS. 333, 334, AND 335

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Madam Presi-
dent, I have one amendment I send to
the desk on behalf of Senator DODD,
and I have two amendments which I
send to the desk on behalf of Senator
MOSELEY-BRAUN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. LAU-
TENBERG] proposes amendments numbered
333, 334 for Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN and amend-
ment numbered 335 for Mr. DODD.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
reading of the amendments be dis-
pensed with.

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

The amendments are as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 333
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
regarding the use of budget savings)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE
USE OF BUDGET SAVINGS.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) Poverty rates among the elderly are at
the lowest level since our Nation began to
keep poverty statistics, due in large part to
the social security system and the medicare
program.

(2) Twenty-two percent of every dollar
spent by the Federal Government goes to the
social security system.

(3) Eleven percent of every dollar spent by
the Federal Government goes to the medi-
care program.

(4) Currently, spending on the elderly ac-
counts for ¥ of the Federal budget and more
than % of all domestic spending other than
interest on the national debt.
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(5) Future generations of Americans must
be guaranteed the same value from the social
security system as past covered recipients.

(6) According to the 1997 report of the Man-
agement Trustee for the social security trust
funds, the accumulated balance in the Fed-
eral Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust
Fund is estimated to fall to zero by 2029, and
the estimated payroll tax at that time will
be sufficient to cover only 75 percent of the
benefits owed to retirees at that time.

(7) The accumulated balance in the Federal
Hospital Insurance Trust Fund is estimated
to fall to zero by 2001.

(8) While the Federal budget deficit has
shrunk for the fourth straight year to
$67,000,000,000 in 1997, measures need to be
taken to ensure that that trend continues.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the provisions of this res-
olution assume that budget savings in the
mandatory spending area should be used—

(1) to protect and enhance the retirement
security of the American people by ensuring
the long-term future of the social security
system;

(2) to protect and enhance the health care
security of senior citizens by ensuring the
long-term future of the medicare program
under title XVIII of the Social Security Act
(42 U.S.C. 1395 et seq.); and

(3) to restore and maintain Federal budget
discipline to ensure that the level of private
investment necessary for long-term eco-
nomic growth and prosperity is available.

AMENDMENT NO. 334
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
regarding the value of the social security
system for future retirees)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE
VALUE OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY
SYSTEM FOR FUTURE RETIREES.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) The social security system has allowed
a generation of Americans to retire with dig-
nity. Today, 13 percent of the population is
65 or older and by 2030, 20 percent of the pop-
ulation will be 65 or older. More than Y2 of
the elderly do not receive private pensions
and more than 5 have no income from as-
sets.

(2) For 60 percent of all senior citizens, so-
cial security benefits provide almost 80 per-
cent of their retirement income. For 80 per-
cent of all senior citizens, social security
benefits provide over 50 percent of their re-
tirement income.

(3) Poverty rates among the elderly are at
the lowest level since the United States
began to keep poverty statistics, due in large
part to the social security system.

(4) Seventy-eight percent of Americans pay
more in payroll taxes than they do in income
taxes.

(5) According to the 1997 report of the Man-
aging Trustee for the social security trust
funds, the accumulated balance in the Fed-
eral Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust
Fund is estimated to fall to zero by 2029, and
the estimated payroll tax at that time will
be sufficient to cover only 75 percent of the
benefits owed to retirees at that time.

(6) The average American retiring in the
year 2015 will pay $250,000 in payroll taxes
over the course of his or her working career.

(7) Future generations of Americans must
be guaranteed the same value from the social
security system as past covered recipients.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the provisions of this res-
olution assume that no change in the social
security system should be made that would
reduce the value of the social security sys-
tem for future generations of retirees.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

AMENDMENT NO. 335
(Purpose: To ensure that the concurrent res-
olution conforms with the Bipartisan

Budget Agreement to restrict revenue re-

ductions over the ten-year period)

On page 41, line 9 strike the period and add,
“and $250,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal
years 1998 through 2007,

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I ask unanimous
consent that the amendments be laid
aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from Arkansas.

AMENDMENT NOS. 330, 331 AND 332

Mr. BUMPERS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the pending amendment be
temporarily laid aside in order for me
to offer three amendments, which I
send to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS]
proposes amendments numbered 330, 331 and
332.

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendments be dispensed
with.

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

The amendments are as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 330
(Purpose: To delay the effectiveness of the
tax cuts assumed in the Budget Resolution
until the Federal budget is balanced)

Change the figure on line 11 of page 3 to
Zero.

