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and talks about all the things he would 
do, I say to Senator LOTT, he has 20, 30, 
40 things the Government ought to do 
that he thinks would make life better. 
Let me remind everyone, you have to 
get that from somewhere, and there are 
only a couple of places to get it. One 
place to get it is to reduce what the 
taxpayers are going to get; just take it 
out of that pocket and decide we have 
something much better to do with it 
than do the taxpayers. 

We plan to give back to the American 
people over a decade—not tomorrow, 
not the next day—over 10 years, $1.6 
trillion out of a surplus of $5.6 trillion. 
This amendment, with all the things 
that have been spoken about that we 
will be able to do, takes $450 billion 
right out of the taxpayers. The tax-
payers had a little pool of money they 
thought they were going to get back. It 
amounted to $1.6 trillion. This will cut 
it to $1.150 trillion—just like that. If 
you do not think this is an important 
amendment for the taxpayers, just 
think about that. It is a pretty big 
change in what they might have been 
expecting, what the business commu-
nity, through the lowering of marginal 
rates, might have expected to get the 
American economy going permanently. 
That is going to be reduced by $450 bil-
lion. 

Think carefully, Senators, when you 
vote on this. Have we increased edu-
cation? Absolutely. Does the President 
intend to increase it? Absolutely. Does 
he intend to increase special ed? Abso-
lutely, to the highest levels, percent-
ages in many, many years. 

You have seen them up here. The 
facts are the facts. The Senator from 
New Mexico is not saying you could 
not spend more on education, but I sug-
gest it is time to put the taxpayer 
right up there with any new program 
add-ons and ask: Don’t they deserve to 
be considered up there with any pro-
gram? It is their money and they clear-
ly ought to have a chance to spend it. 

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

this amendment includes provisions 
that I believe, as the Ranking Member 
of the Senate Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pension Committee’s Sub-
committee on Employment, Safety, 
and Training, are an essential part of 
fulfilling promises we have made to the 
American people. As part of changes we 
made to the welfare laws, we said to 
families who were on welfare that if 
they went out to look for a job, we’d 
make funds available for training and 
counseling to help them reach that 
goal. We have said to workers who have 
lost their jobs through economic dis-
location and down turns that we would 
make funds available for training and 
counseling to help them find a new job 
or start a new career. We have said to 
the young people in our communities 
that we’ll make funding available to 
help them reach their full potential 
and become productive members of 
their communities. 

This was our promise, training, coun-
seling, and other services to help fami-

lies move out of poverty, move off of 
welfare and into good paying jobs. 

And we funded that promise, last 
year in the amount of $6.1 billion. 

Now, however, although it is some-
what difficult to tell because we have 
not seen the President’s budget, it ap-
pears that this Administration wants 
to cut these funds by nearly $1 billion. 

That is totally unacceptable. We 
need an increase in funding for these 
important workforce training pro-
grams—not a decrease. We need to 
fully fund our promise to working fam-
ilies. We need to tell the working men 
and women of this country, and the 
young people seeking to better their 
lives, that we believe in them, that we 
will support them. 

That’s what this amendment does. It 
fully funds our promise to the working 
families of this country. In particular, 
it 1. restores the nearly $1 billion that 
we believe may be cut from workforce 
training programs in this resolution 
and in the President’s proposed budget, 
and 2. adds an additional $900 million a 
year for ten years to fund adult, youth, 
and dislocated worker training pro-
grams under the Workforce Investment 
Act. 

These Workforce Investment Act pro-
grams that we’re trying to protect, and 
expand funding for, make a huge dif-
ference in people’s lives. Let me give 
you just a few examples. 

Judy Lundquist from the Minnesota 
Workforce Center in Grand Rapids 
shared this story with me: 

For less than $1,000 we were able to train 
Bridget as a Nursing Assistant, she had been 
a seasonal cabin cleaner earning less than 
$2,000 a year, living in housing without elec-
tricity or running water. Her husband had 
injured himself while working for an em-
ployer that did not carry worker’s compensa-
tion and was unable to work in the logging 
industry as he had been prior to his injury. 
On the day she passed her Nursing Assistant 
Certification Test she obtained full-time 
work. I saw her just before Christmas at 
Wal-Mart with a shopping cart full of low 
cost Christmas Presents. They have moved 
to housing that is more appropriate and ac-
tually has running water. Once they moved 
and were able to afford a telephone, Bridget’s 
husband was also able to find appropriate 
work.. We have more than recovered the cost 
of her training in taxes on her earnings. We 
also trained someone to help fill the urgent 
need in our community for qualified Nursing 
Assistants. 

And from Hennepin County’s Train-
ing and Employment Assistance office 
comes this account: 

Timothy, a 41 year old unemployed factory 
worker, applied for WIA services hoping to 
obtain any type of work quickly. He had left 
his assembly job after ten years because he 
was very discouraged about continuing this 
type of work. Timothy had been unemployed 
for four months and was despondent about 
his situation. 

Through WIA counseling and assessment, 
it was determined that Timothy had skills 
and aptitudes for a new career. Timothy had 
obtained a degree in Divinity 17 years ear-
lier, but had never attained a position re-
lated to this degree. He had, however, been 
active as a church member in many service 
activities. 

Timothy established a job goal of human 
service counselor. His WIA counselor as-

sisted him in revising his resume and con-
ducting a job search using the career re-
source room, job opening information and 
internet job search engines. After three 
months of participation in job search work-
shops and interviewing, Timothy was hired 
as an admissions counselor for an education 
institution. 

And from Workforce Solutions in 
Ramsey County, we hear this about as-
sistance to dislocated workers: 

Our federal dislocated worker program is 
funded to serve, in this current program 
year, 277 individuals. One of those individ-
uals, Steven E. came to us having been laid 
off by a health care institution. He origi-
nally worked in the nursing field. When he 
reached our counseling staff, not only was he 
suffering from nearly 12 months of unem-
ployment but chemical dependency and the 
impact of a recent divorce. Our staff, 
through intensive and support services, man-
aged to get him into chemical dependency 
treatment and worked to upgrade his nurs-
ing certificate and licensure. He also partici-
pated in grief and stress support groups to 
address his personal life issues. Because of 
the WIA funding, he successfully completed 
his nursing licensure upgrade, and the chem-
ical dependency treatment. Four months 
ago, he was hired by the American Red Cross 
working for their blood collection and dis-
tribution program. 

And finally, from Central Minnesota 
Jobs and Training Service in Monti-
cello, I hear this about the need for 
funding of youth training programs: 

[A] decrease in funding to the youth pro-
grams has a significant effect on the number 
of youth that are able to be served and the 
amount of services that are provided under 
the WIA program. Offering long term serv-
ices, meeting performance standards, offer-
ing at a minimum of 12 month follow-up and 
retention services, and incorporating all of 
the new WIA youth elements, has increased 
the amount of staff time per participant and 
has limited the number youth to be served 
compared to past practices. All of the new 
initiatives are necessary to meet the needs 
of the youth and long term services is bene-
ficial to their success. Without additional 
funds, there will be a limited amount of new 
participants being enrolled into the program 
in the coming years. The funds will be used 
to work with youth already enrolled in the 
program for many years and to offer com-
prehensive follow-up and retention services. 

The State of Minnesota included the 
need to increase funding for Workforce 
Investment Act activities in their 
‘‘Federal Priorities for 2001.’’ These 
programs are vital to meeting our 
promises to the American people, 
promises to move families out of pov-
erty, off of welfare, and into good pay-
ing jobs where they can earn a living 
wage. We must honor those promises 
by supporting this amendment. 

f 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, today I 
rise to express my strong support for 
adequately funding federal education 
initiatives. 

‘‘Education is,’’ as historian Henry 
Steele Commager said, ‘‘essential to 
change, for education creates both new 
wants and the ability to satisfy them.’’ 
In this ever-changing world, it is vi-
tally important that we make sound 
investments in education. The invest-
ments we make today will count every 
day in our kids’ lives. 
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We have a real opportunity to great-

ly assist our schools by providing them 
with additional resources to help them 
meet the challenges they face. In my 
home state of Montana, schools are 
faced with declining enrollments, 
teacher shortages, rising energy costs, 
and substantial infrastructure needs. 
These are real needs that we as a na-
tion can help address. 

