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the limit on how much oil Iraq can sell and
making other changes to speed humanitarian
deliveries. It is also said to call for revamp-
ing UNSCOM, with few details on what that
means (evidently not much change is pro-
posed). Saudi Arabia has lobbied for the plan
vigorously at three meetings of the Gulf Co-
operation Council and two other inter-Arab
sessions. It is unusual for Saudi Arabia to be
s0 bold at asserting leadership in the region,
and even more unusual for Saudi Arabia to
pursue the plan so tenaciously in the face of
opposition from those in the region who
want to distance themselves from the U.S.—
British air strikes. Under the direction of
the foreign minister, Prince Saud al-Faysal,
the Saudis have successfully brought on
board Egypt, which was initially skeptical.

The Saudi initiative underscores the con-
vergence of U.S. and Saudi interests on Iraq.
Although Riyadh was widely criticized in the
United States for its reluctance to partici-
pate in the December air campaign. Saudi
policy is in fact closely aligned with Wash-
ington’s. For instance, the political com-
mentator of the official Saudi news agency
wrote. ‘“The Iraqi people deserve and need a
revolution” against ‘‘the tyrant of Bagh-
dad,” whereas in Egypt, another Arab coun-
try whose ruler Saddam attacked, the gov-
ernment confined itself to saying ‘‘the Iraqi
leadership is primarily responsible for the
Iraqi people’s hardships.”” The reassertion of
leadership in the region by Saudi Arabia, if
sustained, would on many issues correspond
well with U.S. interests.

Although it is unlikely that the Saudis
will be able to convince enough Arab states
to support their plan for the January 24
meeting of Arab League foreign ministers to
endorse it openly, the United States should
lend weight to the Saudi diplomatic effort.
The Saudi effort focuses Arab attention on
the issue most important for U.S. interests—
how to relieve the suffering of the Iraqi peo-
ple—rather than on the question raised by
the French proposal, namely, how to water
down inspections so as to win Saddam’s as-
sent.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I will ask the ad-
ministration to take a different tact to
tighten, rather than loosen, the Oil-for-
Food Program, to veto U.N. plans that
allow Saddam to use this money to fi-
nance nonhumanitarian purchases, and
to strengthen oil interdiction and in-
spection operations, including adopting
something like the ‘‘no-fly”’ zone with
a ‘‘no-o0il”’ vessel zone. Only by taking
these measures can the U.N. finally
cripple Saddam’s regime and increase
energy security for all Americas.

If we cut off Saddam’s oil supply, we
will bring him to his knees. That is the
only way it will happen.

Mr. President, I would like to take a
moment to comment on the Depart-
ment of the Interior s Mineral Manage-
ment Service proposed oil valuation
rule.

Earlier this week, speaking with re-
gard to the Administration’s FY 2000
budget, Secretary Babbitt said, ‘“We
have met, and talked, and talked, and
talked,” about the proposed rule. But I
submit that the only talking done by
MMS has been at industry and at Con-
gress, not with them. Mr. President,
the proposed rule by MMS was unfair
last year and it remains unfair.

Babbitt has declared that talks are
“over’” and that MMS is determined to
issue its rule in June, when the Con-
gressional moratorium expires.
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This is simply unconscionable. The
domestic oil industry is on its knees
right now. But, again, this action by
Interior is symptomatic of Administra-
tion attacks on the domestic energy in-
dustry.

The federal government should work
to save marginal producers, not put
them out of business. Yet that is just
what Interior is doing by issuing an un-
fair royalty rule at a time when pro-
ducers can least afford it.

I would ask Secretary Babbitt the
following question: How many royal-
ties can a bankrupt industry pay? I
would also ask him if this rule is truly
about raising revenue, or is it another
Administration scheme to drive petro-
leum producers out of business. After
all, 100 percent of zero is zero.

For the record, Mr. President, I will
be speaking to MMS and looking into
this flawed royalty rule.

I yield the floor.

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

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, thank
you.

————
THE PRESIDENT’S FY 2000 BUDGET

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I come
here today to talk about our Nation’s
first investment in the next century:
the budget for the year 2000. I want to
say how great it is that we are turning
our attention to the issues that are im-
portant to America’s families.

When I first came to Washington, DC,
the deficit was $290 billion. We had to
make some very tough budget deci-
sions to get the Nation’s books back in
balance. Now our economy is growing
and it is strong. This year, the Office of
Management and Budget projects a
surplus to be $79 billion. That is the
biggest surplus in American history. It
hasn’t been easy to get to this point
and we still have a lot of work to do.

Now we have to use this opportunity
to make critical investments in our
Nation’s senior citizens and in our chil-
dren. We have an obligation to ensure
the dignity of the previous generation
and to prepare the next generation for
a successful future. The budget we have
before the Senate will help us do that.

This budget keeps our commitment
to save Social Security first. It will set
aside more than 60 percent of the sur-
plus to extend the solvency of the So-
cial Security trust fund until 2055. And
it takes important steps to protect
older women who depend on Social Se-
curity, but must continue to work to
supplement their incomes. This budget
will increase their survivor’s benefits
after the deaths of their husbands and
eliminate the earnings limitation.

This budget will strengthen Medicare
and provide more stability. It also
gives assistance to the elderly and dis-
abled who need long-term care in their
families by providing a $1,000 tax cred-
it.

We have to also make education a
top priority. This budget provides des-
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perately needed funds to fix our Na-
tion’s worn out schools and our over-
crowded classrooms. It provides tax
credits to help States and local school
districts build and renovate public
schools, and it continues our commit-
ment to hiring 100,000 new and well-
trained teachers. In addition, it pro-
vides flexibility at the local level for
schools to ensure all children receive a
quality education, and it calls for
tough new accountability measures to
hold schools and teachers to high
standards.

This budget is by no means perfect.
The funding for educating children
with special needs is inadequate, and I
will work to address this inequity. The
Federal Government has made a com-
mitment to meet 40 percent of the cost
of educating disabled children, but we
have yet to come close. As we work to
improve our schools and raise our aca-
demic standards, we must not leave
disabled children behind.

I know that as we go through the
budget process we will have our dis-
agreements, but I am looking forward
to an open discussion of the issues and
working together to accomplish a bi-
partisan agreement that serves the
American people well.

This budget provides a real frame-
work for action. I applaud the Presi-
dent’s pledge to save Social Security
and prepare for the challenges of a new
century. Now we must move forward.
The clock is ticking. It is time for us
to work on the issues and the priorities
of America’s families.

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the
floor.

Ms. COLLINS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BUN-
NING). The Senator from Maine, Ms.
COLLINS, is recognized.

(The remarks of Ms. COLLINS and Mr.
LEVIN pertaining to the introduction of
S. 335 are located in today’s RECORD
under ‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills
and Joint Resolutions.”)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the next
60 minutes of morning business be
under my control.

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

——

THE PRESIDENT’S BUDGET

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, the
President has now given us his budg-
et—quite a remarkable document.

