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1, 1935, when the Senate changed the
title of the journal clerk, Charles Wat-
kins, to Parliamentarian and journal
clerk. Since then, only four other men
have occupied the office: Floyd
Riddick, Murray Zweben, Bob Dove,
and Alan Frumin. These five Parlia-
mentarians held that office for an aver-
age of more than 12 years each. By
comparison, during the same time, the
Senate has had 14 different majority
leaders.

As Justices sit on the Supreme
Court, though Presidents will come and
go, so Parliamentarians have main-
tained the rule of precedent, through
changes in political majority. Remov-
ing a Parliamentarian because a ma-
jority leader disagrees with a decision
is akin to a President’s attack on the
Supreme Court. History has roundly
decried President Franklin Roosevelt
for seeking to pack the Court. I predict
that history will also roundly decry
the majority leader’s man-handling of
the Senate’s rules.

This majority has torn down another
ancient landmark that our prede-
cessors had set up. Once again, this
majority has removed another bound-
ary stone that once marked how far we
could go. We are left today more bereft
of rules, a body less governed by law,
and unfortunately more governed by
the wishes and ambitions of men and
women.

The new Parliamentarian, Alan
Frumin, has, as I have said, served as
Parliamentarian before. I hope this
time he can serve for a good long time.

I have always known Alan to be a
man who calls them as he sees them. I
hope that the majority leader will
allow Alan to continue to do so. For
only by allowing the Parliamentarian
to follow his or her best judgment will
the office of the Parliamentarian con-
tinue to be able to play its important
role in preserving the Senate rules,

and, thus, in preserving the Senate
itself.

———
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON

THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR
2002—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I sub-
mit a report of the committee of con-
ference on the concurrent resolution
(H. Con. Res. 83) and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Committee of Conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the concurrent
resolution (H. Con. Res. 83), establishing the
congressional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2002, revising the
congressional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2001, and setting
forth appropriate budgetary levels for each
of fiscal years 2003 through 2011, having met,
have agreed that the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate, and agree to the same with an amend-
ment, and the Senate agree to the same,
signed by a majority of the conferees on the
part of both Houses.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will proceed to the consideration of
the conference report.

(The report was printed in the House
proceedings of the RECORD of May 8,
2001.)

Mr. LOTT. There are 10 hours for de-
bate provided under statute. I expect
all debate to be used or yielded back by
the close of business today with the ex-
ception of an hour or so. We will then
obtain a consent for closing remarks
tomorrow morning to be followed by a
vote on the conference report. I will
not propound that request now but will
consult with the Democratic leader and
will propound the unanimous consent
at a later time. I do think it best to get
started.

The distinguished chairman of the
Budget Committee has arrived. We will
begin debate and go as long as Senators
desire today and reserve about an hour
tomorrow so there will be time equally
divided to wrap up and then get a re-
corded vote.

Madam President, I thank the distin-
guished chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee for the job he has done again
this year. A lot of people are appointed
different jobs in the Senate in terms of
leadership or offices of the Senate and
have difficulties in doing our jobs. But
few have a job any tougher than being
chairman of the Budget Committee be-
cause it lays out the plan for the year.
It does have to take a look at the
whole budget.

The Presiding Officer, the Senator
from New York, is on the Budget Com-
mittee. I know she found the process
interesting, including the hearings. It
is the committee that has to decide
what is set aside for Medicare, for in-
stance; if we have reform and need ad-
ditional funds, how much will be avail-
able for tax relief and how much will be
available for the nondefense and, in
fact, defense discretionary accounts.

It is very hard to accommodate all
the different parties. We have to work
it through the Budget Committee,
Democrats and Republicans, and on the
floor of the Senate, with many amend-
ments, and quite often vote-aramas at
the end of the process where we vote,
many times, on 20, 30, 40 amendments,
in sequence. It is not a pretty process,
but it is one that has to be done.

The chairman of the committee and
the ranking member of the committee
go to conference and see if they can
find ways to work together and deal
with the House, too.

So it is a long process. Senator
DOMENICI has been involved in that
process, either as ranking member or
chairman, I believe, almost since we
began. I remember I voted for the origi-
nal Budget and Impoundment Act way
back in 1973 or 1974. This time was
probably even more difficult than
usual, trying to thread the eye of the
needle, trying to get something that
can pass.

I believe they have done a good job.
It surprises me when I hear some of the
condemnation that I just heard from
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the Senator from Wisconsin and in
press conferences. I think this is a good
budget resolution.

Some people seem to think that peo-
ple who work and make money should
not be able to keep a little bit more of
their money. Anybody who wants to
defend this Tax Code can go right at it,
but I don’t believe it is going to work
with the American people because the
people I talk to, blue-collar working
neighbors in my hometown—shipyard
workers, paper mill workers, refinery
workers, small business men and
women—don’t think it is fair; they
think they are overtaxed by the Fed-
eral Government, and by the State and
local government, for that matter.
They think they pay too much for gas-
oline taxes, which contributes to the
price with which they are having to
deal.

They think the Tax Code is too long,
too complicated, and unfair. When I
say: Does anybody in this room want to
defend the marriage penalty tax, any
Democrat, any Republican, anybody,
old or young, married or single? I see
not one hand.

Yet we have been yapping around
here for 10 years about how we are
going to get rid of the marriage pen-
alty tax. It has gotten so serious, my
daughter who got married 2 years ago,
has threatened to run against me if I
don’t finally do something about this.
This is an unfair, ridiculous tax.

Does it cost some money? Yes. Whose
money is it, for Heaven’s sake? It is my
daughter’s and her husband’s, a young
couple trying to make ends meet. No-
body wants to defend that.

The very concept of the Federal Gov-
ernment coming in when you die and
reaching into the grave to take the
benefit of the fruits of your labor in
your lifetime is so alien to what Amer-
ica should be about, I just cannot be-
lieve people will say estate taxes are a
good idea.

Oh, it will not affect me. I have asked
for and been given a life in this institu-
tion in the Congress. I came here
young and don’t have any money and
don’t really ever expect to have very
much. But the idea that my son, who
has chosen a different route, would
have the Federal Government show up
and say: Give me 40 percent or 50 per-
cent of your life’s earnings—I am not
going to give him an estate; he is not
going to inherit it; whatever he has, he
is going to earn it—I think that is
wrong, fundamentally unfair and basi-
cally wrong. Rates are too high; taxes
are too high.

Oh, there will be weeping and gnash-
ing of teeth—the very idea that you
would lower the top rate from 39.6 to 33
percent. You go out and ask the aver-
age man or woman on the street, do
they think one-third of what they earn
is enough to pay for Federal taxes—
anybody—anybody should pay more
than a third, 33 percent?

Then you have to add on to that
State taxes, local taxes, sales taxes. On
everything you do from the moment
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you get up and flip on a switch and you
drink that cup of coffee until you get
your paycheck, you are paying taxes.

I realize in this city, unbelievably, it
is hard to cut taxes. But I don’t think
this is too much. In fact, I don’t think
it is enough. Allow people to keep a lit-
tle bit more of their money through a
child tax credit? We should not do
that? We have been trying now to get
some other things, such as the edu-
cation savings account, in place to
allow people to save a little bit more of
their money.

People say we need more money from
the Federal Government so we can help
people with the things they need, such
as child care. I have a unique idea. How
about letting them keep some of their
own money and pay for their own
childcare as they see fit. That will be
one way to do it. I am not saying we
don’t need additional support, but that
is one way to do it.

I think what is provided in this budg-
et resolution is not an unfair amount.
We went through a process. It is not as
high as I would like for it to be, but it
is a pretty substantial amount. I as-
sume it has bipartisan support.

In terms of spending, why, listening
to some of the stuff I heard on TV last
night, you would think we were going
in there and slashing Federal programs
all over the place. I thought it said a 4-
percent increase—4-percent or more in-
crease over what we are going to spend
in this fiscal year. Is there anybody in
this room who thinks it is only going
to be 4 percent? No; this opens the bid-
ding, unfortunately. I hope the Presi-
dent will veto these appropriations
bills if they start providing increases of
6 percent, 7 percent, 12 percent. There
is no limit.

We have been saying it right here in
the Senate. Does anybody want to offer
an amendment to have more spending?
Just offer it. It will pass. It doesn’t
matter what it is. I don’t know what
we think. I guess we think somebody
somewhere some other day will pay for
all this or we will worry about that
later.

This is a balanced, fiscally respon-
sible budget resolution. It provides for
additional action on Medicare. It pro-
vides for increases in a lot of areas.
The President’s budget does provide for
some reductions in certain areas, but
can we not have priorities in the Gov-
ernment? Can’t we spend a little more
here and a little less there? Isn’t a 4-
percent increase over an inflated ex-
penditure from last year and the pre-
vious year an adequate amount? I
think it is.

I don’t know, maybe we are just not
reading the same budget resolution. I
think this is a responsible resolution. I
urge Senators to vote for it. Again, it
is not the end of the process. This is
the kickoff. We have been wrestling
around with this thing now for 3
months, and this is just the kickoff. We
haven’t even gotten into the first quar-
ter. We need to get it done.

Think of the alternative if we didn’t
pass this budget resolution. What hap-
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pens? We are stalled out right here and
cannot go forward with the annual ap-
propriations bills, with the tax relief
package. There would be uncertainty
about what would be available, I guess,
in certain entitlement programs.

I hope we can calm the rhetoric.
Sure, there will be substantive dis-
agreements. There will be people who
advocate spending more or less at var-
ious places. That can be done. We have
budget resolutions. We have authoriza-
tion bills. We are going to be con-
tinuing to vote on education. We are
going to have more spending for edu-
cation. Everybody knows that; that is
part of the package. I am for that. I
think further investment in education
is a good investment. I am prepared to
support it.

There are going to be emergencies.
Unfortunately, there will be disasters
somewhere in this country, probably in
my own State. We have floods, torna-
does, droughts—everything but locust
so far. We will help people with their
disasters.

We are going to have emergency re-
quests for defense. We have costs that
were unexpected in health care and ad-
ditional steaming and flying time. But
we will work through that process.

I hope we will overwhelmingly pass
this resolution tomorrow and go for-
ward with the bills that will follow in
due course.

Again, I say to you, Senator DOMEN-
1cI, thank you. I know it is never easy.
For some reason I am not quite sure,
you have been willing to continue to do
it year after year. I will be looking for-
ward to hearing what you have to say
about the final product. I know Sen-
ator CONRAD will have some remarks,
too, and then we will go to a vote.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from New Mexico.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent the order for
the quorum call be dispensed with.

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

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, I
know Senator CONRAD will come to the
floor in the not too distant future. But
until he arrives, I want to take a mo-
ment to comment on the budget resolu-
tion and respond, in part, to some of
the comments made by the distin-
guished majority leader.

I don’t know that there has been a
budget resolution during my years in
the Senate, or at least as Democratic
Leader, that has generated greater
anger and frustration among our col-
leagues than this one.

There are three concerns we have
with this budget resolution. I want to
address each of them briefly and ac-
commodate other Senators, if they
wish to speak.
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The first is process.

This process was an abomination. I
have great respect for the distin-
guished chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee. I admire him for a lot of rea-
sons. I know that he isn’t the one who
calls all the shots in all cases. But I
think this process is inexplicable. As
we profess the desire and a need for bi-
partisanship, I don’t know why we have
a process that is so highly partisan on
an issue that is so important.

I think it is fair to say—and I don’t
know that any Republicans would ever
dispute it—that the Democrats were
virtually locked out from the begin-
ning on this issue. No Democrats par-
ticipated. There wasn’t a markup in
the Budget Committee, therefore you
didn’t see Democratic participation in
formulating this budget or Democratic
opportunities to offer amendments.
There was none. You didn’t see any
participation among Democrats in the
conference committee—none, zero.

I am sure that when those who cre-
ated this budget process nearly 30
years ago and enacted it into law, as
well intended as they were, they did
not envision decisions as paramount as
these being made in some closed room,
locking out one party, denying the op-
portunity for Democrats to be in-
volved. I don’t think that they even
imagined that something like this
could happen.

Unfortunately, that is precisely what
has happened. I believe it is fair to say
that there isn’t a Member of this body
who has seen this budget in its entirety
other than the chairman. I can guar-
antee you there are no Democrats who
have seen it. Yet, with less than 24
hours to review it, we are being asked
to vote on a budget blueprint that will
dictate our fiscal policy for the next 10
years. We have been given nearly a $2
trillion budget without a fair oppor-
tunity to evaluate it, without an op-
portunity to participate, and now we
are being asked to vote up or down.

This is an abomination. This is inex-
cusable, especially in a 50/50 Senate.

But here we are. I am angered and
frustrated that we even have to begin
this debate with this reality. It is an
outrage.

The second concern I have is this
budget is a fabrication. This isn’t a
budget. This is a make-believe docu-
ment with more holes, more gaps, more
missing pages, and more questions
than there are answers. Don’t like the
baseline? Create a new one. Don’t like
the numbers? Come up with other ones
you like better. Don’t know what the
President wants to do on the defense
budget? Give him an opportunity to
put that number in later.