Providing additional resources to 
help schools educate students with spe-
cial needs, to recruit the best teachers, 
to repair or renovate buildings, and to 
educate disadvantaged students will 
greatly help educators in Montana and 
around the country concentrate on de-
livering the best education they can to 
our students. 

Senator HARKIN’s ‘‘Leave No Child 
Behind’’ Amendment goes a long way 
towards providing for these needs, 
making comprehensive investments in 
education programs from pre-school to 
college. 

This bill will help ensure that all 
children start school ready to learn by 
investing additional resources in Head 
Start programs. In Billings, Montana, 
the Head Start facility is inadequate 
for the number of students it serves. In 
fact, they can only keep their doors 
open through April, when most Head 
Start programs are able to stay open 
throughout the school year. Providing 
additional Head Start funding will help 
give more kids in Billings a chance to 
start school ready to learn. 

This bill also provides for full fund-
ing for the Individuals with Disabilities 
Act (IDEA). Providing this additional 
funding, a share that we have repeat-
edly promised to states and schools, 
would free up local and state education 
funds that are currently used to cover 
the cost of educating students with dis-
abilities. With this additional federal 
support, schools and districts will be 
able to better address local education 
priorities. 

This bill also substantially increases 
funding for professional development 
opportunities for teachers, allowing 
them to enhance their knowledge and 
skills. Providing teachers with these 
opportunities will help teachers help be 
even better teachers and will let them 
know that we care about their personal 
education needs. 

Montana schools and teachers have 
had to do too much with too little for 
too long. I want to make sure I am 
doing all I can to help Montana schools 
overcome their challenges and focus on 
providing the best possible education 
to our students. 

The price may seem high. But the 
price we’re paying by not investing in 
our education system—by not equip-
ping our students with the skills they 
will need to be successful—will be one 
we’ll have to pay year after year. 

There can be no doubt that our edu-
cation system plays a pivotal role in 
establishing our quality of life and the 
quality of life our children will enjoy. 

John F. Kennedy once said, ‘‘Our 
progress as a nation can be no swifter 

than our progress in education.’’ 
Strengthening our education system is 
a responsibility all of us share—as indi-
viduals and as a nation. Let’s call on 
each other to offer our resources as we 
build a better, stronger country 
through our commitment to our edu-
cation system. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join Senator SPECTER and 
Senator HARKIN in sponsoring this im-
portant amendment to provide the Na-
tional Institutes of Health with the re-
sources it needs to continue its life-
saving mission. In a historic vote in 
1997, the Senate pledged to double the 
funding of the NIH over the next five 
years, and Senator SPECTER’s amend-
ment represents the fulfillment of that 
pledge for the coming fiscal year. 

The resources we devote to NIH are a 
basic investment in a healthy future 
for all Americans. Biomedical research 
supported by NIH has given us medical 
miracles undreamed of by previous 
generations. An irregular heartbeat 
once meant a lifetime of disability. 
This condition can now be corrected 
with a pacemaker so small that it can 
be inserted under local anesthetic 
using fiber optic technology. New drugs 
now allow many seniors to live a full 
and active life who once would have 
been disabled by the terrible pain of ar-
thritis. Transplants save the lives of 
thousands of patients who once would 
have died of kidney failure. 

Even more astonishing discoveries 
will be developed in the years to come. 
New insights into the genetic basis of 
disease will allow treatments to be de-
veloped that are custom-made for an 
individual patient’s genetic signature. 
Microscopic cameras are now being de-
veloped that can be swallowed by pa-
tients to give doctors an accurate view 
of the patient’s internal organs with-
out the need for risky surgery. 

I’m proud that Massachusetts is lead-
ing the way to this remarkable future. 
Our state is home to many of the na-
tion’s leading biomedical research in-
stitutions and receives more than one 
out of every ten dollars that NIH 
spends on research, or over $1.5 billion 
last year alone. NIH grants support es-
sential research all across the Com-
monwealth. In Boston, researchers sup-
ported by NIH discovered a link be-
tween the immune system and the 
brain that may lead to better treat-
ments for diseases like Parkinson’s and 
multiple sclerosis. In Worcester, NIH 
funds are helping to build a new center 
for cancer research that will become a 
leading center in finding a cure for 
that dread disease. 

Investment in research is the founda-
tion on which the state’s thriving bio-
technology industry is built. There are 
more than 250 biotech companies in 
Massachusetts that give good jobs to 
thousands of professionals across the 
state. These companies are an impor-
tant partner in the nation’s commit-
ment to promoting the health of all 
our citizens. 

The future of biomedical research is 
bright, provided that we continue our 

strong national investment in dis-
covery. Senator Specter’s amendment 
will give NIH the resources it needs to 
turn the breakthroughs of today into 
the cures of tomorrow, and I urge my 
colleagues to support this important 
legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I have 
a unanimous consent request I would 
like to propound to see if we get agree-
ment. I believe Senator DOMENICI and 
Senator CONRAD are familiar with it 
and are prepared to proceed on this 
basis. 

I believe we have all signed off on 
this. 

I ask consent a vote occur in relation 
to the pending amendment at 3 p.m. 
today, and the time between now and 
then be equally divided, and no other 
amendments be in order prior to the 
vote. 

I further ask consent that the next 
four amendments in order to the sub-
stitute be the following in the fol-
lowing order: Specter regarding NIH, 
Landrieu regarding defense, Collins re-
garding health—home health, and Con-
rad or designee regarding debt reduc-
tion. 

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, if I could say to the leader two 
things. One, we have a slight problem. 
The fourth amendment will be a Demo-
cratic amendment. We will let you 
know what it is; we have a couple we 
are kicking around—a Democratic 
amendment. 

Mr. LOTT. Let me make sure I un-
derstand what you are saying. This in-
dicates Conrad or designee amendment 
regarding debt reduction. Are you now 
saying it may not be about debt reduc-
tion? 

Mr. REID. It may not be. There is a 
small universe. We will let you know 
what it will be. 

Mr. LOTT. If I can then modify my 
consent, that we line up the next three 
and we confer further on what the next 
couple will be after that? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, again 
for clarification, I believe that we have 
worked it out so we can go back to the 
original request identified as Specter 
on NIH, Landrieu regarding defense, 
Collins regarding home health, and 
Conrad or designee regarding debt re-
duction. 

Of course, these amendments would 
be subject to the usual rules, and sec-
ond-degree or some other agreement as 
to how they would finally be disposed. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, Senator 
DORGAN has been waiting here literally 
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all afternoon. If we could give him 15 
minutes, since he has been waiting 
since 12:30 today to speak. 

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I am 
not sure exactly who we may be trying 
to accommodate. But I feel compelled 
to want to make some remarks out of 
leader time, if I have to. I think the 
best way to do it is to extend the time 
to 3:15, with the time equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DORGAN. Reserving the right to 
object, I don’t mind extending and di-
viding it. I only intend to have an op-
portunity to speak for a sufficient 
amount of time. If that accommodates 
my interest, I ask my colleague from 
North Dakota, it is fine with me. If it 
doesn’t, I will object. 

Mr. LOTT. I think it accommodates 
your interest. 

Mr. DORGAN. I am asking the Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Let me say, as I under-
stand it, that we would then have less 
than two 2 minutes left. I ask the Sen-
ator from North Dakota how much 
time he would like. 

Mr. REID. How about 3:20? 
Mr. CONRAD. And have it equally di-

vided. 
Mr. LOTT. Absolutely, Madam Presi-

dent. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I will 

try to set the example of not speaking 
at great length hoping others will fol-
low. I am hoping that maybe the points 
I make will be sufficient without it 
being at great length. 

My colleagues, I haven’t spoken 
about the budget resolution because we 
are dealing with a lot of different 
issues and I have been meeting with 
foreign dignitaries and because I have 
such ultimate confidence in the man-
agers of this legislation. Senator 
DOMENICI doesn’t need a speech from 
me or help from anybody. But we are 
here to be helpful. 

I want to make two or three points 
that I am really worried about. 

Are we fiddling around here while 
Rome is beginning to burn? 