Change the figure on line 12 of page 3 to
Zero.

Change the figure on line 13 of page 3 to
Z€ero.

Change the figure on line 14 of page 3 to
Zero.

Strike lines 7-9 on page 41 and insert in
lieu thereof the following:

‘“‘reduce revenues by mnot more than
$20,500,000,000 in fiscal year 2002 and
$20,500,000,000 for the period of fiscal years
1998 through 2002.”

The

AMENDMENT NO. 331
(Purpose: To ensure that the Medicare cuts
that will be enacted are not used to pay for
tax cuts and that instead the tax cuts are
completely paid for by the closure of tax
loopholes)

Strike lines 7-9 on page 41 and insert in
lieu thereof the following:

‘“‘Raise revenues by $19,500,000,000 in fiscal
year 2002 and $30,000,000,000 for the period of
fiscal years 1998 through 2002.”’

AMENDMENT NO. 332

(Purpose: To express the Sense of the Senate
that no budget reconciliation bill shall in-
crease the Federal deficit, either during
the five year scoring period or thereafter)
Add the following new section at the ap-

propriate place in the Resolution:

“SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE OPPOSING THE
ENACTMENT OF RECONCILIATION
LEGISLATION WHICH ADDS TO THE
FEDERAL DEFICIT.

‘‘(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—
‘(1) the Congressional Budget Act allows

for a point of order to be raised against a

Budget Reconciliation Bill or a particular

Title of a Budget Reconciliation Bill if the

Bill or Title would increase the deficit dur-

ing a fiscal year covered by the Bill;

““(2) the Congressional Budget Act allows

for a point of order to be raised against a
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Budget Reconciliation Bill or a particular
Title of a Budget Reconciliation Bill if the
Bill or Title would increase the deficit dur-
ing a fiscal year after the year covered by
the Bill; and

‘“(3) the purpose of the Budget Reconcili-
ation process is to enact legislation to re-
duce the Federal budget deficit.

‘‘(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the Senate should not
enact Budget Reconciliation legislation
which increases the Federal Budget deficit
either during any fiscal year covered by the
Reconciliation legislation or any fiscal year
thereafter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia still has con-
trol.

Mr. BUMPERS. I am sorry, I thought
the Senator had yielded for that pur-
pose.

Mr. BYRD. I think I made a request.
If I may be heard, my request was that
all Senators who are presently on the
floor may be permitted to send their
amendments to the desk, and it will be
considered as having been offered in
order to comply with the requests that
amendments be filed before the day
ends. So I think that takes care of it.

Mr. BUMPERS. Let me ask the Sen-
ator from West Virginia, is his request
that all Senators can simply send their
amendments to the desk without the
formality of offering them from the
floor?

Mr. BYRD. That was my request. I do
not know if it was objected to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That was
the agreement that was agreed to.

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, we
have an agreement on the amendment
that is pending subject to just a modi-
fication. Can we do the modification in
30 seconds and clear the floor and then
let both our distinguished senior Sen-
ators speak, and then we can start the
whole process again? We can do that in
30 seconds. Can we do that?

Mr. BYRD. I have no objection to
that. I just hope we will not lose an au-
dience before I get to speak.

Mr. GRAMM. We can add Senator
THURMOND to the unanimous-consent
request and let both speak. I think it
will be good.

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator BROWNBACK
has an amendment just like yours. Can
we take it right after yours? It will
take 10 minutes.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Good, and I prom-
ise I will stay around and listen.

AMENDMENT NO. 317, AS MODIFIED

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, I
send a modification to the desk to
amendment No. 317. All the amend-
ment says is it is a sense of the Senate
that we need to move toward setting
aside in advance funding for emer-
gencies; that we ought to ask Presi-
dents to submit budgets that prepare
for emergencies. We know we are going
to have them every year. We have aver-
aged $7 billion in emergency spending
for the last 6 years. We ought to go
ahead and make it part of the process
that these are funded in advance.
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This is a sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion. Obviously, we will have to vote on
this to get to appropriations, but it has
been cleared on both sides.

I thank our colleagues for accepting
it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to amendment No. 317 being
modified?

Mr. DOMENICI. We have no objec-
tion.