I remember when the President came
to speak to the joint session and said,
“The era of big government is over.”
There was broad applause—not only in
the Chamber but around the country.
Now we are confronted—it is not near-
ly as spot oriented or media driven—
but it is sort of the statement: ‘“The
era of big government is over’’ is over.
He has taken that pronouncement and
absolutely quashed it in this new budg-
et—driven it in the ground never to be
seen again. It was a T7-minute speech,



February 3, 1999

and it outlined 77 new Government
spending proposals that amounted to
approximately $56 billion in new Gov-
ernment spending per minute. I am
glad the speech wasn’t longer.

In the President’s budget, according
to the New York Times, he proposed 81
separate tax increases totaling $82 bil-
lion over the next 5 years. The effect of
that would be to nearly nullify the lim-
ited tax reduction that the last Con-
gress finally fashioned with this ad-
ministration for which there was an
enormous celebration on the White
House lawn. This would virtually
eliminate it.

The administration will describe
these as ‘‘user fees.” That is not new.
Both parties have used that. But when
you look down at what that means, it
is quite interesting, Mr. President:

$1.1 billion in airline fees. That
means all traveling America is going
to get a tax increase, if you ever get on
an airplane.

Or $504 million in food inspection
fees. Who is going to pay that? Any-
body who goes into the grocery store
and buys a quarter-pound of ground
beef, processed chicken, or milk; in
other words, everybody.

Then we have $200 million in new
health care fees on providers and plans
and doctors—no, not on providers,
health plans, and doctors. That goes to
patients. Patients will pay that.

So if you are buying food in the gro-
cery store, if you are part of traveling
America, if you have to go see your
doctor, to a hospital, you are going to
be the recipient of this $1.1 billion in
new taxes.

Now, he said there is tax relief in his
budget. Well, the only way an Amer-
ican taxpayer would see one cent of
President Clinton’s so-called tax relief
is if they agree to buy a solar panel or
buy an electric car or engage in some
other sanctioned Government behav-
ior—this in the face of $800 billion of
non-Social Security surpluses that
have been generated by our economy.
The direct beneficiary of balanced
budgets and financial discipline and
disciplined spending has produced a
vigorous economy which has produced
massive surpluses for the first time in
modern history, but this administra-
tion could not resist spend, spend,
spend and could not find it in any
frame to suggest, well, maybe some of
this should be returned to the working
people of America.

Mr. President, I see that we have
been joined by Senator GRAMS of Min-
nesota to speak on the subject, and I
am going to yield up to 10 minutes to
Senator GRAMS of Minnesota to con-
tinue our presentation on this budget.

Mr. GRAMS. I thank the Senator. I
appreciate the Senator from Georgia
putting this effort together. I think it
gets the information out about what
this budget really does and does not en-
tail.

Mr. President, I rise today to make a
few observations about the President’s
millennium budget.
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After a brief review, my conclusion is
this:

First, in his quest to continue to
offer something for everyone, the
President’s budget offers a lot of smoke
and mirrors and a lot of accounting
gimmicks.

Secondly, this budget is chock full of
new spending, earmarks, and dozens of
new ways for Washington to spend the
tax dollars earned by working Ameri-
cans. It is a blueprint for an even big-
ger federal government.

Thirdly, while I agree that the 62 per-
cent of the projected surplus that be-
longs to Social Security should be re-
served for Social Security, I do not
agree with what the President seeks to
do with the 38 percent of the surplus
that represents tax overpayments.

He chooses to spend the vast major-
ity of it and leaves only pennies on the
dollar for very minor, tightly targeted
tax relief plan that he was offered in
the budget.

His plan is basically only token tax
cuts that sound big, but the bottom
line is it provides little or no tax relief.

Fourth, he proposes new taxes and
user fees and takes tobacco settlement
money from the states. Can you believe
it—in times of surplus, he actually pro-
poses to raise taxes even higher, and
his budget spends the Social Security
surplus he claims to wall off.

Finally, the President’s budget does
not save Social Security from bank-
ruptcy.

Let me be a little more specific.

You don’t have to look further than
the way in which the President’s budg-
et deals with spending caps to deter-
mine if this is an honest budget.

As you know, President Clinton has
repeatedly broken the statutory spend-
ing caps in the past to spend more for
new and expanded government pro-
grams. Last year alone, the President
and the Congress spent over $22 billion
of the surplus for alleged ‘‘emergency
spending’’ in the Omnibus spending leg-
islation.

Nearly $9.3 billion in regular appro-
priations was shifted into future budg-
ets. In my judgment, both of these ef-
forts broke the caps, and that is why I
opposed the Omnibus bill.

Also, I wish that Congress and the
President could be as creative in cut-
ting spending and cutting taxes as the
President is in finding ways to spend
more money for more programs.

According to the CBO, last year’s
budget—when alleged emergency
spending is included—exceeded the
spending caps by $45 billion. Even with-
out counting the emergency spending,
we still exceeded the spending caps by
$29 billion.

Last year’s irresponsible spending
has made the spending caps even tight-
er for this year. In order to stay within
the caps as required by law, we must
cut spending by $28 billion. This would
require an approximately 5-percent
across-the-board reduction of this
year’s discretionary spending.

Instead of cutting spending to com-
ply with the law, President Clinton ac-
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tually proposes significant spending in-
creases to expand many of the existing
programs and create many more new
programs. These spending increases
total over $130 billion. Yet the Presi-
dent claims his budget does not break
the spending caps.

How can President Clinton have it
both ways? How can he have his cake
and eat it, too? It is simple. He does it
by budget gimmicks.

The President imposes new user fees
and raises existing ones by $21 billion,
and then counts these taxes as ‘‘nega-
tive spending’’ rather than as revenues.

He also devotes presumed receipts
from the state settlements with the to-
bacco companies and a 55 cents-per-
pack federal tax on cigarettes to a va-
riety of programs to avoid the spending
caps.

However, it is far from certain these
taxes will be accepted by Congress, so
what we have is new spending without
reasonable offsets.

The President also reclassifies the in-
creased discretionary spending for ex-
panded military retirement benefits,
again, as mandatory spending. In addi-
tion, President Clinton speeds up the
FCC’s collection of spectrum auction
payments.

Like last year, the President has
again shifted some program funding—
such as the Northeast multispecies
fishery—into so-called ‘‘emergency
spending” to further bust the budget.
And he has severely under-funded some
major programs such as Medicare,
knowing Congress will restore the
funds.

These decisions by the President are
troubling. The more I review this budg-
et, the more questions I have about
how the President can propose so much
new spending and claim that he will
not break the budget.

President Clinton proposes to funnel
62 percent of the projected budget sur-
plus which represents the Social Secu-
rity surplus to the Social Security
Trust Funds, 15 percent to Medicare, 12
percent to the so-called Universal Sav-
ing Accounts, and another 11 percent
to increase other government spending.

The OMB estimates that we would
have a $12 billion on-budget deficit—
that is without. Social Security excess
Surpluses—in FY 2000. This means we
don’t have any on-budget surplus to
spend this year. All of the $117 billion
unified budget surplus is, in fact, So-
cial Security surplus.