Today, and during the last couple of 
days, I have been talking with people 
who are watching the stock market. 
Who knows what causes the stock mar-
ket to move around? But I have also 
been talking to financial service man-
agers from companies that watch very 
carefully what is happening in the 
country and in the economy. I have 
been talking to representatives of man-
ufacturers. They are telling me that 
the economy is perhaps in more trouble 
than any of us want to acknowledge. 

I ask the question: OK, what do we do 
about it? Obviously, one thing is for 
the Federal Reserve System to do 
more. That is one of the places where I 
have over the years quite often agreed 
with Senator DORGAN in my exaspera-
tion sometimes with the Federal Re-
serve System. I am not an economist. I 
wouldn’t presume to try to give advice 

to the Chairman of the Federal Reserve 
Board or any others. 

But it looks to me as though instead 
of being overly focused on the possi-
bility of inflation, we are entering a pe-
riod of deflation—deflation. We need 
the Fed to give us a little more of a 
hand while we bring in the cavalry 
with some additional help. 

The only two things to do when you 
are having sluggishness in the economy 
is change monetary policy or change 
fiscal policy. Give it a stimulus—i.e., 
tax relief. 

Everybody on both sides of the aisle 
has been saying: yes; let’s do more. 
Let’s do more now. Let’s do it this 
year. Let’s make sure it is going to 
have a greater impact in the next 2 or 
3 years so the people will have con-
fidence, and so they can keep more of 
their money safe and invest it, and do 
something about the economy. 

We have two choices. The Federal Re-
serve can do something and/or we can 
do something. 

I think it is time that we pay a little 
attention to trying to find a way to 
give this tax relief, give this fiscal 
boost, and do it quickly. 

That is my greatest concern and why 
I feel compelled, as I watch what is 
happening even today with the 
NASDAQ, what is happening with man-
ufacturing jobs, and what is happening 
with deflation beginning to creep up on 
us, to say I think we have to do more. 

Two other points: The pattern is 
clear. I have been in Congress for 28 
years—the same number of years as the 
distinguished Senator from New Mex-
ico. Only I spent a few years—16 
years—on the other side of the Capitol. 

What we are going to have now is 
amendment after amendment after 
amendment on both sides to add more 
spending—there is nothing new about 
that—and in areas about which I be-
lieve very strongly. Mississippi is a 
State with agriculture that is very im-
portant. 

I have always thought of myself as a 
heavily laden hawk when it comes to 
defense. But I also like to think of my-
self as a cheap, heavily laden hawk. 

We can all say we voted to spend 
more here or more there. That is the 
point. 

We are on the verge of everybody 
saying let’s spend more. Let’s have 
more for defense, education, home 
health care, NIH, health care in gen-
eral, you name it. We get very com-
fortable when we start raising the level 
of spending. 

But there is an added problem to it 
now. One amendment after another 
says: Oh, and by the way, we will pay 
for it by taking hard-working people’s 
money away from them, bring it to 
Washington, and keep it here and de-
cide how it is going to be spent. We are 
taking from millions of laborers the 
bread that they have earned and bring-
ing it up here. 

What is new? We have been doing this 
for years. Spend more, raise taxes, or 
in this case reduce, and pretty soon, if 

we passed every amendment that has 
been offered to cut the tax bill, it 
would be a tax increase. 

What is happening? I hope we will 
think about that and try to stop it. 

The amendment before us would re-
duce the tax cut by $448 billion and in-
crease spending for education, and sup-
posedly accumulate cash. But the fact 
is, once again, the tax relief would be 
reduced and more moved into edu-
cation. 

I am not going to take a back seat to 
anybody when it comes to education. I 
am the son of a schoolteacher. I went 
to public schools all my life. I worked 
for the University of Mississippi in four 
different capacities before I began 
practicing law. 

I believe in public education, and 
quality education across the board; not 
just public education but choice. There 
is lots of variety in my area. Some of 
the best schools are Catholic or Epis-
copal schools. 

I feel strongly about education. But 
the question is, How much is enough? 
How can we do it all at once with a 25- 
percent increase, as the Senator from 
New Mexico was just saying? 

The President is asking for an in-
crease. We are going to come back 
after the Easter recess, and we are 
going to go to an education bill which 
may be the most bipartisan bill of the 
year and which is going to have more 
spending in it. It is going to be 
thoughtful. It is going to have reform, 
accountability, teacher training, and 
all the different components. Yet here 
we are once again. Oh, yes, we will 
take out money for agriculture and 
from the tax relief. We will take out 
money for education. 

My colleagues, it is the same thing 
we have been doing over all of the 
years. It is time to stop it. 

This is the worst time to be talking 
about cutting down or eliminating tax 
relief. 

I spoke this morning to the heads of 
a couple of major companies—J.P. 
Morgan and Dean Witter. I don’t know 
what the current names are because 
they are so long. We talked about what 
we can do. What can we do? They said 
we support the tax relief and the soon-
er the better. 

I oppose this amendment because I 
think if we don’t do it, we will wind up 
with no tax relief at the worst possible 
time, and we will wind up spending the 
entire surplus. This is a balanced pack-
age. It reduces the debt. It provides in-
creases for defense, education, agri-
culture, and it provides tax relief for 
working Americans. 

There is the sign of good government 
in this budget resolution. Remember 
this: We get all overwrought about 
this. This is just the whistle at the be-
ginning of the game. This allows us to 
go forward and decide how much we are 
going to put in appropriations for Inte-
rior, for Agriculture, and also the tax 
relief package. This allows us to just 
go forward to give the President a 
chance to have his program considered. 
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I express my support for this pack-

age, express my appreciation to Sen-
ator DOMENICI, and urge the defeat of 
this amendment and all amendments 
that are going to keep trying to in-
crease spending while cutting tax relief 
for working Americans. 

Thank you. I yield the floor. 
Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I re-

mind the majority leader that we of-
fered, last week, to spend this week on 
a stimulus package. That is the offer 
we made. We said: Look. We believe we 
ought to spend this week doing a stim-
ulus package. Don’t hold it hostage to 
a 10-year budget plan. Let’s do it now. 
Let’s provide some lift to this economy 
now. And it was rejected on the other 
side. 

Now they come on to the floor, and 
all of a sudden they are for taking im-
mediate action on a stimulus package. 
Where were they on Friday when we 
made the offer to spend this week on a 
stimulus package? That is what we 
should have done. That would have 
been the right course for the economy. 
That is what we proposed and they re-
jected. 

Second, on the notion that this 
President somehow proposed a 25-per-
cent increase for education, that is not 
so. The chart of the chairman of the 
Budget Committee shows very clearly 
the President proposed a 5-percent in-
crease—not a 25-percent increase, a 5- 
percent increase. Some of us do not 
think it is enough to deal with the edu-
cation challenge facing this country. 

Third, the majority leader is using 
language very loosely, and that is a 
dangerous thing to do. He is suggesting 
that somebody out here is talking 
about a tax increase. No one is talking 
about a tax increase—no one. What we 
are all talking about is significant tax 
reduction. We have even agreed on an 
amount of tax reduction for this year 
to provide stimulus. But we do believe 
that over the 10 years in the future the 
President’s tax cut is too big; that it 
threatens to put us back into deficit; 
that it threatens to raid the trust 
funds of Medicare and Social Security. 
And that is no longer just a worry; that 
has become a reality. 

The two amendments that have been 
adopted out here—to increase spending 
on prescription drugs and to increase 
spending on agriculture—because of 
the way they were done, raid the Medi-
care trust fund in the years 2005, 2006, 
2007, and 2008—and it is all in their 
numbers, and it is just as clear as it 
can be. They are into the trust funds 
already, exactly what we said would 
happen. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
Several Senators addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, the 

Senator from North Dakota is next, 
and he is yielded 12 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 111⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, would 
the distinguished Senator yield to me 
for 3 minutes? 

Mr. CONRAD. I cannot, I say to the 
Senator, because we have the prior 
agreement. Senator DORGAN has been 
here for 21⁄2 hours. 

Mr. BYRD. But I wanted to ask the 
majority leader a question while he 
was on the floor. 

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, this 
is a very interesting debate. You never 
know when you come to the floor of 
the Senate whether you are going to be 
informed or entertained. And some-
times it is a portion of both. 