This isn’t a budget. This isn’t even
close to a budget. In fact, because this
is such a fabrication, we have virtually
destroyed the budget process as it was
originally designed by excluding Demo-
crats and by making up things as we
have gone along.

Let me rephrase that. Democrats
haven’t made it up because we weren’t
involved. Republicans made it up.
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This is a fabrication. This is make-
believe budgeting. This is a budget
process gone awry.

This is absolutely one of the worst
documents we will be called upon to
vote on in this Congress. We ought to
be ashamed that we are bringing this
budget to the floor—ashamed.

The third problem is, of course, pol-
icy. I have to say, I don’t know any-
body who can say without equivocation
the policy implications contained with-
in this budget fabrication. If it is pos-
sible to come to any conclusions based
on what little we already know, here
are the conclusions one has to reach.

First of all, don’t let anybody fool
you. If this budget does go into effect,
the tax cut is so large that we could ul-
timately tap right into the Medicare
and Social Security trust funds.

There is no question about that. The
Medicare trust fund is no longer invio-
late. All of these votes and all of these
speeches about protecting Medicare
and having this lockbox are malarkey.
This budget threatens the Social Secu-
rity trust funds. Malarkey.

When this resolution passes, we will
dramatically hasten the date when the
Social Security trust fund becomes in-
solvent. I guarantee you that we are
going to hear actuaries talk about how
short the viability for the trust fund
will be as a result of this resolution
passing. Why? We just heard the major-
ity leader, and he was right about this.
Who can vote against a tax cut? Who
can vote against all of these wonderful-
sounding opportunities to reduce
taxes? If you are a politician of any
ability, you ought to be able to support
a tax cut. However, this President
couldn’t even get his $1.6 billion.

I have to say no one should believe
that the final cost of the tax cut is $1.4
trillion because that is what Repub-
licans say it is.

I want to see what they do when the
alternative minimum tax is proposed.
That is $300 billion. I want to see what
happens when the extenders are pro-
posed. That is $100 billion. I want to see
what people say when they are forced
to acknowledge that the cost of the tax
cut must include about $400 billion in
interest. Where does that go? That is
$800 billion on top of the $1.4 trillion.
That is $2.2 trillion, and we haven’t
gotten to capital gains reductions,
business tax breaks, pension reform,
and all the other tax ideas that some-
one is going to conjure up.

This budget is going critically wound
the fiscal well-being of this country, in
a manner in which we haven’t seen in
our lifetime.

This is outrageous. We gut education
at the very time we are talking about
education policy in this country. It is
gutted. Don’t let anybody mislead you.
You are going to hear nice-sounding
phrases about sense of the Senate lan-
guage and ideas about how we are
going to be able to manipulate the
numbers to put additional education
money in the budget.
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If you believe that, there is a tooth
fairy and a bridge I want to talk to you
about.

This isn’t budgeting with priorities
the American people care about. There
isn’t any new money in here for edu-
cation. There isn’t a real plan in this
budget to provide a prescription drug
benefit—regardless of how many people
campaigned in the last election on the
importance of this issue. This is a tax
cut made into a budget, and it is a
budget lacking in virtually everything
we said is important. Is Social Security
important? Not in this budget. Is Medi-
care important? Not in this budget. Is
education important? Not in this budg-
et. Are prescription drug benefits im-
portant? Not in this budget.

I daresay everything we stand for on
this side of the aisle is lost in this
budget. I can’t think of a reason why
somebody who holds the core values
that many of us hold would ever even
think about voting for a fabrication as
disastrous for this country as this
budget will be.

If I sound exercised, I am. If I sound
as deeply troubled as I hope my rhet-
oric would convey, I am.

This is not good for the country. It is
not good because there has been a com-
plete breakdown of whatever modicum
of bipartisanship that I hoped a 50/50
Senate would deliver. There isn’t any
bipartisanship reflected in this budget.

I think the die is cast. But I hope
somehow over the course of this year
we can truly find ways to reverse some
of the incredibly disastrous decisions
that have been made in this budget.

Senator CONRAD has done an out-
standing job in leading the Democratic
caucus and providing us with his guid-
ance and his insight. I publicly want to
acknowledge my gratitude to him. No
one cares more deeply. No one has
studied this issue more thoroughly. As
a consequence, no one has the respect
of our caucus more than the Senator
from North Dakota. I thank him for
that. This has to have been a frus-
trating experience for him. But there
will be another day.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President,
fellow Senators, and anyone listening,
I am very sorry that the minority lead-
er is frustrated. I wish he were not. I
am also very sorry that my facts and
what is in this budget, as I see it, are
very different from his—very different.
I have been part of this process.

I want to talk for a minute about
partisanship. I can tell you when Presi-
dent Clinton won office and had a
Democratic Senate, they did the budg-
et. They did the tax bill. We did noth-
ing. We were left out of everything.
And I do not think our leader came to
the floor and called that the kind of
names the minority leader has used
today.

Frankly, I think the Senate, itself,
will prove that what he has said is
wrong because they will vote for this
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budget resolution. If it were a fabrica-
tion, they would not vote for it. If it
were unreal, they would not vote for it.

But I want to start by using a dif-
ferent approach. I want to start by say-
ing: If not now, when? If not now, when
will the American taxpayer get back
some of the surplus that their taxes
have generated? How big must the sur-
plus be, Madam President, and fellow
Senators, before we give the taxpayers
some of their money back? How big
should it be?

It is $5.6 trillion. That means getting
that much money more than we need
for the policies of our Government.
Should it be $10 trillion before we give
them back any money? Should it be $20
trillion before we give them back
some? Absolutely not. Madam Presi-
dent, $5.6 trillion yields to the Amer-
ican people in their hands for use as
taxpayers—let’s get the number—3$1.25
trillion. Remember, there is a $5.6 tril-
lion surplus, and then, secondly, $100
billion that must be spent this year
and next year as an economic stimulus.
And the Democrats wanted that. Of
course, they did not want the other
one. They did not want the long-term
one.

So every single thing has been in-
vented by way of the fault of this budg-
et, to put it in the way of one thing,
and one thing only: taxes given back to
the American people. In fact, the mi-
nority leader, again, to borrow his own
words, is frustrated. I tell you, tomor-
row I think the Senate will indicate
that it is frustrated, that it is frus-
trated in not giving back the taxpayers
some of their money, and they are
going to vote to do that.

Frankly, I wish we were here without
controversy and that those who lead on
that side and those who lead on this
side, including this Senator, could say:
This has been done together; we have
had total bipartisan support. But let
me tell you, we have already gone from
the $1.6 trillion that the President
asked for in the tax cut, and with some
Democratic help we are down to $1.25
trillion, plus $100 billion for stimulus.

How far down would we have to go
under the idea we would have bipar-
tisan support, and write this together
in the Budget Committee, and go the
conference, Democrat and Republican?
Just think of it. It is already, on the
one hand, being claimed as a loss for
the President because he did not get
enough tax cuts, and, on the other
hand, it is too much; and, therefore, we
talk about everything wrong in this
budget because we would not like to
see this tax cut pass.

The good news is, fellow Americans
and taxpayers, regardless of the rhet-
oric of today, within a week to 10 days,
the Finance Committee of the Senate
will produce a tax cut bill. It will come
to the floor. Then we are going to see
how many support it and how many
support the stimulus of $100 billion
spread equally this year and next year.
I surmise there will be plenty of sup-
port for it.
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But every obstacle is put in its way
by those who lead on the other side of
the aisle. Now they complain: It’s too
big a tax cut. But the President did not
get what he wanted. And there are all
these other things we should be doing,
not giving back money to the tax-
payers.

So I again say: If not now, when? And
I answer my own question: Now. Give
them back some of their money. It is
not an extraordinary amount. Social
Security is funded. Some would like to
say: Before we give the tax cuts, we
want to fund the next generation of So-
cial Security. I don’t know about that.
I think we put all the money into So-
cial Security that they are entitled. No
matter what is said on the other side of
the aisle, it is our position—and I
think it is right—we do not touch So-
cial Security and we do not touch
Medicare.

For those who want to get up on the
other side of the aisle and just say we
do, I stand up on this side of the aisle
and say we don’t. You can believe who
you would like, but we have committed
to not bringing you a budget that of-
fended the Social Security trust fund.
We have committed that we will not do
that on the HI, the Medicare program.
You say we do, and I say we don’t.

So let’s see how we vote tomorrow. If
there were a large group of Senators
who thought we were violating Social
Security and Medicare, this would not
be adopted tomorrow. So they can keep
on repeating it, but let’s see how the
Senators vote tomorrow.

One thing happened during this proc-
ess that is very extraordinary and
good. The other side of the aisle has de-
veloped a budget ranking member who
works hard, knows a lot, and makes his
case. It is not that I agree with him all
the time, but he makes his case. I com-
mend him for that. And he does it well.
It is just that on this one I do not be-
lieve he is going to tell all of you and
tell the American people what this
budget means.

I would like very much to quickly
tick off on the charts right there be-
hind me—and we will do it early on so
the other side can go on and produce a
chart that says it isn’t so, but I do not
like to say things in this Chamber that
I do not believe are true and honest
and forthright.

First, it reduces the debt to $818 bil-
lion, down from $2.4 trillion. For those
who complain that it isn’t enough, just
look at the numbers. We have Treasury
bills that we owe to people that are ac-
cruing interest, that we have to pay
every year; and it is $2.4 trillion. It is
almost as large as the surplus—well,
half as large. We are going to reduce it
to $818 billion, which is the largest de-
crease we have ever had in history and
I believe very close to the maximum
amount we can do. We can talk about
what it does in terms of the budget per-
centages, and the like, but those are
the numbers.

It protects Social Security and the
HI trust fund. In fact, on Social Secu-
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rity, none of the tax cuts here are
predicated on any numbers that in-
clude Social Security trust fund
money. That is taken out first. I don’t
know what else we ought to do to live
up to our lockbox commitment, unless
it is to start a new funding to take care
of Social Security in another way that
we have not yet passed and don’t know
anything about.

It maintains a balanced budget every
year: $219 billion in fiscal year 2002, $48
billion not counting the Social Secu-
rity trust fund surplus.

When you added it all up, people
thought we were using the entire con-
tingency fund, but we did not. There is
a $% trillion—$500 Dbillion—unspent
over the 10 years. For those who want
to do something about the ID or special
ed program, by making it mandatory,
have at it. Let’s get it passed. It can
come out of that $500 billion. We just
could not pass a new mandatory pro-
gram in a conference with the House
for that piece of education.

On taxes, let me repeat, you can
state it two ways, but, in essence, over
the next 11 years, the American people
will either get back in their pockets or
have changed the law such that $1.25
trillion is back in their pockets. In ad-
dition, for the rest of this year, plus
next year, we will rebate, refund, cut,
another $100 billion for the American
people.

So you might say this is a $1.35 tril-
lion reduction in taxes for the Amer-
ican people, and that would be a cor-
rect statement. Some would like to put
it in two pieces: having the $100 billion
for stimulus first, and take that out
first. That is all right with me. The
sum total is what I have said.

I repeat: If we are not going to give
them back some of this money now,
when will we? Will we wait 3 or 4 more
yvears and find ways to spend the sur-
plus? If you want to wait, I am not sure
who will spend it, but somebody will
spend it. You had better get on the
record giving some back to the people.

On spending, there are a lot of ways
to look at this budget, but I suggest
that the spending in this budget, as we
add it up, is $1.92 trillion for the year
2002—excuse me, $1.952 trillion for ev-
erything. This authorizes, for the ap-
propriations process, $631 billion in
2002. In that number there is both de-
fense and nondefense, and Social Secu-
rity and everything, but the 631 is just
appropriated accounts. There are many
assumptions made—many—but the ap-
propriators will decide what they are
going to fund out of that total amount
and how. If they do what we assume,
they will put an awful lot of it in edu-
cation. They may not do that, but you
can’t do more in a budget than to say
that we assume it and ask the others to
pay for it.

In addition to the President’s in-
crease, which was about 4 percent for
the year, we have authorized an addi-
tional $6.2 billion for nondefense pro-
grams. That is without emergencies,
which are handled as they were in the
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past; when they come, they are added
to the budget. We didn’t change that.
The House wanted to change it. That
was one of the things over which we
fought in an argument with reference
to using our budget process.

Let me talk about Medicare for a
minute. I can’t understand when there
is a reserve fund in this budget that
says, if you do a new Medicare bill with
prescription drugs in it, $300 billion is
given to you to spend: How much did
you want: 500? 600? 800? The House had
146. We won that debate. We got 300,
just as the Senate had voted. I don’t
know what else we can do. We have
stated unequivocally, you cannot use
any of these programs or moneys to af-

fect either Social Security and/or
Medicare.
Let’s talk about defense for a

minute. How could we have budgeted
defense when the President gave us a
number and said, we are having a top-
to-bottom review and it won’t be ready
until a few months down the line? Are
we supposed to say, let’s leave it all
out of the budget and start over in 3
months? The best thing I could see to
do was the following: Fund defense as
he requested it, which is not a very big
increase, and put in this budget that
when the top-to-bottom review is com-
pleted, whatever their number is, they
get to submit it, and it belongs to de-
fense and nothing else.

