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freedoms. I have often said, every time
you increase regulation, you take away
a degree of individual freedoms. That is
exactly what they have done.

So we have an administration which
now says to the farmers, don’t worry,
we are going to exempt you; you are
not going be affected by this. Then
they went to the U.S. Conference of
Mayors—and I have to say that I used
to be the token conservative on the
board of directors of the U.S. Con-
ference of Mayors when I was mayor of
Tulsa, OK. It’s not really a conserv-
ative operation. Yet, they voted, in
San Francisco, overwhelmingly, to re-
ject these standards, and these are the
mostly Democrats talking, not Repub-
licans.

Why are they concerned about it?
They are concerned about it because
they know if we bring these standards
down, those mayors are going to be
running cities that will be out of at-
tainment. This will be another, prob-
ably the most severe, of what they call
the unfunded mandates that has been
out there.

The administration also tried to sin-
gle out small business, to say this is
not going to affect small business.
They even said that to one of the Con-
gressmen from Louisiana: Well, you
have seven parishes, but don’t worry,
we won’t make you do anything, we’ll
get the people to the west so when the
air flows over it is going to clean up
your air. So it has been a very dis-
honest campaign by the administra-
tion. I really believe during the August
recess we are going to be able to show
the American people what this is really
all about.

Last year we passed two significant
laws. One is called SBREFA, the Small
Business Regulatory Enforcement
Act—SBREFA. The thrust of this bill
is you can’t pass a new rule, a new reg-
ulation, unless you explain its effect on
small business. So, during one of our
committee meetings, we asked the Di-
rector of the EPA, “Why is it that you
have not explained what the effect of
this will be on small business?’’ The re-
sponse was, ‘‘There is no effect on
small business.”

I can assure you, Mr. President, all
these farms that are small businesses—
I can assure you, any small business
that has an electric bill, when they say
this is going to increase the electric
bills by somewhere between 8 and 10
percent, that’s an impact on small
business. The response of the EPA is,
“Wait a minute, all we are saying to
the States is you have to come into at-
tainment. You have to figure out how
to do it. And whatever you do to your
citizens to make that happen is your
responsibility. So we—the EPA—are
not the ones saying we are imposing a
hardship.”

We passed another bill, the unfunded
mandates bill, that says we cannot
pass regulations here that result in an
unfunded mandate to political subdivi-
sions below the Federal Government.
Consequently, I can assure you, the
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U.S. Conference of Mayors, the Na-
tional Association of Governors, and
the National Association of State Leg-
islators, the National League of Cities
and all these groups that are so con-
cerned about this, they know exactly
what an unfunded mandate is.

I anticipate, when the time comes
that these standards are put into ef-
fect, or set, that there are going to be
some lawsuits. I think the American
Truckers Association already stated
they are going to be suing the EPA. So
my concern is, with all these lawsuits
that will take place, that we resolve
this issue to some satisfaction now, be-
fore we get locked in endless litigation.
the best way to avoid this happening,
the best way to avoid these arbitrary,
onerous, and unjustified regulations,
would be to go ahead and pass this leg-
islation, which is S. 1084.

I believe S. 1084 and H.R. 1984 will be
passed, and I think they will be passed
with a large enough margin to sustain
a veto.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

BALANCED BUDGET ACT OF 1997—
CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. DOMENICI. Under the previous
unanimous-consent order, I assume we
are on the budget bill at 12 o’clock?

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The committee on conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to H.R. 2015 having
met, after full and free conference, have
agreed to recommend and do recommend to
their respective Houses this report, signed by
a majority of the conferees.

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senate will proceed to
the consideration of the conference re-
port.

(The conference report is printed in
the House proceedings of the RECORD of
July 29, 1997.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks recognition?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry. How is the time
being charged?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
under the quorum call was charged to
the Senator from New Jersey who
asked for the quorum call.

Mr. DOMENICI. He asked for it. That
is not fair. Can we do this: I ask unani-
mous consent that we charge the time
that has elapsed equally to both sides
and, henceforth, on the quorum call I
am going to ask for right now, it be
charged equally also.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent
that the order for the quorum call be
rescinded.

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

———
RECESS

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that we stand in re-
cess until the hour of 1 o’clock, and
that the time continue to run on the
conference report pursuant to the
Budget Act, and it be charged equally.

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

Thereupon, at 12:29 p.m., the Senate
recessed until 1 p.m.; whereupon, the
Senate reassembled when called to
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr.
HAGEL).

———

BALANCED BUDGET ACT OF 1997—
CONFERENCE REPORT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the conference report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum and ask
unanimous consent that it be charged
equally.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CoATS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I un-
derstand Senator GRAMS would like to
speak for up to 10 minutes. I yield him
that time off the bill from our side of
the 10 hours.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized to
speak for up to 10 minutes.

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I want to
give my congratulations to the chair-
man of the Budget Committee and all
the others who have worked so hard
over the last couple of weeks to work
out an especially very important tax
package, which I believe is going to be
a step in the right direction of reliev-
ing some of the tax burden placed on
American families over the last several
years.

So with that, Mr. President, I rise to
express my strong support for the tax
relief package that will be coming be-
fore the Senate tomorrow. I want to
take this opportunity, again, to com-
mend and thank the majority leader,
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Chairman DOMENICI, Chairman ROTH,
and the negotiators for the administra-
tion for all of their efforts to bring us
to this historic point here today.

Mr. President, when my good friend
TiM HUTCHINSON and I went to the floor
as freshmen members of the House in
June 1993 to introduce a budget plan we
called Putting Jobs and the American
Family First, I could never have
guessed the long road we would have to
travel to reach the point we find our-
selves at today—on the verge of enact-
ing the $500 per-child tax credit that
served as the centerpiece of our 1993
legislation.

Our proposal did not have a lot of
support in Washington in 1993, and
family tax relief did not even make the
radar screen of most lawmakers. But
that was not important, because we
had support where it mattered the
most: with the American taxpayers. In
the years since, I have watched the en-
thusiasm for the $500 per-child tax
credit continue to grow until it could
no longer be ignored here in Wash-
ington. After being embraced by the
President and congressional leaders in
both parties, 1997 is the year in which
the $500 per-child tax credit will finally
become law.

I have been pleased with many of the
changes we been able to bring about in
our Government during my service in
Congress—but the vote we’ll take to-
morrow on our tax relief plan charts an
important new course. This week, we
fulfill what I consider to be a funda-
mental promise we made 2% years ago
to the American taxpayers: that Wash-
ington would finally listen to the peo-
ple and let them keep a little bit more
of their own money at the end of the
day.

This legislation is a victory—not for
the Senate, or the House, or the Presi-
dent, but for the working families of
America. Those are the men and
women who go to work every day—and
sometimes to a second job at night—in
the summer when the heat is horrific
and the winter when the car will not
start and the snow is piled up to their
knees. They put in their 8 hours and
often stay for another 3 or 4 for the
overtime if they are struggling to save
for a new furnace or the Kkids need
braces. They do not ask for much—just
to be treated fairly. These are the folks
who look at their checkbooks each
week and wonder ‘“Where did it all
g0?”’—the same folks who stare at their
tax returns each April and ask ‘“‘How
come the government takes so much?”’

Thanks to the $5600 per-child tax cred-
it, the Government will be taking a lit-
tle less on tax day.

Mr. President, I am pleased with the
improved $500 per-child tax credit pro-
vision contained in the fiscal year 1998
reconciliation conference agreement. It
is a needed improvement over the Sen-
ate-passed version, which I voted
against in June.

At that time, I opposed the Senate
tax bill because of the way it restricted
the use of the $500 per-child tax credit,
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and in the process, diluted its value.
The Senate plan offered a $250 tax cred-
it in 1997 for children under the age of
13, which increased to $5600 per-child in
1999. For children age 13 to 16, the tax
credit was available only if parents
dedicated it toward their children’s
education. While I fully support the
idea of putting away those tax credit
dollars for college, I do not believe the
Government should mandate exactly
how the taxpayers should spend their
own money. That is not the place of
Congress and the President.

When I cast my vote against the Sen-
ate’s tax cut bill in June, it was to
send a signal to budget negotiators
that we must craft a $500 per-child tax
credit that does more for working fam-
ilies. With the recent improvements
made by the House and the Senate, it
is clear Washington finally got the
message—as a result, more families
will keep more of their hard-earned tax
dollars.

The $500 per-child tax credit remains
the centerpiece of the our tax relief
plan. Under the agreement, working
families will be provided a $400 per-
child credit in 1998, which increases to
$500 per-child in 1999 for dependent
children below age 17. The credit is
phased out for families earning more
than $110,000 per year. The result is
that the families of 43 million children
nationwide will receive more than $70
billion in tax credits over the next 5
years.

It is the Nation’s middle-income fam-
ilies who will benefit most once this
provision is enacted. In my State of
Minnesota, nearly 700,000 children from
middle-class families will be the pri-
mary beneficiaries. Those families will
see over $300 million in tax relief. That
is $300 million that will not go to
Washington to fund the priorities of
the Federal Government. Instead, fami-
lies can use that money to fund their
own priorities, whether that is gro-
ceries, medical expenses, insurance, or
education.

An additional 170,000 Minnesota chil-
dren will receive the tax credit under
this expanded version than would have
under President Clinton’s plan.

Another notable improvement is that
the agreement broadens the child tax
credit to low-income families.

When Senators HUTCHINSON, COATS,
and I introduced our most recent
version of the child tax relief legisla-
tion earlier this year, we urged Con-
gress to provide immediate tax relief
to families effective in 1997, provide it
to as many families with children
under age 18 as it possibly can, regard-
less of their income, and make it avail-
able against all taxes paid by workers,
including payroll taxes. I am pleased
the agreement adopted our proposal
and offset this tax relief by tightening
the earned income tax credit.

For a typical family of four, the $500
per-child tax credit means $1,000 in tax
relief, which would pay 1 month’s
mortgage and grocery bills, or 11
months’ worth of electric bills, or near-
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1y 20 months’ worth of clothing for the
children.

More significantly, the $500 per-child
tax credit will reverse a 16-year tide of
rising Federal taxes to finally reduce a
family’s total Federal income tax bur-
den. This is the first tax cut in 16
years, but, in the meantime, there have
been 10 tax increases in that 16 years.
This begins to reverse the tide.

For a family of four earning $30,000
per year, $1,000 in tax relief would cut
their income tax burden by 51 percent.
Meanwhile, a family of four earning
$40,000 would see their tax burden cut
by 30 percent, a family earning $75,000
would see their tax burden reduced by
12 percent, and a family earning
$100,000 per year would receive a tax
cut of 7.4 percent.

This tax relief will restore some fair-
ness for the taxpayers of my State.
Over the past several decades, the Fed-
eral tax load on Minnesota residents
has grown larger and larger while their
share of Federal spending has gotten
smaller and smaller. Minnesotans last
year paid an average of $5,563 per per-
son in taxes to the Federal Govern-
ment, $203 more than the national av-
erage. But Minnesota received back
only 78 cents in Federal spending for
every $1 its taxpayers sent to Wash-
ington, among the lowest return of any
State. This regional disparity is an ad-
ditional financial burden to Minnesota
residents.