I want to respond to a few things 
that my colleague from New Mexico 
said recently. I have great respect for 
him. He does quite a remarkable job 
steering the budget on that side of the 
aisle. 

A couple things. One, this surplus for 
10 years, if you listened to the Senator 
from New Mexico, and did not know it, 
you would believe that surplus was in a 
bank across the street. Why, that is 
money that is already here. That is 
locked in. We have that surplus han-
dled. 

The fact is, that surplus represents 
estimates by economists, some of 
whom cannot remember their home ad-
dress, but they know what is going to 
happen 2, 5, 10 years from now. We 
know better than that. 

My colleague mentioned Alan Green-
span. Ten months ago, Alan Greenspan 
increased interest rates 50 basis points. 
Why? Because he was worried our econ-
omy was growing too fast. Now he is 
worried we might be heading toward a 
recession. He could not see 10 months 
ahead. We can’t see 10 months ahead. I 
do not know, now maybe there is a 
Ouija board or tarot card or palm read-
er someone got ahold of someplace that 
gives them more confidence than the 
rest of us about what is going to hap-
pen in the future. 

I hope we have 10 years of surplus, 10 
years of economic growth, but I sure 
would not bank on it. We would be 
smart to be reasonably conservative in 
the way we deal with these estimates. 

But I want people to understand, 
when they listen to this debate, it is as 
if this surplus is in the bank, and it is 
not, and those who seem to allege it is 
know that it is not. That is No. 1. 

No. 2, my colleague said: We are 
going to collect $27 trillion in the com-
ing years; we surely can provide a rea-
sonable tax cut out of that. 

I do not think he meant to include 
$27 trillion. Madam President, $9 tril-
lion of that belongs to Social Security 
and Medicare. The people who pay that 
in, pay it in to a trust fund with the ex-
pectation that those who handle it will 
do so responsibly; that is, not spend it 
for other things but to save it in a 
trust fund. 

I do not expect that the Senator, or 
others, intend to say that $9 trillion is 
available to be discussed with respect 

to a tax cut, and yet they do. It is not 
right. They know that. 

Then the issue of debt. I want to talk 
about the education issue in a moment. 
I would like to ask my colleague from 
New Mexico a question. And I would 
ask my colleague from North Dakota a 
question. 

What I show you is a description of 
what President Bush sent us from the 
Office of Management and Budget. And 
this is the budget resolution we have 
on the floor. On page 5, line 19, it says: 
Public debt. Public debt grows from 
fiscal year 2001—that is the year we are 
in—$5.5 trillion, to fiscal year 2011, $6.7 
trillion. 

Let me show what it looks like on a 
graph. 

Now I will ask a question, if someone 
would come to the floor from the other 
side so we can examine why they say 
you can’t pay down additional debt: If 
during the 10 or 11 years of their budget 
resolution the gross debt is increasing, 
and if they say it is not, go to page 5, 
line 19 of their resolution. 

In fiscal year 2011, they say that 
gross public debt is going to be $6.7 
trillion. Is gross public debt increasing 
or is it decreasing? 

We know the answer to that. No one 
will come to the floor to talk about it. 
I hope my colleague, Senator CONRAD, 
will allow us some time when perhaps 
our colleagues are on the floor—the 
Senator from New Hampshire, who 
spoke on this at some length earlier, or 
the Senator from New Mexico, who said 
we can discuss this. 

There is not enough debt out there to 
repay? Maybe we can find some on page 
5 of your resolution. Maybe we ought 
to start paying a little on that. Be-
cause your debt is increasing. 

We will talk more about that when 
someone will show up to answer a ques-
tion. I hope we can have a discussion 
about that. 

I happen to think, when we talk 
about values, that one of the values we 
ought to think important is that if 
during tougher times you run up a 
debt, during better times you ought to 
try to pay it down. And debt is not just 
debt held by the public; it is all debt 
incurred by the Federal Government, 
all of the Federal Government’s liabil-
ities. And this, on page 5 of their own 
resolution, describes an increase of 
over $1.2 trillion in indebtedness or li-
ability by the Federal Government. 

Let me turn to this amendment be-
cause we are obviously not going to 
have a discussion about this at the mo-
ment. The question of whether ‘‘Leave 
No Child Behind’’ is a bumper sticker, 
a political slogan, or public policy, is 
what we will answer in this Chamber. 
Perhaps there are some who embrace 
all of that. There are some who cer-
tainly would use it as a bumper stick-
er; some as a political slogan. 

How many are there in this Chamber 
who will embrace ‘‘Leave No Children 
Behind’’ as public policy? That is the 
question. We can all describe our expe-
rience with education. And for those 
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who trash our education system—and 
there are many who do it all the time— 
I ask them, how do you think the 
United States of America came to this 
moment in history? How do you think 
we arrived at this moment? Might it 
not have been because we have a uni-
versal system of education in which we 
have a public education system that 
says every child in America—no matter 
from where they come, no matter how 
fat or thin the wallet of their parents, 
no matter their circumstances in life— 
can be whatever their God-given talent 
allows them to be as children of this 
great country? Isn’t that perhaps what 
has given us this opportunity to arrive 
at this moment in history? 

Do we have challenges in this system 
of education? You bet we do. Should we 
fix them and address them? Absolutely. 
Can we do that just by talking? No. No. 
It takes some money to keep good 
teachers. It does take some money to 
reduce classroom sizes so kids are in a 
classroom of 15 or 18 students, not 30 or 
35, so they are in a school that is well 
repaired, not in some sort of a trailer 
outside the school, in mobiles that are 
ill-equipped. 

We need to do right by our children. 
That is what this debate is about. My 
colleagues have offered an amendment 
I intend to support. I am happy to sup-
port it because it moves us in the right 
direction. You can’t talk about these 
issues without understanding a re-
quirement to address them boldly. 

It is interesting; all the debate on 
this is about spending. If you don’t be-
lieve that investment in our children is 
an investment in this country, then 
you don’t understand anything about 
the management of money. There is a 
difference between spending and in-
vesting. When we do right by our kids, 
when we strengthen America’s schools, 
we invest in this country’s future. It is 
just as simple as that. 

Some say this is a tradeoff, this is an 
offset issue; it is between tax cuts and 
education. We will have a debate about 
tax cuts at some point. I happen to 
think we should have a tax cut. My col-
league just described our offer to use 
this week for an immediate tax cut to 
provide some fiscal stimulus. The other 
side didn’t want to do that. Now we 
have heard they would like some fiscal 
stimulus. We offered that, but they 
didn’t want to do that. 

We will have a tax cut. We ought to 
do it in a way that is fair to all tax-
payers. We ought to do it in a manner 
that gives this economy a boost. It is 
not a circumstance where every single 
dollar is offset to make a choice be-
tween a tax cut or education. There are 
some of us who believe that if you add 
the payroll taxes paid by individuals 
and the income taxes paid by individ-
uals and if the top 1 percent of the 
American people who have done very 
well—and God bless them—paid 21 per-
cent of that, and the majority party 
says, we want to give 43 percent of the 
tax cuts to them, we say: Wait a sec-
ond. That is not something we ought to 
do. That is not a fair tax cut. 

We are going to have that debate at 
some point. But we ought to be able to 
provide a tax cut and also do right by 
our children and strengthen America’s 
schools. 

The Harkin amendment has $225 bil-
lion for education and also $225 billion 
for debt reduction because he also val-
ues not only investing in our kids by 
strengthening our schools but address-
ing this issue as well. 

My hope, I say to my colleague from 
North Dakota, Senator CONRAD, and 
also the distinguished chair of the 
Budget Committee, is that we can have 
a good discussion about this issue of 
debt, the increase in the gross Federal 
debt. I don’t know that we can have it 
at this moment because we are headed 
towards a vote. 

I would like very much to spend some 
time understanding how one 
rationalizes the increase in debt and 
the increase in liabilities in the Fed-
eral budget as outlined on page 5, line 
19, of the majority budget—an increase 
of $1.2 trillion in indebtedness—how 
one rationalizes that with this notion 
that we have $27 trillion, according to 
them, in income. 