But guess what. It is not a free tick-
et. It has to be appropriated by the
Congress. If we don’t like it or don’t
want some of it, we don’t have to do it.
I didn’t know any other way to do it. It
is not intended as a blank check. It is
intended as what I have described.

There are some saying, what else did
we do in this budget, besides the $300
billion we set aside for Medicare, if
they reform it and if they do prescrip-
tion drugs? Frankly, I am very pleased
to say the House gave on that to us; it
went our way.

In addition, we had a program in here
to make sure that the farmers this
year, 2002, and for the decade—we had
unanimous support that we ought to
increase the authorization and alloca-
tion and use some of the contingency
fund for that. Guess what. The House
had nothing for that in their budget,
and before we finished, they said, we
think we should do a little more than
the Senate—I assume because that is
what they want to show their House
Members. So we did agriculture at an
$80 billion increase, to make sure it
gets money. Frankly, I don’t know how
much more you can do. I believe if we
are not right, it has so much support
that next year or the next year we can
do more. We could take it out of the
contingency fund and fund agriculture
even more.

Here on the Senate floor, Senator
KENNEDY was going to propose a very
large amount which had to do with
uninsureds—health uninsureds. Sen-
ator SMITH of Oregon, joined by his
friend, Senator WYDEN, proposed an
add-on to the health uninsured fund of



May 9, 2001

$28 billion to be used over the next 3
years. They can use it if they want in
the committee for uninsured benefits
and enhancement of the program. The
House had zero. We got a full $28 bil-
lion. They gave us everything we
asked.

So Medicare, health insurance for the
uninsured, agriculture, and then in the
area that many here worry about,
home health care. For home health
care we have another reserve fund that
comes from Senator COLLINS’ work in
the Chamber. We put in $14 billion to
make sure that that fund continued
unabated; that is, that home health
care funding, instead of coming down
at a point in time which is currently
prescribed, it says that sunset brings it
back up, and it is almost $14 billion.

There is another one Senator GRASS-
LEY and Senator KENNEDY have been
working on that is called the childcare
credit and earned income tax, $18.5 bil-
lion for its expansion. Then we added
to it nearly $8 billion to expand Med-
icaid benefits to children with special
needs.

We don’t hear anything about any of
those as this budget is denounced, as it
is called a fabrication, as it is called a
sham of process, none of which is true.
I have brought budgets here many
times. This is a solid budget.

I will close by talking about the ap-
propriated accounts because every year
we have to do 13 bills. There is a lot of
commotion about them and a lot of
trouble getting them done. I just de-
scribed to you what is going to happen
on defense. I might tell you this budget
resolution contemplates a supple-
mental this year principally for de-
fense, which everyone knew would hap-
pen. This contemplates it because we
have room under the caps for this year.
But if you take just the nondefense
part of this budget that is appro-
priated, our mathematics and arith-
metic say that that is going up 5.5 per-
cent, not 4 as the President asked.

There are some—perhaps the other
side—who will say it didn’t go up at
all. Let’s deal with that on apples and
apples, the totality of the accounts
now this year and the totality of the
domestic accounts next year. There is
$6.2 billion in new money, and the per-
centage increase is 5.5. If the House
knew it was 5.5, I am not sure they
would pass the resolution. So they used
their numbers; I used mine. I know
what is going to appropriations, and it
is not 4 percent for which the President
asked. It is not 5 percent. It is more
than 5 percent.

Can you get along with it? I don’t
know. Is there enough money for edu-
cation? Absolutely. If you want to take
every assumption in this resolution
that is attributed to education and
then add the 6.2 new money and assume
they are going to give some of that to
education, you have funding of edu-
cation programs that I believe will be
voted for in appropriations by both
sides of the aisle because there is suffi-
cient money in there for education, in-
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cluding the increase, a substantial in-
crease, in special ed. In fact, I think
the amount is $7 billion, 7.9—almost $8
billion for special ed, the IDEA pro-
gram.

Let me say to everyone, the Senate
voted in an amendment that said, do a
huge new mandatory entitlement pro-
gram for IDEA for special ed. It is not
a mandatory entitlement. It is appro-
priated every year. Congress has not
done well, except in the last 2 or 3
years, in doing its part for the funding
for special ed kids, but we are starting
up that path. For anybody who is look-
ing in this budget to find a brand new
mandatory entitlement for IDEA, it
isn’t here. I guarantee you, there is no
way you can get a new entitlement out
of the House. It will work its will, and
we will work our will. But we couldn’t
do it in the budget resolution because
they said it is a whole new way to ap-
proach it; do it separately. There is
still money around if you want to do
that, still money around over the dec-
ade, without violating the balanced
budget, Medicare, or Social Security.

I guess I could close just like the mi-
nority leader did. If you think I am
kind of worked up, first of all, that is
the way I am all the time. However, 1
am just slightly worked up more than
I normally am. While he is infuriated
about certain things, I am infuriated
about some things said by a number of
people about this budget. I won’t say
who.

I close by saying to everybody, there
is no doubt in this Senator’s mind that
the people of this country deserve to
have a significant amount of this sur-
plus given back to them now. There is
no doubt in my mind that it is fair; it
will help the American economy; it
won’t hurt it. I close by saying, if we
can do anything to stimulate the econ-
omy through tax changes, this resolu-
tion will permit that to happen. It will
permit money to be spent from the
hands of our people, encouraging them
to spend money and keep the economy
going, or to pay some of the money for
expenditures for gasoline and related
fuel prices.

I anxiously await hearing from my
friend, who I have just indicated, right
in the middle of my speech, has done a
great job becoming very learned and an
expert. He knows I was here a lot
longer and, probably today, he is will-
ing to stand up on the floor and say in
all ways I know more than Domenici
about the budget because I have really
learned it. I would not doubt that. I
think I have just enough to get it done.
It has been a lot of years.

The charge of partisanship could be
levied more times than not, as budgets
have been produced in this place. I
didn’t go through each one to find out
how partisan they were, but I can viv-
idly remember the budget resolution
ran through here with no Republican
support, no votes in the Senate, when
President Bill Clinton was given what
he requested.

Whether that was the right thing to
do, who knows? Whether this is the
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right thing to do, some say no on the
other side; some say yes. I believe the
American people are watching us. We
had a big chart that said: $5.6 trillion
overpayment to Government, $1.25 tril-
lion to the people in taxes, and $100 bil-
lion to stimulate the economy by giv-
ing people back some money to spend.
We will let them judge whether that is
too much.

Let me close by saying those are sim-
ple numbers. They already take into
account a 4-percent growth in Govern-
ment. That still yields those numbers.
How much more should Government
grow? I don’t know. I surely think
there ought to be enough to give people
tax cuts. It seems to me it is rather
basic and simple. Nonetheless, because
we are a different body than the House,
we have more allocated than 4 percent,
for which the President asked. Repeat-
ing, for the domestic side, it is more
like 5.5 percent they are going to have
to spend. We still have those numbers—
$5.6 trillion, and $1.25 trillion of that
going back to the people, plus $100 bil-
lion to be in their pockets this year
and early next year as a stimulus, for
them to use as they see fit.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CRAPO). The Senator from North Da-
kota is recognized.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I rise to
speak to the budget resolution that is
now before us and the conference re-
port on the budget resolution.

First, let me say I have profound re-
spect for the chairman of the Senate
Budget Committee. I have worked with
him for the 15 years that I have been in
the Senate. He is a man of integrity.
He is an honest man. He is well moti-
vated. He does what he believes is the
right thing for the country, and cer-
tainly for New Mexico. I don’t question
any of that in the slightest degree. He
also has an outstanding staff that ben-
efits the entire Senate. So I want to
stipulate right at the beginning that I
have respect for him and affection for
the Senator from New Mexico as well.

He is Italian. My wife is Italian.
Italians have a lot of spirit. We saw
some of that spirit from the Senator
from New Mexico this afternoon. I am
Scandinavian, and we Scandinavians
don’t show a lot of emotion, although
from time to time it erupts. We also
have strong feelings and strong beliefs.

I believe this budget is a very poor
product for the conference committee.
One of the reasons I believe it is a poor
product is because the fact is that
Democrats were locked out completely
from the process of writing this budget.
There was one meeting at the con-
ference committee, the initial meeting,
in which we were allowed to give open-
ing remarks. After that, we were
locked out completely. We weren’t in-
vited. In fact, we were told by the
chairman we would not be invited
back. That was true on the House side
as well. The Democrats were simply ex-
cluded.

So make no mistake; this is not a bi-
partisan budget. This is a budget that
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has been written by one side and one
side alone. They bear full responsi-
bility for what flows from this budget.

I agree with much of what the Sen-
ator described in this resolution. What
he is not talking about is what is not
in this budget. What he is not talking
about is what has been left out. What
he is not talking about is what is left
hidden from view and how profound an
effect it will have on every decision we
make in this Congress, not only for
this year but for 10 years, and for years
beyond. These are consequential deci-
sions that are going to have an effect
that is going to last a very long time.
Let no one make any mistake about it.

The Washington Post, on Monday,
had as their lead editorial this work,
entitled ‘“An Unreal Budget.”” That is a
pretty good description of this budget
because it, I would say, borders on bi-
zarre. It is not a budget. It is not a
budget. Much of what we know is going
to be spent is not revealed in this docu-
ment.

The conclusion of the Washington
Post was:

The theme of this budget is tax cuts first,
sweep up afterward. It’s the wrong way
around. Budget resolutions are supposed to
foster fiscal responsibility. This one will
have the opposite effect.

Unfortunately, in my judgment, that
is true. This budget abandons fiscal re-
sponsibility. The chairman of the com-
mittee referred back to 1993 and sug-
gested, well, it was really done the
same way then as it is being done now.
That is not true. In 1993, we had a full
markup in the Senate Budget Com-
mittee. This year there was no markup
in the Budget Committee. In 1993, we
had full debate, full discussion. What
we did in 1993 was to reduce deficits.

Let’s go back to 1993. We had a $290
billion budget deficit the year before.
We put in place a package that reduced
deficits each and every year for the 5
years of that budget resolution. We
then followed it with a bipartisan plan
in 1997. That one we did in a bipartisan
way. We finished the job of balancing
the budget and moving us from deficits
to surpluses.

This is an unreal budget because
there are whole chunks of spending
that have been left out, conveniently
forgotten, like the two pages that were
lost in the House that hung up consid-
eration of this package. The two pages
that were lost, interestingly enough,
just happened to be the critical two
pages. You know what. They did not
just lose two pages; they lost dozens
more because this budget does not con-
tain all the spending that is going to be
done, and all of us know it. It is not in
this budget because it is the only way
they could make this budget add up.

If they put in what we all know is
going to happen, it does not add up,
and they take us back to the bad old
days of deficits and expanding debt.

That is the harsh reality about this
budget. First of all, we ought to deal
with the uncertainty of the projections
that surround this budget. All of this is
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based on a 10-year projection that we
will enjoy a surplus of $5.6 trillion over
the next 10 years—$5.6 trillion. That is
not money in the bank; that is a fore-
cast, that is a projection, and the peo-
ple who made the forecast themselves
have warned us of its uncertainty.

What did they tell us? They said
there is only a 10-percent chance that
number is going to come true, $5.6 tril-
lion. There is a 45-percent chance there
will be more money. There is a 45-per-
cent chance there will be less money.
That forecast was done more than 8
weeks ago. With what has happened in
the economy during this interval, be-
tween the time the forecast was made
and today, do you think it is safe to as-
sume there is going to be less money or
more money?

Just one statistic. Yesterday, the
productivity numbers were released for
the first quarter of this year. They
were estimating that productivity
would be up 1 full percentage point. In-
stead, it went down by one-tenth of 1
point.

That difference makes a profound
change over time. That would wipe out
hundreds of billions of dollars of this
forecasted surplus over time.

The people who made the forecast
provided us this chart. It shows in the
fifth year alone, we could expect a
range of anywhere from a $50 billion
deficit to more than a $1 trillion sur-
plus.

How did they come up with that fore-
cast? How did they come up with that
projection? They looked at their pre-
vious forecasts. They looked at what
they said in the past and they looked
at the difference between what they
predicted and what actually occurred.
Then they applied it to this forecast.
As I say, in the fifth year alone, they
said it could be anywhere from a $50
billion deficit to more than a $1 trillion
deficit. That is how uncertain this fore-
cast is.

What does that tell us? I believe it
says we ought to be cautious. We ought
to be conservative. We ought to be
careful. This budget throws caution to
the winds. This budget reminds me
very much of what happened in 1981: A
new President, big tax cut proposal, big
defense buildup proposal, rosy eco-
nomic forecast, and what happened.
The deficits and the debt of this coun-
try multiplied geometrically, and they
put this country in a deep hole which
has taken 15 years to dig out. And
these same folks with the same view
and the same philosophy are getting
ready to do it all over again.