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

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

At the end of title III insert the following:
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON DISASTER AS-

SISTANCE FUNDING.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) emergency spending adds to the deficit
and total spending;

(2) the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990 ex-
empts emergency spending from the discre-
tionary spending caps and pay-go require-
ments;

(3) the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990 ex-
pires in 1989 and needs to be extended;

(4) since the enactment of the Budget En-
forcement Act, Congress and the President
have approved an average of $5.8 billion per
year in emergency spending;

(5) a natural disaster in any particular
State is unpredictable, but the United States
is likely to experience a natural disaster al-
most every year.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the functional totals un-
derlying this concurrent resolution on the
budget assume that the Congress should con-
sider in the extension on the Budget Enforce-
ment Act and in appropriations acts—

(1) provisions that budget for emergencies
or that require emergency spending to be off-
set;

(2) provisions that provide flexibility to
meet emergency funding requirements asso-
ciated with natural disaster;

(3) Congress and the President should con-
sider appropriating at least $5 billion every
year within discretionary limits to provide
natural disaster relief;

(4) Congress and the President should not
designate any emergency spending for nat-
ural disaster relief until such amounts pro-
vided in regular appropriations are ex-
hausted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on amendment No. 317,
as modified?

Without objection, the amendment is
agreed to.

The amendment (No. 317), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. BROWNBACK addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

AMENDMENT NO. 329
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
on enforcement of the bipartisan budget
agreement)

Mr. BROWNBACK. I have an amend-
ment at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

the
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The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. BROWN-
BACK], for himself and Mr. KOHL, proposes an
amendment numbered 329.

Mr. BROWNBACK. I ask unanimous
consent that further reading of the
amendment be dispensed with. We can
do this very quickly.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing:

SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON ENFORCE-
MENT OF BIPARTISAN BUDGET
AGREEMENT.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) the bipartisan budget agreement is con-
tingent upon—

(A) favorable economic conditions for the
next 5 years;

(B) accurate estimates of the fiscal im-
pacts of assumptions in this resolution; and

(C) enactment of legislation to reduce the
deficit.

(2) if either of the conditions in paragraph
(1) are not met, our ability to achieve a bal-
anced budget by 2002 will be jeopardized.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the functional totals and
limits in this resolution assume that—

(1) reconciliation legislation should in-
clude legislation to enforce the targets set
forth in the budget process description in-
cluded in the agreement and to ensure the
balanced budget goal is met; and

(2) such legislation shall—

(A) establish procedures to ensure those
targets are met every year;

(B) require that the President’s annual
budget and annual Congressional concurrent
resolutions on the budget comply with those
targets every year;

(C) consider provisions which provide that
if the deficit is below or the surplus is above
the deficits projected in the agreement in
any year, such savings are locked in for def-
icit and debt reduction; and

(D) consider provisions which include a
provision to budget for and control emer-
gency spending in order to prevent the use of
emergencies to evade the budget targets.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Senator KOHL and
I have a great deal of concern about
getting some enforcement mechanisms
put into place during reconciliation so
that the budget agreement that is
reached, if it is passed, is then en-
forced. It is in the reconciliation of the
bill. That is what this amendment will
do. We need to work together during
reconciliation to enforce the targets
that have been established.

Madam President, this is a hopeful
budget deal. We must hope that we do
not have one slight downturn in the
economy. We must hope that we did
not make one flawed assumption, and
we must hope that we don’t have a na-
tional emergency.

Madam President, no matter how
well intended things may be, things
don’t always work out the way you
hope they will. If any one of these
hopeful events don’t occur, then the
budget won’t be balanced. This is why
Senator KOHL and I are offering this
sense-of-the-Senate amendment.

This budget deal was only made pos-
sible because the night before the
agreement, CBO found an extra $225
billion in revenues.
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This deal assumes we will be able to
achieve 72 percent of the savings in the
last 2 years with more than half occur-
ring in the last year.

And because these numbers are so
fragile and ever-changing at best, and
because this budget promises to bal-
ance without much real fiscal re-
straint, it is imperative that we enact
strong budget enforcement reforms to
assure that the goals of this deal are
reached.

We cannot simply rely on hope to end
this cycle of debt we are passing onto
our children. To make balancing the
budget a reality, this deal needs teeth.
We need to strengthen this deal by at
least enforcing it.

This amendment does not change any
numbers, it does not alter any of the
goals of this agreement. It only says
that Congress should put in place tools
to make sure this deal is honored.

What is in the amendment?