We have surpluses that are almost 
locked in a bank, and they have the 
key in their pocket, and they have ap-
parently used a Ouija board to discern 
what is going to happen in the coming 
10 years. I would like to understand the 
rationale of all of this. I think it is 
time to talk straight about all of these 
things in terms of what we have avail-
able, do it conservatively, and then 
make cautious judgments about what 
will strengthen and improve this coun-
try. Yes, a tax cut will; I support one. 
Yes, paying down the Federal debt will, 
and I support that. And yes, investing 
in America’s schools will strengthen 
this country, and I believe we ought to 
do that as well. 

Madam President, this will be an in-
structive debate, and it will be an op-
portunity, as we vote, for people to tell 
us, is ‘‘Leave No Child Behind’’ a 
bumper sticker or is it real public pol-
icy this Senate embraces. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

The Senator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I 

believe I have 5 or 6 minutes remain-
ing; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 6 minutes remaining. 

Mr. DOMENICI. We then go to a vote 
under the UC, as it exists. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. DOMENICI. So Senators should 
know that that is about the time we 
are going to vote. I want to make sure 
they know that because they have been 
waiting. 

First of all, I think we ought to be 
careful about accusing the other side of 
speaking loosely. I can see about 10 ex-
amples in my mind’s eye of saying they 
spoke loosely. I choose to say they 
spoke what they believed and we speak 
what we believe. I don’t think it is 

loosely; I think it is very deliberate, 
and it is very thoughtful on both sides. 

I have a rough estimate, so the 
American people will know. We are 
going to spend $44 billion on education 
this year, the National Government. 
We are going to spend $500 billion over 
the next decade. That is half a trillion 
dollars. So the point of it is, while 
some may not think that is enough— 
and maybe I would even join in saying 
we ought to do more—I think we are on 
a pretty good growth path for edu-
cation. And everybody should know 
that over the next decade we are a 
small contributor to education. That is 
the way it has been. We are between 6.5 
and 7.5 percent of public education. So 
everybody will know the dimension of 
our involvement. 

Nonetheless, we are going to spend 
half a trillion dollars. It will be grow-
ing substantially each year. The point 
I am trying to make is, at some point 
you have to raise the level of the con-
cern for the taxpayer to an equal level 
with those who would increase spend-
ing from what is already a very high 
level of spending. So the American peo-
ple should know we are spending a lot 
on education. It is going up each year. 
I just showed how much. And it is 
going to continue going up. Should we 
not at some point in time bring the 
taxpayer into this and say: OK, Mr. and 
Mrs. Hard Working American, would 
you like to get some of your tax dollars 
back or would you like for us to take 
every program that sounds good, no 
matter what the level of spending na-
tionally, and let’s add some more to it, 
and then we will consider you later on? 
I don’t think that is what the Amer-
ican taxpayer wants. 

In fact, I think they want a fair 
break out of this, and a fair break is 
over the next 10 years giving them 
back 6.4 percent of what they pay in in 
taxes. That is what we are talking 
about. When we get away from the big 
numbers and get into 6 cents out of 
every dollar, we are talking about 6 
percent, giving 6 percent of the tax 
taken from the taxpayer back to the 
taxpayer over the next decade when we 
are running very big surpluses. 

Frankly, I will answer one further in-
sinuation. The insinuation is that the 
Senator from New Mexico is talking 
about these surpluses as if they were 
there tomorrow. I believe they are as 
good estimates as we are ever going to 
get, and there is a high probability 
that they are going to be right. But if 
the estimates are not any good, then 
they ought not to be any good to add 
spending based on them either. 

So if you have something down here 
where you want to spend half that tax 
money on new programs, you ought to 
be thinking, maybe the tax surplus is 
not real. We don’t want you to think it 
is real because we don’t want you to 
use it for tax dollars, but we would like 
to use it for something else. 

With that, I yield back any time I 
might have. 

Mr. CONRAD. Is there any time re-
maining? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The vote 

is to occur at 3:20 by previous order. 
Mr. CONRAD. I ask that Senator 

HARKIN be given the last 2 minutes. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I object. I don’t 

know why we ought to do that. Then I 
get 2 minutes, too. You have been argu-
ing for about an hour more than we 
have on this amendment. I just think, 
being fair, we are finished. I yielded 
back my time. That is why we still 
have some time left. I could have still 
been talking. 

Mr. CONRAD. All right. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 185. 

Mr. CONRAD. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 53, 

nays 47, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 69 Leg.] 

YEAS—53 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Carnahan 
Carper 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Clinton 
Conrad 
Corzine 
Daschle 
Dayton 

Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—47 

Allard 
Allen 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Cochran 
Collins 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Ensign 
Enzi 

Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kyl 
Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 
Miller 

Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

The amendment (No. 185) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I enter a 
motion to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was just agreed to. I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion has been entered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, Senator 
BYRD has indicated he would like to 
have an exchange, a colloquy. This 
seems a good time to do it. I might say 

also, it would be our hope and intent 
now that we would go on to the next 
amendment. Senator SPECTER is ready 
with an amendment on NIH. So I hope 
we can—I talked to Senator DASCHLE 
about that—go ahead and proceed with 
the next amendment that was in order. 

I would be glad to respond to a ques-
tion or a comment Senator BYRD might 
have. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may we 
have order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. 

The Senator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I thank the distin-

guished majority leader for his making 
possible an inquiry at this point. 

As Senators know, I am, I think, the 
Senator who has had more of a part in 
writing the Budget Reform Act than 
any other Senator who today serves in 
the Senate. I believe, with all my 
heart, that the reconciliation instruc-
tion process was never meant to be 
used as a procedure for cutting taxes. 
It has been my belief, from the begin-
ning, that the purpose of the reconcili-
ation process is to reduce deficits. And 
the process has been useful in that re-
gard over a period of several years. 

I am very concerned that the Senate 
is about to use the process in a way for 
which it was not intended. I think a 
point of order, if made, would nail in 
the precedent that it is quite all right 
to use the reconciliation process to cut 
taxes. So I do not want to do that. If, 
and when, that time comes, I prefer to 
just vote up or down and let the chips 
fall where they may. 

So I have a couple of questions I wish 
to ask of the distinguished majority 
leader. One would be in light of the fact 
that we only have, I believe, about 30 
hours remaining. 

Mr. REID. That is true. 
Mr. BYRD. And I feel sure the major-

ity leader is concerned about this as 
much as I am because I have already 
heard him say some things today that 
would lead me to believe that. 

My question would be—and he might 
not want to answer it at this point— 
but when are we going to get to the 
reconciliation vote on this concurrent 
resolution on the budget? When are we 
going to get to it? When we reach that 
point, we need some time to debate it. 
I would like to speak at least 45 min-
utes or an hour on that subject. 

Our time is being eaten up. I am not 
complaining about that except to say 
we are not going to have enough time 
to debate the most important question 
that will come before us unless we get 
to that matter soon. 

Another question which I wish to 
propound to the distinguished majority 
leader, I think it is very important 
that the Senate have before it the 
President’s budget before the Senate 
votes on final passage of the concur-
rent resolution on the budget. I think 
if we can see what is in the President’s 
budget, we will see that some pro-
grams, that are very important to Sen-

ators on both sides of the aisle, are 
probably going to be reduced in order 
to make way for the tax cut. I think 
Senators should know these things be-
fore they vote on this resolution that 
is before the Senate. 

I will not proceed further to make 
that case. I think it is a solid case, and 
I think there is every reason why Sen-
ators ought to have the budget at their 
fingertips before they cast that final 
vote. That has been my hope all along. 

The President had earlier indicated, I 
believe, that he would submit his budg-
et to the Congress on this past Monday, 
and then later changed his mind to say 
it would be sent up on the 9th, which 
will be next Monday. 

I must say, earlier I had thought, Mr. 
Leader, of using some dilatory tactics 
in order to put the Senate over to 
Wednesday. I watched the debate on 
the natural gas bill in 1977, at which 
time two Senators—Mr. Metzenbaum 
and Mr. Abourezk—kept this Senate 
from reaching a decision 13 days and 1 
night and still had hundreds of amend-
ments and just as many dilatory ac-
tions available as ever. 

I know it can be done. I know how to 
do it. But it was decided in the Demo-
cratic Caucus that we would not do 
that. We do, however, still need to see 
that budget. I think there is every rea-
son the American people should know 
what is in the President’s budget be-
fore their elected representatives in 
this body cast their votes in connec-
tion therewith. 