Unfortunately, this time there is not
time to recover. In the 1980s, we had
two decades to recover. This time the
baby boomers start to retire in 11
years, and then it all changes. We will
go from massive surpluses to substan-
tial deficits because all of a sudden the
number of people eligible for Medicare
and Social Security increases dramati-
cally.

That is the first thing we need to
keep in mind about this budget: the un-
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certainty of the forecast that under-
lines all of the assumptions. I do not
think there is a family in America who
would bet the farm or bet their house-
hold on the basis of a 10-year forecast.
I think most people would say it would
be nice if it came true, but we are not
going to count on it; we are going to be
careful in what we do.

I put up the Washington Post edi-
torial that called it an unreal budget.
Boy, they have it right. It is unreal.
Huge chunks of Federal spending are
not included.

Let’s start with defense. We all know
what is going to happen with defense.
Here is a story from USA Today, Fri-
day, April 27: ‘“‘Billions Sought for
Arms.” The Secretary is going to pro-
pose a boost in defense spending of $200
billion to $300 billion over the next 6
years. That is just USA Today. This is
in headline after headline all across
the country. The Secretary of Defense
is going to ask for very major increases
in defense expenditures, $200 billion to
$300 billion in additional spending in
just the next 6 years.

Not a dime of it is in this budget. It
is not here. They did not include it.
Why not? Let’s go to the Secretary of
Defense and see what he said. The Sec-
retary of Defense was interviewed on
‘“Meet the Press’” on May 6, this past
weekend.

The host of the show: Will you get
the $10 billion more in defense money
this year that you need?

The Secretary of Defense: I don’t
know. I have not gone to the President
as yet. He wanted to wait until after
some of the studies had been completed
and until the tax bill was behind us and
we’re going to be discussing that over
the coming weeks.

The host of the show: But you need
more money.

The Secretary of Defense: We do.

And indeed they do, but the money is
not in this budget. This is supposed to
be a budget document that tells us the
revenue and the spending of the Fed-
eral Government over the next 10
years, but it is not that. This is a docu-
ment that excludes as much as it re-
veals.

It leaves out this major defense ex-
penditure. Oh, not completely. It pro-
vides for a reserve fund so if there is a
determination by the chairman of the
Budget Committee that more money
should be added, and the authorization
committee believes it, they can put it
in with no vote in this Chamber, no op-
portunity to review their decision.
They make the decision alone.

It does not resemble representative
democracy to me. It resembles a hand-
ful of people in a back room making a
decision that has a profound impact on
the budget of the United States with-
out ever being considered by the full
Senate or the full House of Representa-
tives. That is what is in this budget:
the authority to do precisely that.
That is the wrong way to do business.

The President has said education is
the top priority. Those have been the
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President’s remarks during the cam-
paign and during his first weeks in of-
fice: Education is the top priority. We
have speech after speech in the Senate
by our colleagues saying education is
the top priority, but it has not been
given priority in this budget because
there is no new money for education in
this budget.

In the Senate, when the budget reso-
lution was considered, we adopted a
Harkin amendment. It reduced the tax
cut by $450 billion. It gave $225 billion
to education. It gave $225 billion to a
further paydown of our national debt.

We got back from conference com-
mittee zero—not a dollar. In the Sen-
ate, a  Dbipartisan Breaux-Jeffords
amendment was adopted by the Senate
providing $70 billion for IDEA. That is
the disabilities act. That is the promise
the Federal Government made to local
school districts, that we were going to
fund a certain percentage of the cost, a
promise we have not kept.

When we moved to keep the promise,
we adopted an amendment when the
budget resolution was considered by
the Senate. We added $70 billion to
keep the promise. Every dollar was
taken out. There is not a single new
dollar for education in this budget.
They have increased it by inflation,
but there is no new money for edu-
cation.

The same is true of Social Security.
The President had a big meeting at the
White House. He said in that meeting:
We have to strengthen Social Security.
The baby boomers are going to start to
retire, and Social Security will be
under enormous pressure.

He is right. That is going to happen.

Here are contradictory goals of the
administration, an editorial from the
Columbus Dispatch of December 24,
2000:

. .. the tax-cut proposal works against
this plan to begin privatizing Social Secu-
rity. Experts differ on how much this ‘‘tran-
sition cost” will be, but it won’t be cheap.
Thus, Bush’s 10-year $1.3 trillion tax cut
would deprive the government of the cash it
would need to pay the $1 trillion transition
cost for the first 10 years of Bush’s Social Se-
curity privatization plan. The goals are con-
tradictory.

They couldn’t be more right.

In the Democratic plan, we provided
$750 billion to strengthen Social Secu-
rity in the long term. Not one penny of
that is in this budget.

If we review the situation, we have
the administration proposing a major
defense buildup, but none of the money
is in this budget. We have the Presi-
dent saying education is the top pri-
ority, but there is no new money in the
budget. We have the President saying
Social Security should be strength-
ened, but there is no money in the

budget.
Excuse those who are somewhat
skeptical about this process. The

Democrats are locked out. The budget
is written in secret in a back room in
the dead of night, presented to us late
at night. And when we look at the de-
tails, if they put in the things they say
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they are for, if they put in money for
education, if they put in money for de-
fense, if they put in money to strength-
en Social Security, the budget doesn’t
add up. That is their problem. That is
the little secret about this budget.

If it is a compendium of the expendi-
tures of the Federal Government, what
we are really going to do in terms of
additional resources for education, a
buildup for national defense, strength-
ening Social Security, if you put all
those numbers on a page and add them
up, you will find we are raiding the So-
cial Security trust fund and the Medi-
care trust fund. That is why they don’t
have a full budget. That is why they
don’t add it all up. That is why they
have excluded the money to strengthen
Social Security, the money to build up
national defense, the money to improve
education. They know what we know:
When you couple it with the Presi-
dent’s massive tax cut, it doesn’t add
up.
They will be into the Medicare trust
fund for $200 billion and more. They
will be into the Social Security trust
fund by hundreds of billions of dollars.
That is the reason we have what the
Washington Post called ‘‘an unreal
budget’’ because they don’t dare come
with all of the details. They don’t dare
come up with all of the numbers. They
don’t dare come up with what they
really intend to do because it doesn’t
add up.

Let’s talk a little about the tax cut
in this bill. They say this tax cut is
$1.35 trillion. It is a lot of money. It is
a stunning amount of money—$1.35
trillion. Indeed, the amount reconciled
over 10 years is $1.25 trillion. The eco-
nomic stimulus is another $100 billion.

There are other elements they do not
talk about, including expanded health
insurance coverage, designed in the
Senate to be additional spending that
is now written as a tax cut, another $28
billion. A special reserve fund has been
set up that blocks points of order
against the use of that money. They
have refundable tax credits—I call
those tax cuts—for health, childcare,
for earned-income tax credit, another
$37 billion. Those they call ‘‘spending.”
They don’t call them tax cuts. In com-
mon parlance, any person would recog-
nize them as tax cuts because that is
what they do.

We have a reduction in SEC matters
and other minor matters, another $19
billion. The total revenue reduction is
$1.434 trillion. That is one of the rea-
sons they don’t have the defense build-
up. That is one of the reasons they
have taken out the additional money
for education. That is a reason they
don’t have the money to strengthen
Social Security for the long term. The
tax cut has become so large, the pack-
age doesn’t add up if you put in all of
the things we know are going to hap-
pen.

We have a calculation on how the
final conference agreement threatens
Social Security and Medicare. This cal-
culation will not be found in the budg-
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et. They don’t want to put these num-
bers on a page. They don’t want to add
them up. They don’t want to have any
one place to look to, to put the whole
puzzle together. When we put the puz-
zle together, it does not fit; it does not
add up.

If we adjust the defense number for
what the new Secretary of Defense is
talking about, if we adjust the tax cost
by what is needed to fix the alternative
minimum tax, which now affects 2 mil-
lion taxpayers, if we pass the tax cut
plan before us, the Joint Tax Com-
mittee says it will affect over 30 mil-
lion taxpayers. There is no provision to
deal with that problem in the Presi-
dent’s tax proposal—none. It costs $292
billion just to pay for fixing the alter-
native minimum tax problem created
by the Bush tax cut.

Make no mistake; that amount of
money isn’t enough to fix the alter-
native minimum tax in total. That is
just the amount of money necessary to
fix the costs created by the Bush tax
cut itself. The alternative minimum
tax is growing every year with the ef-
fects of inflation. We have gone from 2
million people being affected. If the
Bush tax cut passes, the Joint Tax
Committee says 35 million people are
going to be affected. Boy, are they in
for a big surprise. They think they are
getting a tax cut. What will happen is
they will get pushed into the alter-
native minimum tax—one in every four
taxpayers. But there is not a dime in
this budget to fix it.

As I indicated, there is no new edu-
cation money. Even though this week
on the floor of the Senate, or last
week, we passed an amendment to put
in $150 billion for education, there is
not a dime of it in this budget.

Emergencies. Over the next 11 years,
we can anticipate $565 billion of emer-
gency costs—tornadoes, hurricanes,
earthquakes, floods. Every year it
averages $5 billion. They don’t have it
in here. We know it will happen. When
you apply the interest costs to all of
the above, you are deep into the Medi-
care trust fund and you are deep into
Social Security: into the Medicare
trust fund by over $300 billion; into the
Social Security trust fund by over $200
billion.

What is it going to be? We are not
going to have the defense buildup? We
will not have any new money for edu-
cation? We will not fix the alternative
minimum tax? We are not going to
have emergencies? I don’t think so. I
think we have a budget document that
simply is not telling the whole story. It
is telling just a piece of the story, just
part of the story because if you tell the
whole story, it does not add up.

This is an especially important time
because we know that in this 10-year
period we are forecasted to have sur-
pluses. We also know from testimony
before the Budget Committee that we
are headed for a circumstance very
soon, in the next decade when the baby
boomers start to retire, that the Social
Security and Medicare trust funds face
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huge cash deficits. Those deficits start
in the year 2016, and you can see what
happens after that. There is a cascade
of red ink. The deficits explode.

There is no provision in this budget
for strengthening Social Security for
the long term. In our proposal, we had
$750 billion. It is just another one of
the missing pieces of this budget.

Some have said there are all these in-
creases in spending in this budget. The
chairman talked about a 4-percent in-
crease. The only 4-percent increase
that is in this budget is for 1 year in
one part of the budget. It is not the
whole budget. The whole budget over
the 10 years goes up by 3.5 percent a
year. Domestic discretionary spending
goes up by 2.9 percent a year on aver-
age over the 10 years of this budget.
This is not big spending.

In fact, what we see, as I have indi-
cated, is that total spending goes up on
average per year for the 10 years of this
budget by 3.5 percent a year. Discre-
tionary spending goes up on average by
2.9 percent a year. When we look at
spending as a percentage of our gross
domestic product, which the econo-
mists tell us is the best way to meas-
ure changes in spending over time,
what we see is the total spending in
this budget resolution is going to the
lowest level since 1951—the lowest level
since 1951. The size of Federal Govern-
ment, that has already come down
rather dramatically over the last 9
years from 22 percent of the gross do-
mestic product to 18 percent of the
gross domestic product today, will con-
tinue to decline to 16.3 percent of the
domestic product in the year 2011, the
lowest percentage since 1951.

Discretionary spending is military
spending. Discretionary spending is the
other part of domestic spending that is
not controlled by the mandatory
spending. Discretionary spending is law
enforcement, education, parks. Discre-
tionary spending as a percentage of
GDP is going to its lowest level ever,
5.1 percent. So much for the claims of
big spending.

In fact, the appropriated spending
levels shortchange education and other
critical priorities. Here is what the
Senate passed: $181 billion over 10
years. The conference committee has
actually produced a cut of $566 billion.
This is going to mean dramatic
changes—in law enforcement funding,
funding for parks, funding for edu-
cation, funding for health care—be-
cause the money simply will not be
there.

The fundamental difference in our
budget approach and the budget ap-
proach of the other side has been, yes,
we have had a difference on the tax
cut. We believe the tax cut should be
about half as big and that we should do
twice as much on debt reduction, both
short term and long term. That is the
fundamental difference between us on
budget matters. But, in addition to
that, we also have different priorities
on education. We believe that is a place
where a significant investment should
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be made. But in this budget there is no
new money for education.

As I indicated, this budget threatens
to put us back into deficit, back into
debt, and to see the gross debt of the
United States actually larger at the
end of this period rather than smaller.

The chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee has talked about the reduction
in the so-called publicly held debt.
That is what the red line on this chart
shows. He is exactly correct: Debt held
by the public is going down. Debt held
by the public is going to be paid down
to about $800 billion.