Mr. President, I also applaud the in-
clusion in the agreement of important
pro-economic-growth and  pro-pros-
perity tax provisions such as capital
gains relief and estate tax reduction.
Although these tax cuts are rather
small and hardly keep pace with infla-
tion, it is nonetheless a move in the
right direction. These tax cuts will
spur job creation and economic growth.
In doing so, they will reduce the cost of
capital, increase worker productivity,
and provide higher salaries for the
American people.

However, I believe Congress could
have done much more in the way of tax
relief for working Americans if Wash-
ington would just spend less and allow
working families to keep more of their
hard-earned money.

I personally would prefer a full and
immediate $500 per-child tax credit for
all families with children under 18
without any restrictions, zero capital
gains tax, elimination of the death tax,
and ending double taxation. But those
battles will have to wait for another
day.

My greatest disappointment with the
tax deal is that it contains no real tax
reform. Instead of simplifying the Tax
Code, this tax bill increases its com-
plexity. Tax policy is still used as a
tool for the redistribution of private
incomes and for social engineering.
Nothing is done to end the IRS as we
know it. Unfortunately, these defects
greatly diminish the positive impacts
of the tax bill. I pledge to continue to
work with my colleagues on real tax
reform in the future.
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Although the tax relief in the im-
proved bill is still tiny when compared
against both the total tax burden of
the American taxpayers and total Gov-
ernment spending, it is the first time
in 16 years that the Government has
acknowledged that working families
are being heavily overtaxed. That is
reason enough to celebrate.

Mr. President, ever since the people
of Minnesota sent me to represent
them in Congress—first in the House
and now in the Senate—Americans
have been writing me to share their
dreams for themselves and for their na-
tion. Their letters fill dozens of files in
my office. Some of the most passionate
stories have come from families—work-
ing families who heard that I had pro-
posed a $500 per child tax credit and
wanted to tell me what a difference
such a seemingly simple piece of legis-
lation would make in their lives.

I would like to share just a few of
their letters. A family in Illinois wrote:

We are a one-paycheck family struggling
to keep our heads above water . . . It is en-
couraging to know there are members of the
government who understand our struggle
and are working on our behalf.

“Thank you for your efforts in trying
to help families receive a tax credit of
$500 per child,” wrote another family,
this one from Texas. ‘“‘As parents of
three children, we truly appreciate
your endeavors in a time when other
politicians are trying to get more and
more of our hard-earned money.”

From Michigan came this letter:

There are not very many people in Wash-
ington who remember the pro-family com-
munity—and even fewer in Washington who
will support the family.

And a family in my own State of
Minnesota sent me this heartfelt let-
ter:

As the mother of seven children with one
income, I am especially interested in the $500
per child tax credit. We refuse to accept aid
from federal or state programs that we qual-
ify for.

We believe this country was built with
hard work and sacrifice, not sympathy and
handouts. We also believe that we can spend
this money more effectively than the gov-
ernment, which has only succeeded in cre-
ating a permanent dependent welfare class
with our money over the last 40 years. Let us
get back to basics.

Let us get back to basics.

I think ‘‘getting back to basics” is
what this debate is all about, Mr.
President. The American family has al-
ways been our Nation’s most basic
level of government. The power begins
with the family and it ought to remain
with the family at the end of the day.
By enacting the $500 per child tax cred-
it into law, Congress and the President
will at last send a message to real
Americans—the folks outside the con-
fines of this Capitol—that we under-
stand what it means to be a working
family in the 1990’s, that we know gov-
ernment demands too much while de-
livering too little, and that we can put
aside the politics that too often divide
us and do what is right by the Amer-
ican taxpayers.
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Mr. President, the $500 per child tax
credit is not going to make anybody
rich, but we cannot measure its value
in just dollars and cents. After 16 years
without a drop of tax relief, we are fi-
nally going to let the taxpayers keep a
little bit more of their own money at
the end of the day. From the vantage
point of this Senator, that is a price-
less investment in the American fam-
ily.

Again, after 4 years of hard work to
bring about at least this portion of the
tax bill, which has been called ‘‘the
crown jewel,” we are going to finally
succeed in giving the American family
some hard-earned tax relief.

Thank you, very much, Mr. Presi-
dent.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, thank
you for recognizing me.

I want to make an announcement for
Senators. The bill—the very large bill
that you have seen kind of appear on
the desk—is available to those who
have access to the Internet. You can
view the bill through a link in the
Budget Committee office. You can do it
in your own offices on the Budget Com-
mittee home page, and the bill will be
here no longer than a half-hour from
now in sufficient numbers for those
who want to view it in its entirety.

As you know, the House is voting on
the bill now—debating and voting on
it. Then it will officially be trans-
mitted to us. We have decided to start
debating this so that we could all use
this time during the day and not have
to be here all night to get this done in
a timely manner.

Mr. President, I want to make a few
observations. Obviously, Senator LAU-
TENBERG Wwill have his, and then I
would like very much to say to Sen-
ators that we are using time out of the
10 hours allowed.

I understand from our majority lead-
er that we intend to get this bill done,
if possible, tonight; if not, clearly to-
morrow morning. So that means we are
going to spend a lot of time here on the
floor between now and the time we quit
tonight.

So, if Senators have comments they
would like to make, or if they have
questions, I would particularly suggest
if you have questions with reference to
the Byrd rule—one of the rules that
apply to these bills that do not apply
anywhere else because it has to do with
a special test for extraneousness—I
wish they would talk with us, or talk
with Senator LAUTENBERG’s staff or our
respective leadership offices about the
Byrd rule violations that we are aware
of and kind of documented now. We
would all like to have a chance to work
together on them. When it comes to
that issue, I would like to make the
following statement so that everybody
understands. I am sure my friend, Sen-
ator LAUTENBERG, will concur.

The White House has been involved
from the very beginning in the prepara-
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tion of this legislation. And from time
to time both the Republicans and the
White House have been involved with
Democratic legislators. But let me
make it very clear. This is a historic
document in another procedural con-
text because last evening the White
House staff stayed until late in the
evening—in fact, until the early morn-
ing hours—before they would sign off
on this. They read every single word of
legislative language. And, indeed, they
read every word in the accompanying
report language. Frankly, I have been
around here a long time and working
with administrations and the White
House with legislation up here, and I
think this may be the first time that
has ever happened.

I only say that because, obviously, it
was hard to put this package together.
In the process there are many
wordsmiths, and there are many things
that have to be put together in terms
of language. But every bit of it, includ-
ing those few instances where there are
Byrd rule violations—and that sounds
rather ominous, but it really means
that we have a technical rule that says
you ought not be legislating in this
bill. You ought to be doing deficit re-
duction. And on some occasions it is
hard to keep that altogether and not
fall into something that is legislative
in a 1,000-page document.

So let me stop the process part, and
just remind Senators who would like to
speak today if you have some thoughts
and things that you want the public to
hear from the floor of the Senate, as
soon as you can start calling us for
time, we would be very, very glad to
accommodate. And I think we can ac-
commodate most people on a rather
short notice because from my stand-
point I have said an awful lot. I don’t
intend to be here on the floor saying a
lot more. I am just trying to get this
bill completed.

But let me start by saying this morn-
ing that the headline in the Wash-
ington Post, which has not been very
supportive of this, used five very nice
words. They said, ‘‘This is a Big Deal.”
Maybe they don’t like the ‘‘big deal,”
but it is nice that they recognize what
all of us know—that this is a big deal
for the American people. It carries out
a bipartisan budget agreement that in
itself was historic between the Presi-
dent and the leadership of Congress
back in May. It is a big deal in this
town when we could do what the Amer-
ican people asked us to do, and that is
to work together to live by our com-
mitments, to reduce spending and re-
duce taxes, and get our work done.

So it is pretty obvious that this is a
big deal. It balances the budget for the
first time in 30 years. And I know there
are many who will continue to be skep-
tical until that day arrives. Frankly, I
am here saying I am a pretty good
budgeteer. I understand all of these nu-
ances about budgeting, and how the
economy impacts on it—how inflation
impacts, how the growth in the econ-
omy impacts. But absent a real major
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catastrophe, which nobody can plan
for, this budget will be balanced.
Frankly, it is because of a number of
things. The economy is doing splen-
didly. That could change. But it looks
like things are in place like they
haven’t been for a long, long time in
terms of those things that make an
economy go into recession or into an
inflationary cycle. And we are not
growing out of control. It is kind of a
measure of good solid growth.

So I think we are entitled to use con-
servative estimates for the next 5
years, which we have done, Mr. Presi-
dent. The economics in this bill’s pro-
jections for the future are not overly
optimistic. So when you add it up, for
those who say we have some new pro-
grams and we spend some money, that
is correct. For some there isn’t enough
by way of cutting the budget in this—
cutting the expenditures. But I will get
to that in a minute.

Just remember, it is a Democratic
President elected by the people and a
Republican-controlled Congress with
Democrats in the minority who had to
put a package together that did some-
thing significant, or spend the next 3%
years, in my opinion, doing nothing.
We would have been around here fight-
ing. We would have at every juncture
on every bill have had stalemates. We
might have even closed down Govern-
ment again.

So from my standpoint, if you look
at 10 years—and I am not saying every-
thing in these 10 years is locked in
stone, but 5 years of it is—we reduce
what we would have otherwise spent by
about $1 trillion. This time we have not
included in that estimate the savings
that will come from debt service be-
cause as you reduce the amount that
you borrow you take off of that base-
line that had calculated in it interest.

Yes, this balanced budget is a bipar-
tisan budget agreement. We followed it
as well as any differing groups could
follow it. We put it together with a dif-
ferent group than had to implement it.
So that is not easy, for they always
second-guess us and claim they should
have been in. I wish everybody in the
Senate could have been in on the nego-
tiating. I wish every chairman could
have been. I guess as I wish it I speak
the truth—that had they we wouldn’t
be here. That is the reality of trying to
do this kind of thing.

But we said in that agreement that
we were going to spend $24 billion. We
did agree to provide $24 billion in new
spending for children’s health pro-
grams for insurance. We also agreed to
make changes in last year’s welfare re-
form, which results in some additional
national spending.

I want to correct myself. The bipar-
tisan agreement said $16 billion in new
spending for child health care cov-
erage. The U.S. Senate voted in $24 bil-
lion, and the Senate version prevailed
in the final outcome of negotiations.

I note on the floor of the Senate now,
along with Senator LAUTENBERG, is the
distinguished Senator from Delaware,
Senator BILL ROTH.
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Let me make sure that everybody un-
derstands that his chairmanship and
his committee made this the big deal
that it is. I say to the Senator, I just
commented that finally the Wash-
ington Post, after being against this
budget, at least recognized one thing.
They said, ‘It Is a Big Deal.”” And I am
saying there would have been no big
deal without the Senator from Dela-
ware and the marvelous bipartisan
committee that he has. I thank him
right here publicly for that.