This amendment requires that this
summer the Budget Committee report
a bill that requires: That every year
the President sends Congress a budget
that complies with this agreement;
that the budget adopted by Congress
complies with this agreement; provides
that if the deficit is below the targets
set out in this budget that the money
is not spent, rather it shall be saved;
that emergency spending is paid for;
and this amendment establishes legal
procedures that will assure that the
goals of this agreement are reached.

Mr. KOHL. Madam President, I rise
as a supporter of this budget and as a
sponsor of the Brownback-Kohl en-
forcement amendment. This budget de-
serves the support of the Senate for
several reasons.

It is bipartisan and centrist. It finds
priorities—like education and child
health—that transcend party lines. It
includes reasonable tax relief targeted
toward families and economic growth.
It balances the budget by the year 2002,
and it produces surpluses to reduce the
debt in the years after that.

In this budget, the Congress and the
administration have found a way to do
what the American people have long
asked us to do: Balance the budget in a
balanced manner—grow the economy
without growing income inequality—
strengthen the country by strength-
ening the working family.

The amendment I offer today with
my colleague from Kansas makes this
very good budget stronger. It calls on
the Budget Committee to report en-
forcement legislation that will lock in
the deficit targets in the agreement.

While there are some enforcement
provisions in the budget deal, we don’t
think they go far enough. Our amend-
ment calls for enforceable caps on all
parts of the budget—entitlements, dis-
cretionary spending, and tax expendi-
tures. It requires windfall savings from
a good economy or lower than antici-
pated spending to be locked in to def-
icit reduction. And it calls for reform
in emergency spending procedures so
that Congress cannot use true disasters
as
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an excuse for off-budget spending on fa-
vorite programs.

Again, said. Out amendment does not
change the budget deal. It strengthens
it. It guarantees that the balanced
budget becomes a reality. And it will
assure the American people that we are
serious about reaching balance by 2002.

It is important that we make that as-
surance. This budget is open to criti-
cism because it increases the deficit
from $67 to $90 billion in 1998 and 1999
before bringing it to 0 in 2002. All of the
deficit reduction in this agreement oc-
curs after the turn of the century.

We simply are not credible if we
promise to cut the deficit a couple of
years down the road. People have heard
that from Congress for too long. I urge
my colleagues to support this budget—
and more. I urge them to commit to it
by agreeing on strong enforcement pro-
cedures that will guarantee the deficit
reduction we promise. I urge my col-
leagues to support the Brownback-Kohl
amendment.

Mr. BROWNBACK. I ask that this
amendment be agreed to by unanimous
consent. It has been worked out be-
tween the parties.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ENzI). Is there further debate on the
amendment? If there is no objection,
amendment No. 329 is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 329) was agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia, under the pre-
vious order, is recognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. Would the Senator
permit me one thing?

Mr. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. DOMENICI. I gather Senator
BYRD is going to speak and then Sen-
ator THURMOND is going to speak. Then
I would ask unanimous consent two
amendments be in order and in the fol-
lowing sequence: Senator MOSELEY-
BrRAUN—and how much time did the
Senator want to take on her amend-
ment?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. It was my
understanding that I would be allowed
an hour tonight and then some time in
the morning to vote on it.

Mr. DOMENICI. Do you want the
whole hour? That is all I am asking.
Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Yes,

whole hour.

Mr. DOMENICI. OK. Following the
debate on her amendment, at the con-
clusion of the time, that Senator MACK
be recognized to offer a sense-of-the-
Senate resolution regarding the Na-
tional Institutes of Health.

Mr. MACK. That is correct.

Mr. DOMENICI. Does the Senator
want to reserve the statutory time of
an hour?

Mr. MACK. I have already received
requests of at least an hour.

Mr. DOMENICI. All right. That
means then we will not resume voting
until 9 o’clock or slightly thereafter
when these matters have been finished.
We will vote in sequence, first on Sen-
ator MOSELEY-BRAUN’s and then on
Senator MACK’s. And we are reserving
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the right to table either one if we so
desire or if anyone desires to do that.

I ask unanimous consent that that
request be granted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. CONRAD. Reserving the right to
object. If I could get the——

Mr. DOMENICI. I get instructions, I
am so sorry, that I am unaware of. 1
understand Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN
will agree to have her vote be the first
vote up in the morning.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Yes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Tonight at 9 o’clock,
we will vote on Senator MACK’S pro-
posal that I just described.

Would the Senator like to vote this
evening?