I don’t know how I can say this more
clearly. Despite the President’s prom-
ise to save Social Security first, he is
proposing to spend all of the Social Se-
curity surplus.

Moreover, not only has the President
manipulated the numbers, but he has
also included enormous increases in ex-
isting programs and created many new
programs, including entitlement pro-
grams.

Without counting government user
fees, the actual size of the government
has reached $2 trillion, not $1.8 trillion,
as the President claimed in his budget.
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I am sure there is much more hidden
spending and hidden taxes in this 2,600
page budget.

With all of these spending and tax in-
creases, President Clinton fails to pro-
vide any meaningful tax relief for
working Americans. His targeted tax
cuts reward only a few, with too few
dollars. And again, in times of surplus,
the President is proposing to raise
taxes.

Now, I would like to just show a lit-
tle cartoon that I brought with me that
I think kind of explains this. As the
cartoon suggests, President Clinton
doesn’t want to give any of the non-So-
cial Security surplus to hard-working,
overtaxed Americans because he be-
lieves he can spend it better on his own
priorities. As the cartoon says: It
seems we have grossly overcharged
you, so let me explain how we intend to
spend the money.

When you go to a restaurant and
overpay the bill, you expect to get the
change back. Here the taxpayers have
overpaid, and I think they can right-
fully expect that they should get the
change back and the surplus should go
to the taxpayers and not to the bu-
reaucracies in Washington.

In fact, satisfying the President’s
spending appetite would squeeze an ad-
ditional $80 billion from working
Americans as tax increases. So, in
times of surpluses, tax increases.

Mr. President, Americans today are
taxed at the highest level in history,
with nearly 40 percent of a typical fam-
ily budget going to pay taxes on the
Federal, State, and local level.

They tax it when you earn it. Tax it
again when you save it. Tax it again
when you spend it. Tax it again when
you invest it. And tax it yet again
when you die.

No wonder Americans feel overtaxed!

But under the President’s budget, the
Government will collect more taxes
from working Americans in the next
five years. Total taxes will reach over
$10 trillion. Federal tax revenues will
grow faster than spending, consuming
20.7 percent of GDP, a historic high
since World War II.

This is wrong. More spending and
more Government is not the answer.
The answer lies in tax cuts that return
power to the taxpayers and leave a lit-
tle more of their own money in their
pocket at the end of the day.

That is why I, along with Senator
ROTH, introduced S. 3, the Tax Cuts for
All Americans Act, the one bill that
will do the most to help America’s
working families. Our plan will cut the
personal tax rate for each American by
ten percent across the board.

The broad-based tax cut is simple and
fair. It is pro-family and pro-growth. If
President Clinton wanted to make a
strong statement for working Ameri-
cans, he should have made this broad-
based tax cut the centerpiece of his
budget.

My last point is that despite his
claim to have made Social Security
solvent, and despite the fact that he
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will pour general funds into Social Se-
curity, Mr. Clinton’s budget does not
and will not save it. This budget does
nothing to address its long-term un-
funded liabilities.

In what Chairman Greenspan has
called a very ‘‘dangerous’ approach, it
has the Government invest any sur-
pluses in the stock market for Social
Security.

In my home state of Minnesota, tax-
payers are already expressing their
frustration with the notion that, in the
case of retirement security, Wash-
ington knows best.

Let me quote one thing here. Patrick
Garofalo of Apple Valley wrote the fol-
lowing letter in yesterday’s St. Paul
Pioneer Press:

I am a big boy. I no longer live with my
parents. The government trusts me to own a
gun.

It trusts me to choose my state and con-
gressional elected officials. It trusts me to
make decisions about the welfare of both of
my children. If it trusts me to make these
important decisions, why does not it trust
me to decide how I want to save for my re-
tirement?

Please don’t tax me to death while you
“‘help” me. Let me keep my money. I will de-
cide where and with whom to invest my nest
egg.

I could not have said it better myself.

Mr. President, the Administration’s
budget will not meet the challenges of
a new millennium but rather lead us
down the path of fiscal disaster. Con-
gress can and will do better.

We will produce a budget that pre-
serves and protects the Social Security
surplus; we will give the non-Social Se-
curity surplus back to taxpayers as
major tax relief and debt reduction; we
will have a blueprint that leads this
nation into the 21st century.

I appreciate the Senator from Geor-
gia yielding me this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
appreciate the remarks of the Senator
from Minnesota, and I now yield up to
5 minutes of our time to the Senator
from Missouri.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank my
colleague from Georgia. I have just a
few brief thoughts on this budget that
has been submitted to us. The Presi-
dent’s budget says we are going to have
about a $4 trillion surplus over the
next 15 years. He has said, and we
agree, that we should fix Social Secu-
rity first. We are going to do that. He
believes that we ought to set 62 percent
of the surplus aside for fixing Social
Security. Again, we agree, because that
is about what Social Security receipts
are provided.

But when we got his budget message
and when we heard his State of the
Union, we didn’t see a fix to Social Se-
curity. We saw new gimmicks, finan-
cial gimmicks, borrowing more money.
And under this plan that he has pre-
sented, while we are supposedly run-
ning these surpluses that will amount
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to $4 trillion, we are going to have to
raise the debt ceiling within a couple of
years because he is issuing more bonds.
We are going to borrow our way into
solvency for Social Security. Nobody
has explained yet how that is going to
work. But it is clear that he has not
proposed any responsible reform of the
Social Security system to make sure it
is there. We in Congress are going to
have to develop a plan. I believe we
will. It is going to take some of the
surplus, 62 percent. I think that we
must do that because we owe that not
only to those who are retired now and
those who are about to retire, but to
the baby boomers and others coming
along who want to see retirement secu-
rity.

So we have 38 percent. What do we do
with the remaining 38 percent of the
surplus? I have spent a lot of time. I
traveled around the State of Missouri
many, many days listening to and talk-
ing with people, telling them: We fi-
nally got that budget deficit monster
slain. What should we do with the sur-
plus we are going to start running? And
they had two very strong ideas. They
said, No. 1, pay off the debt. We started
to pay off the debt. If it hadn’t been for
the President’s having invested some
$20-plus billion in spending last year,
we would have paid off $20 billion more.

Frankly, around this place there is
nothing quite so tempting as an
unspent surplus. If you don’t return it
to the taxpayers, it is going to get
spent. We already have a historically
high tax rate as part of our gross do-
mestic product, the highest it has been
since the end of World War II. And we
are continuing to take more and more
money. We need to have tax relief.
That is the other thing that the people
of Missouri say: We want tax relief;
lower, simpler, flatter taxes.

Small businesses spend 5 percent of
what they take in just figuring out how
much they are going to have to pay in
taxes. That is before they pay taxes. It
is too complicated. It is too high. It
discourages economic activity. Those
who made fun of the capital gains tax
relief and objected to it now have to
admit that reducing capital gains
brought more economic activity and
brought a tremendous increase in cap-
ital gains revenue. If we give families
and small businesses the opportunity
to keep some of their money, do you
know what? They can spend it better
than we can in Washington, and that is
what I propose we do.