Consequently, I ask this question: 
Would it be possible—this will be a 
matter for both leaders, not just the 
majority leader, but mainly the major-
ity leader—would it be possible to put 
this matter over until next Wednesday, 
which would allow Monday for the 
President to send his budget up to the 
Congress and then would allow the 
Senate Tuesday and Wednesday in 
which to amend, to debate, and to 
make a final decision on the concur-
rent resolution on the budget? In the 
meantime a decision could be made 
with respect to the reconciliation reso-
lution as well. It might very well be 
that a time agreement could be worked 
out, and the majority leader has been 
interested in that. I have been inter-
ested in it. Mr. GRAMM and Mr. DOMEN-
ICI have expressed some interest in it. 
Mr. NICKLES has expressed interest, and 
others. 

I think there is every good reason 
why it might be wise to do that. A 
unanimous consent request hase been 
under consideration. The majority 
leader discussed this again with me 
briefly last night at the time of the re-
ception the Senate was having in honor 
of the spouses of the Senators. Would it 
be possible to delay final passage of the 
budget resolution until next Wednes-
day? I know it would inconvenience 
some Senators. But what is more im-
portant? The inconvenience to the Sen-
ators, or wisdom and the proper judg-
ment when it comes to casting our 
votes for those whom we represent? 
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I don’t think there is a Senator here 

who would disagree with my statement 
that, yes, there will be inconveniences, 
perhaps some trips would have to be 
canceled, but that is all in a day’s 
work. We get paid for our work. We 
have a responsibility to our people. 
Perhaps there will be no more impor-
tant vote that will be cast by the Sen-
ate than the vote on this concurrent 
budget resolution and the vote with re-
spect to the reconciliation process. 

That ends my question. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I believe 

there were actually several ideas or 
questions propounded there. I will try 
to respond as directly and as briefly to 
them as I can so we can go forward 
with the next amendment that is pend-
ing. 

First of all, as to when to take up the 
issue of reconciliation and the process 
for giving working people tax relief to 
be able to keep a little bit more of 
their money at home, I think clearly it 
needs to come relatively shortly, I as-
sume tomorrow, in whatever form it 
might be so that there will be ample 
time to discuss it fully. I know that 
Senators on both sides of the aisle will 
want to be heard on that. 

I must say that if we start down this 
trail of spending all the money, there 
won’t be anything left for tax relief 
anyway so we won’t need this rec-
onciliation process. I think clearly to 
have tax cut in reconciliation is some-
thing that we would like to have con-
sidered and would be prepared to act on 
it. But as the Senator knows, we would 
be willing to consider doing it another 
way, doing it the way it was done even 
back in the 1980s. We have offered an 
idea, a unanimous consent agreement 
to Senator BYRD, and I have discussed 
it with Senator DASCHLE. Senators on 
this side have looked at that. I thought 
perhaps we could get something 
worked out on that, and we could get 
that done. 

We would have to consult with the 
chairman of the Finance Committee 
and the ranking member on the Fi-
nance Committee, make sure every-
body understood how that would work 
and make sure that it would give us 
some of the important benefits that 
reconciliation gives you, even though 
it wouldn’t do it that way. 

We will be glad to continue to work 
with you and with others on the possi-
bility of doing it through a unanimous 
consent agreement. I have discussed 
this with Senator DOMENICI and with 
Senator GRASSLEY. They are inter-
ested, willing to work on it. They just 
want to make sure they know what is 
in it, and I think everybody on both 
sides wants to do that. 

As far as the President’s budget, we 
have the outlines of the main cat-
egories that the President is sug-
gesting. I guess if we waited later on, 
we would get line by line by line. I 
don’t think that is what a budget reso-
lution does. A budget resolution sets 
the broad categories and then we go 
forward. Then in the Appropriations 

Committee, for instance, they decide 
how much they are going to put in 
there for Interior or Transportation. I 
don’t believe the President dictates 
that. We have acted before when we 
didn’t have the President’s budget. 

As far as the idea of postponing it, 
there would be two or three problems 
with that. We had not indicated that 
we were thinking about doing that. We 
would have to check on both sides with 
100 Senators to make sure that their 
schedules could be changed to that ef-
fect. I suspect there would be a lot of 
resistance to it. We would have to 
check with both sides of the aisle on 
that. Worst of all, in my opinion, we 
need to move forward. We need to move 
forward with this budget resolution— 
good, bad, ugly. We ought to move it 
on into conference and see if we can get 
an agreement there and then come 
back and vote on it so we can get on 
with the substantive business. This 
just gives us the outlines of how we can 
proceed and then we get into the de-
tails: What we do on Medicare, what we 
do on defense, and what we do on tax 
policy. 

I think we ought to go ahead. I spoke 
earlier about my concern about the 
economy and the need for us to get this 
process on down the road so that we 
can be looking at taking some action 
on tax policy and on substantive 
issues, too. 

I see Senator DOMENICI. As chairman 
of the Budget Committee, I don’t want 
to try to respond to all of this. Some of 
it being in his jurisdiction, would he 
like to comment on this, too? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I surely don’t want 
to use much time. You have answered 
with the authority of the majority 
leader. I just wanted to say to you, Mr. 
Leader, and to you, Senator BYRD, I 
never in my wildest dreams thought we 
would finish this budget resolution 
without your spending an hour on a 
subject you think is most important; 
namely, reconciliation. We have al-
ready spent a lot of hours debating. 
Frankly, in my opinion, although the 
debates were luxurious, I think it 
would have served us well if you would 
have already taken an hour and I 
would have taken an hour and Senator 
CONRAD taken an hour and we dis-
cussed reconciliation. I don’t intend to 
get finished without that hour of de-
bate about what it is all about and 
what it means taking place. As soon as 
we can, I would be for working it out. 
Our leader thinks we should work it 
out on an issue that is formulated be-
fore the Senate. 

I do want to comment, since you 
have indicated two things. One, we 
should have the President’s budget 
first. That is OK. That is a good wish. 
I would suggest that when we had a 
new President named Bill Clinton, we 
didn’t have a budget before we ap-
proved the budget resolution, including 
the conference report on the budget 
resolution. Then we got a budget. I 
think there is precedent for a new 
President for us to proceed. 

Secondly, I think you did do more 
than, as much as anyone present here, 
of course, in drafting this 25-year old 
Budget Impoundment Act. Frankly, 
you have one version about reconcili-
ation that the Senator from New Mex-
ico, who has now used your product 
you developed with others—I have used 
it as chairman or ranking member or 
member for 25 years. So while you drew 
it, I have watched it implemented. 

I will present to the Senate my 
strong conviction that there is nothing 
in this act that precludes using rec-
onciliation for a tax decrease bill. I 
just wanted to make sure I amplified to 
that extent. 

Mr. BYRD. I don’t want to take a lot 
of time. Let me just say this: We can 
argue back and forth as to what has 
been done in the past. I think we have 
to deal with what is in the present. We 
have here ‘‘A Blueprint for New Begin-
nings.’’ My problem with this is that it 
is kind of a peekaboo budget. You see 
just a little of the budget. But what I 
see is disturbing. For example, with re-
spect to the research in fossil fuel, that 
is going to be cut. That is important to 
the energy resources of this Nation, 
particularly at this time. 

Now we have the clean coal tech-
nology program, for which the Presi-
dent has said he supports a $2 billion 
increase. That is well and good. But 
the problem is, as I look through this 
peekaboo budget, I find that much of 
the money he is going to put into clean 
coal technology is going to come out of 
fossil fuel research. That is important 
to coal, oil, and gas. That is just one 
thing of which I got a little glimpse. I 
think we will find the word ‘‘redirect’’ 
in this blueprint a number of times. 

I noted in the Washington Post of 
Sunday, April 1, that the Community 
Policing Service Program, COPS, 
would be cut by 13 percent, from $1 bil-
lion to about $850 million. I noted also 
in the New York Times—I believe, of 
yesterday—well, I don’t seem to have it 
at my fingertips, but some programs 
are going to be cut. I think Senators 
should know what programs are pro-
posed to be cut in the President’s budg-
et before they vote on final passage of 
this concurrent resolution on the budg-
et before us. 

