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amount of money being spent by can-
didates themselves is dwarfed by the
amount of soft money spent by others
in their own races.

The ban on soft money that the
McCain-Feingold bill demands is an es-
sential step to diminish the tremen-
dous amount of money pouring into
campaigns. Some opponents of the bill
claim that banning soft money is un-
constitutional. Senators MCCAIN and
FEINGOLD have taken extra measures
to ensure that the provisions in this
bill comply with the Supreme Court’s
1976 decision in Buckley v. Valeo. The
court ruled that the Constitution per-
mits the Government to regulate the
flow of money in politics to prevent
corruption or the appearance of corrup-
tion.

Political service remains a worthy
calling, but anyone who enters it these
days encounters a campaign fund-
raising system that is debilitating and
demeaning and distasteful. The fact
that we so clearly have ineffective
checks on the spiraling cost of cam-
paigns and on the way campaigns are
financed has tarnished our institutions
of Government as well as the people we
elect to those institutions.

It is important to bring our election
process and Government back to the
time when elected officials felt ac-
countable to all of the people they rep-
resent, not disproportionately to the
wealthy few. Our present system gives
the wealthy a huge megaphone for ex-
pressing their views, while other Amer-
icans—the ‘‘financially inarticulate”—
are left without an effective voice.
That is why I have felt it important to
take steps on my own to increase
Vermonters trust in how I conduct my
campaigns. Though not required by law
I have disclosed every nickel in con-
tributions I have ever received since 1
first ran for the Senate in 1974, and I
used no political action committee
money in my last two election cam-
paigns. Passing the McCain-Feingold
bill—without any amendments de-
signed to weaken it or destroy it—is a
fundamental step all of us can take to
fix a system that is in dire need of re-
pair. Vermonters and all Americans
want to have faith in the campaign and
election process. They want to believe
that their Government is working in
the public’s interest, not on behalf of
the special interests. Eliminating un-
regulated soft money will help to give
elections and the Government back to
the people.

I hope the Senate will not let this op-
portunity for reform slip away. I hope
the Senate will approve this important
and long-awaited bill and will refrain
from adding any amendments that
would jeopardize or kill this important
effort.

——
UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT—S.J. RES. 4
Mr. McCCONNELL. Mr. President,

pursuant to the agreement of February
7 with respect to S.J. Res. 4, I ask
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unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the resolution on Monday,
March 26, at 2 p.m. and the time be-
tween 2 p.m. and 6 p.m. be equally di-
vided between Senators HOLLINGS and
HATCcH. I further ask unanimous con-
sent that at 6 p.m. on Monday, the res-
olution be advanced to third reading
and a vote occur on passage without
any intervening action or debate, not-
withstanding paragraph 4 of rule XII.

This is the Hollings constitutional
amendment.

Mr. DODD. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, this is on Monday?

Mr. McCCONNELL. Right. It is my un-
derstanding this had been cleared. This
is a vote on the Hollings constitutional
amendment. The debate would occur
from 2 to 6 on Monday.

Mr. DODD. With a vote at 6 p.m.

Mr. MCCONNELL. At 6 p.m.

Mr. McCAIN. Is it also the under-
standing that there will be debate on
the amendment starting at noon?

Mr. MCCONNELL. Correct. There
would probably be more than one vote
at 6 o’clock. It would be a vote on the
Hollings amendment and other votes—
vote or votes, as well.

Mr. DODD. That is not part of the
unanimous consent request.

Mr. McCCONNELL. No. It is the inten-
tion of the managers to have more
than one vote at 6 o’clock.

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, the Senator from Wisconsin had a
question.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, is the
Hollings amendment being handled as
an amendment to this legislation or as
a separate piece of legislation?

Mr. McCONNELL. A separate piece of
legislation.

Mr. FEINGOLD. I thank the Senator
from Kentucky.

Mr. McCCONNELL. An issue upon
which the Senator from Wisconsin and
I are in agreement.

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

———

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there now be a
period for the transaction of routine
morning business, with Senators per-
mitted to speak up to 10 minutes each.