Let me just go on through. After
Senator LAUTENBERG speaks, our dis-
tinguished chairman of the Finance
Committee, which had jurisdiction
over about 85 percent of this bill, wants
to speak. I want to yield quickly.

I want to say, however, that Repub-
licans for a long time said we ought to
balance the budget. It has now become
everybody’s cry. The President wants
it. Many Democrats want it. But I take
a great deal of pride in behalf of Repub-
licans in my capacity as chairman and
ranking member of this Budget Com-
mittee.

I have been trying to get there for a
long time. And I think we have done a
great job as Republican leaders in
pushing this. That is not trying to de-
tract from those who have joined us,
including the President of late. We also
wanted some tax cuts.

Many of us thought American fami-
lies were in desperate need of some
help—especially middle-income Amer-
ican families with kids. We have done
that. Again, even though most of that
originally started on our side of the
aisle, I don’t tend to, nor do I want to,
denigrate the fact that it has broad
support on the other side, and the
President of the United States is sup-
portive of it.

The capital gains differential has
been part of what Republicans thought
we should have in this Tax Code for
decades. As a matter of fact, it is very
interesting that we got a capital gains
differential in this bill. We joined the
industrial nations of the world with
capitalistic societies that have moved
that way already, and I think that
bodes well for the future.

Everybody knows the other provi-
sions that my friend, the chairman,
will speak to. But I just wanted to
make the point, for those who seem
from time to time to give up on causes
and to be for them for a few years and
say we can’t get them done, I believe
Republicans ought to be proud of the
fact that we have stood pretty fast for
those issues, the ones I just described,
and some others, and most of them are
coming true here.

That is not to say some issues that
the Democratic Party and this Presi-
dent have pushed very hard for are not
in this bill, also. I am sure, knowing
my friend, Senator LAUTENBERG, he
will remind us—and that is what he
ought to do. And those are some things
I want, too. I am not running around
apologetic about trying to cover chil-
dren that do not have health insurance.
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I am not sure we know how to do it
quite right yet, I say to the occupant
of the chair, who shares that concern
with me, but I think we have to get
started, and we have done that.

One last thing is we all know the
Medicare Program for the seniors of
America—39 million of them almost
right now—we know that program is,
for many of them, something they
build their confidence on as they get
older and as some of them get sick, and
as they get sick, they know they have
this great hospitalization program.
Now, there is no one who ought to be
anything but proud of the fact that we
have taken a system that is falling
apart financially, and we fixed it for 10
years. It probably would have gone
bankrupt in 2, maybe 2% years, so we
fixed it for 10 years.

Now, I am kind of tempted to say
that is a big deal. But I think it is.
Now, it is not fixed permanently. It
still continues to have big problems
out there in 15 years, 20 years, but,
frankly, I am not apologizing that a
budget resolution and essentially this
plan did not solve that. Actually, I do
not believe it could have. I believe it is
such a big issue in and of itself that it
will be solved only when a bipartisan
national commission, which is provided
for in this bill, goes out into America
and tells everybody the problems and
comes up with some solutions that are
bipartisan that Presidents and Con-
gress will support. We started that
here.

But I believe in the meantime we had
to make that program more efficient.
We have done that. In fact, we made it
$115 billion more efficient by changing
the rules of the game. In the mean-
time, we are trying to give seniors the
best of health care at the most reason-
able prices, putting some competition
into the program, and that is there,
alive and kicking and strongly voicing
itself in this bill-—competition.

So there are HMO’s, there are profes-
sional provider organizations, there are
private fee-for-service programs, and
there are PSO’s. It also has a dem-
onstration program, a medical savings
account of 390,000 beneficiaries.

Now, when you put all that together,
along with a new $4 billion preventive
program that I am not going to discuss
in detail, we have done fairly well by
the people who pay for Medicare, the
working people, and pretty well by the
seniors. You package this all to-
gether—a balanced budget, which
means we are not going to have our
children paying our bills too much
longer. That is what a deficit and a
debt are. It is asking our kids and our
grandkids to pay our bills. A balance
says we are not going to do that any-
more.

Now, it is a long time coming, and we
owe a lot of money, so we cannot stand
up and say to our kids they are not
going to pay some of our bills, because
the debt is so big we cannot get rid of
it. But at least we can stop it. So that
was No. 1.
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No. 2 was fix Medicare, and I have de-
scribed it.

No. 3 was to make sure that we had
a tax bill that was fair to the American
people. Frankly, after all the bickering
on the edges—and that is what it all
was, on the edges. All this argument
about how many children are covered
and how far down do you go were really
on the edges, small, small things, small
numbers. The people that need tax cuts
and tax breaks are the American peo-
ple earning between $25,000 and $30,000
and $110,000. They are the middle-in-
come Americans, two jobholders, two
professionals, two people working, and
they are paying the taxes, they are fol-
lowing the rules, and they haven’t had
anything from their Government say-
ing we would like to make it a little
easier for you—until this bill.

Now, they have three very significant
new things they can look to. It isn’t
like we are giving them a present. It is
saying to them, keep some of your own
money and let Government grow less
and let you make your decisions on
what you do for your children rather
than have us build a bigger and bigger
Department of Education. Those are
the kinds of tradeoffs that are going to
occur and are starting to occur, al-
though, when it comes to education,
this bill is strong on college education,
strong as anything you can have. When
it comes to the new programs appro-
priations, we have been very generous.
We have been very generous to the edu-
cation programs that our country has.

I am not sure before we vote on this
that I will have another chance to
thank everyone, so I just wish to thank
Senator LAUTENBERG, and I thank our
distinguished Republican leader—he
did a great job—Senator ROTH, and all
the other chairmen, our House counter-
parts, including Representative KA-
SICH.

But I want to make one statement on
the floor. It might seem it ought to be
done on the House floor, but I want to
make it here, and I think my friend,
Senator ROTH, would concur. The
Speaker of the House, NEWT GINGRICH,
in negotiations from the beginning
until the end, was absolutely a fan-
tastic leader. I have to say to those
who doubt, because he was under a lot
of pressures, I did not notice for a
minute that had anything to do with
his single-mindedness, his tremendous
intellect and the way he could put
things back together and get us mov-
ing in the direction of getting things
done. So my compliments to the Re-
publican leadership in both Houses
from my side, and obviously we had
great support from Democrats.

At this point I am going to yield the
floor.

Mr. ROTH. Could I ask the distin-
guished chairman to yield just for a
minute?

Mr. DOMENICI. Of course, yes.

Mr. ROTH. There are many people
who are responsible for bringing to-
gether this important piece of legisla-
tion, and I strongly agree with what
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the distinguished Senator from New
Mexico said about the Speaker and the
majority leader. They provided not
only strong leadership but ideas, were
able to move ahead, and I have to say
I could not agree more that the Speak-
er showed every ability of providing
the kind of leadership we needed from
the House in order to get this complex
piece of legislation through.

I would just like to say to my distin-
guished friend and colleague, Senator
DOMENICI, that the legislation would
have gotten nowhere if it had not been
for him. I know no one in the Senate,
or House for that matter, that has a
better understanding of the budgetary
process, knows the issues with which
we are dealing and who has devoted,
what is it, 7 or 8 months’ time to get-
ting this job accomplished.

I would also like to say in the same
context I think Bill Hoagland has been
a tremendous strength for this whole
process.

I, too, join the Senator in congratu-
lating the ranking member, my col-
league and friend from New Jersey, for
his outstanding work.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator
very much.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank the Sen-
ator.

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

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
am pleased to join the chairman of the
Budget Committee, Senator DOMENICI,
in supporting the conference report on
this budget reconciliation bill, which,
along with the conference report on the
tax bill, will finally implement a bipar-
tisan plan to balance the budget.

I have to ask Senator DOMENICI, be-
cause he talked about the five words
that appeared in the Washington Post,
I wonder whether it read like this. I
heard him say, ‘“This is a big deal.” Or
did it say, “This Is A Big Deal?” 1
wasn’t sure quite where the emphasis
was. But I assume it was the way it
was intended.

Mr. DOMENICI. The way I said it.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. The way the
Senator read it himself as opposed to,
“This is a Big Deal?”’

I want to say to Senator ROTH, who
was pulled from so many directions, I
was amazed to see him arrive in one
piece each day. He listened with great
patience—great patience and great in-
terest. Everybody is pleased. I will
speak about it from the Democratic
side. People don’t realize, when there is
a majority and a minority, the minor-
ity doesn’t always get a chance to
present their views. But BILL ROTH,
Senator BILL ROTH of Delaware, is
known as someone who is a fair-minded
person, and while he would not always
agree, he would almost always listen. I
have never found him to say ‘‘no,” and
I appreciated that. I think it produced
a very good product. It is, under the
circumstances, I think, perhaps the
best that could have been gotten. All of
us wish there were other things in
there—everybody. If you ask any Mem-
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ber of the Senate whether they did not
think there was another thing that
should have been in or another thing
that should have been out, they would
have, I guarantee, a menu of things
they would like to select from.

I am so pleased that we are joined in
the Chamber by the ranking member of
the Finance Committee, my good
friend and colleague from New York,
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Senator MOYNIHAN is a
man with vast knowledge about so
many things that I often say I would
enjoy, even with all my white hair,
going to college with Professor MOY-
NIHAN and hearing his views on things.
But there is always a background of in-
formation that adds so much to the di-
alog and the debate, and I congratulate
him for his role and for his willingness
to hear the arguments and to work to
try to get a consensus in the legisla-
tion which we now have in front of us.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator
yield without losing his right to the
floor?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Be happy to.

Mr. DOMENICI. I note the presence
of Senator MOYNIHAN, and I had not
said anything about him in his ab-
sence. I would like now to say there are
many points, as you look at the last 742
months, when you would say this is
critical, this is where it might end.
And I believe the thing that gave us
momentum to get it done was the Fi-
nance Committee’s bipartisan address-
ing of most of the issues in this bill.

Now, I am sure the Senator from New
York didn’t get everything he wants,
but I believe it was one of the big turn-
ing points when the Senator joined
with Senator ROTH and between the
two of them had such a large cadre of
Senators from both sides supporting
some very, very powerful things, and I
thank the Senator personally for that.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President,
might I thank with great gratitude the
senior Senator from New Jersey and
my friend from the day I entered this
Chamber, the chairman of the com-
mittee. They speak to what I think is
an important fact. But, of course, the
person who made it possible was Sen-
ator ROTH, the chairman of the com-
mittee. I was with him in this regard
and proud to have been. I thank Sen-
ators.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, could
I say that under the rule under the
Budget Act somebody is designated to
manage, and I am it for today, but I
can give that to someone else. I am
giving that to Senator ROTH until I re-
turn, and he will be our floor leader
now. I thank the Senator.