I am going to take my seat soon, but 
for these reasons, which could be de-
bated at considerable length, I hope it 
will be possible to have the President’s 
budget before we take the final plunge 
on the concurrent resolution on the 
budget. It seems to me it isn’t too 
much to ask that that final action— 
perhaps the final 10 hours, if it could be 
worked out that way—be put over until 
next Tuesday or Wednesday. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for 
a question? 

Mr. BYRD. If I have the time, yes. 
Mr. REID. I say to the Senator, I ap-

preciate very much directing his atten-
tion to this. I think we would be better 
off putting this off until we got back 
from the break. I think we have 30 
hours left. Everybody is trying to fin-
ish this bill by tomorrow. In the back 
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room, I say to the ranking member of 
the Appropriations Committee, we 
have over 120 amendments just on our 
side. You know, unless we have some 
time to work this out, there is going to 
be a big vote-athon. We need to do this 
with wisdom and discretion and have a 
document before making a decision. 

I think the Senator is right on the 
ball, right in the direct line in which 
we should be going. This is so impor-
tant, I would be willing to cancel what 
I have next week in Nevada and do 
this. But if people are unwilling to do 
that, let’s do it after we come back, set 
it at a certain time and have a unani-
mous consent agreement that we can 
complete this thing in a matter of a 
day or two. People would feel better 
about it. We can sift through the 120 
amendments and get to what really 
needs to be done. 

Senator CONRAD has done a wonderful 
job of managing this bill. I don’t know 
of anybody who has ever managed a 
bill better than he has. But with these 
time constraints and big things such as 
debt reduction, defense, reconciliation, 
his hands are tied to manage this bill 
properly. I certainly think the Senator 
from West Virginia is headed in the 
right direction. 

Mr. DOMENICI. If the Senator will 
yield to me for a moment, and I under-
stand the ranking member wants to 
speak. What I have here is also a peek-
aboo budget, but it is not President 
Bush’s, it is President Clinton’s. It is a 
peekaboo budget, borrowing your ex-
pression. It is ‘‘A Vision of Change for 
America,’’ but it is not a budget. 

Mr. BYRD. That is right. 
Mr. DOMENICI. This was sent up 

here on February 17, and in a mar-
velous show of support for the new 
President, before any budget was forth-
coming, a budget resolution was adopt-
ed based on this peekaboo budget. 

Mr. BYRD. That is a peekaboo budg-
et. 

Mr. DOMENICI. It went to conference 
for him, and it came back as a con-
ferred-upon bill. So we are kind of used 
to looking at what you all do, and then 
when you are doing something really 
borderline spectacular, we say we 
would like to be a mimic. You did it in 
such a great fashion for him, we want-
ed to do a little bit for President Bush. 

Mr. BYRD. I wish the distinguished 
chairman of the Budget Committee, 
however, had had a markup in the com-
mittee, as was the case when that 
peekaboo budget was sent up here in 
1993. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes. 
Mr. BYRD. The Senator will admit, 

will he not, that the Budget Committee 
did, in that instance, 1993, have a 
markup in the committee and then re-
ported that measure out of the com-
mittee with a report? And I assume the 
minority was allowed to publish its 
views. Would the Senator respond? Was 
that not the case with that 1993 peek-
aboo budget? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Indeed, it was. 
Mr. BYRD. In the case of that 1993 

peekaboo budget, did the committee, in 

that instance, report out a bill? Did it 
mark up the bill? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes, it did. 
Mr. BYRD. If it did, why doesn’t the 

Senator, who admires that role model, 
wish to have a markup in the com-
mittee and report out a concurrent res-
olution on this budget? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator, I tried to 
explain the difference. You had the lux-
ury of a majority here in the Senate. In 
fact, you had three votes more than a 
majority. We went in the Budget Com-
mittee not even stephen. Everybody al-
ready made up their minds. You had a 
majority of Democrats willing to vote 
out a Presidential budget when Repub-
licans didn’t want it. So it is the same 
thing I had, except it turns out 11–11, 
an equal number. So there is a very big 
difference. 

Mr. BYRD. There is a difference, but, 
with all due respect, that is no reason 
not to have a markup. Just because the 
people saw fit to make it 50/50 in this 
Senate, that is no reason to avoid hav-
ing a markup in committee. We have a 
responsibility to the people who send 
us here to have a markup in the com-
mittee. 

The point I am trying to make is 
that we ought to see the President’s 
budget. It would not be asking too 
much of all of us, I don’t think, to hold 
over until next Tuesday or Wednesday 
to complete action on this concurrent 
resolution on the budget. Let us see 
the President’s budget. 

While I have the floor—and then I 
will sit down—I have the New York 
Times of Wednesday, April 4. I will 
read the headline: ‘‘Bush Budget on 
Health Care Would Cut Aid to Unin-
sured.’’ 

That is one example of why I think 
the Senate ought to have the Presi-
dent’s budget. We don’t know what is 
in it. 

Mr. CONRAD. Would the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. BYRD. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. CONRAD. Isn’t it true that while 

President Clinton had not submitted a 
full budget, he had submitted sufficient 
detail so the cost of his budget pro-
posals could be estimated by the Com-
mittee on the Budget, the CBO, the 
Joint Committee on Taxation, and so 
the Senate, acting in 1993, had all of 
the reestimates done that told us the 
cost of his proposal? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes, absolutely. 
Mr. CONRAD. And is it not true as 

well that President Bush has not sub-
mitted sufficient detail for the Con-
gressional Budget Office or the Joint 
Committee on Taxation to do the re-
estimates that were done on the pre-
vious President’s budget, so we do not 
have those reestimates; isn’t that true? 

Mr. BYRD. The Senator is pre-
eminently correct. 

Mr. CONRAD. I will go on, if I can, 
when we look at the level of detail that 
has been provided by President Bush 
versus President Clinton, there is a 
very stark and glaring set of dif-
ferences. For example, the Clinton doc-

ument had tables that provided year- 
by-year budget numbers for 68 specific 
proposals to reduce discretionary 
spending. 

The tables also included the year-by- 
year numbers for 90 specific proposals 
to cut mandatory spending. 

The budget also provided year-by- 
year detail for proposed increases in 
spending. 

The Bush budget does not provide 
any year-by-year numbers for specific 
proposed changes in discretionary 
spending; is that not the case? 

Mr. BYRD. Oh, absolutely; no ques-
tion about it; absolutely. 

Mr. CONRAD. So to compare 1993 to 
this year does not really stack up, does 
not hold up under much scrutiny be-
cause, as the Senator from West Vir-
ginia has made so clear, we had full re-
estimates then of the cost of the Presi-
dent’s tax-and-spending proposals, suf-
ficient detail for the Congressional 
Budget Office and the Joint Committee 
on Taxation to tell us what those costs 
were. We do not have it now. And we 
had a full Budget Committee markup 
then. We do not have any Budget Com-
mittee markup now. 

The fact is, we do not have sufficient 
detail from the President to have the 
kind of objective independent analysis 
done to inform the Senate of the cost 
of the President’s tax-and-spending 
proposals. 

Mr. BYRD. Absolutely. Moreover, 
that was a budget for 5 years. That was 
a 5-year plan in 1993. This is a 10-year 
plan. Additionally, the resolution was 
used in that instance to reduce deficits, 
not to increase them. 

Finally, my good friend from New 
Mexico speaks of that 1993 budget as a 
role model. Not one of the Senators on 
that side of the aisle voted for it. Not 
one Republican in the House voted for 
it. 

What did it do? It put the Nation on 
the course for reduction of the deficits 
and for the accumulation of huge pro-
jected surpluses. Whether they ever 
materialize or not is another question. 
But what are we so afraid of? Why is 
this Senate afraid to see the Presi-
dent’s budget? 

Mr. CONRAD. We were promised the 
President’s budget, were we not? We 
were promised it was going to be here 
on April 2 before we took up a budget 
resolution on the floor. And presto 
disto, the next thing we know, there is 
no budget until April 9 when we have 
completed action. It is a very unusual 
circumstance. 