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

———

BUDGET COMMITTEE MARKUP OF
BUDGET RESOLUTION

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I am a
product of the West Virginia coal
fields. I remember my heritage, and I
am proud that it has served me well
throughout my political career. I re-
member the legendary president of the
United Mine Workers of America, John
L. Lewis, who was a great student of
Shakespeare, as I recall him in those
days. And he once advised union coal
miners of the adage:

when ye be an anvil,
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lie very still,

when ye be a hammer,

strike with all thy will.

Mr. President, I am not an anvil—not
an anvil—which explains, in part, why
I joined the Senate Budget Committee
this year. First, I am very concerned
about Congress approving permanent
tax cuts based on highly uncertain sur-
plus estimates, which threaten to put
us back in the deficit ditch. Second, I
strenuously oppose the use of the rec-
onciliation process—now, Mr. Presi-
dent, that is the way I have pronounced
that word for years. I was called to
order a little earlier today because I
did not pronounce it ‘‘reconciliation,”
which is all right with me, just so it is
understood what we are talking
about—to ram a $2 trillion tax-cut
package through the Senate. Such a
misuse of the reconciliation process
abuses the rights of every Senator to
debate this significant legislation.
That is an important thing. Third, in
recent years, I have become increas-
ingly concerned about the unrealisti-
cally low spending levels established
by the annual budget resolutions for
programs under the jurisdiction of the
Appropriations Committee, on which I
serve as the ranking member and
which is chaired by the most able and
distinguished Senator from Alaska, Mr.
STEVENS, who recently won the award
““Alaskan of the Century.” And I would
say at this point, I think he is the
Alaskan of the Century. He deserves
that award.

These unrealistically low funding
levels in recent budget resolutions
have forced the Appropriations Com-
mittee to resort to all manner of gim-
micks and creative bookkeeping to en-
sure that we could adequately fund the
13 annual appropriations bills, despite
not having sufficient resources to ad-
dress the ongoing infrastructure needs
of the Nation, much less begin to ad-
dress the funding backlog in those
funding needs in many critical areas.

So as a member of the Budget Com-
mittee, my hope was that this year I
would be able to assist in crafting a
budget resolution that would more ac-
curately determine the spending levels
that will be necessary to produce the
FY 2002 appropriations bills. I wanted
to actively participate in that com-
mittee in a markup of the budgetary
blueprint that will guide the Nation’s
fiscal policy, not only for FY 2002, but
for the next decade. This year’s budget
resolution will address not only the
discretionary funding needs to which I
have alluded, but also will involve ef-
forts to allow for perhaps a massive tax
cut of $2 trillion or more, over the next
10 years. That is a big—$2 trillion is
just something that is beyond my com-
prehension, and probably that of most
Members of this body.

I might say to the distinguished Sen-
ator who presently presides over the
Senate that, much to his surprise, per-
haps, it would take 32,000 years to
count $1 trillion at the rate of $1 per
second. At the rate of $1 per second, it
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would take 32,000 years to count $1 tril-
lion. That is a little more money than
we are used to counting in West Vir-
ginia. But when we talk about a $2 tril-
lion tax cut, that means it would take
64,000 years to count $2 trillion at the
rate of $1 per second. Perhaps that will
give us some better idea of how much
$1 trillion really is.

This year’s budget proposal will also
be based on flimsy 10-year surplus pro-
jections, that, I assure you, are not
worth the paper on which they are
written.

Marvel at how much confidence we
put in projections of the surpluses over
the next 10 years when we cannot real-
ly judge 24 hours ahead that the stock
market is going to drop 436 points.