But at the very same time that debt
held by the public is going down, debt
held by the trust funds of the country
is going up. In fact, the gross debt of
the United States at the end of this pe-
riod is going to be substantially more
than it is as we meet here today. The
gross debt of the United States today is
$56.6 trillion. At the end of this 10-year
period, the gross debt of the United
States will be $7.1 trillion. The gross
debt is increasing by just about the
same amount as the tax cuts contained
in this budget resolution.

Here is a comparison of what Presi-
dent Bush proposed, what the Demo-
cratic alternative was, what the Senate
passed, and with what the conference
has come back. There are two dif-
ferences that really jump out at you.
They are dramatic differences. The
first one is in education, where the
President proposed $13 billion of new
money over the 10 years, Democrats
proposed $139 billion, the Senate passed
$308 billion, and the conference com-
mittee has come back with nothing—
zero. That is a pretty dramatic dif-
ference.

The second dramatic difference is in
strengthening Social Security. The
President had reserved $600 billion of
the trust fund to strengthen Social Se-
curity for the long term. We proposed
$750 billion, but not out of the trust
fund because we believe that is double
counting. We took it out of the general
fund to strengthen Social Security be-
cause that is what we believe it will
take to do the job. Just taking money
out of the trust fund does not solve the
problem. This problem is bigger than
saving every penny of the trust fund.

What came back out of the con-
ference committee? Nothing, zero.

The same on defense—defense—where
they have left out the massive defense
buildup that we all know is about to be
proposed by the Secretary of Defense.

I want to conclude by saying I be-
lieve there are six key reasons to op-
pose the budget resolution conference
report that is before us.

No. 1, there is no new money for edu-
cation.

No. 2, the magnitude of this tax cut
crowds out other important priorities,
including national defense, including
education, and including expanding
health care coverage in America.

No. 3, this budget hides the defense
spending increases by providing a
blank check to the Bush administra-
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tion. I have never seen this before, a re-
serve fund created where one person is
able to determine what the defense
spending of the United States is going
to be. That is a rather extraordinary
grant of power to one individual.

No. 4, it sets up a raid on the Social
Security and Medicare trust funds just
as certainly as night follows day. Be-
cause of all they have left out, because
of all they have left aside, because of
all that we know is to come, this budg-
et sets us up for major raids on the So-
cial Security and Medicare trust fund.

No. 5, it cuts spending for high pri-
ority domestic needs by $56 billion over
the next 10 years. That, by the way,
was something that just changed in the
final hours of the conference com-
mittee.

No. 6, it fails to set aside funds for
strengthening Social Security for the
long term.

I submit to our colleagues that those
are the reasons this budget conference
report should fail.

I urge my colleagues to oppose it so
that we can have a bipartisan budget
agreement, one that is in line with the
values of the American people.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, it
almost seems to me as if we are not
reading the same pages. To say that
there is no new money in this budget
for education is incomprehensible to
me.

In fact, this chart shows exactly
what the increase in spending in edu-
cation is. This is just the baseline. We
are probably going to increase spending
even above this.

But this is the Clinton request. This
is the Bush request. This is what we
are voting on right now. The difference
is $40 billion, and the Bush request we
are voting on as a baseline is $44 bil-
lion. We probably have $6 billion on top
of that.

When we are talking about no spend-
ing increases when the President has
clearly given an 11.6-percent spending
increase, the largest of any Federal
agency, I think it is just some vast
miscommunication.

Senators understand what is in this
budget resolution. We are increasing
spending 5 percent above last year’s
level. That is bigger than the rate of
inflation.

There is not a business or household
in this country that considers a 5-per-
cent increase a cut—a cut in our spend-
ing needs? I think what we have here is
really a difference in basic philosophy
and basic priority.

The budget we will be voting on
today increases spending in priority
areas, such as education at the 11-per-
cent increase. It will also increase de-
fense. It will increase other high-pri-
ority areas. It will bright-line some
areas; there is no doubt about that.

Those are the Kkinds of choices that
every American has to make in their
own household budgets. Why shouldn’t
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Government do the same thing with
the American taxpayer dollars? Let’s
not forget whose money it is. Let’s not
forget our responsibility for the stew-
ardship of other people’s money. If we
had our own choices, maybe we would
spend it a little differently. But we
must be careful stewards of taxpayer
dollars. That is what this budget does.

It also makes sure that we return
some of the excess money back to the
people—$1.5 trillion in tax relief for the
American people, which is about 25 per-
cent of the projected surplus. It is not
the whole surplus; it is approximately
25 percent of the surplus.

Social Security is going to be kept
totally intact. All of the money that
comes into the Social Security fund is
going to stay with Social Security be-
cause we are going to need to reform
Social Security to keep it from going
into a deficit in the year 2038. We are
going to keep the money in the Social
Security trust fund, just as we said we
would do, in order to prepare for the re-
form that will keep Social Security se-
cure. And the downpayment on that is
to keep the money that is coming in, in
Social Security, right there and not
allow it to be spent for any other pur-
pose.

Yes, there is a difference in philos-
ophy. We will see that coming forward.
The difference is we believe the money
that is coming into the coffers of the
taxpayers of America should be care-
fully managed, should not be over-
spent, and should not be thrown around
but should be carefully spent and care-
fully prioritized, just as the people who
earned the money and send it to Wash-
ington do in their own budgets. That is
our responsibility. That is what we are
producing in this budget today.

Senator DOMENICI has been the most
bipartisan and cooperative chairman of
the Budget Committee I have ever
seen. When I heard some of the com-
ments about Democrats not having a
role in this budget, I couldn’t believe
my ears because I have been watching
Senator DOMENICI for the last month. I
know he has been in meeting after
meeting after meeting with the Repub-
licans and the Democrats on the com-
mittee and, yes, with the White House
to have the total input and, yes, with
Members of the House of Representa-
tives to try to see what we could do to
pass a bill in a very evenly divided Sen-
ate.

I think what was produced by the
Budget Committee under the leader-
ship of this great chairman is a won-
derful budget that shows we respect
the taxpayers of this country and we
are going to manage their dollars wise-
ly. We are going to spend more on pub-
lic education, on Medicare, and on de-
fense. We are going to spend money in
high-priority areas. We are not going
to spend more money in every area. 1
think it would be irresponsible to do
that.

Let’s argue about those priorities.
That is legitimate. That is a legitimate
debate. But to say that we aren’t in-
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creasing spending when we are increas-
ing spending 5 percent, which is more
than the rate of inflation and more
than the spending increases in most
households in this country, I think we
have to get the truth on the table.

The fact of the matter is, in the area
of education, we see the largest in-
crease and the highest level of funding
for education for disabled children. We
are making a commitment to the dis-
abled children in this country. We are
increasing Pell grants for low-income
college students. It is a clear priority
in this bill that we would try to make
sure every young person in this coun-
try will have the ability to go to col-
lege if that is his or her desire. If that
is a goal of a young person in this
country, through Pell grants, low-in-
terest loans, we want to make it pos-
sible for those children to have that op-
portunity.

We have increased Pell grants every
yvear I have been in the Senate. In fact,
I submitted the amendment that made
sure Pell grants went to needy stu-
dents first rather than being peeled off
by other interests.

New reading program: That is the
basis of the increase in spending in the
education bill, $1 billion, tripling cur-
rent funding, because we believe that if
a child can’t read at grade level in the
third grade, that child is going to fall
behind. There is no doubt about it. If
you wait until that child drops out of
junior high school or high school, of
course, the child is lost. Of course, the
child is frustrated. In fact, that is ex-
actly the cause of many high school
dropouts today—not that the young
people aren’t smart. It is not that they
can’t learn. It is that they cannot read.
If they cannot read, of course, they
can’t comprehend the math and the
history and the geography: Of course,
they can’t.

That is why we are prioritizing get-
ting to those young people at the early
stages and finding out what the weak-
nesses are and correcting those weak-
nesses while they still have a chance to
have the full benefit of their education.

There is $472 million to encourage
school choice and innovation. We are
increasing the spending for historically
black colleges and Hispanic-serving in-
stitutions. That is an area where I have
been involved since I have been here.
We have been year after year after year
increasing the spending in both of
those areas, and this is going to in-
crease what we have increased by 30
percent by the year 2005 because that is
a priority.

Under the National Science Founda-
tion, there will be $200 million for new
K-12 math-science partnerships to try
to encourage our young people to go
into science and math because we know
that is where the future is.

I commend the Senator from New
Mexico. I appreciate that he has been a
responsible steward of taxpayer dollars
in our country. I would not want some-
one in the Senate who thought that
just because the money was there it
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should be spent whether or not the pro-
gram warranted the added expendi-
tures. And continuing spending is still
something that should be worth ap-
plauding. If we are continuing the
spending for a program, if we are in-
creasing it, then I think that we have
determined it is a priority. I think we
should look at this budget from the
eyes of the people we are representing
to determine what the priorities should
be, and knowing that perhaps we did
not increase in some areas, and we
might have decreased in some areas,
but that does not mean we will not be
able to come back and do something
later. But it does mean we are going to
keep our eye on the ball, and we are
going to increase education spending,
we are going to increase defense spend-
ing, we are going to increase Medicare,
we are going to keep Social Security
secure, and we are going to do the
things that people elected us to do;
that is, to represent them and their tax
dollars with respect for their hard
work to earn that money.

The people of this country are hard
working. They are productive. They
should be able to keep as much of their
money as we do not need for Govern-
ment, to spend as they wish on their
families. I do not think that is a bad
priority.

So, Mr. President, I thank the Sen-
ators. I thank them for this budget. 1
hope we will have a budget adopted by
a large majority because I think they
have done a good job.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have
been talking with the ranking member.
There are two Members on his side
ready to speak. I am going to just
speak for a couple minutes, and then
the other side can have two in a row. If
we have another speaker come, we will
work to accommodate that person, but
that will be after the two speakers
from the other side.

Mr. CONRAD. Might we just lock it
in at this point?

Mr. DOMENICI. Sure.

Mr. CONRAD. We will recognize the
two Senators after Senator DOMENICI
has concluded his thoughts. On our
side, we will first go to Senator KEN-
NEDY.

I ask Senator KENNEDY, are you seek-
ing 20 minutes?

Mr. KENNEDY. Please.

Mr. CONRAD. Twenty minutes for
Senator KENNEDY.

I ask Senator STABENOW, are you
seeking 20 minutes?

Ms. STABENOW. Fifteen minutes.

Mr. CONRAD. And then we will go to
Senator STABENOW for 15 minutes, if we
can enter into that as an agreement
after Senator DOMENICI concludes. I
ask unanimous consent that that be
the sequence of recognition.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DOMENICI. I have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. DOMENICI. Let me say to the
Senator, I hope the debate does not go
late into the evening. But I think we
are just on a path now where each side
has 5 hours. I hope we do not use it. I
do not know if you will use it. But es-
sentially, for anybody who wants to
speak on our side, you just heard the
consent agreement. So if you want to
speak, it will be 40, 50 minutes before
we have another Senator from our side.
I hope we will all recognize that. We
will welcome you before the evening is
out.

I might say to anybody who is con-
cerned about what this budget resolu-
tion has in it, I have stated that one
time today. But I believe as a wrap-up
I will go through again everything that
we have put in this because anyone can
pick out certain areas and debate
them.

But overall, I want to first thank
those Democrats who voted with us,
those from the other side, so we could
go to conference. Anyone who thinks
they have not had an impact, they
have had an impact. They had an im-
pact to permit us to get a budget, go to
conference, and get a conference report
that included tax cuts. How the tax
cuts are going to come out and all the
ingredients of that over the next 11
years, including 2 years of stimulus,
clearly, those on the other side will
have a very big impact on that. Not
only did they have an impact as we left
here, they had an impact as we pro-
duced the conference report for the
Senate and final wrap-up of the lan-
guage that went to conference. But es-
sentially I assume they will be big par-
ticipants in the kind of tax reductions
that people are going to get. I thank
them for that.

I am going to summarize on edu-
cation because I am sure there will be
many speakers speaking to what they
thought should have been the numbers
on education. I just want to say that
whatever the President assumed as
education increases are assumed in this
budget. IDEA is assumed to increase to
$7.6 billion. That is up $1.25 billion.
That is a 20-percent increase in special
education. There will be some who
think it should be more. There are
some who think it should be a new en-
titlement program. But it did receive a
pretty substantial increase.

For those who are wondering about
funding IDEA, we can look at the last
3 years, plus this year, and we are well
on our way to living up to our commit-
ment, which has taken a long time to
fulfill. We are moving toward the
amount we assumed the Federal Gov-
ernment’s participation in special ed
was going to be a long time ago. We are
moving aggressively on that. We have
another $6.2 billion that could be, if the
appropriators see fit, part of it—they
could use all of it, half of it. It could go
to education if they choose to do that.
That is what is in the budget resolu-
tion.

I want to wrap up and say, I under-
stand my worthy opposition talks
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about the assumptions in this budget,
the 10-year totals. I can only say to ev-
eryone, if you believe that we have as-
sumptions for growth, inflation, and
the like, that are optimistic, then go
ask those who are not optimistic what
their assumptions are. You will find
this is a modest set of assumptions. It
is not extraordinarily high. If some
President in the past and some Budget
Director in the past used rosy sce-
narios in economics, we did not. It is
not in this budget. It was not done by
CBO.