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

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
will continue to extend congratula-
tions to some who are not here. I have
to take my time to salute the efforts of
Senator DASCHLE, who was ever present
in his encouragement to get this job
done—let’s see what we can negotiate
together, let’s see if we can make this
adjustment or that adjustment, or
talked to his counterpart on the other
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side. And I want to say for Senator
LoOTT, the majority leader, he, too, was
someone who wanted to get this bill be-
hind us, get this job done, and he has
shown his interest in doing that as he
runs the Senate from the majority
leader’s position that we do move
things along. There were Members on
both sides of the aisle who also helped,
too numerous to mention, but I think
it is fair to say that those whom we
have talked about had a significant
role.

PETE DOMENICI and I were among the
four elected representatives to be nego-
tiating, and we were often closeted
days at a time. Though the atmosphere
got stuffy, I think neither one of us
did, and we were able to continue talk-
ing in a civilized fashion.

The bill before us is the culmination
of those many months of intense effort
and people of both parties deserve to be
proud of this accomplishment. This
budget proves that when leaders with
good will come together, we can over-
come partisan divisions and find com-
mon ground. That is good news for all
Americans.

I will say this. We have gotten a lot
of salutations, a lot of compliments
about getting this job done. Threaded
through those comments were the
kinds of remarks that might surprise,
like: Finally, the bickering has
stopped, there is no partisanship in-
volved; hurrah, the Senate and the
House are working to get our interests
put up front. I think that was kind of
a noteworthy thing. It’s not that we
spend all of our time in the boxing ring
here. But sometimes, when people’s po-
sitions on legislation get too en-
trenched, they lose sight of the fact
that we have to stop the argument and
get on with producing a product. So, I
think the Nation is going to be better
off because of this.

The budget agreement is not perfect.
It is not drafted exactly as I, as I said,
nor any other Senator would have writ-
ten it. But it is an honorable com-
promise that, on balance, is an enor-
mous step forward. It will lead to the
first balanced budget in this country
since 1969. It invests in education and
helps ordinary Americans afford col-
lege. It provides health coverage for
many of America’s uninsured children.
And it provides tax relief for middle-
class families. It provides important
protections for kids and legal immi-
grants, people who were invited to
come here and who later became dis-
abled. And it helps accomplish some-
thing that President Clinton has had
on the agenda for a long time—to move
people from welfare to work, and to
provide the means with which to make
that transition.

More generally, it shows we can both
be fiscally responsible and true to our
highest values as a nation. This budget
agreement will produce roughly $900
billion in net deficit savings over the
next 10 years. It will give us the first
balanced budget in a generation. It will
build on President Clinton’s tremen-
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dous success in reducing the deficit.
And one cannot ignore—and Senator
DOMENICI knew this was coming—one
could not ignore the incredible accom-
plishments, economic accomplishments
that have been made since President
Clinton has been in office—with a
budget deficit that was at $290 billion
when he took over in 1993, and at the
moment looking like it is going to be
something less than $50 billion for the
yvear 1997. It will build on President
Clinton’s tremendous success in reduc-
ing that deficit. It will build on the
success that we have had in getting
new jobs for people in our country—12
million new jobs created. And the
stock market—one can’t help but no-
tice that indicator. I noticed today,
after hearing the news and yesterday
after hearing the news, the market
continued to move upward. Inflation is
in check. People feel very good about
the strength of the United States, lead-
ing the world’s most developed coun-
tries in competing in the marketplace.
That is a terrific record upon which to
build.

This balanced budget amendment is
an extension of all of those good
things. But I think the President is due
a lot of credit for having brought that
deficit down to where it was, based on
his hard work and, yes, a turn of very
good events at the same time. But it
was his foresight and his planning that
helped enable us to get to this point.

The budget agreement, also, will
move our Nation into the 21st century
by providing the largest investment in
education in 50 years. I, as a recipient
of the benefits of the GI bill—I served
in the war. I don’t always like dis-
cussing which one. Sometimes people
ask me if it was the Spanish American?
It was not. It was World War II. But,
without the GI bill, my widowed moth-
er, age 36 when my father died, and the
poor circumstances in which our fam-
ily found ourselves when I was dis-
charged from the Army—never, never
would have enabled me to get a college
education and get a start on a career
that has been very satisfying for me
and, I hope, worthwhile for the coun-
try. So I saw the value of helping some-
one get a head start in life, someone
getting an education and being able to
contribute to our society. That is what
I want to see us do and the President
certainly led us to that point.

The tax bill we are going to be con-
sidering also will include a $1,500 tax
credit to make the first 2 years of col-
lege universally available. There will
be a tuition tax credit for all working
Americans who want to pursue lifelong
learning, continue to learn. That en-
riches the mind, enriches the body, and
enriches the quality of life. That is
what we have seen in so many cases. If
you look in the universities and re-
search laboratories and so forth, you
see the people who continue to learn
and who gain vitality and youth, even
as they do that. These provisions are
critically important to the future of
our economy.
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In addition, the budget agreement
also includes $24 billion for children’s
health care, the largest increase in
children’s health care since the enact-
ment of Medicaid in 1965. This will help
provide health insurance to millions of
uninsured children and it is a tremen-
dous achievement.

The budget agreement also protects
Medicare and extends the solvency of
the Medicare trust fund by roughly an-
other 7 years. Unlike earlier proposals,
it does not ask senior citizens to bear
unfair burdens and it doesn’t threaten
the quality of their health care. In-
stead, it reforms and modernizes the
program and includes significant new
preventive benefits.

We all know there is going to be a
more thorough review of Medicare in
the years ahead, to see whether we can
comprehensively make changes that
will guarantee that solvency for as
long as one can imagine.

In addition, the agreement provides
tax relief for the middle class. As we
will discuss when we turn to the tax
bill, the agreement provides a $500 tax
credit for children under the age of 17,
to help families to be able to bring up
their children in the fashion that
would provide them with sustenance
and direction, and perhaps help them
get started on their education. Impor-
tantly, that credit will be available to
working families with lower incomes.
This sounds a little mysterious but
there are people whose incomes are
supported by assistance from the Gov-
ernment, earned-income tax credit, in
which a family that is below a certain
level of income gets a stipend or a tax
refund from the Government. It often
makes their lives livable. But there
was a huge debate about whether or
not this credit would be available for
people who do not pay taxes in the first
place. But we know they are working
families and they do pay payroll taxes
and we decided, jointly, that it would
be appropriate to give some credit on
those payroll taxes that they pay.

We, the Democrats, made that a pri-
ority. With support from our Repub-
lican friends we won an important vic-
tory for millions of ordinary Ameri-
cans.

The conference report also restores a
basic level of fairness for people who
have come into this country legally,
who have obeyed the law, paid their
taxes, and then fate delivers them a
disability whether through accident or
just sickness. Last year the Congress
pulled the rug out from under these
people and eliminated their disability
benefits; for some, the only provision
that they have that enables them to
get along. But today we are restoring
that basic safety net. It is the right
thing to do. As the Senate sponsor of
this amendment I am particularly
pleased that it will be enacted into law.

Another important section of the
conference report will protect 30,000
disabled children who otherwise would
lose Medicaid coverage. This corrects a
serious defect in last year’s welfare
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legislation and will make a huge dif-
ference for these children and their
families. I am also pleased that the
budget agreement includes a renewed
commitment to environmental protec-
tion. We will be enacting new incen-
tives to clean up thousands of contami-
nated, abandoned sites in economically
distressed areas. That not only will im-
prove the environment, but it will help
encourage redevelopment of these
areas, known as brownfields.

I have seen it in towns in New Jersey,
industrial cities that had a glorious
past but now suffer from the delin-
quency that often results from indus-
trial pollution. Some of these commu-
nities have had these sites, dormant
sites, small sites that were unused, yet
with people begging for work not
blocks away, able to get there; people
begging for retail facilities—they are
not used. We have seen, in New Jersey,
where we have cleaned up a few of
these sites, good retail activity—in one
site in Hackensack, NJ, with a couple
of hundred people working in a dis-
count store, a marketplace that people
can go to, to get their goods, buy their
food. It has been a miracle, almost, to
see these things. And it is, often, for
very small sums of money.

So we now have brownfields that I
worked very hard on. It’s now in place.
It’s a win-win approach that will make
a difference for communities around
the Nation.

Additionally, the conference report
includes important provisions to move
people from welfare to work as I men-
tioned. One million long-term welfare
recipients stand to benefit from this
initiative. And the Nation as a whole
will benefit, as more Americans leave
welfare and become productive mem-
bers of our economy, lift their heads
high, 1ift their spirits, provide some vi-
sion for themselves and their families.
It is a wonderful vision and I am
pleased to see we are putting the re-
sources there to make it happen.

Mr. President, I am going to leave to
others the discussion on some of the
other details of this legislation. But I
once again take the opportunity to
congratulate the President, President
Clinton, for his outstanding leadership
in this effort. We are here today on a
bipartisan basis only because the Presi-
dent decided it could happen and he
wanted to make it happen. His people
were all over the place, working alike
with Democrats who occasionally dis-
agreed and Republicans who occasion-
ally disagreed. He brought us all to-
gether and we are grateful for that. I
think his commitment will be ac-
knowledged for many years to come.

Mr. President, I don’t think, as I said
earlier, there is anyone who would say
they are 100 percent happy with this
agreement. But, while no one sees it as
perfect, everyone should see it as good.
It is fair, it is balanced, and it will
serve our country well. It will balance
the budget. It will invest in education
and training. It will provide tax relief
to the middle class. It will protect
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Medicare. It will provide health care
coverage to millions of children. It will
throw a life vest to disabled legal im-
migrants. It will invest in environ-
mental protection, move people from
welfare to work, and will make life bet-
ter for millions of ordinary working
Americans.

So I urge my colleagues to put aside
as much challenge as they can. Yes, ev-
erybody in this place is free to make
their statements, to say what they
want. But I hope in the final analysis
they are going to support this budget
agreement enthusiastically, because it
sends a message to the American peo-
ple. It will say yes, this wasn’t some-
thing that was nurtured through an
inch at a time. This is something that
was supported by people across the
room from different States and from
different parties. That is the way it
ought to be. It is the right thing for
America and I am proud to have been a
part of it.

With that, Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
GREGG). Who seeks recognition?

Mr. ROTH addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that Rick Werner, a
detailee to the Finance Committee
from the Department of Health and
Human Services, be granted the privi-
lege of the floor for the duration of the
debate on this conference report.

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

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, the budget
reconciliation conference between the
Senate and House has come to an end.
All sides have weighed in. The process
has been long and involved, around the
clock, through the weekends. But I
must say the result is well worth the
exercise.

What we have achieved is a balance,
a carefully crafted compromise be-
tween the Senate and the House, be-
tween Republicans and Democrats, be-
tween Congress and the White House. I
can say with certainty that no Sen-
ator, no Congressman, not even the
President got everything he or she
would have liked. Undoubtedly there
are specifics in this final package that
I would prefer to have seen written dif-
ferently. But I can say that, while
there were necessary compromises to
achieve balance and to deliver the
budget reconciliation to the American
people, there was no compromise on
principle. Differences? Certainly, but I
cannot remember the last time I saw
such a positive, bipartisan willingness
to work together in a budget effort.