But the President is not content with
a $4 trillion surplus. He wants to in-
crease Federal Government revenues
by raising taxes. And on top of that, he
is going to spend it all, he is going to
spend more of it, he is going to spend
$100 billion in new spending. He busts
the cap. He even raids the tobacco set-
tlements from the States because he
has so many good ideas on how to
spend it.

Mr. President, I do not believe the
people of America want those good
ideas. It is unbelievable, $4 trillion in
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surplus yet every dollar of it spent,
then more taxes are added. This is a
classic example of the Federal ‘‘Father
Knows Best,” requiring the States, lo-
calities, and most of all the families,
the working men and women in Amer-
ica, to play ‘‘Mother May I?”’

Let’s take a look at education, some-
thing I think is a top priority, and the
President says it is a top priority, too.
It is about that point where we diverge
180 degrees. The President wants to be
your local school superintendent. Do
you know, we have over 763 Federal
education programs. The system is not
working now. We have too much Fed-
eral bureaucracy, too much Federal red
tape. Yesterday the President told the
school board members who were in
town from school boards all across the
country, he said, ‘‘Listen to what they
are saying in the schools.” I have. Do
you know what they are saying? Do
you know what educators and the ad-
ministrators and school board members
are saying? ‘“We have too much Federal
regulation and dictates. We spend too
much time on misplaced Federal prior-
ities.”

That is why I want, and I think my
colleagues want, to return dollars di-
rectly to the classroom. Do not run it
through the bureaucracy in Wash-
ington, DC. Don’t even run it through
the State bureaucracies. It 1is the
school districts that have to make the
decisions. They are the ones that know
the kids’ names. They are the ones
that know the strengths of the Kkids.
They are the ones that know the chal-
lenges they face. Let them make the
decisions and take the Federal hand-
cuffs off of local educators.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 5 minutes has expired.

Mr. BOND. I ask for 1 more minute?

Mr. COVERDELL. I yield 1 more
minute to the Senator from Missouri.

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

Mr. BOND. One final item I need to
get in. Last year, we worked very hard
for a Transportation Equity Act for the
21st century, or TEA 21. I led the fight
with Chairman JOHN CHAFEE and Chair-
man JOHN WARNER to make sure we put
the trust back in trust fund; that is, we
told the American people that we
would send back, for highways, the
money in the trust fund as it increased.
In this budget he proposes more bou-
tique programs. He wants to go back
on the promise we made last year. We
have great highway needs and there is
absolutely no reason to get more Fed-
eral programs when it is the States
who need to build the highways. We
need to start over again on transpor-
tation and education and make some
sense out of this budget.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
appreciate the remarks of the Senator
from Missouri. I now yield up to 5 min-
utes to the distinguished Senator from
Michigan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.
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Mr. ABRAHAM. Thank you, Mr.
President. I thank the Senator from
Georgia.

I wish to join my colleagues in ex-
pressing our deep concern at this ad-
ministration’s misleading and poten-
tially damaging budget.

Now that we have finally gotten our
fiscal house in order, turning huge defi-
cits into significant surpluses, I am
troubled, as a lot of our colleagues are,
that the administration is seeking to
turn the clock back to the bad old days
of tax and spend that got us in finan-
cial trouble in the first place.

I think the Senator from Missouri
very effectively outlined some of the
inadequacies of this budget.

This budget includes $1.7 trillion in
new Government spending, with the po-
tential of trillions more, despite the
President’s agreement to set budget
caps. And despite the President’s fre-
quent calls to save Social Security
first, it does nothing to save this cru-
cial program.

Finally, this budget includes no sig-
nificant tax cut for the hard-working
American families who brought us out
of the age of deficits and into the
present age of surplus. With the $4.5
trillion in anticipated surpluses, this
administration could not find—in its
budget, or in its heart—the where-
withal to give anything back to the
American people, and that, Mr. Presi-
dent, is simply shameful.

I know my colleagues and I will be
speaking a great deal in the coming
weeks about the need for tax cuts, and
I know the Presiding Officer will be one
of those speaking often about this
topic. But today, I want to focus on one
particular aspect of the President’s
budget that would do great damage to
our system of Government and to our
States, my State of Michigan in par-
ticular.

Last November, 46 States and the to-
bacco companies reached a settlement
in their long-running litigation. The
Federal Government neither initiated
nor helped the States financially in
these suits. Yet now, the Clinton ad-
ministration wants to divert $18.9 bil-
lion of the settlement to its own uses.

The Federal Health Care Financing
Administration, HCFA, wants to seize
this money under legislation allowing
it to recoup Medicaid overpayments.
But no Medicaid moneys were allo-
cated under the tobacco settlement.
This seizure is a raw exercise of Fed-
eral power, dangerous to our liberties
and our form of Government.

In addition, the administration’s ac-
tions promise costly litigation and
first hits those least able to fend for
themselves: State Medicaid patients
whose funding would be seized by
HCFA.

Of course, the administration claims
that it will use the State’s moneys to
benefit everybody. Once again, this ad-
ministration believes it is better able
to spend money than are those actually
entitled to it; in this case, the States.

A number of States already have
acted in reliance on the tobacco settle-
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ment, putting forward proposals that
will greatly benefit their constituents.
For example, in my State of Michigan,
Governor John Engler has proposed to
endow a merit award trust fund with
Michigan’s share of the settlement, at
least a portion of that settlement.

Under this program, every Michigan
high school graduate who masters
reading, writing, math, and science
will receive a Michigan merit award, a
$2,600 scholarship that can be used for
further study at a Michigan school of
that student’s choice. Another $500
would be available for seventh and
eighth grade students who pass their
State tests, bringing the total avail-
able for higher education in Michigan
to $3,000 for students who work hard
and learn the basic skills needed to
move on to higher education.

We need programs like Michigan’s to
help kids do well in school and get
ahead in life. The Federal Government
should be learning from these kinds of
programs. It should not be taking
money out of the pockets of Michigan’s
young people to put into the pockets of
Washington bureaucrats.

We must protect the rights and the
people of our States by seeing to it the
tobacco settlement money stays where
it belongs and where it will do the
most good—in the States.

That, Mr. President, is, in my judg-
ment, one of the many inadequacies in
the President’s budget. I certainly in-
tend to work very hard here in the
months ahead to make sure these to-
bacco settlement dollars go to the
States where the priorities can be set
that make the most sense to the people
of the States. They are the ones who
fought this litigation and won it.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. COVERDELL addressed the
Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

GRAMS). The Senator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Michigan, and
I now yield up to 10 minutes to the
Senator from New Hampshire.

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

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Georgia for his time,
and I appreciate his organizing this dis-
cussion of the President’s budget, be-
cause it has some very serious prob-
lems, even though we are in superb fis-
cal times now and it appears the Presi-
dent has put forward a budget which
will create for us into the future some
fiscal problems of an enormous extent.
Many of these relate to his so-called
“resolution” of the Social Security
issue. Let’s talk a few numbers to
begin with.