It was for these reasons, Mr. Presi-
dent, that I was pleased to see that the
distinguished Chairman of the Senate
Budget Committee, Senator DOMENICI,
and his very capable ally on the Budget
Committee, Senator CONRAD, scheduled
a series of highly informative hearings
in order to enable the 22 members of
the committee to have the views of an
outstanding group of experts before it
was time for those committee members
to vote on this year’s budget resolu-
tion. Committee members did benefit
by actively participating in those hear-
ings and by interacting with a vast
array of expert witnesses, who ad-
dressed such important subjects as: the
Nation’s infrastructure needs; the need
for prescription drug benefits for Medi-
care recipients; the need to reform So-
cial Security and Medicare, and other
health care issues, education needs; na-
tional security needs, including the
need for a national missile defense sys-
tem; the problems of our Nation’s
farmers; and questions as to how much
of the national debt can be retired over
the coming decade. We had an oppor-
tunity to have the views of such ex-
perts as Federal Reserve Chairman
Alan Greenspan on such questions as to
whether a tax cut should be enacted,
and if so, how large. We had the Deputy
Director of the Congressional Budget
Office, Mr. Barry Anderson, testify on
the CBO’s projections of surpluses and
the likelihood that their 10-year pro-
jections would come to pass. I know,
that I gained a greater understanding
through these hearings in virtually all
of the aforementioned areas of national
policy. Not only did my increased
knowledge come from these expert wit-
nesses, but also from the very incisive
questioning of the witnesses by vir-
tually every member of the Senate
Budget Committee.

Having heard these witnesses, Mr.
President, and having had a chance to
enter into a dialog with them regard-
ing these great issues facing the Na-
tion, I have become very concerned in
recent weeks that the Budget Com-
mittee chairman might be entertaining
the idea that there should be no com-
mittee markup of the budget resolu-
tion at all this year. I inquired of the
very able chairman on two occasions
during the committee’s hearings as to
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whether the chairman intended to
mark up the budget resolution.

I am concerned at the prospect that
the Senate will take up this year’s very
important budget resolution without
having the benefit of the committee’s
views in the form of its marked-up res-
olution and an accompanying Budget
Committee report. It is because of this
concern that I joined my Democratic
colleagues on the committee in signing
a letter to our able committee chair-
man respectfully requesting a markup
of the budget resolution before the
April 1st statutory deadline. As point-
ed out in the letter, circumventing a
committee markup of the budget reso-
lution is unprecedented and has never
been done before in the history of the
Senate Budget Committee, as far as I
have been able to determine. It ought
not to be done this year, of all years. If
we do not intend to mark up a budget
resolution, then I ask the Senate, why
did we go through the process of hear-
ing the expert witnesses? Was this
hearing process merely intended to be
a charade to enable the leadership of
the Senate to act as though it had ful-
filled its responsibilities, while know-
ing all along that there was no inten-
tion of allowing any member of the
committee an opportunity to partici-
pate in a committee markup? If that be
true, it didn’t really matter, then, in
the end, perhaps, what the witnesses
said or what the questions of the Sen-
ators on the committee revealed.

Is none of this knowledge to be uti-
lized during the forthcoming days of
debate on the resolution? Why should
we not have had a markup, a markup
where Senators may offer their amend-
ments to the chairman’s recommenda-
tions and have those amendments de-
bated and voted upon, either up or
down?

Having been chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee in the Senate
once upon a time, I know how that
works. The chairman prepares, with his
staff, the bill or resolution that is to be
worked on by the committee, and that
is what we call the chairman’s mark,
and, of course, it is always made avail-
able to the ranking member what the
appropriations bill mark will be. Then
laying it before the committee gives
every member a chance to offer amend-
ments thereto, have them voted up or
down, and debate the bill.

Apparently, there is some fear that
such a markup of a budget resolution
would result in a deadlock, that a tie
vote might occur on adoption of the
budget resolution. That concern should
not in any way prevent the Budget
Committee from marking up a budget
resolution. If such an event occurs, if
the committee were to be deadlocked
on reporting this year’s budget resolu-
tion, there would still be no impedi-
ment to having the leadership call up
the budget resolution. In other words,
it is provided for that such a resolution
can be called up on April 1 and, if it is
not reported from the committee by
April 1, the committee is automati-
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cally discharged of the resolution. So
the Senate could be assured that even
if there were a tie vote in committee,
the resolution could still be called up
by the majority leader.