Mr. MACK. I would like to have a re-
corded vote. This evening would be
fine. My only question would be, are we
really fixing a time at 9 o’clock or——

Mr. DOMENICI. We will not have a
vote until 9 o’clock.

Mr. MACK. Sometime after that?

Mr. DOMENICI. At 9 or thereafter.

Mr. MACK. Very good.

Mr. DOMENICI. Any other Senators
that might have an amendment they
would like to call up tonight?

Mr. CONRAD. Yes, Mr. Chairman, if I
might.

Mr. DOMENICI. You are in.

Mr. CONRAD. I would like to get in-
cluded in this train. I would like to get
in on this one.

Mr. DOMENICI. Do you want to fol-
low whatever we have just indicated
the sequence is? You will follow there-
after with a speech here on the floor. I
ask unanimous consent for that to be
added to the request.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senator.

Mr. DOMENICI. We will not agree to
any other amendments at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
any objection to the request? Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from West Virginia.

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

Mr. DOMENICI.
BYRD.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator.

———

SENATOR THURMOND’S
MILESTONE

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, we are told
in the Holy Bible that Abraham lived
to be 175 years old, that Isaac lived to
be 180 years old, that Jacob lived to be
147 years old, and that Joseph lived to
be 110 years old. I have consulted Scrip-
ture to see if there is any account of
record with respect to the Senator who
is the senior Senator of this body,
STROM THURMOND, and I found that
nothing had yet been entered in regard
to that venerable gentleman.

I rise today to call attention to a
very historic and significant happening
that will occur on this coming Sunday,
May 25, when the senior Senator from
South Carolina becomes the longest
serving Senator in the history of the
U.S. Senate. On that day, Senator

I thank Senator
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STROM THURMOND, whose service began
on December 24, 1954, will surpass the
record set by Arizona Senator Carl
Hayden, who served 41 years and 10
months between 1927 and 1969. In the
entire 208-year history of the U.S. Sen-
ate, only three Senators—STROM THUR-
MOND, Carl Hayden, and John Stennis
of Mississippi—served for more than 40
years.

I should point out that Senator Hay-
den had previously spent 15 years in
the House of Representatives, giving
him a combined 56 years in Congress, a
record matched by no one else in either
the House or Senate.

I stand fourth on the overall list of
seniority in the Senate, with 38 years
and 5 months of service to date, which
does not count the 6 years that I spent
in the House of Representatives, begin-
ning in January 1953, before I came to
the Senate. The rest of the ““top 10"’ in-
clude Senators Richard Russell, Rus-
sell Long, Francis Warren, James East-
land, Warren Magnuson, and Claiborne
Pell. It is worthy of note that while
there have been Senators throughout
our history—1,843 Senators in our 208-
year history—at the time that Senator
Hayden retired in 1969, 9 of these top 10
Senators were then serving together in
the Senate. That is quite a remarkable
thing, I think. Longevity of Senate
service 1is clearly a modern phe-
nomenon.

Longevity records have been set on
three prior occasions in the 20th cen-
tury. In 1905, William Allison, an Iowa
Republican, broke the previous record
of 31 years and 11 months. In 1928, Sen-
ator Francis Warren, a Wyoming Re-
publican, broke Allison’s record. And
in 1964, Senator Carl Hayden, an Ari-
zona Democrat, surpassed Warren’s
tenure. Now Senator THURMOND, a Re-
publican from the State of South Caro-
lina, will move past Senator Hayden’s
record.

It is fitting for those of us in the Sen-
ate to pay tribute to Senator THUR-
MOND on this occasion. I note that on
February 19, 1962, the Senate honored
Senator Hayden when he became the
first person to have served in Congress
50 years. On June 19, 1970, we com-
memorated Senator Mike Mansfield’s
becoming the longest-serving Demo-
cratic leader of the Senate. And on De-
cember 22, 1995, we similarly celebrated
Senator Bob Dole’s breaking of his par-
ty’s leadership record.

It is also fitting for us to recall the
great sweep of American history rep-
resented in Senator THURMOND’S long
political career. And it is indeed a re-
markable political career. If one will
just take the time to look at the Con-
gressional Directory, he will view with
astonishment and amazement the po-
litical record of Senator THURMOND. He
won his first election as Edgefield
County superintendent of schools in
1928, when he was 26 years old. Calvin
Coolidge then occupied the White
House, soon to be replaced by Herbert
Hoover, who was elected President that
year. The boom times of the Roaring
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