What the President has proposed in
Social Security does virtually nothing
to address the underlying problem of
Social Security. The underlying prob-
lem of Social Security, of course, is we
have the post-war baby boom genera-
tion that begins retiring in the year
2008, and that generation is so large in
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physical numbers that it overwhelms
the capacity of the younger genera-
tions to support it. Has the President
addressed that? No.

What the President has done is put
forward a major accounting gimmick
which is, basically, a proposal that has
no substantive effect on the underlying
problem, but gives them the capacity,
through bookkeeping, to claim that
they have addressed the problem.

The President has proposed that we
take the present surplus, which is pro-
jected in the Social Security fund, of
about $2.3 trillion and keep that in the
Social Security fund. And then the
President has proposed a brand new
commitment from the general fund to
the Social Security fund, a new book-
keeping entry which amounts to new
debt of another $2.8 trillion. The prac-
tical effect of that, of course, is that
nothing happens. But the political ef-
fect of it is that the President can
claim that by making this book-
keeping entry, he is extending the life
of the trust fund for another 8 years or
S0.

Let me try to explain it through this
pie chart, because it is a complicated
little shell game. It is not a little shell
game, it is the biggest shell game ever
played in the history of this country,
actually.

This is the spending which is pro-
jected relative to the surplus over the
next 15 years. There is $2.3 trillion for
Social Security in the President’s pro-
posal: $700 billion for Medicare, $500
billion for new USA accounts, and $500
billion of new spending items. Notice
there is no tax cut in here for Ameri-
cans. He decided to skip that for the
next 15 years, but that is another issue
other Members will talk to. Essen-
tially, that is how he spends the $4.4
trillion surplus, which is projected for
the next 15 years.

However, in his accounting process,
he also spends another $2.8 trillion,
which is these new notes that he cred-
its to Social Security. Why does he do
that? He does it essentially because he
wants to claim he has expanded the
size of the Social Security trust fund
so he can extend this life expectancy
out. But this doesn’t exist. This is a
bookkeeping event. What it does do is
it creates a huge new debt which will
have to be paid by later generations to
the Social Security trust fund.

The practical effect of that debt is
that he will be increasing the tax obli-
gations necessary to support the Social
Security trust fund as we move into
the later years by huge numbers.

Beginning in the year 2025, it will
take an extra $360 billion in order to
maintain the trust fund, and this will
have to come from the general fund,
which means it will have to come
through tax increases. This is in order
to meet the obligations created by this
new $2.8 trillion bookkeeping entry.

In the year 2035, that number jumps
to $786 billion. That is just 1 year, com-
ing out of the general fund into the So-
cial Security trust fund. The implica-
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tions of this are staggering. It moves
up to a figure of $2.07 trillion—that is a
1-year number—in the year 2055. The
implication is staggering, because it
does two things.

First, it creates this huge pressure on
the general fund which inevitably leads
to a huge tax increase. Secondly, it
creates a whole new dynamic for the
Social Security system. The Social Se-
curity system has never gone into the
general fund in order to support the
Social Security system. That is not the
concept of the Social Security system.
The Social Security system has always
been a trust fund. This creates the So-
cial Security fund as a fund that has a
drain basically on the general fund.

This all comes down to basically, in
my opinion, sham accounting. And you
don’t have to take my word for it. Iron-
ically, in a spurt of honesty and truth
in accounting, the President’s submis-
sion to the Congress of its budget had
this language at page 336. I think it is
worth reading.

(The Social Security Trust Fund) balances
are available to finance future benefit pay-
ments and other trust fund expenditures—
but only in a bookkeeping sense. . ..

So somebody at least down at OMB
had the integrity to acknowledge what
they were actually doing. They were
creating a bookkeeping event for the
purposes of claiming an extension of
the Social Security trust fund.

They do not consist of real economic assets
that can be drawn down in the future to fund
benefits. Instead, they are claims on the
Treasury that, when redeemed, will have to
be financed by raising taxes—

Which is the item I pointed out here,
the trillion dollars in the year 2045, for
example—
borrowing from the public, or reducing bene-
fits or other expenditures. The existence of
large trust fund balances, therefore, does
not, by itself, have any impact on the Gov-
ernment’s ability to pay benefits.

If I had written a critique of what the
President proposed, I could not have
done a better job. Somebody on his
staff had the integrity to truly write
the critique, and by mistake, I suspect,
they slipped it into the President’s
budget submission. I am sure they are
upset now that it is in there. But it is
an accurate statement of what they
have done. This is a bookkeeping
entry, the practical effect of which will
create huge outyear chaos.

Why is that? Common sense tells you
why it is. You can’t address the prob-
lem of the Social Security issue with
mirrors. You can’t say that a problem
that is created by having a huge gen-
eration retire is going to be solved by
having a bookkeeping event occur in
the budgeting processes of the Federal
Government. But that is what this
President would like us to believe.

In fact, if you look at the President’s
proposal on Social Security, as he put
it forward, it has absolutely no sub-
stantive impact on the underlying
problem. He first uses this double-
counting event, which does nothing—in
fact, it potentially aggravates the
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problem dramatically in the outyears
—and, secondly, suggests we should
take the trust fund and invest some
portion of it, 15 percent of it, under
Federal management in the market-
place, which will create, potentially,
havoc, basically a nationalization of
our stock market, potentially havoc in
our stock portfolios throughout the
country, as Chairman Greenspan has
correctly pointed out. And then he pro-
poses two specific things to do, both of
which cost more money. He proposes
we raise the earning limits, which is a
good idea; and he proposes we address
the problem of elderly women who are
at the low-income levels, which is a
good idea. But neither of those help the
Social Security solvency issue. They
actually aggravate the Social Security
solvency issue.

So his proposal on Social Security is
the largest shell game ever put forward
in the history of the world and does ab-
solutely nothing to substantively im-
prove the problems which we have with
Social Security as we go into the next
20 to 30 years. And those problems are
huge.

A number of us on our side of the
aisle—and I notice Senator DOMENICI is
here—have put forward proposals
which are substantive, which are legiti-
mate, which address the fact that this
is a demographic-driven event and
which must be addressed. But we can’t
move forward with our proposals if the
President is going to be so irrespon-
sible with his proposal. The fact is his
proposal is used primarily for the pur-
poses of pushing another political
agenda. Trying to lower the ability of
this Congress to address tax cuts is the
primary political agenda behind this
proposal, in my opinion. It does noth-
ing as a constructive voice on the issue
of Social Security and Social Security
reform; and thus it is a great dis-
appointment. And I think the White
House is going to go back to its draw-
ing board and come back with another
idea, another proposal, if it expects the
legacy of this President to be a correc-
tion of the most significant fiscal pol-
icy which faces this country, which is
the Social Security crisis in which we
are headed.

I thank the Senator from Georgia for
his courtesy.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague from New Hamp-
shire, not only for his presentation
today but for all of his work on this
great question before the country em-
braced in Social Security.