The agreement that was entered into
not so long ago by the majority leader
and the Democratic leader and by the
Senate as a whole provided that in the
case of a tie vote in committee, the
majority leader could proceed to call
up the resolution. That is in accord-
ance with the agreement, as I under-
stood it, that we entered into earlier
this year.

In other words, the leadership would
still have the ability to call up the Re-
publican chairman’s budget resolution.
But the American people, as well as
other Members of the Senate and their
staffs, will have an opportunity to
watch and listen to the debate, if we
had a committee markup. This would
be healthy for the budget process. It
would greatly enhance the knowledge
of those who might participate in such
a markup, as well as those who might
observe it.

It does not bode well for the Senate
or for this administration, for that
matter, in my judgment, to begin this
year’s budget cycle on such a sour and
unprecedented note. I repeat the re-
quest that we Democratic members of
the committee have made in our ear-
lier letter to the chairman of the Budg-
et Committee, namely, that the com-
mittee convene at the earliest prac-
ticable time to mark up the fiscal year
2002 budget resolution, and that the
committee meet its April 1 statutory
deadline in doing so.

I feel T must also address another
concern that I have regarding this
year’s budget process. After having
been told several weeks ago by various
administration officials that the Presi-
dent’s detailed budget would be re-
ceived by the Senate on April 3, in time
for Senators to take into account the
details behind the document entitled
“A Blueprint for New Beginnings,” we
were advised just a few days ago—I be-
lieve on Monday of this week—that the
Senate will not receive the detailed
budget until April 9. It just so happens
that April 9 falls on the Monday begin-
ning a 2-week Easter recess, and also
occurs 3 days after the Senate Repub-
lican leadership has expressed an inten-
tion of having completed Senate con-
sideration of the budget resolution.

In other words, we have learned just
this past Monday that Senators will
have no opportunity, none, to consider
the details of the Bush administra-
tion’s fiscal year 2002 budget until after
the Senate has finished consideration
of the budget resolution.

This causes me grave concern, par-
ticularly as it relates to the levels of
discretionary spending being proposed
by the administration. We do not have
the details of what the President in-
tends to propose as spending levels for
a myriad of Federal Government pro-
grams and activities that affect vir-
tually every citizen of this Nation. In
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the document that we have received
from the Bush administration entitled
““A Blueprint for New Beginnings,” we
find that table S—4 on page 188 contains
the following items under the heading
“Offsets’’: Non-repetition of earmarked
funding $—4.3 billion; non-repetition of
one-time funding, $—4.1 billion; and
Program decreases $—12.1 billion. The
figures again, to repeat them, $-—4.3
billion, $—4.1 billion, and $-12.1 bil-
lion, minuses in each case, respec-
tively. And following these three cuts
in discretionary spending for fiscal
year 2002 is a footnote which states:
“The final distribution of offsets has
yet to be determined.”

So, Mr. President, we have no idea as
to what the specific reductions will be
for $20 billion in spending cuts that are
proposed on page 188 of the President’s
“blueprint’ for this year’s budget.

We do know that nondefense spend-
ing overall will have to be cut $5.9 bil-
lion below what the Congressional
Budget Office says is necessary to
maintain purchasing power for current
service levels. We Kknow the Agri-
culture Department will be cut by 8.6
percent. The Commerce Department
will be cut by 16.6 percent. The Energy
Department will be cut by 6.8 percent.
The Justice Department will be cut by
8.8 percent. The Labor Department will
be cut 7.4 percent. The Transportation
Department will be cut by 15 percent.

What we do not know—and what we
cannot know until the President sub-
mits his complete budget on April 9—is
what specific programs the administra-
tion proposes to cut, and by how much,
in order to accommodate the Presi-
dent’s $2 trillion tax cut plan. So we
are operating in the dark; really, that
is what it amounts to. Why should Sen-
ators be asked to take up and adopt a
budget resolution calling for a $2 tril-
lion tax cut without knowing the spe-
cific spending cuts that would be re-
quired? Why should we buy a pig in a
poke? Why should we engage in a river-
boat gamble, just like we did with the
Reagan-Bush tax cut of 1981, which put
us in the deficit ditch for 17 years? We
ought not make that same mistake
again.