This, I believe, is because there has
been a profound change in the nature
and character of Washington. Two re-
cent proclamations demonstrate this
change. The first was President Clin-
ton’s declaration in his State of the
Union Address that the era of big Gov-
ernment is over. And the second came
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from our distinguished colleague, Sen-
ator DASCHLE, when, during this de-
bate, he agreed that the question in
Congress is no longer whether or not
taxes should be cut, rather a question
of how much they should be cut.

Cutting taxes and achieving a bal-
anced budget have long been Repub-
lican objectives. For years now, we
have advocated the need to change the
way Washington does business. Now
President Clinton and the distin-
guished minority leader demonstrate
the growing bipartisan consensus on
these objectives, objectives that under-
score this reconciliation package.

It is a strong first step. It signals
that the era of big government is over.
Certainly government has its place.
There are moral and contractual obli-
gations that the Federal Government
must maintain with the American peo-
ple. Many are enumerated in the Con-
stitution. Others, like Medicare and
Medicaid, are more recent and have be-
come critically important to those who
depend on them now and to those who
rely on them for the future.

Having said this, I believe a clear and
growing majority realizes that the Fed-
eral Government is not the answer to
all that challenges us. In fact, in some
cases, the Government is shown to be
the problem, particularly when it
comes to waste, fraud, abuse, ineffi-
ciency, and a top-heavy, unresponsive
bureaucracy. The ability of both sides
to compromise on this bill dem-
onstrates that Washington acknowl-
edges this reality and that Washington
is responding to the attendant frustra-
tion and legitimate concerns felt by
Americans everywhere.

Beyond signaling an end to big and
inefficient government, this package
meets several other shared criteria. It
places us squarely and honestly on the
road to a balanced budget by the year
2002. We all know how important this
is. The United States has not balanced
a Federal budget since 1969. This, de-
spite the fact that our Founders made
it clear that saddling future genera-
tions with debt is immoral. According
to Thomas Jefferson, the question of
whether one generation has a right to
bind another by the deficit it imposes
is a question of such consequence as to
place it among the fundamental prin-
ciples of government. Jefferson said
that we should consider ourselves un-
authorized to saddle posterity with our
debts; we are morally bound to pay
those debts ourselves.

This budget reconciliation package is
the first in years that puts us back
where we must be. It is balanced. It be-
gins to address the dilemma of big gov-
ernment’s licentious legacy, a legacy
that burdens every man, woman, and
child with almost $20,000 in public debt.
I am happy to say that our majority
leader, Senator LOTT, made it clear at
the beginning of the 105th Congress
that balancing the budget in 5 years
would be one of our top priorities. Mr.
President, we have delivered on that
promise.
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Our third objective has been to
strengthen the programs that would be
influenced by our actions. The reforms
to entitlement that are contained in
this package are, indeed, historic. We
make significant and important
changes to Medicare and Medicaid. We
strengthen assistance to children. We
return authority and means to our
States so they can better meet the
needs of their citizens. It was not
enough to simply change entitlement
programs to reduce their rate of
growth. We sought in the process to
improve, to strengthen them, to pre-
serve them, and, again, we succeeded.

Let me give you the specifics. But be-
fore I do that, let me reiterate that we
were able to accomplish these signifi-
cant objectives because of a growing
consensus on both sides of the political
aisle, and because of our willingness to
compromise, compromise not on prin-
ciples but for principles.

In our effort to control spending, the
largest program we addressed was
Medicare. Our objective here was not
just to control its spending, but to
strengthen the Medicare Program for
the long term, and we did this. We did
this by increasing choice and competi-
tion within the program. Choice within
the Medicare Program will give bene-
ficiaries myriad options. It will allow
them to participate in HMO’s, PPO’s,
PSO’s and private fee-for-service pro-
grams. We have based our expansion of
choice in the Medicare Program on the
successful Federal Employees Health
Benefits Program. Through these op-
tions, seniors will be able to obtain im-
portant Dbenefits, like prescription
drugs, that are not covered by tradi-
tional Medicare.

These changes and the money they
will save also allow us to expand Medi-
care coverage for certain important
preventive services, including mam-
mography, prostate colorectal screen-
ing, bone mass measurement, and dia-
betes management. Beyond increasing
choice and competition within Medi-
care, we strengthen and preserve the
program by slowing its rate of spending
growth. Our measures save Medicare
for another 10 years, while still in-
creasing program spending per bene-
ficiary from $5,500 this year to $6,800 in
the year 2002.

Beyond encouraging choice and com-
petition, this bill introduces important
innovations into the Medicare Pro-
gram, innovations that could go a long
way toward strengthening the program
for future generations.

One very important innovation is the
creation of a demonstration project
that will explore the advantages of
having medical savings accounts avail-
able within the Medicare Program.
This demonstration project will allow
up to 390,000 Medicare beneficiaries to
opt into an MSA program, a program
that will allow them to choose a high-
deductible Medicare choice plan.

I believe medical savings accounts
will be an important component of
Medicare’s long-term viability, and to
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study and recommend other innova-
tions, our legislation creates a national
bipartisan commission on the future of
Medicare. Senator MOYNIHAN and I
called for this commission back in Feb-
ruary as we realized that to realize
long-term solutions for the program,
we needed a commission that would be
above politics. This will be a 17-mem-
ber commission established for a little
more than a year. Its task will be to
make recommendations to Congress on
actions necessary to ensure the long-
term fiscal health of the Medicare Pro-
gram. It will report back to Congress
on March 1, 1999, and these changes to
Medicare will result in a net savings of
$115 billion over 5 years, savings that
will not only help us balance the budg-
et, but savings and reforms that will
preserve the Medicare Program while
ensuring that it continues to serve
those who depend on it now.

Concerning Medicaid, we were able to
achieve a total savings of $13 billion.
This savings will come largely from a
reduction in disproportionate share, or
DSH payments, and by giving our
States more flexibility in how they run
the program.

For more than a decade, there has
been a tug of war between the Federal
Government and the States over Med-
icaid. Each side has tried to assert its
will over the other. From the mid-
1980’s and through the early 1990’s, the
Federal Government imposed mandates
on the States and, in turn, the States
shifted costs to the Federal Govern-
ment. The result was devastating to all
of our budgets as Medicaid routinely
grew at a double-digit pace, reaching as
high as a 29-percent increase in 1992.

This legislative package marks a new
beginning, a new trend. It marks a
change in the Washington mindset that
has sought, since the days of the New
Deal over 60 years ago, to centralize
power in this city. With this sub-
stantive change in the Medicaid Pro-
gram, we are offering our Governors
the tools they need to control this pro-
gram. This, I believe, is the way things
should be done.

With this bill, they will be able to
move more individuals into managed
care without waiting years for waivers
from the Federal Government. They
will be able to contract with selected
provider for services. The States will
be able to ask families to take some re-
sponsibility for the decisions they
make when seeking health care serv-
ices. This power at the State level will
go a long ways toward stretching Gov-
ernment health care dollars.

As I said, beyond making significant
and important changes to Medicare and
Medicaid, we have strengthened assist-
ance to our children to meet the health
care needs of the most vulnerable
among us. It became clear through the
conference that both sides of the aisle
are equally committed to increasing
access to health care for as many chil-
dren as we can. Both sides of the aisle
are committed to finding an answer to
the problem of uninsured children in
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this country, and this legislation rep-
resents an important agreement in this
area. It creates a new program, a pro-
gram that covers low-income, unin-
sured children. The process of pro-
viding insurance and health care cov-
erage to vulnerable American children
is complex. As I have said before, of the
71 million children in the TUnited
States, more than 86 percent are al-
ready covered by some type of health
insurance. Two-thirds of our children
are covered by insurance through the
private sector. Twenty-three percent of
all children in the United States under
age 18 are covered by Medicaid, and an-
other 3 percent are covered by other
public insurance programs.

Our plan provides $24 billion over the
next 5 years to be used by States in a
manner that provides them flexibility
in how they will expand health care
coverage to our children.

Our States will have two mechanisms
of establishing programs. They can ex-
pand their Medicaid coverage or they
can create their own program to ad-
dress the particular needs of the chil-
dren in their States. And while the
Governors are given certain flexibility
in the way they can use this money,
our bill requires that they meet spe-
cific standards regarding health care
coverage for children.

Expanding Medicaid is certainly a
choice States have made. Thirty-nine
have expanded Medicaid eligibility for
pregnant women and children beyond
the Federal requirements. But States
are also developing other strategies for
increasing coverage of children as well.
There are already public-private part-
nerships in more than half of our
States. There are successful programs
such as New York’s Child Health Plus
and Florida’s Healthy Kids. These in-
novative programs and programs like
them can grow with these additional
resources provided by this legislation.

These, Mr. President, are the major
provisions of this legislation. They sig-
nal a new beginning in Washington—
real reforms to make programs more
cost-effective, more efficient, more re-
sponsive to the needs of our people and
our States. Great care has been taken
to assure that the most wvulnerable
among us are protected, and this in-
cludes our provision to restore benefits
to all legal noncitizens who were re-
ceiving Social Security when last
year’s welfare bill was signed into law.

With this legislation, we also restore
the ability to receive benefits to legal
noncitizens who were residing in the
United States as of that date should
they become disabled in the future.
These protections, however, are han-
dled appropriately and in keeping with
our overarching goal of restoring fiscal
responsibility to Government.

With this reconciliation package, we
have establish the first balanced budg-
et since 1969. We have met the criterion
given us in the May 2d budget com-
promise, and we will give Americans
the first real tax relief package that
they have had in 16 years.
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Did we accomplish everything I
would have liked to accomplish? No. I
would have preferred to see some deep-
er, more significant fiscal restraint. I
would have preferred to see a few other
major reforms to Medicare, reforms
that would have gone a long way to-
ward strengthening the program, and
these include the provisions that were
in the original Senate package.

But recall, Mr. President, the history
of the balanced budget debate; recall
Congress’ effort in November 1995 to
balance the budget by the year 2002; re-
call the consequent Government shut-
down and Bill Clinton’s veto; recall the
President’s 10-year balanced budget
plan and Congress insisting that bal-
ance could be achieved 5 years earlier.

Keep the history in mind, and the
success of this legislation becomes
clear. We have a balanced budget. That
balanced budget will be achieved in 5
years, not 10. And we have achieved it
without acrimony, without Govern-
ment shutdowns, and without vetoes.

This is a bipartisan effort. It is an ex-
cellent beginning. And I am grateful to
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
for their work, for the spirit of co-
operation that existed on the Finance
Committee, on the floor of the Senate,
and throughout the conference.

I am especially grateful to my friend,
PAT MOYNIHAN, for his wise counsel, his
leadership, and cooperation in helping
to bring about the success of this pack-
age. I am also grateful to the profes-
sional staff members on the Senate Fi-
nance Committee, as well as the Sen-
ate Budget Committee.