Lastly, there is no question that ev-
eryone wants to do something in Medi-
care. I repeat, I think when the Senate
comes out with a $300 billion reserve
fund—the House had $145 billion or $146
billion, and we end up with $300 bil-
lion—we did pretty good, considering
that both Houses have to speak. We
doubled the amount the House had.
Frankly, it is a pretty good number for
those who want to work on that.

There are many other things that
will be addressed from time to time. I
will try, after much discussion, to
recap it all. But it may be we will get
through early enough and, who knows,
maybe the Senate will not want to
even hear from me again.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
that the Presiding Officer be good
enough to tell me when I have 5 min-
utes remaining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Chair will notify the Senator.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I see
my good friend from New Mexico in the
Chamber, Senator DOMENICI. I saw, as
well, my friend from the State of Texas
in the Chamber. They were com-
menting earlier—particularly the Sen-
ator from Texas—about how this budg-
et protects education. Well, it does not.

We Democrats challenge the chair-
man of the Budget Committee or the
Senator from Texas to take the budget
here and show us where and how edu-
cation is protected in this budget—be-
cause it is not protected.

We will give you a very quick lesson
on why the budget fails to protect edu-
cation.

First of all, let’s take how this budg-
et considered the tax breaks. It is very
clear, on the top of page H1961 in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, in how it
treats the tax cut. It says, ‘‘the Senate
Committee on Finance shall report a
reconciliation bill” which is to include
their tax reduction of $1.25 trillion. The
Finance Committee shall do it.

Then we come over to the issue of de-
fense on page H1962. And it says: ‘“Sen-
ate Defense Firewall.” It says: ‘‘for the
nondefense category, $336,230,000,000 in
new budget authority.” That is less
than current services. Still nothing on
education. Written right here, H1962.
Let’s at least, when we are talking
about this extremely important meas-
ure, get away from general rhetoric
and let’s look at the facts written in
this budget.

The
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It says right up here on H1962 that
you won’t even have current services.
Current services means the money
needed to provide the same services the
government provides today next year.
It costs more to provide the same serv-
ices because of inflation. We are not
even going to get the current services
level of funding for domestic discre-
tionary spending under this budget. It
is written right in here on H1962, but
you need to look at the Congressional
Budget Office report to know that cur-
rent services in domestic discretionary
spending will require $343 billion next
year, in fiscal year 2002.

Then we stay on the same page H1962
and go on to the third column. As a re-
serve fund for agriculture, it says the
Committee on the Budget may increase
the allocation for farmers by $66 bil-
lion.

Well, then, let’s go ahead and look in
here on page H1964 and see what they
say about education, when we have all
of that written in here to set money
aside for tax cuts and defense and agri-
culture. Now we come to education.

If the Senator from Texas or the Sen-
ator from New Mexico can read the lan-
guage of the report at H1964 and tell
me where we have this increase in
funding for education, I will be glad to
wait here for all 10 hours to hear it.
But we won’t hear it. They can’t get
there because this is what it says: “It
is the sense of the Senate.”” No require-
ment, no mandate, no words like
‘‘shall,” or even ‘‘may’ set aside spe-
cific funds. Instead, ‘‘It is the sense of
the Senate’” that the budget makes
available ‘“‘up to $6.2 billion.” “Up
to”—*‘up to.” Come on. Please, please,
for those who are going to support this
budget, don’t insult our intelligence by
maintaining that this is any commit-
ment even of $6 billion for education. It
is not. Read the language. It is not
there. Don’t distort the facts. No new
money is in this budget for education.
If it is, answer where it is, because it
isn’t there. We have given you the ref-
erences. We await the answers. We
await the answers from the members of
the Budget Committee.

Money for education just isn’t there.
It is a sham. The commitment of the
administration and the budgeteers is a
sham when it talks about increasing
education for the children of this coun-
try. It is a cliche. It is a shibboleth. It
is nonexistent. This budget doesn’t pro-
vide it. We wait to find out where it is.
We wait to have it clarified. We wait
for them to tell us how they claim it is
in here. They won’t be able to do it.

The only increases they have pro-
vided in the last year come not from
new money but come from the cuts in
other programs. We heard Members
here on the floor of the Senate talk
about the increases last year in edu-
cation. Wouldn’t we be proud to have
all this in education? You wouldn’t be
proud of it if you were a worker who
needed job training and you had your
job training resources cut $540 million
next year alone. And you wouldn’t be
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proud if you were a mother and your
child needed early learning opportuni-
ties—you wouldn’t be so proud of it.
And you wouldn’t be so proud of it if
you were a young person trying to up-
grade your skills to be trained as a pe-
diatrician and to try to get some help
for training so that we have the best
doctors in the world to take care of our
children. They slashed that program
too, to pay for what they call a one-
time ‘‘increase’ in education.

The list goes on—the slashing of
clean water, the slashing of renewable
energy, the slashing of the National
Science Foundation, disaster relief,
community policing. It adds up to,
what, $1.8 billion, just to the level of
new real dollars that the administra-
tion claims it will provide for edu-
cation. Come on, please. Please, Budget
Committee. Please don’t insult our in-
telligence. You don’t have a nickel in
this program that is new money in
terms of education. You just don’t have
it.

The money you put in there you have
taken from someplace else. You don’t
have it in the outer years, as we see
the outer years. Here it is in the Edu-
cation Department’s own 2002 budget.
You talk about it here on in the budget
resolution as well. There will be no new
education money in the outer years. It
is very clear what it is, on page H1983,
if you read through the ‘‘Functions and
Revenues’ paragraph on the first col-
umn. The budget plainly says, ‘‘This
report assumes that the 2002 discre-
tionary function level grows by infla-
tion.” There it is. There it is, ‘‘grows
by inflation.’” That is all for education.
It grows by inflation. That means zero
increase in 2003, zero increase in 2004,
zero increase in 2005, zero increase in
2006, zero in 2007, zero in 2008, zero in
2009, zero in 2010, and zero in 2011. That
is in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on
page H1983. There are others who may
know this document better than I, but
I'm just reading the words written in
this budget. We have cited the relevant
passages.

This budget comes in the wake of ac-
tions of this body, in a bipartisan way,
to provide $250 billion through the Har-
kin amendment. We look around here,
we look around and say, the Harkin
amendment? We were going to reduce
the tax bill by $200 billion so that edu-
cation could be realistically funded. Is
there $200 billion in here for education?
No. Is there $100 billion? No. Is there
$50 billion in here? No. Is there $10 bil-
lion? No. The Senate voted, Repub-
licans and Democrats, to reduce the
tax cut by $250 billion and put that in
education. Is there $56 billion in here?
No. Here’s what new money the budget-
eers and the administration provide for
education: Zero.

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

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield for a question.

Mr. CONRAD. The Senator had up a
chart that shows the Bush increase
compared to the Clinton proposal.
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Mr. KENNEDY. Yes, the differences
in proposed Elementary and Secondary
Education Act increases.

Mr. CONRAD. That is what is in the
President’s proposal. It is very inter-
esting. We had the Senator from Texas
hold up a chart that talked about the
President’s proposal. Will the Senator
from Massachusetts correct me if I am
wrong? Are we voting on the Presi-
dent’s proposal or are we voting on the
conference report?

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator, who has
spoken so eloquently, knows we are
voting on the budget conference report.

Mr. CONRAD. And would the Senator
from Massachusetts correct me if I am
wrong. As I read the conference report,
there is no increase in any year for
education, other than the sense-of-the-
Senate language buried deep in the
document that every Senator knows
isn’t worth the paper it is written on
because it means zero. Isn’t that cor-
rect?

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct and reminds us about
the importance of being accurate in the
representation of what is in this budg-
et.

I hope that those on the other side
will take the time to come out here,
because we are challenging them on
this point on education. Come out here
and refute us. Show us where we are
wrong. I would welcome that oppor-
tunity to hear how we are wrong. As
the Senator from North Dakota has
pointed out, the language is what is
guiding. It isn’t what we think might
be in here. It isn’t what might be in
here at some time. It is what is in here.
It is what is written down for all to see.

The Senator has pointed out the con-
trolling language which shows that
there is no increase in education. Edu-
cation is funded at current services, ad-
justed for inflation. That is against a
background of an administration that
has said: ‘“‘Education is the No. 1 pri-
ority. We are not going to leave a child
behind.”

Well, we know that two-thirds of the
children are being left behind with the
current expenditures in title I—two-
thirds of them. And 50 percent of the
children are being left behind in the
Head Start Program. And 95 percent of
the children are being left behind in
Early Head Start. And we know we are
only funding about 15 percent of the el-
igible children in terms of the
childcare for working mothers.

We are leaving no child behind? We
are leaving them all behind, a whole
generation behind. That is what this
budget does.

Mr. CONRAD. Will the Senator yield
for another question?

Mr. KENNEDY. I am glad to. I hope
the Senator will give me 5 more min-
utes at the end.

Mr. CONRAD. I would be happy to do
that.

It is interesting, our friends on the
other side, first of all, they hold up the
Bush budget, which has nothing to do
with what we are voting on here. We
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are voting on the conference report
that has no increase in education. They
also tried to misrepresent what the
Bush increase was by claiming credit
for money that was advance funded
last year when he was Governor of
Texas. He didn’t have a thing to do
with it. They count that in their so-
called 1l-percent increase he has pro-
posed. Of course, none of that is rel-
evant to what we are doing here be-
cause we are dealing with the con-
ference report.

Correct me if I am wrong because I
look at discretionary spending, the
total pot of money that education
comes out of, and just to keep pace
with inflation it requires $663 billion
for 2002. The conference report says
they have $661 billion available. So
they have cut $2 billion in the total
pool of money from which education
funding comes. On top of that, defense
is about half, and they have increased
defense by $3.3 billion. So other non-
defense programs have to be cut by $5.5
billion to make this budget.

Will the Senator from Massachusetts
indicate whether that is a correct con-
clusion or not?

(Mr. BROWNBACK
Chair.)

Mr. KENNEDY. Well, just in answer-
ing—and I intend to—I was looking at
page H1867 of the budget that Repub-
licans filed before they lost their two
pages last Friday, which contains the
exact same numbers for education,
Function 500, as the budget they filed
today, if you look at page H1960. I don’t
know whether the Senator is looking
at this particular passage. It has in
here education training employment
and social services. Then it has the
budget authority, the outlays for 2001;
from 2002 with $76 billion; for 2003, $81
billion; 2004, $83 billion; 2005, $85 bil-
lion—you get the drift—then $85 billion
to $87 billion. It goes up about $2 bil-
lion a year. That looks like flat fund-
ing to me, adjusted only for inflation,
which describes what is going happen if
Republicans have their way. Flat fund-
ing on education all the way to the
year 2011.

Let me ask the Senator this. In this
budget proposal, they include figures in
the tax program, don’t they—for exam-
ple, for all of the out years; am I cor-
rect? Maybe the Senator can inform
me. As I understand it, the budgeteers
were able to say what would be given
or returned to taxpayers all the way
through to 2011, but we can’t do it with
regard to education.

Mr. CONRAD. The Senator makes a
powerful point. What they have done—
when they want to reserve money for
something, they know how to do it.
When they want to reserve money for
the tax cut, it is in a reconciliation in-
struction that goes to the Finance
Committee, and they have to report it.
When they want to reserve money for
defense, they know how to do it. They
create a special fund, and the chairman
of the committee will decide how much
we spend on defense. It is a remarkable

assumed the
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thing that one person has the power to
decide what we are going to spend on
defense. When they want to have fund-
ing for education, there is no reserve
fund. They say it is the top priority.
There is no reserve fund, and there is
no increase. In fact——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts has 5 minutes
remaining.

Mr. CONRAD. We are talking a real
increase for education. It would require
more than inflation, would it not, be-
cause the student populations are
growing. It isn’t enough to just offset
inflation. The school population is
growing. So the truth of the matter is,
in real terms, education is being cut
under this budget.

Mr. KENNEDY. Well, the Senator is
correct. The fact is, the poorest stu-
dents—yes, poorest students—in Amer-
ica over the last few years have in-
creased in terms of poverty, yet the
budget includes nothing to address
their needs. We expect a doubling in
those attending school who speak for-
eign languages, yet we have nothing in
this budget but current services; no in-
crease. The total numbers of students
are increasing, and we’ll have a million
more to educate by 2009. We will have
a million more students that will come
to school over the next 9 years whose
interests aren’t even being taken care
of. This budget is a complete abdica-
tion of responsibility to students in
this country.

I wonder if I could have 10 minutes
for to offer my prepared remarks for
the consideration of my colleagues.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Massachusetts be given 10 min-
utes off the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I op-
pose this budget conference report. Its
tax breaks are excessive and tilted
overwhelmingly to the wealthy, and it
ignores the urgent need to invest effec-
tively in education.