In recent weeks, I have seen Senators
swept up in the political whirlwind, a
vortex that has been blown in from
Texas. Neither the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget nor the Congressional
Budget Office is able to accurately
project surpluses at the end of the cur-
rent fiscal year, let alone for 10 years.
Yet the Senate will soon be considering
a 10-year spending and tax cut plan. We
are being asked to do so without the
benefit of seeing the President’s com-
plete budget, or the benefit of having a
committee markup. So I wonder if the
inmates have not finally taken over
the asylum.

BEarlier, I commented on how the
budget process has deteriorated in re-
cent years because of unrealistically
tight spending caps that forced the Ap-
propriations Committee to resort to all
manner of measures to pass the 13 ap-
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propriations bills. Sometimes I wonder
how Senator TED STEVENS has been
able to do it. The budget process has
truly taken another turn for the worse.
It is a massive charade when Budget
Committee members are not even al-
lowed to mark up this year’s budget
resolution, or to have the benefit of the
details behind the President’s budget
blueprint before acting on this vitally
important fiscal plan for the Nation.

The American people do not send us
here to be anvils. They do not send us
here to lie very still and simply accept
whatever is put before us. The com-
mittee should be given the opportunity
to hammer out an acceptable budget
that will benefit all Americans. Such a
budget could be hammered out upon
the anvil of free and unlimited debate.
I don’t mind having a limitation, as far
as that is concerned. I may be very op-
posed to such a radical tax cut, but I
am not for killing it by filibuster. That
would not be my desire at all. The com-
mittee members should be allowed to
offer amendments and have those
amendments be considered and voted
upon. I studied for these hearings like
a school boy preparing for an exam. I
am new on the committee and I wanted
to understand as much as I could about
the budget and about the new Presi-
dent’s proposals so that I could be a
useful force—limited though I may be—
at the committee markup. I have had
my staff prepare amendments which I
had hoped to offer. But, apparently, the
hearings which many members so
faithfully attended are going to
amount to little more than a TV show
with Senators on the committee serv-
ing as convenient props. Why have a
Budget Committee at all if the com-
mittee is not going to be allowed to
work its will on the budget resolution?
Why ask questions? Why have testi-
mony? Why take up the time of wit-
nesses and members?

Especially when the new budget em-
bodies such radical tax cuts and deep
spending cuts, the committee should be
able to work its will. That is all I am
asking. So I hope the distinguished
Budget Committee chairman will think
about this more over the weekend and
reconsider his earlier announced inten-
tions. Especially when the budget sets
fiscal policy for the next 10 years, the
committee should be able to work its
will. Especially when the American
economy has lately been behaving like
a roller-coaster ride at the State fair,
the committee should be able to work
its will.

The Budget Committee hearings
must not be reduced to a ‘‘Gong Show”’
charade designed to make members
feel good, but deny them any real vote.
I hope the decision to avoid a markup
will be revisited. I hope it will be revis-
ited. The Senate deserves the full com-
mittee’s judgment and nothing less.

Mr. President, I thank the distin-
guished Senator from XKentucky, Mr.
McCONNELL, and I thank the distin-
guished Democratic whip, Mr. REID,
and all other Senators, for the oppor-
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tunity to make these remarks. As I
said earlier, I would not have come to
the floor at this time were it not for
the fact that I noted on the television
screen that the Senate was in a pro-
longed quorum.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
will soon suggest the absence of a
quorum and ask that the time be
charged equally to both sides. Before
that, if all of the time is used on this
amendment, what time would the vote
occur?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Approxi-
mately 4:35.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I say to the Mem-
bers of the Senate who may be listen-
ing, or staff members, it is our hope to
vote well before that.

I suggest the absence of a quorum
and ask unanimous consent that the
time be charged to both sides.

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

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative assistant proceeded
to call the roll.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
have just come from the Senate Budget
Committee where we have concluded a
series of hearings. We have now held 16
different hearings on all facets related
to the budget, tax cuts, and domestic
spending. I am very deeply concerned
about the conclusion that has been
reached at the end of these very impor-
tant hearings.