I now yield up to 7 minutes to our
distinguished colleague, the Senator
from Idaho.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GREGG). The Senator from Idaho is rec-
ognized for 7 minutes.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, thank
you. And let me thank Senator COVER-
DELL for chairing the special order
today to talk about a very important
debate which this country is now just
beginning to engage in; and that is, the
debate over the Federal budget for the
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next fiscal year and for the near future
of the next 10 years.

The reason I say it is an important
debate—and I associate myself with the
remarks of the Senator from New
Hampshire—if not the most important
debate we will become involved in in
this decade is that it is long term.
What we do in this budget sets a trend
line, clearly establishes a standard of
performance for how Government oper-
ates and how taxpayers are treated in
our country.

So for the next few moments I am
going to dwell on that, because I can’t
deal with the specifics of this budget
yet, not in the detail that the Senator
from New Mexico, who is the chairman
of the Budget Committee, is going to in
a few moments. He is the expert. He
teaches me what is in this budget. And
I listen very closely.

But let me tell you, there are some
fundamentals that I hope the public
will come to recognize as this debate
goes on, that within the budget surplus
there are two surpluses. About 62 per-
cent of that surplus is generated by So-
cial Security tax, Social Security tax
revenue. And that 62 percent the Presi-
dent of the United States and the Con-
gress of the United States agree ought
to be dedicated to reforming and
strengthening the Social Security sys-
tem. So if you will, that is surplus I.

There is a second surplus, and that is
a surplus that is generated by other
taxes, including the taxpayers’ income
tax. And that represents about 38 per-
cent of the Federal budget. It is on
that percentage that this Republican
Senate at this moment is proposing,
amongst other things, a significant tax
cut for the taxpayers of the country.

I am very proud to stand on the floor,
along with a lot of my colleagues, and
say that a decade and a half ago we
began an argument to force our Gov-
ernment to balance its budget. We were
told at that time, in the early 1980s,
that wasn’t going to happen, just
wasn’t going to happen in my lifetime.
In fact, I had an elder statesman in the
House—I was serving in the House
—after I delivered this House speech on
balancing the budget on the floor, tap
me on the shoulder, and he said, ‘“‘Kid,
you ain’t gonna live long enough to see
a federally balanced budget.” And then
he went on to say, ‘“Why would you
want to do it? Look what you can do
with Government spending to expand
the economy, to create all these neat
things.” And I looked at him and
smiled and said, ‘“To reassure your re-
election.”

Well, that was less than 20 years ago.
In fact, that was about 14 years ago
when that statement was made. And
today the budget is balanced. Today we
are now arguing over how to spend the
potential trillions of dollars of surplus
that will be generated by that budget.

When I was arguing the balanced
budget idea in the early 1980s, along
with a lot of my colleagues, there were
some fundamental reasons why we
were doing it: No. 1, to control Govern-
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ment. Because we saw an all-increas-
ingly expanding, powerful Federal Gov-
ernment as a damper on the rights and
freedoms of the citizens of our country.
More Government, less freedom; more
programs, less control, less oppor-
tunity on the part of the average cit-
izen. So that was one of the reasons.
The other reason was to turn this econ-
omy on.

In all fairness, Mr. President, I don’t
think any of us ever knew how much
you could turn the economy of this
country on if you did just two things: If
you balanced the Federal budget, that
is called fiscal policy, and if you kept
monetary policy in line with it; and if
you rewarded the workers by allowing
them to keep more of their own money
called taxes.

We have been able to do all of those
things in combination. And what hap-
pened? We turned this economy on. We
fueled it in a way that was really be-
yond our imagination.

In fact, a lot of us are looking at this
strong economy today and saying, how
can it last? Why is it so strong even in
light of all the things that are going on
around us in a world economy that is
dragging it down to some extent.

The reason it is strong is because the
Federal budget is balanced, because
monetary policy is in line with the
Federal Reserve. Now the next step is
to keep it strong and even stronger and
to take overtaxed American taxpayers
and make sure that they keep an ever
larger part of their hard-earned money.
That is the real difference between
what the President proposes and what
we are talking about.

Oh, yes, we have the fundamental
disagreements on Social Security re-
form that the Senator from New Hamp-
shire, who is now presiding, has just
talked about, and those are funda-
mental differences. But with that 38
percent that is left, the President plans
to spend it all in one form or another.
In fact, if you listened to his State of
the Union in his budget message, he
was like somebody handing out gifts in
the form of government programs. A
little here and a little there, going to
benefit this, going to benefit that,
going to expand here, and in the end,
the world is going to be a happier
place, and the President is going to be
a more popular guy. Or so it went.

What he didn’t say was that he actu-
ally was growing the potential of a
Federal debt and deficit in combina-
tion again and that he was not offering
substantive reform in the long term
that would really benefit Social Secu-
rity recipients, and most importantly,
the young people of our country.

There is another premise with Social
Security: No matter what we do we are
going to protect the elderly. But what
we have to do is assure that the young
people of our country have a good in-
vestment in the future because Social
Security today for a young person en-
tering the work force is a lousy invest-
ment. There is very little returned for
their money. So those are some of the
dynamics of the debate at hand.

S1127

Mr. President, let me close with this
thought—and I believe it sincerely, as
somebody who has fought for a bal-
anced budget, as somebody who is
proud to see a balanced budget gained,
and as somebody who has been very
surprised over the strength of an econ-
omy that can be generated by the bal-
anced budget and good, sound, mone-
tary policy. It is simply this: I believe
the President squanders the reward of
a balanced budget. I believe the Presi-
dent squanders the hard work that we
have done here to assure that the tax-
payers of our country can have back
even more of their hard-earned money.
He not only squanders it in bad ideas,
he squanders it by simply creating a
greater liability on future earnings of
our government or future taxes by our
citizens.

We are standing at the threshold of a
unique time in our Nation’s history, a
true opportunity to fix Social Security,
to reform it, and to change it into a
positive investment for the young peo-
ple of our country while still con-
tinuing to hold safe and reward the el-
derly of our country for their hard-
earned days, but also to assure long-
term economic growth in our country
that keeps our work forces working,
that keeps our taxpayers happy, and
that strengthens our country among
other nations in the world.

That is an opportunity that can be
accomplished with this budget. That is
why I think what we are standing for
today is the right direction and course
for this country to take.

I yield the floor.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague from Idaho. I yield
up to 10 minutes to the distinguished
chairman of the Budget Committee,
Senator DOMENICI of New Mexico.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank Senator
COVERDELL very much. I hope I will not
use 10 minutes because there are other
Senators here.

Let me say to the distinguished occu-
pant of the Chair, Senator GREGG, I
was here when he made his remarks. I
think the most salient aspect of those
remarks—while I agree with almost all
of it—the most salient area can be for-
mulated into a question.