If we are going to be fair and objec-
tive about comparing 1993 to now, we 
will see there are very significant dif-
ferences. Most significant, we have had 
no budget markup in the committee, 
and there was sufficient detail on what 
President Clinton sent us that the Con-
gressional Budget Office and the Joint 
Committee on Taxation were able to 
give us an objective independent anal-
ysis of the cost of the President’s 
spending-and-tax proposals which we 
do not have here. We do not have them. 
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Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 

the very able majority leader for his 
courtesy in calling attention to the in-
quiry I had previously indicated I 
wanted to make, and for his listening 
to it. I am sure he will give some con-
sideration to it. I hope he will. And I 
hope all Senators will be willing to 
consider the request to go over until 
next Tuesday or Wednesday so that we 
might have the benefit of having the 
information that is in the President’s 
budget. 

I am sure it is not very far away. It 
is probably on the printing presses 
within three blocks of this Chamber 
right now. If they plan to have it up 
here next Monday, it is available some-
where right now. 

I thank the majority leader for enter-
taining my request. 

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I un-
derstand the distinguished Senator 
from Pennsylvania is going to go next. 
I did not want to keep burdening Sen-
ator BYRD with my statements. He has 
made his. I want to make mine. 

I ask unanimous consent to print in 
the RECORD the introduction of the 
President’s revenue proposals by the 
Joint Committee on Taxation, March 8, 
1993. 

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

INTRODUCTION 
This pamphlet, prepared by the staff of the 

Joint Committee on Taxation, provides a 
summary of the revenue provisions included 
in the President’s budget proposal, as sub-
mitted to the Congress on February 17, 1993. 

The provisions summarized in this pam-
phlet are those revenue proposals contained 
in the Department of the Treasury docu-
ment, Summary of the Administration’s 
Revenue Proposals, February 1993 (‘‘Treas-
ury document’’). The pamphlet also summa-
rizes three other revenue proposals included 
in the Office of Management and Budget doc-
ument, A Vision of Change for America, Feb-
ruary 17, 1993 (‘‘OMB document’’), that would 
amend the Internal Revenue Code: taxation 
of social security benefits; increase of inland 
waterways fuel excise tax; and use of Harbor 
Maintenance Trust Fund amounts for admin-
istrative expenses. 

The pamphlet descriptions of the Presi-
dent’s proposals are taken without modifica-
tion from the Treasury document and the 
OMB document. The pamphlet summary de-
scription includes present law and a ref-
erence to any recent prior Congressional ac-
tion on the topic and whether the proposal 
(or a similar proposal) was included in recent 
budget proposals (fiscal years 1990–1993). Part 
I of the pamphlet summarizes the revenue- 
reduction proposals from the Treasury docu-
ment; Part II summarizes the revenue-rais-
ing proposals from the Treasury document; 
and Part III summarizes three additional 
revenue proposals from the OMB document. 

The Treasury document’s introductory 
statement indicates that ‘‘[t]he descriptions 
included in this report are not intended to be 
final. Many of the proposals will be revised 
in the process of finalizing the Administra-
tion’s fiscal year 1994 Budget. The descrip-
tions are also not intended to be comprehen-
sive. Numerous details, such as rules relat-
ing to the prevention of abusive transactions 
and the limitation of tax benefits consistent 

with the principles of the proposals, will be 
provided in connection with the presentation 
of the Budget and upon submission of legisla-
tion to implement the Administration’s 
plan.’’ 

Further, the Treasury document states 
that ‘‘[i]n addition to the proposals summa-
rized in this report, the Administration also 
supports initiatives to promote sensible and 
equitable administration of the internal rev-
enue laws. These include simplification, good 
governance and technical correction pro-
posals.’’ 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, that 
is the Joint Committee’s introduction 
on President Clinton’s tax package 
that was considered, voted on, passed, 
went to conference with the House and 
passed, and this is all they could say 
about what the President submitted: 

The Treasury document’s introductory 
statement indicates that ‘‘[t]he descriptions 
included in this report are not intended to be 
final. Many of the proposals will be revised 
in the process of finalizing the Administra-
tion’s fiscal year 1994 Budget. The descrip-
tions are also not intended to be comprehen-
sive. Numerous details, such as . . . limita-
tion of tax benefits consistent with the prin-
ciples of the proposals, will be provided in— 

And it goes on. 
I want everybody to know, according 

to the tax Web site, no tax revenue ta-
bles were available with reference to 
President Clinton’s budget until way 
past the time the budget resolution 
was considered. As a matter of fact, the 
first tax tables were not made avail-
able to the Ways and Means Committee 
until May 4 of 1993, the second tables 
on June 17, 1993, and we had already 
produced the budget resolution in both 
Houses, gone to conference, and adopt-
ed it. 

I do not care to go on forever. I be-
lieve we ought to treat President Bush, 
as well as Republicans and Members of 
the Senate, as President Clinton was 
treated when he was a so-called brand 
new President. 

We will proceed, and I want the 
RECORD to show, and I will put the let-
ter in tomorrow, that every member of 
the Budget Committee on the Repub-
lican side asked the chairman, this 
chairman, not to consider markup be-
cause they said it would not yield any 
fruitful results. While that is my deci-
sion, I want everybody to know I did 
not make it singularly. I had a pretty 
good backing from Republicans who did 
not think it would amount to anything 
other than long, protracted debates 
and nothing positive would be accom-
plished. 

Before we proceed and I yield to my 
friend from Pennsylvania, I was asked 
by the majority leader to propose what 
I assume is a usual consent request. 

f 

CONDITIONAL ADJOURNMENT OF 
THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES AND A CONDITIONAL RE-
CESS OR ADJOURNMENT OF THE 
SENATE 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to H. Con. Res. 93, the adjourn-
ment resolution and that the resolu-

tion be agreed to and the motion to re-
consider be laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the concurrent resolu-
tion by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 93) 
providing for a conditional adjournment of 
the House of Representatives and a condi-
tional recess or adjournment of the Senate. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
concurrent resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection the concurrent resolution is 
agreed to. 

The concurrent resolution (H. Con. 
Res. 93) was agreed to, as follows: 

H. CON. RES. 93 
Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 

Senate concurring), That when the House ad-
journs on the legislative day of Wednesday, 
April 4, 2001, or Thursday, April 5, 2001, on a 
motion offered pursuant to this concurrent 
resolution by its Majority Leader or his des-
ignee, it stand adjourned until 2 p.m. on 
Tuesday, April 24, 2001, or until noon on the 
second day after Members are notified to re-
assemble pursuant to section 2 of this con-
current resolution, whichever occurs first; 
and that when the Senate recesses or ad-
journs at the close of business on Friday, 
April 6, 2001, Saturday, April 7, 2001, Sunday, 
April 8, 2001, or Monday, April 9, 2001, on a 
motion offered pursuant to this concurrent 
resolution by its Majority Leader or his des-
ignee, it stand recessed or adjourned until 
noon on Monday, April 23, 2001, or until such 
time on that day as may be specified by its 
Majority Leader or his designee in the mo-
tion to recess or adjourn, or until noon on 
the second day after Members are notified to 
reassemble pursuant to section 2 of this con-
current resolution, whichever occurs first. 

SEC. 2. The Speaker of the House and the 
Majority Leader of the Senate, acting jointly 
after consultation with the Minority Leader 
of the House and the Minority Leader of the 
Senate, shall notify the Members of the 
House and the Senate, respectively, to reas-
semble whenever, in their opinion, the public 
interest shall warrant it. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania. 
f 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET FOR 
THE UNITED STATES GOVERN-
MENT FOR FISCAL YEARS 2001– 
2011—Continued 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, at the 

outset, let me say to the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia, who holds 
an extraordinary record in this body, 
and asked me 45 minutes ago if I would 
mind yielding for a question, I want 
the RECORD to show that I agreed to 
yield for a question. I had no idea that 
the answer would be so long, Mr. Presi-
dent. I thought it worthy of note. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if my dear 
friend will yield briefly, just that I 
might apologize to him for the ques-
tions having gone on and on and the 
answers and the joining by other Sen-
ators, which I think added to the im-
portance of the question. I think we 
performed a service. I certainly thank 
the Senator most kindly. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, like 
the incident with the Navy plane, no 
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