I must rise today with deep regret
that the Republican leadership, in fact,
appears to be bypassing the important
work of the Budget Committee in order
to bring the budget resolution directly
to the floor without debate about a
budget resolution and without an op-
portunity for us to vote and to come
together on a bipartisan budget resolu-
tion that reflects our values and prior-
ities for the families that we represent
in our States.

We have, in fact, been diligently at
work. As a new Member of not only the
Senate but the Senate Budget Com-
mittee, I have taken this work very se-
riously. We have been meeting, some-
times several days in a row, hearing
from Chairman Greenspan, the Con-
gressional Budget Office, the Office of
Management and Budget, the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, the Secretary
of Health and Human Services, the Sec-
retary of Education, and the Secretary
of State.

We have held hearings on long-term
budget projections and demographic
trends and Medicare. I have been meet-
ing with people throughout my great
State of Michigan to talk about their
values and priorities for the future, and
how they would like to see us come to-
gether and fashion this budget.

Unfortunately, all of this work seems
to be for naught because the Repub-
lican leadership wants to avoid com-
mittee debate on the budget resolution
for the first time since Congress passed
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the Congressional Budget Act of 1974.
When you think about it, this is at a
time when we have seen our new Presi-
dent come forward to reach out his
hand and talk about bipartisanship.
Yet, once again, we are forced to come
to the floor of the Senate and ask to be
partners in this process and to truly
move ahead in a bipartisan fashion.

It is not enough just to speak about
bipartisanship, just as it is not enough
to just speak about issues. Our con-
stituents expect us to act. And we have
a right to expect what will happen will
fulfill the words that are being talked
about on Capitol Hill.

Our committee should debate all of
the critical issues before us: How we
pay down the maximum public debt we
can so we can put money in our con-
stituents’ pockets through lower inter-
est rates, and put money in their pock-
ets through a tax cut, and making sure
we have an economic policy that means
they have a job. There are several ways
in which we need to put dollars back
into the pockets of the people we rep-
resent.

We also need to debate Social Secu-
rity and Medicare for the future, edu-
cation, which drives this economy, re-
search, technology and education, in-
creased labor productivity, which
drives the economy, as we have heard
over and over again in the Budget Com-
mittee. We need to debate national de-
fense and protecting the environment.

One issue that I think needs great de-
bate is the issue of protecting the
Medicare trust fund. We have found,
during this budget process, that the
President’s budget does not protect the
Medicare trust fund. The President’s
budget does not protect the Medicare
trust fund. In fact, it takes it from a
protected status and moves it over into
a contingency fund to be used for
spending.

We tried a week ago, through Sen-
ator CONRAD’s legislation, to create a
lockbox for Social Security and Medi-
care, and say—as the American public
wants us to do—that we will keep our
hands off Social Security and Medicare
and protect it for the future.

In this budget, we go in the exact op-
posite direction. We not only don’t pro-
tect it and strengthen it by adding dol-
lars for the future, it is put over into
spending which, in fact, could cause
Medicare to become insolvent 15 years
sooner, when we expect the strain of
the baby boomers coming into the sys-
tem and the fact that we are going to
have a long-term liability on Medicare
and Social Security.

The American people need to under-
stand that if we don’t protect the Medi-
care trust fund, there will be a severe
strain when baby boomers begin to re-
tire in 2012. This could mean benefit
cuts or increases in taxes at that time.
It is not necessary for us to be put in
this kind of a situation.

I hope the Republican leadership will
reconsider, as we asked the chairman
of the committee to do today, and
reach out to us to get a bipartisan
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budget and tax agreement. I was fortu-
nate to be in the House of Representa-
tives in 1997, when the President and
the Congress, of different parties,
worked together to balance the budget,
make critical investments in education
and in our future needs, and cut taxes.
If we did it then, we can do it now. We
have to do it together.