My question is this: For at least 10
years we have been struggling in this
land with commission after commis-
sion, study group after study group
trying to tell us how we could repair
Social Security so that it will be avail-
able in the next millennium, because of
the terrible impact on that Social Se-
curity fund, of the actual demographics
of America, and the baby boomers hit-
ting pension time. Now, does it seem
logical that after all of that discussion
that essentially we don’t have to do
anything to save Social Security?

I asked the question so I can answer
it because I believe everybody that is
working so hard at it would say the an-
swer is, no; you can’t fix Social Secu-
rity by doing nothing for or to or in
any way reform or change it.
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Now the only thing the President of
the United States did in this budget is
make a proposal that will never pass
the Congress, that a tiny piece of this
so-called surplus that belongs to Social
Security be invested in the equities
market of America by a government-
controlled board, who would be subject
to all kinds of pressures that would dis-
tort the market of America. I don’t say
that singularly. The Chairman of the
Federal Reserve Board has used far
stronger words than these: that it
won’t work, that it will be detrimental.
So in a sense, that is the only thing
proposed.

Now, I am going to lower my voice
and say, on the other hand, the Presi-
dent is going to say that he transfers
some of the surplus of America to the
Social Security fund and it is there and
thereby it extends the life. But the
Senator has so adequately stated, What
is being transferred? In the end, what
is being transferred is going to result
in debts that have to be paid by some-
body, some time, because we have nei-
ther enhanced Social Security by in-
vesting a significant portion in the eq-
uities market, nor have we, in any
way, if one seeks to reform it other-
wise, made any changes to it except to
add to it.

Frankly, that is a missed oppor-
tunity. I think I might say it is a
missed opportunity, perhaps, because
of the clamor that we are in today po-
litically.

I think last year the President was
on the right track. He had meetings
and bipartisan seminars and everybody
went. They held one in Albuquerque,
NM. And forthrightly, the President
used to say to people who opposed in-
vesting it in the equities market, in as
safe a way as possible, Why should the
Social Security trust fund yield so
much less to the Social Security re-
cipients than investing in other pen-
sion plans? He used to ask that ques-
tion when people were against invest-
ing it. What happened, however, as this
budget came rolling through under the
political turmoil that exists, the Presi-
dent sent us nothing but some words
that say we hope we can work together.

I hope we can, too, because I think if
we did it would be a far different pro-
posal than what is in this budget,
which is borderline nothing with ref-
erence to Social Security.

There are so many other things to
talk about, but I am only going to talk
about three and do it very quickly. Fel-
low Republicans, conservatives and
moderate conservatives in America,
this budget presents the best oppor-
tunity for those who think conserv-
atively and Republican and moderately
conservative, to present a basic issue
that disagrees with the President and
those who follow him in the Demo-
cratic Party.

My friend from Idaho, it is basically
this: When you have a very large over-
payment by the taxpayers of America,
an unexpected tax burden that yields
billions of dollars that were unex-
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pected, that we don’t need, that are
now building up a surplus, what do you
do with it? And one approach is to save
it. The President says he is being con-
servative and saving it. But I add to
that, saving it so it can be spent. And
in some instances, spending it under
the President’s budget or give it back
to the American taxpayers in propor-
tion to how they paid it to us.

That falls simply under the rubric of
a tax cut. I have explained it as well as
I could as to why the time has arrived.
Why is this an opportunity to debate a
difference? Because if you don’t give it
back to the taxpayer, no matter what
contortions you go through about
transferring it to trust accounts with
new IOUs and the like, it is available
to be spent, and I am not going to be
anymore positive about that, other
than to ask another question: Does
anyone think that that kind of surplus
sitting around is going to really stay
sitting around, or is it going to do
something else? I submit that the
President is on a path to showing us al-
ready that it is going to be spent.

My last one—I will do one additional
one—is this: Anybody in this Chamber
or across this land who has heard the
President speak and has heard his
budget presented, answer this question
for me: Did the President propose
spending some of the surplus which he
is going to put into Medicare? Did he
propose spending it for prescription
drugs? Frankly, I surmise that already,
among those who are interested, 95 per-
cent would answer that question that
he proposed spending it for prescription
drugs. But that would be inconsistent
with saving it, right? So, as a matter of
fact, if you read his speech attentively
and listen to two of his witnesses—
OMB and Treasury—it is now obvious
that he does not propose to spend any
of it for prescription drugs.

But isn’t it interesting? You put it in
the trust fund to make the trust fund
more solvent, but then you don’t pro-
pose that any of it gets spent. That is
what is going to happen to the surplus.
That is one example—the big surplus,
over and above the Social Security sur-
plus. It is going to find niches in this
country, special interest groups of all
types, small and large, and it is going
to be spent.

Now, are we undertaxed? Of course
not. We would not have this kind of
surplus if we were undertaxed. This
surplus indicates what a surplus of this
size should indicate, which is that tax
receipts are very high. In fact, the
total tax receipts of the Federal Gov-
ernment are the highest percentage of
the gross domestic product that they
have been in 50 years. You can pick
pieces of the taxpayers and draw dif-
ferent conclusions for different groups.
But essentially it is true that the total
tax take is going up as a percentage of
our gross domestic product, and that
sends a signal: It is time to take a look
and make sure you don’t spend at that
level, because then you move America
into a high tax country. Our success is
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not as a high tax country; our success
is as a low tax country. That is why we
are succeeding over and above other
countries in the world.

I yield the floor.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
thank the chairman of the Budget
Committee for his presentation this
afternoon.

I yield up to 3 minutes to the Senator
from Wyoming, Senator THOMAS.

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

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I have
been listening with great attention to
what we are talking about. Certainly,
there is nothing more important before
us now than the budget. We have heard
all kinds of explanations, and we will
hear many more. We will argue about
the allocation over time. But it seems
to me, as I think about it, that the idea
of a budget is where we really set our
priorities.

There is more to a budget than sim-
ply the question of where we spend
every dollar. What we do with the
budget is, we put into reality the
things we would like to see in our Gov-
ernment. What size Government would
you like to have? What do we do with
respect to our working with the State
and local governments? How does that
fit? What do we do about taxes? Is
there something we want to do there? I
look at it as really an opportunity for
us to, philosophically and from an ideal
standpoint, look at why we are here
and what it is we want to accomplish.

For those who want a simpler and
smaller Government, does this budget
do that? I don’t think so. This is an in-
crease in size. This is more Govern-
ment. This is larger.

What if your goal was really to move
more and more of the choices and more
and more of the responsibility closer to
people and State and local govern-
ments? Does this budget do that? No, I
don’t think so.

What if you want to really feel
strongly about spending caps and say
that this is the way you control spend-
ing? Does this budget stay with the
caps that we argued so much about just
2 years ago? No, it doesn’t do that.

If you had an idea that you would
really like to take care of paying down
this debt on a dependable program over
a period of time, a little bit like, I sup-
pose, a mortgage, and you wanted to do
that, does this do that? No, it doesn’t.

So I hope that as we go through this
whole process—and it will be, unfortu-
nately, almost all of the year—I hope
we start with the principles that we
would like to see enunciated when we
are through. We will have different
views. Some people want more Govern-
ment, more spending and more taxes—
a legitimate idea, but not one that I
share. I think we do much of that in
the budget.