Likewise, I want to thank the staffs
of the Congressional Research Service
and the Congressional Budget Office,
the Office of Legislative Council in the
Senate, the Prospective Payment As-
sessment Commission, the Physician
Payment Review Commission, the Gen-
eral Accounting Office, and all others
who have worked long and hard for this
package. The list of names is too long
to read here, but I ask unanimous con-
sent that these names be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the names
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

FINANCE COMMITTEE

Lindy Paull, Julie James, Alexander
Vachon, Gioia Bonmartini, Dede Spitznagel,
Dennis Smith, Donna Ridenour, Alexis Mar-
tin, Mark Patterson, David Podoff, Faye
Drummond, Rick Werner, Kristen Testa, and
Doug Steiger.

SENATE LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL

Jim Fransen, Mark Mathiesen, Ruth Ernst,
John Goetcheus, Janell Bentz, and the rest
of the Legislative Counsel’s Office.

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE

Murray Ross, Tom Bradley, Cyndi
Dudzinski, Jeanne De Sa, Anne Hunt, Jen-
nifer Jenson, Jeff Lemieux, Robin Rudowitz,
Kathy Ruffing, Paul Cullinan, Sheila Dacy,
Joe Antos, and Pete Welch.

CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE

Celinda Franco, Beth Fuchs, Tom Gabe,
Jennifer O’Sullivan, Richard Price, Richard
Rimkunas, Kathy Swendiman, Madeleine
Smith, Melvina Ford, Jean Hearne, Jennifer
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Neisner, Pat Purcell, Vee Burke, Christine
Devere, Larry Eig, Gene Falk, Carmen Sol-
omon-Fears, and Joyce Vialet.

PHYSICIAN PAYMENT REVIEW COMMISSION

Lauren B. LeRoy, David C. Colby, Anne L.
Schwartz, John F. Hoadley, Christopher
Hogan, Kevin Hayes, Katie Merrell, Michael
J. O’Grady, David W. Shapiro, Sally Trude,
and Christine M. Cushman.

PROSPECTIVE PAYMENT ASSESSMENT
COMMISSION

Donald A. Young, Laura A. Dummit, and
Stuart Guterman.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, it is my
hope that the spirit of bipartisanship
that carried us through this effort con-
tinues as we now consider the final
package and send the bill to President
Clinton for his signature.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks time?

Mr. KERREY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. KERREY. I yield myself such
time from the Democratic side.

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

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I come
to the floor and offer what I would call
my reluctant support for this budget
agreement.

Today, the subject at hand is the
spending portion of this bill. And I
wish it was completely different, I
must say, than what is in here.

Yesterday, I spent most of the day in
mourning for the loss of the provisions
relating to structural changes in Medi-
care that would have added $8 billion
to the HI hospitalization trust fund by
imposing very reasonable and progres-
sive change in the premium—it would
have added $40 billion a year in spend-
ing relief in the year 2030 by accommo-
dating this tremendous change in the
baby-boom generation between 2010 and
2030—and other provisions. I spent the
day grieving those. I have overcome
my grief, and I am prepared to support
this because I believe it does balance
the budget by the year 2002. I believe it
finishes the job that we started in 1990
and 1993. I voted for both of those bills,
and I find myself compelled once again
to come and vote for a bill that I am
not altogether pleased with.

In this morning’s New York Times
there was an op-ed piece written by
William Safire talking about an age-
old problem in the West where cattle-
men, because they had an interest in
keeping the range open, and sheep-
herders, because they had an interest
in keeping the range fenced in, were at
constant odds and warring with one an-
other. Their animals had different
needs. They, as the guardians of those
animals, went to war in order to pro-
tect the needs of those animals.

It was not until just recently that
the people who manage these range
animals have come together. They
came together as a consequence of a
common enemy, in this case, a rather
pesky weed called leafy spurge that has
roots that can go down as deep as 150
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feet, impossible to, by any reasonable
estimate, get rid of once it is in the
grassland. It will spread and take over
the entire prairie.

So the cattlemen are out there say-
ing the leafy spurge will eliminate the
grass. ‘‘I'll have nothing for my cattle
to graze on. What am I going to do? No
herbicide is effective. No burning is ef-
fective. Nothing seems to work.”” Until
one day they discover that what works
is to put a few hundred sheep out on
the grassland. As a consequence of the
sheep’s appetite for the leafy spurge,
the sheep eliminates the weed, and
thus is joined a battle between the
cattlemen and the sheepherders. Sud-
denly they come together as a con-
sequence of the common enemy.

I am impressed that Republicans and
Democrats have come together with
this bill to address a common enemy—
the deficit. I wish that the 1993 bill had
been bipartisan. I believe that if we had
a few more spending cuts in 1993, that
might have been possible. We missed
an opportunity. It was bipartisan in
1990. It was not in 1993. And it is today.
I am impressed with it.

I believe the Nation wants us to be
bipartisan. I believe the Nation makes
our greatest progress when we set aside
not only our partisan differences, but
we are able to find a common oppo-
nent, in this case, the deficit, a com-
mon objective, and we say that we are
willing to risk a bit—in some cases,
risk it all—for the larger goal.

I must say, after having made that
observation, and to be specific, praising
the distinguished chairman of the
Budget Committee, Senator DOMENICI,
the ranking Democrat, Senator LAU-
TENBERG, and on our Finance Com-
mittee, Senator ROTH of Delaware,
Senator MOYNIHAN of New York, they
have worked hard to say we have a
common enemy—in this case, the def-
icit.

We see the connection between def-
icit reduction and jobs. We believe that
jobs, and good jobs, can solve almost
any problem that we have. And thus,
we are willing to join forces against a
common enemy.

I am reluctant to become enormously
enthusiastic about this, as I say, be-
cause I do not believe it is asking of
Americans the sort of tough decisions
and choices that would enable us to say
that we are tasking the American peo-
ple to do something that is truly great.

We will balance the budget. It is true,
we are reforming Medicare to give sen-
iors more choice. I think the Federal
Employee Health Benefit provisions in
this bill will have long-lasting impact,
give seniors more comfort as they
make a choice to buy alternative care.
The provisions for increased coverage
for children, the provisions having to
do with welfare reform, all these are
good provisions and deserve attention.

We have, in addition, a lot of provi-
sions—and I thank all four of the Mem-
bers who have been involved with this
for their assistance in making sure
that rural America has an adequate re-
imbursement rate under managed care,
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that we are able to take advantage of
managed care and see increased pene-
tration in rural America. I appreciate,
as well, the change to increase budget
enforcement to tighten some of the
loopholes that were in law.

There are a lot of things in this bill,
in short, that are good. It does, it
seems to me, represent a successful
compromise between Republicans and
Democrats, and we have produced a
piece of legislation that all of us, or
most of us, anyway, are going to be
able to come down and be enthusiastic
about.

There are four things, Mr. President,
that I would like to discuss which I
would put in the category of unfinished
business. First is entitlements. I appre-
ciate that there is a commission in this
bill. I believe it is 20 months that they
have. I can save them a lot of time. We
had a bipartisan entitlement commis-
sion, Senator Danforth and I. The dis-
tinguished occupant of the chair was
on that commission as well.

There are a limited number of
choices that one can make. There are
roughly 10 or 15 choices you can make.
They are all ugly. They are all dif-
ficult. And they all accommodate a de-
mographic problem, not a problem
caused by secular humanists or by
Phyllis Schlafly or Ronald Reagan or
George McGovern. This is not an ideo-
logical problem. It is a problem of
birthrates during the period of time
1945 to 1965, and the birthrates fol-
lowing that. It is called the baby-boom
generation.

Seventy-seven million Americans
will begin to retire in 2010. And what
we attempted to do, with what I con-
sider to be a relatively modest change
in the law with eligibility age and
means testing and a copayment on
home health care, was to accommodate
that large generation of people. The
sooner you do it, the better. You do not
do them any favors by saying, we will
do a commission for 2 years and per-
haps do something in 1999. Then you
have a Presidential campaign going.
You will probably have to wait until
2001. The longer you wait, the harder
the choices are.

As I said, the choices are fairly lim-
ited. If you do not like moving the eli-
gibility age, if you do not like doing
some means testing, the only thing you
can hope to do is get some increases in
the revenue stream, proposing to in-
crease taxes or increase the premium.
If that is your choice, make it now, be-
cause the longer you wait, the more
likely it is that the people you are try-
ing to help are going to pay a lot more.
They are going to pay a bigger price.
They have not been warned.

We missed an opportunity, and I am
hopeful that by surfacing this in the
debate and getting strong support, bi-
partisan support here in the Senate, we
can keep these issues alive.

In addition to the long-term problem
of entitlements is another problem
with entitlements inside of our budget.
Yes, it is true, we will have taken the
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final step to balance the budget with
this bill, although I note parentheti-
cally that one of the curious things
about this particular proposal is we are
going to balance the budget by rather
substantially increasing spending in
some areas and lowering taxes in oth-
ers. It is an exciting proposition. We
are going to balance the budget, it is
true, but the budget has another big
problem, and that is the growing per-
cent of that budget that goes for man-
datory programs.

Many of my colleagues have come
down to give great, impassioned
speeches about why we should not do
all of these things. But the question
that needs to be asked in a very calm
environment is, what are you going to
do about these numbers?

In this budget agreement, the
amount of money we allocate for man-
datory, plus interest, will go from enti-
tlements, plus interest, the mandatory
portion from about 66 percent, as I un-
derstand it—I haven’t seen the final
numbers—to about 70 percent in 2002.
The Senator from New Mexico is shak-
ing his head, but it does unquestion-
ably increase. I do not know if it goes
to 70 percent, but it increases, and it
continues to increase. And it will in-
crease even more when the baby
boomers retire. It is not a flat number.

The head of the Congressional Budget
Office, June O’Neill, prepared a report
some time ago that shows how the cost
of these programs continues to go up as
a percent of our overall budget, and
they are squeezing out our capacity to
keep our defenses strong, our capacity
to invest in education or infrastruc-
ture, or research, and all the other
sorts of things that are being done in
the other part of the budget. One of the
reasons it was made easier to do our
appropriation this year is, we put a lit-
tle more money in the appropriated ac-
counts in this fiscal year than you are
going to see in the outyears.

So I alert Members that see the ap-
propriations bills sailing through this
year and are wondering why, there is
more money this year than there will
be next year and the year after that
and the year after that. In years 4 and
5, we will have very tough decisions to
make in discretionary spending—far
tougher than I believe people realize.
Thus, there is the second problem of
the growing cost of entitlements inside
of the budget. It sets up tough choices.
It doesn’t set up easy choices. It sets
up very difficult choices that we have
to make.

The second big area for me is, I must
say, with the economy growing the
way it is—and one of the great pieces
of news for me in this budget debate is
that as a result of the growth in the
economy, I think there are very few
people left that don’t understand that,
in addition to defending the Nation as
the first order of business, whatever we
do with our taxes, regulatory policy,
and spending policy, we do need to ask
ourselves: will this create jobs? Be-
cause if the economy is growing, it is
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producing jobs, and there is a demand
for labor as a consequence of a growing
economy. Lots of things get solved in a
hurry. Not only does the Treasury have
lots of revenue that makes our job
easier, but the gap between rich and
poor narrows, the number of people on
welfare is reduced. A lot of problems
we have get solved quickly if our econ-
omy is growing. If we recall from the
recession of 1991, the problems are
made a lot worse if you have the oppo-
site in place.