If we hold a markup in committee
and work together, we can get the job
done. If not, I fear we continue to go
back to policies we have all de-
nounced—the practice of partisanship,
one side versus the other. Our com-
mittee has worked hard, our members
have been there and involved in these
hearings. I commend the Chair for
holding such comprehensive hearings
to be able to bring forward the issues
that relate to this budget so we can put
together the values and priorities of
our country in the form of a budget for
the future.

It is extremely unfortunate that we
find ourselves in this position now, at
the end of the road, when the budget
hearings come to a conclusion, where
we do not have the opportunity to
work together to draw up that budget
resolution and show, in fact, that we
can work together on behalf of the
families we represent.

I urge the Republican leadership to
allow the Budget Committee to do our
work and allow us to come together to
protect Social Security and Medicare
for the long haul, to provide a tax cut
to make sure we are paying down the
debt for the future for our children,
and to make sure we have outlined the
priorities for the country that are most
important for our families.

———

BUDGET RESOLUTION

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, a lit-
tle earlier in the day, a very distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia
and a very good friend—and I say that
in all honesty—came to the floor and
talked a little bit—more than a little
bit—about the budget resolution and
the current chairman of the Budget
Committee. Not in negative terms. I
happen to be that person. They were
not negative at all.

There were a few things the distin-
guished Senator said that I seek to
clarify. I did not do this without tell-
ing him. I sent him a copy of the budg-
et schedule for the winter-spring of 1993
because one of the points the Senator
from West Virginia made was we are
moving ahead to bring a budget resolu-
tion up on April 1 or April 2.

I believe one of his major points was
we do not yet have a detailed budget
from the President of the TUnited
States, George W. Bush.

I will soon put this schedule in the
RECORD, but here is what happened in
1993 when President Clinton was elect-
ed President. One of the big differences
was they had 54 votes on that side, and
we had 45 votes on our side. Under-
stand, they could do what they wanted
with the budget resolution with or

March 22, 2001

without a President’s budget. They
could order reconciliation instructions
to increase taxes with or without Re-
publican support.

This Senator finds himself in a very
different position. We have 11 Repub-
licans and 11 Democrats, and they just
happen to call me chairman, but I do
not have any votes. I am one of the 11
Republicans and there are 11 Demo-
crats.

The distinguished Senator said we
were proceeding even without a de-
tailed final budget from the new Presi-
dent of the United States. Here is the
budget schedule for the winter-spring
of 1993:

February 17, the President issues a
preliminary budget overview called a
“Vision of Change for America.”” We
looked at that. It is very much like
what George W. Bush sent us maybe a
month ago. It was a very minor docu-
ment when it comes to detailed budget
documents.

On March 3, the CBO gave some pre-
liminary estimates on that. Just look
at this schedule: On February 17, the
President sends us this vision, this doc-
ument of a few pages, and by March 12,
less than 1 month, the Senate Budget
Committee, on partisan lines—namely,
they had the majority, we had the mi-
nority—guess what. They reported out
a budget resolution.

Then the House Budget Committee
did that by March 15, less than a
month.

Then on March 18, 1 month after the
issuance of the ‘““Vision of Change for
America’ proposal—and I call it a pro-
posal—the conference report was filed
on the 1994 budget resolution. The
House agreed to the conference report,
and on April 1 the Senate agreed to a
conference report on the 1994 budget
resolution.

Guess when the Senate in 1993 got the
budget of the President of the United
States. On April 8, 8 days after they
had already approved everything, in-
cluding a budget resolution.

I only state that because it was sug-
gested that it was sort of untoward and
maybe not the best thing for us to do
the budget resolution before we have
the President’s final documents, the
detailed documents.

President Bill Clinton asked his
democratically controlled Congress
that they approve a budget resolution
before he sent them the budget, and
they did. That is all right with me. I
was a member of the opposition. I ar-
gued as much as I could against what I
thought was not the right thing to do,
but understand that by April 1 every-
thing was finished in both Houses on a
budget resolution aspect, following on
with the President’s plans, and the
President had not yet put his budget
together in detail.

We have as much detail today, I as-
sure you, Mr. President, as the Senate
and House Budget Committees had
when they produced budget resolutions
less than 1 month after the President
issued his vision plan, a rather flimsy
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