Under the enormous tax breaks pro-
vided by this Republican budget, there
will be no funds to increase education
investments for the next ten years. It’s
a budget that fails to provide the na-
tion’s schools, teachers, parents, and
communities with the resources that
are essential to carry out the reforms
we all know are needed. At the same
time, it gives away half a trillion dol-
lars to the wealthiest one percent of
Americans. How very Republican!

That is the bottom line proposed by
this Republican budget—nothing new
for education, and over half a trillion
new dollars for those whose incomes al-
ready average over $1.1 million a year.

This budget doesn’t just leave some
children behind—it shortchanges an en-
tire generation of children. Nowhere
are Republicans’ misplaced priorities
clearer. After all the talk about the
importance of education to children’s
lives and the nation’s future after all
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the talk about unmet needs in the na-
tion’s schools—after all the Senate
votes to increase investments to meet
the most basic education needs, this
Republican budget contains no new
funds for education. It tells millions of
children who attend disadvantaged
schools that they don’t count—that no
help is on the way to give them the
long-overdue support they need and de-
serve.

The federal budget is, in fact, the
budget of the American family as a
whole. Individual families have their
own budget process. They know what
they would like to do, but almost all of
them have limited resources, so they
set their priorities. Wise family budg-
ets guarantee that the family’s basic
daily needs for food and shelter are
met. Then the family can plan for long-
term needs. And after these needs are
met, vacations and other non-essential
items can be included. Families know
that failing to budget for both imme-
diate and long-term needs can risk fi-
nancial disaster even bankruptcy.

The same is true of the federal budg-
et. Yet Republicans have chosen to
purchase the country club membership,
the extravagant cruise, and the high-
priced sports car, while refusing to in-
vest in educating the youth who will
lead the nation and guide its economy
in the next generation. Today’s irre-
sponsible Republican decisions on this
budget jeopardize America’s future.

Two basic facts tell the whole sad
story about how badly this budget
treats education. First, it spends every
penny of the total $2.7 trillion surplus
that will be available over the next ten
years, without providing even one
penny of that surplus to improve edu-
cation. Second, to add insult to injury,
this GOP budget caps education fund-
ing at the amount needed only to
maintain current services and then it
applies heavy additional pressure to
cut education funding even below the
level of current services over the next
ten years.

In allocating the surplus, the only
real Republican priority is to protect
the GOP tax cut. As the conference re-
port bluntly states, ‘“‘the Committee on
Finance of the Senate shall report to
the Senate a reconciliation bill not
later than May 18, 2001 that consists of
changes in laws within its jurisdiction
sufficient to reduce revenues” by $1.25
trillion through the year 2011. This lan-
guage requires a tax cut. It sets a date
certain for the tax cut to be sent to the
full Senate for a vote. It sets a specific
amount for the tax cut. And it even
protects the tax cut from a Senate fili-
buster—the ultimate protection for
GOP tax cuts. Wouldn’t it be nice if our
Republican friends would give the same
tender loving care to education that
they give to tax cuts under their budg-
et?

Democrats support a tax cut. But it
must be a responsible tax cut—one that
the Nation can afford, and one that is
fair to all workers. But the tax cut sup-
ported in this budget flunks those
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tests. The GOP tax cut—so explicitly
touted and protected in this budget—is
irresponsible, excessive, unfair, and
unaffordable.

In addition to tax cuts, this GOP
budget carves $66 billion out of the sur-
plus to enable the Agriculture Com-
mittee to increase support for farmers.
The GOP budget also adds special pro-
tections to increase spending on de-
fense. Democrats support these prior-
ities too and their inclusion in the con-
ference report clearly demonstrates
that Republican members of the House
and Senate know how to write a pri-
ority into the budget when they want
to. But they refuse to do so for edu-
cation.

Let’s look at what the budget does
say about education. Here it is: ‘‘Sense
of the Senate With Respect to Edu-
cation Funding. It is the Sense of the
Senate that this budget resolution
makes available up to $6.2 billion in
discretionary budget authority for
funding domestic priorities. . . .” As
we all know, a Sense of the Senate pro-
vision has no binding legal effect on
anyone. That is why Republicans did
not use a Sense of the Senate to pro-
tect their tax cut.

The language of this budget proves
that Republicans know how to protect
their priorities—it also proves that
education is nowhere to be found in Re-
publican priorities. All of the GOP edu-
cation rhetoric rings hollow when you
examine the GOP budget.

The Republican leadership could eas-
ily have accepted the recent Senate
vote on the Harkin amendment, to re-
duce the size of the tax cut by 20 per-
cent, so that support for education
could increase by $250 billion over the
next 10 years. A responsible proposal
like that would enable vital improve-
ments to be made in education
throughout America, while still leav-
ing $1 trillion dollars for tax cuts. But
no, said our Republican friends. They
want every last penny for their tax cut,
and they write specific language to
force it into law.

In addition, they added specific budg-
et language that restricts education
funding. The conference report itself
specifically sets education discre-
tionary funding at CBO’s current serv-
ices level, and then adjusts it for infla-
tion for the next 10 years. These figures
fail to account for the estimated in-
crease in enrollment of 1.1 million new
students, which the Department of
Education expects between now and
2008. When this increase is taken into
account, it is clear that Federal spend-
ing per student will actually decline
under the Republican budget. With all
the challenges facing schools and stu-
dents today, Republicans intend to re-
duce Federal funding per student.

The conference report goes even fur-
ther, and directs a $5.5 billion cut next
year in total nondefense discretionary
spending—2 percent below the amount
that the Congressional Budget Office
says 1is needed to maintain current
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services next year. With all this down-
ward pressure on overall domestic dis-
cretionary spending, any increased
education investments will be difficult
at best to achieve.

We are already well aware of the dif-
ficulty in funding the small $1.8 billion
increase that President Bush proposes
for education next year. None of it
comes from the surplus. Instead, Re-
publicans expect it to come from cuts
in other domestic programs, as I point-
ed out earlier.

Those cuts include—$541 million from
a range of job training programs, $20
million from the Early Learning Op-
portunities Act, $35 million from Pedi-
atric Graduate Medical Education, $497
million from the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency’s Clean Water Fund,
$156 million from renewable energy
programs, $200 million from basic
science research at NASA and the Na-
tional Science Foundation, $270 million
from disaster relief at the Federal
Emergency Management Agency, and
$270 million from Community Oriented
Policing Services. All of these cuts are
demanded under the Republican budget
in exchange for a small increase in edu-
cation.

If the tax cut were trimmed by 20
percent, major resources in the range
of $2560 billion over the next decade
such as the Harkin amendment that
was approved by a bipartisan vote in
the Senate a few weeks ago, would be
available to vastly improve education
throughout America, without requiring
cuts in other essential services.

America’s school administrators,
teachers, and State and local leaders
all know the need for additional Fed-
eral investments in education. They
are the ones today who cannot afford
to hire additional qualified teachers in
overcrowded school districts. They are
the ones today who confront the social
problems that arise when 7 million
children are left alone after school
each day. They are the ones who en-
dure first-hand the crumbling school
buildings.

Countless business executives know
the needs too. They are the ones who
see young children enter school with-
out being ready to learn. They are the
ones who search in vain for qualified
employees among graduates of many
public schools.

Across America, 12 million children
live in poverty—but we provide the full
range of title I Federal education serv-
ices to only one in three of these chil-
dren. The rest are left to fend for them-
selves, with the most inadequate teach-
ing, the most inadequate attention,
and the most inadequate facilities.

Four of every 10 children in poverty
are taught by teachers who lack an un-
dergraduate major or minor degree in
their primary field. Gym teachers are
teaching math. English teachers are
teaching physics.

Because Federal title I funding is so
deficient, needy children have more
teachers’ aides than teachers. The vast
majority of teachers’ aides never grad-
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uated from college. In all, at least
750,000 well-meaning but underqualified
teachers are working in classrooms
across America today.

Nearly one in five first through third
graders are attempting to learn in
overcrowded classes of 25 or more stu-
dents. In these cases, some students in-
evitably lose in the competition for es-
sential teacher time. Entire classrooms
suffer as well. Ask any teacher or stu-
dent. Overcrowded classrooms under-
mine teaching for everyone.

In addition, over 7 million latchkey
children are left alone to fend for
themselves after school each day, with-
out constructive after school activities
to keep them off the streets, out of
gangs, and away from drugs and other
dangerous behavior.

Even though Head Start ranks as the
public’s favorite Government program,
inadequate funding continues to deny
Head Start to half of all eligible chil-
dren. In the case of Early Head Start,
95 percent of eligible infants and tod-
dlers are left out.

Students with disabilities suffer from
the same Federal neglect. The Federal
Government has long promised to fund
40 percent of disability education. Yet
it still only funds 17 percent. As a re-
sult, only one in six children with a
disability obtains the needed Federal
support.

This afternoon, we have a release
from the White House talking about
the education program:

The administration strongly opposes the
costly and unwarranted amendment to con-
vert special education funding under the In-
dividuals with Disabilities Education Act to
direct spending.

Unwarranted. Tell that to the par-
ents of disabled children. Tell that to
local communities that are paying for
these services. Unwarranted. Unwar-
ranted against this tax program?
Please.

For years, States have called on the
Federal Government to live up to its
commitment to disabled students. Yet
this Republican budget says no.

Fourteen million children attend
crumbling schools—schools with con-
taminated drinking water, heating and
plumbing systems that do not work,
falling tiles, broken windows, and soot-
filled ventilation systems. Seven mil-
lion children attend schools with se-
vere safety code violations.

Parents across the country are plead-
ing for increased investments to meet
these basic needs for modern facilities.
But the Republican leadership says no,
no, no.

In all of these cases, our Republican
colleagues say that ‘“‘money doesn’t
guarantee a quality education.” What
a preposterous response. Money may
not guarantee quality education, but it
is impossible to provide quality edu-
cation in today’s schools without sub-
stantial new investments. ‘‘Reform”
without resources simply rearranges
the deck chairs on the Education Ti-
tanic.

Make no mistake. The Nation stands
at a crossroads. It is long past time for
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Congress to make the investments that
are so urgently needed in education,
and we can do so by using less than ten
percent of the $2.7 trillion budget sur-
plus estimated over the next decade.

Sadly, lipservice is all the Repub-
lican leadership gives to education. We
have a unique opportunity to use the
budget surplus to improve education,
and we cannot afford to waste that op-
portunity. I urge my colleagues to vote
against this anti-education budget and
send it back to conference so Congress
can do the job that needs to be done
and do it right.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Michigan is recognized.

Mr. CONRAD. Will the Senator yield?

Ms. STABENOW. Absolutely.

Mr. CONRAD. The Senator from West
Virginia is here seeking time on an-
other matter. Could we enter into an
agreement that the Senator from West
Virginia be recognized for 15 minutes
after the Senator from Michigan has
completed?

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

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator and
manager of this conference report, and
I thank the distinguished Senator from
Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
rise to thank our ranking member on
the Budget Committee, Senator CON-
RAD from North Dakota, for his leader-
ship on this important issue and, as
well, Senator KENNEDY, who has spo-
ken so eloquently about the fact that
there are no dollars in this budget reso-
lution for education for our children.

One of the real pleasures for me as a
new Member of the Senate on the
Budget Committee has been to serve
with Senator BYRD and to learn from
him, as well, about the processes of
budget and appropriations.

We all, today, stand in opposition to
this conference report that puts the
United States on a risky fiscal path
and threatens the longest peacetime
economic expansion in our history.

I had an opportunity as a member of
the Senate Budget Committee to sit
through 16 different hearings. Sec-
retary after Secretary came forward—
the General Accounting Office, the
CBO, Chairman Greenspan. In every
case, people came forward and said
what was driving this economy and
these projected surpluses was increased
labor productivity.

I echo what Senator KENNEDY has
discussed in terms of education. If in
every case before the Budget Com-
mittee the discussion was about in-
creased labor productivity, doesn’t
that mean education? It means re-
search and technology development.
But if we don’t have the skilled work-
force to be able to use that technology,
to do the research, to be able to work
in these new economy jobs, we will not
be able to keep this economy going.

When we look at this budget and we
see zero being guaranteed for edu-
cation, it makes no sense. It makes no
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sense from an economic standpoint, it
makes no sense from a human stand-
point, and it makes no sense from the
standpoint of our families.

What we are saying regarding this
budget is that this is a budget in toto,
not just a debate about a tax cut. It is
a debate about the values and prior-
ities of the American people. I believe
in using and I know the people in
Michigan desire using common sense.
They want us to be balanced in our ap-
proach. They want to see tax cuts. I
support tax cuts geared to middle-class
families, folks working hard every day,
having to make those choices for their
families—our small businesses, our
family farmers. I support providing
meaningful tax relief.

I also hear from my constituents of a
concern about paying down our na-
tional debt. We have certainly heard a
lot of people talk about it for years and
years. Now is the time when we can ac-
tually do it. We need to do it.