So this growth we have out there in
the economy is exciting. My view is
that this is the time when we need to
be investing in that public infrastruc-
ture—research, the transportation
base, education, and all those things
that will produce increased produc-
tivity and increased economic growth
sometime out in the future. We may
not get an immediate benefit from it,
but we will benefit somewhere out in
the future. It connects with this enti-
tlement problem. For my friends on
this side of the aisle who love to get up
and get fired up and tell me why we
can’t do anything about entitlements,
the question occurs: If you don’t want
to do that, Senator, where are you
going to get the money to make these
public investments?

I haven’t heard many people that are
enthusiastic about a tax increase. I
have heard them being enthusiastic
about going in the other direction. The
only way you can find the resources to
invest in the long-term growth of this
country is by containing and control-
ling the pace of growth of entitle-
ments. It is a question of whether or
not we are going to endow the future,
or are we going to convert the Federal
Government into an ATM machine, en-
titling the present solving of the prob-
lems of me, me, me, now, now, now, but
not solving the problems of future gen-
erations.

The third issue I speak of today is
health coverage. I am of the opinion
that the additional $24 billion that is in
this particular budget is going to cover
a lot fewer people than leading advo-
cates predict. I don’t believe that it is
going to be a terribly efficient way to
increase coverage. Again, I don’t think
you are going to be able to get the kind
of increased coverage that is necessary,
unless you come to grips with the ris-
ing costs of these mandated programs.
For all the terrible things that were
forecast and said about the proposal to
add a $5 fee for home health, to add a
means-tested and an income-related
premium on Part B and increase the
eligibility age, you thought we were
not spending any money at all on Medi-
care.

No account in our budget grows as
fast as Medicare. It will go up, on aver-
age, $24.5 billion per year for 10 years.
Nothing grows that fast. We are allo-
cating more and more of our gross do-
mestic product into Medicare and other
entitlements. Now, I am prepared to do
more for low-income seniors, and help
people who are in serious trouble out
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there, having a tough time paying the
bills. But the choice that we have to
make, not only when it comes to in-
vesting in our future, but also being
able to provide additional coverage, is
between one group of Americans and
another, or allocating $24.5 billion of
additional money for children over 5
years and $24.5 billion per year for 37
million people over the age of 65.

Now, I think that is the kind of de-
bate we need to have on this floor. It is
a tough debate, and it involves telling
the American people and, very often,
giving them the facts. And the facts
may be painful and difficult for us to
face, but they are the facts. I, for one,
as I said, am skeptical that $24 billion
over 5 years is going to result in the
kind of increased coverage projected
for children. I must say again that I
think the only way we are honestly
going to be able to increase the cov-
erage for Americans is to get after en-
titlements. There is a question of the
legitimacy not only of the means test,
but we must ask ourselves fundamental
questions about requiring an eligibility
test on age, another program based
upon poverty, the veterans’ programs,
saying if you get blown up in a war, we
have a good program for you. The final
one, of course, is the income tax deduc-
tion.

The fourth problem that I think this
country faces, which is not in this bill,
but it will be taken up in the tax bill
and I will talk about it later, but I
think it’s a big problem. We have a
window into the problem of looking at
the estate tax issue, and that is the dif-
ficulty Americans are having gener-
ating wealth. I will talk about it at
greater length when we get on the tax
bill. But income and wealth are not the
same thing. It is not uncommon to
pick up a newspaper and hear a story
talking about this tax bill does this or
that for the wealthy, and what they are
talking about is income. They are not
the same thing. I can have a half a mil-
lion dollars a year in income and have
no wealth, just as I can have $20,000 in
income a year and if I save a little bit,
I can get wealth. The estate tax debate
is focused on about 2 percent of Ameri-
cans who have estates at $600,000 or
over. I believe estate tax relief is rea-
sonable. I support doing that in the tax
bill. But there are 98 percent of the
American people that do not have
wealth in excess of $600,000. It would
not take much of a change in the So-
cial Security program to enable some-
body in the work force, indeed from the
moment they were born, to have a sav-
ings account that enables them to say
that when it comes time for me to re-
tire, as I look forward to growing old,
I know that in addition to some kind of
an income transfer I am also going to
have the opportunity to have security
as a result of wealth. I think wealth
distribution, identified as a problem re-
peatedly, cannot be solved by simply
transferring income. It can only be
solved by establishing that we are
going to try to help working Ameri-
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cans acquire the wealth and use the
principal retirement program, Social
Security, that we have in place to get
that done.

Mr. President, I close by saying that
I intend to vote ‘‘yes” on this bill, and
I intend to vote ‘‘yes’ on the tax relief
bill that follows. I wish it had done
considerably more. I have great praise
and great appreciation for the work
done by the chairman of the Budget
Committee, by the ranking Democrat,
the chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee and the ranking Democrat on
that committee as well. They set the
tone of bipartisanship, which must be
set if you are going to deal with these
controversial issues, if we are going to
be able to go after the common enemy,
not just of deficit spending but other
tempting, irresponsible things that
might produce a round of applause, but
might not be good for the United
States of America.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. KERREY. I am pleased to yield.

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator, first let me
make an observation, perhaps not as
eloquently. I believe the Senator from
New Mexico could, someplace or an-
other in the United States, make a
very similar speech. I think most of
what you talked about I agree with.
But I would like to make sure that ev-
erybody knows just how much you can
do in a budget resolution and in a bill
that is forced by a budget resolution
and how difficult it is to try to do more
than fits the bill. I want to say to the
American people that while I agree
with your statement wholeheartedly
that we have to do much more with the
entitlements—and let’s be very precise,
the one that is really, really in need of
a long-term fix is Medicare—not be-
cause anybody wants to deny anyone
anything, but the stark fact is that it,
by itself, can break this country in an-
other 15, 20 years all by itself.

Frankly, I never believed that we
could fix Medicare in its totality in a
budget resolution and a bill that was
thrust by a budget resolution. Senator
GRAMM 1is chairman of the Sub-
committee on Health. I think he would
agree with me that, while we probably
could have done better, and should
have, on the three items that would
have helped, we can’t force the total
change of Medicare in a bill like this
under a budget resolution format. First
of all, a budget resolution is only appli-
cable for 5 years. You are permitted to
project for 10. I assume when Senator
GRAMM starts that reform, he is going
to start beyond 10 in terms of the real
dollar impact, because that is when it
is in trouble. It is not in trouble in the
next 5 years. One might have a dif-
ferent mix as to how you get it to a
state of solvency.

Senator, I would like you to know I
never thought that we could do much
more in Medicare. But I think the
three changes you made in the Finance
Committee, with your support, if we
could have held them, it would have
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been a good first step. I still believe the
spirit of getting this done may get us,
within the next 2 or 3 years, to facing
the issues for major, permanent reform
of the entitlement programs. I am
hopeful you are not giving up because
we can’t do it in this budget bill, be-
cause it is a very, very big issue that
requires much debate in the Senate. I
don’t know exactly how that debate is
going to be framed, but I don’t think it
is going to be framed in a reconcili-
ation bill with no debate to speak of
and no amendments to speak of. That
is just the U.S. Senate’s way of doing
things. I thank you for yielding. Maybe
you can comment on that.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, first of
all, I say that the man who taught me
about entitlements is the distinguished
Senator from New Mexico. I recall
coming to the floor, I believe it was on
a budget resolution that the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico and
the now-departed Senator from Geor-
gia, Senator Nunn, when they had the
famous Nunn-Domenici amendment
that controlled the growth of entitle-
ments. The first time he proposed it, I
voted against it. I listened to the oppo-
nents of it and said, ‘“That makes sense
to me; this is not a good amendment,
so I will vote no.”

Then I started looking at the facts,
and I was very uncomfortable to have
to conclude that I voted wrong. The
next time the Senator brought it up, I
voted for it and I became interested in
this issue as a result of both you and
Senator Nunn and your elaborations
and your education that you did 3 or 4
years ago.

The point that I am trying to make,
which I am afraid is sometimes lost, is
that the longer you wait, the harder
the choice is. This is not a problem
that you can avoid forever. The more
time you let expire, the more difficult
the choice is—that is, on Medicare. The
same is true on the budget item when
it comes to Social Security. We have
people under the age of 40 who will be
beneficiaries out in the future, 26 and
27 years from now, under current law,
for whom we have to say, are we going
to be able to keep the promise that’s
on the table? We have to say no. Social
Security Commissioner designate Shir-
ley Chater, in 1996, when asked about
it, said, ‘“You can expect Social Secu-
rity to have to be reduced by 30 or 40
percent in benefits, unless some change
occurs.”

Well, there is a presumption that
those of us who proposed altering these
programs today are proposing cuts. But
the truth is, if you do nothing, that is
what is going to happen; only the cut
isn’t going to occur to a future bene-
ficiary, it will occur to a current bene-
ficiary. Long after the time has passed
when you can plan and make adjust-
ments, suddenly the Congress is going
to pop up and say, ‘“‘Sorry, folks, we
have to cut the programs big time,”” in
order to be able, as the Senator said, to
save either the fiscal health or the pro-
gram itself.
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So my fear is that we missed an op-
portunity when the distinguished Sen-
ators from New Mexico and Georgia
were down here. I recall people coming
in the one year and pulling off veterans
first, and once the floodgates were
open, it was ‘“‘Katie bar the door,” ev-
erybody got down here and got exempt
and there was nothing left. There was
no group that is entitled to payment
left, and they were all exempted and
there was no real reform that occurred.

So I am not going to give up on the
issue. I am not going to stop talking
about the need for these long-term
changes. But I am just saying to the
American people, especially those who
understand the importance of Medicare
and these entitlement programs, who
consider it a victory that the conferees
were unable—and I know the Senator
from New Mexico fought for these
things, but the conferees were unable
to hold these provisions. There are
many people who are advocates of
these programs that consider that a
victory. It is not a victory. It weakens
the program long term. And some bene-
ficiary out in the future is not going to
thank us for this action. Maybe it
gains a few votes in elections. I doubt
it. I believe the American people once
they hear the facts of the matter will
be persuaded.

Anyway, it is a much longer answer.
I know the Senator from Texas is not
very appreciative of the fact that the
Senator caused me to talk longer than
I intended to.

But I want to underscore in closing
that I do appreciate the fact that the
Senator from New Mexico, Senator
Nunn, and others led on this thing. It
probably torments the Senator now to
see his student come back here speak-
ing in this fashion.

I just close by saying that I am pre-
pared to vote for this agreement on the
balanced budget. I believe that is good
for the economy. I wish and hope that
we are able in a bipartisan spirit to do
much more, if not this year sometime
relatively soon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
yield to Senator GRAMM as much time
as he may desire.

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

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, let me
first thank our chairman for yielding.

I would like to begin by congratu-
lating some people and thanking them
for their leadership.