So I hope, Mr. President, that we
really take a look at measuring this
budget in terms of our values, the rea-
son we came here, the reason we have
given to our constituents as to why we
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are here. Much of it will be reflected in
this budget.

I yield the floor.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President,
that is going to close the discussion on
our side on the President’s budget. I
am going to yield the remainder of our
time at this point to the distinguished
Senator from Texas on another matter.

How much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 4 minutes remaining.

Mr. COVERDELL. I yield the remain-
der of our time to the distinguished
Senator from Texas.

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

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I be per-
mitted to speak as in morning business
for up to 30 minutes thereafter, and I
further ask that following my remarks
Senator GORTON be recognized, fol-
lowed by Senator GRAHAM of Florida
and then followed by Senator BROWN-
BACK.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

(The remarks of Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr.
GRAHAM, and Mr. GORTON pertaining to
the introduction of S. 346 are located in
today’s RECORD under ‘‘Statements on
Introduced Bills and Joint Resolu-

tions.”)

Mr. GRAHAM. I thank the Chair.

Mr. BROWNBACK addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

seeks recognition?

The Senator from Kansas.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to speak as if
in morning business for up to 12 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
has that right.

Mr. BROWNBACK. I thank the Chair.

——
HUMAN RIGHTS ABUSES IN SUDAN

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
want to bring to the Senate’s attention
something that, when I first saw it, I
found it just to be unbelievable, that
the type of situation that is going on is
happening in the world today, in 1999.

I am speaking of what is taking place
and the human rights abuses that are
occurring in the Sudan today. The
northern Sudanese Government is wag-
ing a vicious war in the south against
its own people, who are suffering ex-
traordinary human rights abuses on a
massive scale. Slavery—slavery—and
Government-induced famine not only
exist but are increasing. It is
unpardonable that slavery continues in
the modern world today, that in 1999
we have slavery going on in the world.
And it does in the Sudan.

It is even more dismaying that this
offense against humanity is officially
tolerated, even perpetrated, by a na-
tional government against its own peo-
ple. I believe that America has the
moral authority and the duty to pro-
test this outrageous practice.

Joined by other Members of Con-
gress, I will be introducing a resolution
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which demands the end of slavery in
the Sudan. Legislation will also be in-
troduced which challenges the famine-
induced practices of the Government.
Consider this a modern-day aboli-
tionist movement, inspired by the leg-
acy of some of the great freedom advo-
cates such as Martin Luther King or
William Wilberforce who ended the
slavery trade in Britain nearly two

centuries ago.
Let the facts speak for the victims.

There are 1.9 million Sudanese who
have died at the hands of their own
Government, more people than Bosnia,
Rwanda, and Kosovo combined. Over 2
million people have been displaced,
driven from their ancient commu-
nities—that is nearly 10 percent of the
population—and they now wander
homeless, without resources, edu-
cation, or hope for a decent future for
their children. This is the largest inter-
nally displaced population in Africa.
Most alarming, 2.6 million risk starva-
tion this year—this year—because of
Government policies deliberately cal-

culated to produce food shortages.

Reportedly, 1998 was the worst fam-
ine in 10 years because of the official
Government practices of denying food
distribution to its own starving people.
Experts warn that 1999 will even be
worse because of the now weakened
condition of the population. How could
this happen when so much aid stands
waiting for shipment? The answer is
because the Government denies human-
itarian aid organizations access to fam-
ine-stricken areas in the south. They
deliberately withhold American-spon-
sored aid from the starving population
to manufacture a famine.

Now, why would a government delib-
erately starve its own people? They
have made starvation a weapon of war
to crush those fighting for self-deter-
mination and religious freedom.
Through this weapon of starvation,
they can drive the people into refugee
centers, which they cynically call
‘“‘peace camps,” and there break them
with humiliating treatment, depriva-
tion, rape, more starvation, and even

bombings in peace camps.

The Sudanese people suffer terrible
treatment in these so-called peace
camps; they are forced to renounce
their own deeply held religious beliefs
as a condition to being given food.
Christians and traditional tribal be-
lievers report this is a routine practice.

The U.S. Committee for Refugees
issued a report recently which de-
scribes the bombing of refugee centers
by the Government. The Government
bombs these unarmed refugees, the
women, the children, the sick, the
starving, the elderly, all of whom have
taken refuge in these camps as their
last resort for food.

Recently, reports on female refugees
state that virtually every woman
interviewed—virtually every woman
interviewed—was raped or nearly raped
during induction to the camps. More-
over, young boys in these camps are
abducted into the northern cause and
used as front-line fodder. These are the
so-called peace camps.
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Yet the most incredible crime
against humanity practiced in the
Sudan today is slavery. In 1999, slavery
still exists in this world, and it is offi-
cially tolerated, even perpetrated, by
the National Government against its
own people. Tens of thousands of Suda-
nese presently exist as chattel prop-
erty, owned by masters who force their
captives into hard labor and sexual
concubinage. They are branded, beaten,
starved, and raped at their master’s
whim. Forced religious conversion is
routine. Christian and tribal tradi-
tional believers experience starvation
and whippings until they renounce
their own personal faiths. All slaves
with Christian or African names are
given new Arab names by their mas-
ters. The girls undergo a terrible prac-
tice, lightly referred to as ‘‘female cir-
cumcision,” better described as ‘‘fe-
male genital mutilation,”” which is per-
manently disfiguring, extremely pain-
ful, and physically dangerous. Some
Moslems also have this act forced upon
them.

I asked my personal staff to inves-
tigate this situation in September.
That trip to the Sudan produced ex-
traordinary photos of children who
have been redeemed by John Eibner of
Christian Solidarity International.

Mr. Eibner is a modern-day aboli-
tionist, an American who redeems peo-
ple from slavery for about $50 a per-
son—50 bucks a person to redeem a
slave today. He has rescued over 5,000
people from slavery in the Sudan since
1995. These photos from that trip show
some of those redeemed slaves. I want
to show those photos to the Senate.
These are people my staff went and
met with, who have been enslaved in
the northern part of Sudan. You can
see young children here in this picture
who were gathered together, beautiful
young children who have suffered the
bonds of slavery in 1999. Here is the
broader group, and a picture of the
group they met with who had all been
enslaved.

Then I want to show you these next
two pictures up close. This is the face
of slavery today in the world, in Sudan.
This young boy, approximately the age
of my son, was a slave in 1999, in this
world today in the Sudan. You can see
he is holding his arm out here as they
were looking at his arm and his slave
brand that he had. We have a closer
picture of that brand that this young
boy suffered that was put on under his
slave master’s hand—slavery in the
world today. It still goes on. It still
goes on. And it is going on in the
Sudan.

Both victims and experts report that
the slave practice has actually even in-
creased since 1996. It appears that the
Sudanese Government employs slavery
as a deliberate means of demoralizing
the civilian population and frag-
menting communities. Slavery is also
used to reward government soldiers
fighting
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