I also hear great concern about mak-
ing key investments in the education
of our children. I hear that whether I
am talking to a business group, wheth-
er I am talking to a local PTA, or
whether I am talking to people in the
community on a daily basis. There is a
great concern about education and
what it means for the future of the
country. I hear great concerns about
education.

There is more than one way to put
money into people’s pockets. One way
is tax relief. I support that. Another
way is to provide lower interest rates
by paying down the debt. That means
lower mortgage payments. That means
lower car payments. Coming from the
great State of Michigan where we
make a lot of those automobiles, we
want people to be able to buy new
automobiles. We want those car pay-
ments to be low. Lower student loan
payments, business loans, all of these
things put money in people’s pockets.

But there is another item that puts
money in people’s pockets. That is for
those who are senior citizens in this
country. When we look at the tax cut
proposed for those under $25,000 in in-
come a year, they don’t see anything
from the proposed tax cut. A large per-
centage of those are our seniors. For
them, if we want to put money back
into their pockets, we need to lower
the cost of their prescription drugs.

There is more than one way to put
money back into people’s pockets. I
support a variety of strategies that
make sure we do that, as well as mak-
ing sure we are responsible and that we
are willing to make sensible commit-
ments for the future.

We will hear colleagues talk about
different percentages, different
amounts on the budget surplus, but I
choose to look at it like this: When we
look at a surplus, some of it is Social
Security and Medicare. We are paying
in; we are building up surpluses in the
trust funds. Within 11 years, many
baby boomers will start to retire and
we will see the major strain on Medi-
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care and Social Security, but we are
building up surpluses. If we take that
out of the equation and the debate, as
I believe we should, and we look at the
non-Medicare and Social Security sur-
pluses, when all is said and done, vir-
tually every penny of that surplus,
non-Medicare and Social Security, is
dedicated to the tax cut. That means
for the next 10 years for our families,
the only priority we believe American
families have is the tax cut geared to
the wealthiest Americans with the idea
that it will trickle down, through sup-
ply side economics, somehow into peo-
ple’s pockets.

Then in order to provide any spend-
ing, the majority of the Medicare trust
fund is moved over into something
called a contingency fund and spent.
This budget spends the Medicare trust
fund as if it were not a trust fund but
as if it were dollars to be spent on
other programs.

This is a serious issue underlying
this budget. We now find out, in addi-
tion to Medicare, this budget spends a
portion of Social Security. We know
within 11 years baby boomers will start
to retire in large numbers. We don’t
have time to pay it back. This is a seri-
ous issue, and there is no doubt in my
mind that the way this is structured
puts us back into debt. It causes Medi-
care to be insolvent much sooner—
within 10 years—and it seriously weak-
ens Social Security.

What we see underlying this budget
and all that is being talked about is
the idea of using Medicare and a por-
tion of Social Security to finance this
tax cut and budget. I believe that is
fundamentally wrong. I support the po-
sition that we strengthen Medicare
both for our hospitals and home health
and other providers, and we strengthen
it by modernizing it with the prescrip-
tion drug benefit for our seniors. I be-
lieve it is important we say, ‘‘Hands off
Social Security and Medicare.”

We have a budget surplus. There is no
reason we ought to be spending a dime
out of Medicare or Social Security to
fund anything in this budget or a tax
cut. Yet that is what is happening.
That is a fundamental flaw in this
budget. We have a situation where we
are using Medicare and Social Security
in this budget resolution to fund the
tax cut and the budget. We see zero
dollars being put aside for education.
We find ourselves in a situation where,
despite the amendment that was
agreed to by the Senate by a bipartisan
vote to increase funds for education
and to pay down the national debt, in
the end analysis those things are taken
out. We are back where we started. We
are not paying down all the national
debt that we can, we do not have dol-
lars included for education, and we
have a very narrow, ill-conceived budg-
et resolution in front of us.

I also believe we need to keep our
promise to special education, as was
talked about earlier. I think we have
made several promises as a country.
Two of them were Medicare and Social
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Security—great American success sto-
ries, promises made to the American
people.

Another promise that was made 25
years ago was that the Federal Govern-
ment was to provide 40 percent of spe-
cial education costs for our children in
schools. We have yet to hit 15 percent.
If we are not going to keep that prom-
ise now, when will we keep it? We are
hearing now the President is saying he
will not support that. Yet when I go
home and talk to my teachers and
principals, they tell me if we would
just keep our promise to special edu-
cation, that would go a long way to
free up other dollars for them to be
able to address lowering class size,
safety in schools, math and science ef-
forts, reading, and other important
areas—if we just kept our promise.

If we cannot do it when we are pro-
jecting trillions of dollars in budget
surpluses at this time in our history,
when will we? When do we Kkeep our
promises, if not now?

Finally, we all know we are looking
10 years into the future. We do not
have to be doing that, but this is being
designed as a process to somehow look
10 years down the road. We know in the
Budget Committee, the Congressional
Budget Office told us there is a 10-per-
cent chance they are accurate. It may
be more; it may be less. It could be a $1
trillion surplus; it could be a $50 billion
deficit. We do not know. We are being
asked to look 10 years down the road
and to guess, to basically gamble with
the future of the country and the fami-
lies of this country by picking a num-
ber and somehow spending dollars that
we do not know will materialize in the
future.

I joined earlier in this debate with
Senators on both sides of the aisle to
propose that we put in place some kind
of budget trigger so that if the dollars
did not materialize, they would not be
spent. I don’t know; I am just a mid-
westerner. I am new here. But it seems
to me common sense says we ought to
have it in hand before we spend it. A
trigger would do that. Yet there is no
trigger in this budget resolution. We
are guessing about what will happen
down the road. CBO says there is a 10-
percent chance they are right.

I urge my colleagues to take another
look. We can do better than this. We
can do better than this for everybody.
We can provide a meaningful tax cut.
We can pay down the national debt. We
can do it without spending Medicare
and Social Security. And we can invest
in education and in health care and
critical quality-of-life issues for our
families if we decide that is what we
want to do.

It can be done the right way and can
be done in a way that is fiscally re-
sponsible, that keeps the books bal-
anced, and makes sure we can be proud
when we are done that we have truly
kept going in the right direction as a
country.

My fear with this budget is it is look-
ing at the future through a rearview
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mirror. I am very afraid of what is
coming down the road because we are
using Medicare to pay for this tax-cut-
ting budget, using part of Social Secu-
rity, and refusing to invest in edu-
cation even though we know increased
labor productivity is what will keep
our economy going. We know what
works and what does not work and
what needs to be done to be fiscally re-
sponsible.

I urge my colleagues to vote no on
this legislation and give us a chance, as
the Budget Committee, to do our work.
We were not given a chance to sit down
together and work something out that
made sense. It is not too late if we stop
now and vote no and decide we are
going to try again because we can do
better for our families.

I yield.

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

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, it is my
understanding that the order was en-
tered permitting me to speak out of
order for not to exceed 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. BYRD. Is my understanding cor-
rect that by my speaking out of order
the time is not charged against either
side on the pending measure? That was
what I had hoped.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That was
the Chair’s understanding.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair.

Mr. DOMENICI. Might I say to Sen-
ator BYRD, I was not here but I would
not have agreed to that just because we
have plenty of time, 5 hours on each
side. But I will not object.

———
SENATE PARLIAMENTARIAN

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Senate
has just undergone an abrupt change in
an office well known to all of us here in
the Senate, but hardly visible, until
lately, outside of the Senate—the of-
fice of the Senate Parliamentarian. I
wish to make some comments on this
matter. But first I would like to com-
mend the outgoing Parliamentarian,
Robert Dove, for his years of devoted
service and to congratulate Alan
Frumin on his assumption of the duties
of the office.

In my view, there are important in-
stitutional considerations that must
guide the selection of any individual
who aspires to become the Parliamen-
tarian of the Senate.

A long career in non-partisan service
in the Senate offers the obvious benefit
of experience, and fosters a detailed
comprehension of the Senate’s institu-
tional role. An understanding of the
Senate’s unique constitutional role can
best be developed by actually working
on the floor of the Senate, and by close
observation of Senate debate.

A prospective parliamentarian should
have little or no history of active par-
tisan politics but instead should dem-
onstrate an interest in the whole Sen-
ate as an institution. An individual
with such a background can best rep-
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resent the Senate’s prerogatives in its
dealings with the other departments of
Government and with the other body,
the House of Representatives.

To date, each person who has served
as Senate Parliamentarian has devoted
a career to non-partisan service to the
Senate. Every person who has become
Senate Parliamentarian has served at
least a decade as an assistant Senate
parliamentarian before rising to the
position of Senate Parliamentarian.
Each person who has become Parlia-
mentarian was promoted to that role
from the status of most senior assist-
ant parliamentarian.

The five individuals who have been
Senate Parliamentarian—and I have
known them all—served an average of
12 years in the Secretary’s Office before
becoming Parliamentarian, with none
less than 10 years. Each Parliamen-
tarian served as an apprentice to his
predecessor and progressed in sequence
through the ranks following his prede-
Ccessor.

The first Parliamentarian, Charles
Watkins, served in the office of the
Secretary of the Senate as the Journal
Clerk for 13 years before becoming Sen-
ate Parliamentarian.

The second Parliamentarian, Dr.
Floyd Riddick, who only recently
passed from this life, served in the of-
fice of the Secretary of the Senate for
17 years, 13 as assistant parliamen-
tarian, before becoming Senate Parlia-
mentarian.

The third Parliamentarian, Murray
Zweben, who I believe only recently
was deceased, served in the Parliamen-
tarian’s office for 16 years, 13 as assist-
ant parliamentarian, before becoming
Parliamentarian. The fourth Parlia-
mentarian, Bob Dove, served as an as-
sistant parliamentarian for 14%2 years
before becoming Parliamentarian. The
fifth Parliamentarian, Alan Frumin,
served as an assistant parliamentarian
for 10 years and had a total of almost 13
years of mnon-partisan Congressional
service before becoming Parliamen-
tarian.

Mr. President, trust is the basis of all
fruitful human relationships. Loss of
trust has poisoned many a well

Kings have fallen, presidents have
fallen, and Senators have fallen be-
cause the people lost their trust. Trea-
ties have been abrogated because trust
was compromised. Especially in a body
like the Senate, where one’s word is
one’s currency, trust makes the wheels
turn. Trust and comity, I would say,
are the twin pillars upon which this
body really rests.

The Parliamentarian is the keeper of
the rules. He guards the precedents. He
keeps the game fair. His advice about
complicated procedural matters must
be above suspicion. Both sides must
view him as having no personal agen-
da—no goal but the goal of the best in-
terests of the institution; no calling
but the calling of doing his utmost to
see that the Senate remains true to its
constitutional mandate. He must be
trusted by both sides.
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Such an individual must be steeped
in the Senate’s history and traditions.
He or she must understand intuitively
not only the rules and precedents but
also the underlying principles which
they seek to protect and the pitfalls
they seek to avoid. His must be a call-
ing and a commitment. His must be a
labor of love.

It is heavy, heavy lifting—not a job
for a faint heart or a faint intellect.

Benjamin Disraeli once observed
that, ‘‘Individualities may form com-
munities, but it is institutions alone
that can create a nation.”” The Senate
is the one institution in that constella-
tion of institutional stars that com-
prise the universe of a Representative
democracy which is designed to protect
the rights of the minority. The right of
unlimited debate and the right to
amend are prima facie evidence of the
Senate’s raison d’etre.

Unlike the House of Representatives,
unlike the Judiciary, the Senate alone
guarantees that the minority will be
heard, and will have the opportunity to
alter the course of events.

In the Senate, when we speak of the
minority of the membership, we also
speak of the minority of the States.

The Parliamentarian and his rulings
are key to guarding those rights and
preventing the Senate from losing its
purpose. Remember, majorities change,
and it is in the interests of both polit-
ical parties to have an independent, ex-
perienced keeper of the Senate’s his-
torical and constitutional mandate.

There must never, ever be a majority
or a minority parliamentarian. As dif-
ficult as it may be in such times as
these, we must all work together to
strive to avoid the crass politicization
of that critical office. Such an event,
were it ever to occur, would be a nail in
the coffin of the United States Senate.
We must not travel down that road, no
matter how tempting such a path may
be. Expediency must never become the
watchword of the Parliamentarian.

I have given most of my life to this
institution of the Senate. To me this is
hallowed ground. This Chamber is a
sanctuary. To me the protection of the
liberty of the people rests squarely on
these old floors. I speak not as a mem-
ber of any political party today. I
speak only, as I hope I am, as a faithful
steward of this grand and glorious in-
stitution. I hope that we all can come
together in a spirit of true bipartisan-
ship to reject any tendency to use the
office of Parliamentarian as a tool for
partisan advantage.

To guard against such a possibility, I
urge that any decision to remove or re-
place a Parliamentarian be the joint
decision of both Leaders.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, might
I say to the distinguished Senator,
with reference to this place, that while
I can’t claim to have spent as much of
my life as you, it seems almost forever.
It has been 29 years for me. It has been
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