First of all, I want to thank Senator
DoOMENICI for his leadership. I have had
the opportunity to serve with Senator
DoMENICI now for 13 years. I have been
on the same side as Senator DOMENICI.
I have been on the opposite side of Sen-
ator DOMENICI. I have noticed that
when we are together we generally win.
I wish Senator DOMENICI could be right
more often.

But I want to congratulate him for
his leadership. I don’t have any doubt
in my mind that Senator DOMENICI will
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go down as one of the great legislators
of this era, and that I will always be
proud to tell my grandchildren that I
served with him. I want to congratu-
late him for his great work on this bill.

I also want to congratulate Chairman
ROTH. This is the first full term that
Senator ROTH has been chairman. He
became chairman in the middle of the
last Congress. And I think he has done
a terrific job in chairing the Finance
Committee and in building bipartisan-
ship to a level that I would not have
thought beginning this process that we
could have ever had on the tax bill. I
want to congratulate Chairman ROTH
for his leadership, which I really think
has been outstanding, having had the
opportunity to be in committee, to be
actively participating in the debate on
the tax bill on the floor, and having
had a chance to be in much of the con-
ference.

I think our colleagues ought to
know, or at least hear someone say
what a great job that Chairman ROTH
did.

I also believe that our Democratic
colleagues, especially Senator MoY-
NIHAN, have made a great contribution
to this bill. Whether you like the prod-
uct, or whether you do not like any-
thing else we do—it is as thick as this
package that many like and many dis-
like—I think you have to clearly say
that a tremendous amount of work has
gone into the process.

Let me begin by talking about what
I believe in this bill is unambiguously
positive, and what is clearly going to
be greatly appreciated by the American
people—some of it immediately, and
some of it over time—as people come
to understand it.

I would like then to talk about the
disappointments I have about some
parts of the bill—opportunities lost,
things done. And then I would like to
conclude by simply talking about the
future in the next 5 years as we try to
implement what the Congress is clearly
going to adopt, and then say a little bit
about balancing the Federal budget. So
I will try to do those things.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. GRAMM. I am happy to.

Mr. DOMENICI. I must leave the
floor. I will tell the Senator that I look
forward to reading the Senator’s re-
marks. I think the Senator knows that
I mean that. I believe what he has out-
lined is so typical. I mean the Senator
is going to state the good things,
things that are not as good as they
could be, and he is going to lay them
out with clarity. I say thank you for
the generous remarks which the Sen-
ator made about me. But I also want to
say I reciprocate.

It doesn’t matter in the U.S. Senate
whether you agree with another Sen-
ator half the time, all the time, or
none of the time. What is important is
that you respect them. That is all we
can get in this place—is that somebody
respects what we are doing. I want to
tell the Senator from Texas, whether it
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is his way and I am not right enough,
or whether it is my way and he is
wrong too often, it doesn’t matter. You
can’t be in the Senate and serve with
PHIL GRAMM of Texas without respect-
ing him. The Senator has a great mind,
and he has learned to apply it to our
problems in a way that really means
something to a lot of us. It strikes our
minds, and makes us think. I don’t
think the Senator from Texas can ex-
pect to do more, and he wins plenty of
them because of the clarity and the
philosophy, and the way he digs into
the issues.

There are many things that we are
experimenting with in this bill that
may not work, and the Senator is
going to certainly find them and tell us
why. And they have an awful lot to do
with the child health care package.
The Senator is going to say something
about that. And I am not trying to pre-
empt him because I know there are
problems there. I don’t believe the peo-
ple who say if it had gone straight
under Medicaid that it would have cov-
ered many, many more. I don’t believe
that at all. The Medicaid Program that
has not worked well in the past that we
have been struggling to fix ought not
be mimicked. It ought to be changed.
And if you can, you ought to do the
same thing in a different way. That is
the theory of the Senator from Texas,
and he has said that from the begin-
ning. We are trying. But we are not
there yet, and many other things.

I want to tell you, we struggled
mightily on the welfare side, on the
Fair Employment Labor Standards
Act, and whether the myriad of laws
should apply to trainees. And the Sen-
ator is going to speak about that. But
I want to tell him, I couldn’t win. I
couldn’t get it done. That is all there is
to it. Everyone now Kknows, including
the White House—and they will admit
it—that the welfare program will not
work in terms of the people that most
need the training without some relief
from some of the laws that apply
across the board to people permanently
employed in companies that make
enough money to get by and have to
pay them. And there is no doubt that
the issue has been framed in a false
way.

It is not a minimum wage issue. We
have already agreed to the minimum
wage. I heard the President yesterday
speak of minimum wage again. That is
not the issue. The issue is the rules
that are going to govern a nonprofit or-
ganization that we asked to train 10
people. Isn’t that right? They are going
to say, ‘“Why should we do that?”
Every law on the books governs these
trainees, and we didn’t even pick them.
You picked them for us.

So I am aware of those and many
others. But I think the Senator is
going to also say that there are some
good things in this bill.

I thank the Senator very much for
yielding.

Mr. GRAMM. I thank the Senator
from New Mexico.
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Mr. President, let me begin with the
tax cut.

First of all, I think if you are going
to judge what has been done, you have
to first begin by looking at the fact
that we are cutting taxes by approxi-
mately 1 percent. The tax cut on aver-
age over the next b years will lower the
tax burden on the American people by
slightly less than 1 percent.

So for all of those who are saying,
“Well, the Tax Code becomes more
complicated, the changes that are
made are piecemeal,” all of that was
driven by the fact that with the bipar-
tisan nature of this bill and the fact
that we have a President who was ada-
mantly opposed to cutting taxes until 3
years ago, who only endorsed the con-
cept of trying to balance the budget 2
years ago, that we had a very limited
amount of resources. Obviously, for
people who have listened to much of
this debate and have gotten the idea
that we are talking about a huge tax
cut, they are going to be disappointed.
But there are some people who are
going to be directly affected, and in a
very positive way. Right at the top of
the list will be people who have fami-
lies and who have children. Nearly all
of the $85 billion net tax cut we have in
this bill goes directly to families with
children.

Why single them out? I am sure there
are people who say, ‘“Well, children are
important. Families are important.
But why such a focus of this tax bill on
children?”’ Let me explain why.

In 1950, the dependent exemption—
the amount you got to deduct from
your income because you had a depend-
ent—was $500. As a result of that $500
dependent exemption for children in
1950, 65 percent of all income of the av-
erage income working family was not
subject to income taxes in the average
family of four in America. Today the
dependent exemption is $2,500. But to
cover the same expenses and to protect
the same level of income that it did in
1950, it would have to be twice that big,
or $5,000 per child.

So what has happened since 1950 is
that the real dependent exemption in
terms of letting working families keep
their money to invest in their own
children has effectively been cut in
half.

If you look at the Tax Code, what has
happened is this: In 1950, rich people
paid a lot of taxes. And today rich peo-
ple pay a lot of taxes. In 1950, poor peo-
ple didn’t pay any income taxes to
speak of. And today poor people do not
pay any income taxes to speak of. But
the explosion of Government between
1950 and today has been almost totally
funded by a massive growing tax bur-
den on working families with children.
And we have literally starved the one
institution in America that really
works—the family.

So our primary focus—{first, in the
Contract with America, then the budg-
et 2 years ago, then the budget a year
ago, and now the budget this year—has
been to give a $500 tax credit per child
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and to let working families invest in
their own children, their own family,
their own future, recognizing that the
best housing program, nutrition pro-
gram, and education program is to let
working families keep their own
money and invest in their own chil-
dren, their own family, and their own
future.

Second, in this tax cut bill we begin
the long process of eliminating the
death tax. People work a lifetime to
build up a farm, or a small business, or
to build up assets. And they do it for
their children and their future. And
they make the country rich in the
process. But when they die, even
though they pay taxes on every penny
they earned along the way, when they
try to pass these assets on to their
children, the Government comes in and
takes up to 55 cents out of every dollar.

So it routinely happens in America
every day that parents die, and then
their children have to sell the fruits of
their lifetime labors—their business,
their farm, their home, their assets—in
order to give Government 55 cents out
of every dollar of its value.

Republicans believe that is wrong.
We believe you ought to tax income
once, and not twice. And I think the
changes we made in this area, espe-
cially for small businesses and family
farms, is very, very important.

I believe that people who are trying
to educate their children will be bene-
ficiaries of this program.

Quite frankly, my favorite part of
the tax bill in the area of education is
not the President’s initiative. It is in-
stead an initiative that came from Sen-
ator ROTH. That is the initiative that
lets people when they get out of school
treat student loan interest payments
as a business expense. Think about it
for a minute. If you go out and buy a
tractor, you can depreciate that trac-
tor—write its value off against your in-
come. But if you invest in going to col-
lege, or graduate school or medical
school by borrowing a bunch of money
on a guaranteed student loan, when
you get out of college and you start to
work with that big heavy burden of
debt, none of the expenses you incurred
in getting the education that econo-
mists call ‘“‘“human capital” can be
written off as a business expense.

So our society’s Tax Code has his-
torically discriminated against invest-
ing in our own people.

One of the provisions of this bill that
is critically important is the provision
that for the first time will let a young
wage earner who has gotten out of
school, who has a big guaranteed stu-
dent loan, to write off that interest
against the income they are earning as
a result of the earning power they got
from going to college, or graduate
school, or professional school. And I be-
lieve this is going to encourage people
to go to school longer and to accumu-
late greater human capital.

There are a lot of provisions in the
tax bill. I believe the tax bill is basi-
cally a good bill, and the American
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people are going to benefit from it. Not
everybody is going to benefit. The top
5 percent of income earners pay 50 per-
cent of the taxes. They are going to
benefit from none of the general tax
provisions. They will benefit margin-
ally from the death tax change. They
will benefit from the capital gains tax.
But the focus of our benefit, quite
frankly, with simply a 1-percent cut in
taxes, is where it ought to be—on
working middle-income families.

We have had a long debate with the
President, and the President has won
the debate in this bill. But what is the
old saying? He, convinced against his
will, is unconvinced still. And let me
say I think it is a fundamental error,
even though I am going to vote for the
tax package, it is a fundamental mis-
take in a tax bill that only provides $17
billion of tax cuts a year, it is fun-
damentally unfair to take part of that
tax cut away from working two-income
families in order to give a tax cut to
people who do not pay income taxes. I
believe that tax cut bills should be
aimed at cutting taxes for people who
pay them. In any case, that is where we
are in the tax bill.

Let me turn now to the spending bill.
The best provision in the spending bill,
from my point of view, is expanded
choice on Medicare. Medicare has
grown by 12 percent a year in cost in
the last 20 years. No major program
has ever grown that fast before, and, as
a result, even with the reforms we have
instituted, even under the best of cir-
cumstances, Medicare is destined to be-
come the largest and most expensive
program in the history of the American
Government. But by letting our senior
citizens have more choices, by encour-
aging competition, by allowing a broad
range of choices between the tradi-
tional HMO and fee-for-service medi-
cine, we are going to 